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In 431 B.c., the first year of the i'=lopuiiucaian war, the Q

Athenians expelled the. ancient enemies from the CHERSONESE
nearby island of Aigina and replaced them with Athe- {C‘;\:’
nian settlers. The events leading up to this action, and

its consequences and implications for Athenian colo- imbros
nial policy elsewhere, are the subject of Athens and

Aigina in the Age of Imperial Colonization. Focusing on LEMNOS? q&
the relationship between Athens and Aigina, Thomas

J. Figueira develops a general picture of the social and

political history of Athenian imperial colonization in D A T amvetion
the fifth century B.C. nmb { ¥ ATHENIAN FIFTH-CENTURY COLONIZATION

The first part of the book examines the Athenian CO]OHY Sites marked in capitals are epoikic colonies.
on Aigina, After establishing the validity of the evi-
dence of Thucydides, a well-placed contemporary wit-
ness to the founding of the Aiginetan colony, Figueira . i
presents a revised view of the three key concepts in Sites marked in large and small capitals are cleruchies.
Athenian colonial terminology—the “colonist,” the “re- Sites marked in roman are colonies manned by non-Athenians.
inforcing colonist,” and the “cleruch,” or “lot-holder.”
From an analysis of this terminology, he demonstrates . E
that the initial purpose of the colonists was to reinforce ; Not fhown. on the map are Sinope and Amusos (on the Black Sea)
an already existing pro-Athens body on Aigina rather g and Thourioi and Neapolis in Campania (Italy).

than to replace it. He also discusses the roles played by

such well-known colonists as Ariston (the father of =T

Plato) and the comic playwright Aristophanes. KARysTOS?

Thomas J. Figuel ASTAKOS?

Sites marked in bold are other citizen colonies.
Sites marked in italic are mixed colonies.

tilene

Marked with lower-case only are selected other sites.

Kolophon
o

The second part of the book turns to the problems of ¥ Notion

; A S St ANDROS
Athenian colonization in general. Figueira surveys the

variety of archaic Athenian colonization policies and
practices, including the ambiguous relationship of
colonies to the mother city and conflicting claims of
colﬂmsts to Atheman cmzenshlp Subsequent chapters
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PREFACE

In its present form, this work is an outgrowth of my research on Aigina. The
goal of all scholarship on archaic and classical city-states outside of rela-
tively well attested Athens and Sparta is twofold. First, one seeks to portray
the history of the city under investigation for its own sake and for its contri-
butions to a broad understanding of Greek civilization. Secondly, local or
epichoric history endeavors to illuminate the constitutional and social insti-
tutions of Athens and Sparta and the interstate political and military affairs
which are so deeply affected by their vicissitudes. The vantage point, confes-
sedly hard-won, of a reconstructed epichoric history opens for us new lines
of sight on a familiar scholarly terrain, now hopefully seen with new eyes.

Epichoric and panhellenic motifs inevitably stand in a relationship of
tension, but it is, in fact, this dynamic tension (in happiest of such work)
that yields the progress toward new syntheses of familiar evidence. Unlike
my articles on Aiginetan history, the Athenian colonization of Aigina is
different in that it evolved into the shape of a portrait of Athenian imperial
colonization. And it was the proximity of the experiences of the Aiginetans
at Athenian hands to those of other Greeks that encouraged the hope of
integrating Aiginetan and imperial segments of this research. The reader
will, I trust, indulge one who has given so much time to the historical “resto-
ration” of a place that he raise the question of the significance of that locale.
In social history, Aigina is important as a salient adaptation of Greek insti-
tutionality to commerce. If Aigina, however, has any claim to status as a
paradigm in international affairs, is it not either as the nursery within
which Athenian imperialism took its first steps or as the laboratory within
which Athenian hegemonism developed its arsenal?

My first interest in the subject of Athenian colonization was stimulated
by an exceptionally fine seminar on the Athenian empire given by Michael
Jameson at the University of Pennsylvania during 1974-75. A prospective
dissertation on the Attic cleruchy was aborted by illness. That militated on
behalf of a work on Aigina, about which two long papers had already been
written.

I'have many whom I should like to thank for help in carrying this work
to completion. My mother Marion Figueira was generous in her assistance
in child-rearing, which allowed me many stolen hours for scholarship. My
wife Sarah George helped greatly at all stages of the project and is chiefly
responsible for the format and appearance of the final work. Colleagues at




ATHE

in the
Thomas J. Figuel

In431B.C., the f
Athenizns expe
nearby island of
nian settlers, T
its consequence
nial policy else
Aigina in the Ag
the relationship
J. Figueira deve
political history
the fifth centur

The first part of
on Aigina. Afte
dence of Thucy
ness to the foun
presents a Tevis
Athenian coloni
inforcing coloni
From an analysi
that the initial p
an already exist
than to replace

such well-know
Plato) and the ¢

The second pai
Athenian colon
variety of archi
practices, inclu
colonies to the
colonists to Ath
place colonizat
Athenian empi|
in Attic coloniz:
such as military
nue enhanceme¢
Figueira concly
of the Athenia
the tragic conse
Thomas J. Flg"l
‘history at Rutg

4

N

. PREFACE

Rutgers, Lowell Edmunds, John Lenaghan, and Alden Smith were very
helpful in final reading. My student Gordon Kelly also helped with the
proofreading. Thanks are owed to Kerry K. Wetterstrom and the Classical
Numismatic Group for the cover illustrations, and to the Publications Office
of the American School of Classical Studies at Athens for permission to use
their typesetting facilities.

Michael Jameson aided me on specific points. Martin Ostwald read
the first part with his keen eye and made many helpful suggestions. Mal-
colm B. Wallace has offered unstintingly of his knowledge of Athenian col-
onization and Euboian history; so much so in his readings of my drafts that
I have probably failed to note on enough occasions where his correspon-
dence and unpublished work has improved my presentation.

This book is dedicated to A. John Graham. Ancient historians of my
generation are indeed deeply indebted to him for what we have learned from
his years of patient work in investigating Greek colonization. Specifically,
his advice and admonition aided me on many occasions during the gestation
of this work, parts of which he waded through twice. Those who are familiar
with the details of Attic colonization will doubtless recognize many points on
which John and I disagree. Yet, it is a tribute to his generosity of intellect
that he has not only saved me from many mistakes, but also endeavored to
think through my hypotheses according to my own lights. Finally, I dedicate
this yolume to him in commemoration of fifteen years of friendship during
which his encouragement and kindnesses have never failed me.

I'have taken advantage of many programs at Rutgers University in the
course of my research on Aigina, and many friends on the faculty and in the
administration have warmly appreciated and supported my activities. It
would, however, be entirely bogus and born out of a false sense of shame if I
represented my research as born out of an untroubled, appropriate profes-
sional environment. Rather it was produced in a context of persecution,
including racial bigotry and direct harassment sustained by senior adminis-
trators. Nor do I think my experience unique. Such an admission is not
meant as a plea for compassion, but for the formulation of a question. Is the
traditional humanist now the natural outlaw and enemy within our bu-
reaucratized and ideologized universities, with their adversarial and custo-
dial posture toward students? I barely remember my initial offense, the one
that started the descent toward despised Latino. It was probably that fatal

combination of scholarly activity and an empathy with the students that was
all too visible and credible.

. T.E.
Rutgers University

May'19.91'
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INTRODUCTION

HE LONG CONFLICT between the Athenians and the Aigine-
tans reached a turning point in 431, in the first year of the Pelo-
ponnesian War. At that time, the Athenians expelled the Aiginetans
from their island (Thue. 2.27.1), and in place of the original inhabi-
tants decided to send their own settlers to Aigina.' According to Thucy-
dides, this deportation had two causes: the Athenians believed that the
Aiginetans bore a great responsibility for the outbreak of hostilities
through their agitation against Athens at Sparta (cf. Thue. 1.67.2,
1.139.1, 1.140.3; Plut. Per. 29.5; Andoc. 3.6), and they also had made a
strategic decision that it would be better for their military prospects to
have in their possession an island which was opportunely situated, adja-
cent to the Peloponnesos (2.27.1).2 Thus, in the case of Aigina, we find
together explicitly two leitmotifs of fifth-century Athenian colonization:
both a punitive tendency and a calculation based on military pragma-
tism. A third theme, that of inclusivism (see also Chapter 5, section B), is
encapsulated in the references of Thucydides to the settlers. Inclusivism
was more fitfully operative in the colonization of the Athenian empire,
and was controversial. It is therefore rather elusive in the surviving
evidence. Nonetheless, it will become significant for our understanding
of Athenian actions concerning Aigina. Moreover, subsidizing Athenian
citizens and promoting their upward mobility were sustaining factors in
the motivation of the Athenian program of settlement abroad, and it will
be important for us to explore the political and social history surround-
ing their implementation.
I shall argue in Part I of this work that this Athenian settlement on
Algina was an dmoukia ‘colony’ rather than a kAnpovyia ‘cleruchy’, with

! Thue. 2.27.1: dvéoernaay b¢ kal Alywijras 7@ adrd Oéper Todrew &£ Alylvns
"Abnpaior, adrovs Te kal maldas kal yvvaikas, émkaléoavres oy fkiocTa ToD ToAépoy
odlow airiovs evar kal iy Alyway doparéorepor épatvero 4 Melomovmiow
émiketpuévny abrdy mepravras émolkovs éxew. kal ééémeprav Yorepor ob mOAAD de
avTi Tovs oikrjropas. See p. 7 below for a translation.

* For the former motivation, see T.J. Figueira, “Autonomor kata tas spondas (Thuc.
1.67.2), BICS 37 (1990) 63-88, and, for the latter, id., “Aigina and the Naval Strategy
of the Late Fifth and Early Fourth Centuries,” RAM 133 (1990) 15-51, esp. 16-22.
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2 INTRODUCTION

settlers who (nevertheless) retained their Athenian citizenship. Further-
more, the Athenian colony claimed a continuity with pre-Athenian Ai-
gina through the denomination of the colonists there as émotkor and so
represented a reconstituted, legitimized Aiginetan polity. In the eyes of
the Athenians, the grounds for these claims lay first in a cultic or ritual
subordination of Aigina to Athens and, next, in an Athenian champion-
ing (and eventual harboring) of the Aiginetan damos during the early
480s. The Athenian delegitimization of archaic and classical Aiginetan
political institutions was merely consummated by force majeure in 431.
During the period in which Aigina was a tributary ally of Athens (after
457-56), Aigina’s oligarchic political order had been under pressure. In
addition, the project of delegitimizing the Aiginetan oligarchy had as its
collaborators those residents of the island who advertized their sympa-
thies with Athens by supporting Atticizing cults.

My hypothesis on the character of the Athenian colony on Aigina
shall bring me into conflict with much of what is commonly believed
concerning Athenian colonization in general and, in particular, on the
nature of Athenian cleruchies. While I shall not essay a linear and
chronological history of Athenian colonization in the fifth century, the
dossier on any single Athenian settlement abroad is so thin that, in-
evitably, many features of a general reconstruction must be established
in order to explicate the case at hand.® Some of this comparative mate-
rial is presented in the footnotes and on the tables appearing through
this work. Yet, I have found that the interests of clarity are best served
by bringing together my comments on aspects of the source material
about certain other colonies, which are particularly relevant to Aigina
and especially significant in general. Thus I have created four brief
sketches, called Appendixes, which are each devoted to the history of a
single colony. Another facet of this work is also an inevitable result of
the scattered, fragmentary quality of our evidence. The same data must
be applied at several specific points within my argument, where they
provide narrowly-focused beams of illumination. Accordingly, it may be
difficult for the reader to aggregate all the discussion on some Athenian
settlements. The tables and cross-references attempt to address this
problem, but could not be expanded or increased in number without

3"11.1 the absence of direct reflections on the creation of colonial policy by organs of the
Athenian government, a linear history is infeasible,
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disrupting the progress of the narrative. Hence, the index lists all Athe-
nian colonies in boldface, in some cases with sub-rubrics referenced to
aspects of their colonization.

Moreover, the implications of a specification of the status of the
Athenian settlement on Aigina are far-reaching, as they, in turn, neces-
sitate the revision of several important tenets of the standard views on
Athenian colonization. Scholarship on Athenian colonization has been
remarkably conservative, with the results of nineteenth- or early twen-
tieth-century overviews holding continued, if often unacknowledged,
sway." There has been a steady increase in our evidence, with the publi-
cation of the Athenian Tribute Lists representing the most noticeable
accession to the standing body of knowledge. Nevertheless, scholars have
tended to make incursions on limited fronts into the consensus of re-
ceived views, for instance, on the technical language of colonization, on
the civic status of Attic colonists, or on the military role of cleruchs. It
has been the coordination of such insights in a new reconstruction that
has not been essayed.

Because of the particularly well documented character of the en-
mity between Aigina and Athens, it is possible to place the Athenian
occupation of Aigina within a broad historical context (an unusual situ-
ation); indeed, we might even say, within the main line of evolution of
Athenian imperialism. In my Part I, therefore, I endeavor to charac-
terize the most salient qualities of Athenian imperial colonization from
the standpoint of our newly-won understandings of the distinctions be-
tween colonies and cleruchies, of the political potential of colonization,
and of the social parameters within which Athenian colonization was
compelled to operate. Accordingly, I shall attempt to offer the first sur-
vey of the social history of Athenian imperial colonization. The focus on
a case like that of Aigina helps us to see fifth-century colonization inde-
pendently, without yielding to an extrapolation from the evidence on
fourth-century Attic colonizing, which, as shall be seen, fits into a differ-
ent hegemonal, and thereby terminological, context.

*Some of this earlier scholarship appears as citations in footnotes or in the bib-
liography. The modern historiography on Athenian colonization could be the subject of
a monograph in itself, as one could fill many pages of notes merely listing the authorities
holding various positions and exploring the filiation of scholarly opinion. I have confined
this sort of citation to a few major points.
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INTRODUCTION

Any work on Athenian colonization is necessarily a work on Athe-
nian imperialism in some of its aspects. Except insofar as the general
features of Athenian expansion during the Pentekontaeteia involve the
policies concerning placing Athenians abroad, this work does not explore
in depth matters such as Athens’ relations with its allies/subjects or the
ideological justifications for Athenian hegemony, and the causes of allied
acquiescence or dissidence. Nonetheless, the reader may be warned
about the gradualist attitudes of the author, who doubts, for example, the
existence of a Peace of Kallias and a resultant mid-century crisis in Athe-
nian imperialism, and who has tried to be alert to the dangers of exagger-
ating allied autonomy earlier in the history of the Delian League. With
Athenian colonization, there is clearly a risk of overstating its exploita-
tive and punitive aspects, against which there has been an effort through-
out this work at providing a counter-balance.

PARTH

THE ATHENIAN COLONY ON AIGINA
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CHAPTER 1: THE EVIDENCE OF THUCYDIDES

HE FOUNDATION of my study is an analysis of imperial colo-

nization in Thucydides. The argument for the priority given to an
exploration of his treatment rests naturally on his unique status as a
contemporary witness, one whose service in the highest governmental
echelons is particularly qualifying. Yet Thucydides is commonly held to
use the terminology concerning Athenian colonization loosely.! The ra-
tionale for his supposed carelessness is, however, essentially unargued.
Undoubtedly, his passing references to colonial matters present many
interpretative difficulties, but we must remain firmly committed to an
effort to discover an underlying coherence in his semantics.

A. THE AIGINETAN SETTLERS AS APOIKOI

A start can be made with relatively well-attested Aigina, in accordance
with the over-arching design for this work. Thucydides’ portrayal of the
new community established on Aigina in c. 431 appears self-consistent.
The relevant passages are the following. An essential point to be noted

at the outset is that the term kAqpodyos and its relatives are never used
to denote the settlers of Aigina.

A} I ~ ~
2.27.1: avéornoay d¢ kai Alywiras 6 abrd 6éper TovTw et Alyivns
-~ / Al -~ ~
‘Abnpaliol, adrovs te xal maidas kab yvvaikas, émikaléravres ody
o ~ ' 4 3.0 e R a 3 '
TKLOTEG TOV TOAEUOV 0 PLow aiTiovs elvar Kat TNy Atywar accaléoe-
! ~ I [ ~ ’ I
pov épaivero rfj [lehomovvijow émkeyuévny adrdy méuwpravras emoixovs
' / -~ i !
Exew. Kai ééémepray Yorepoy o moAAD és adriy Tobs oiknropas.

In this same summer, the Athenians also removed the Aiginetans them-
selves from Aigina, along with their wives and children, while charging
that the Aiginetans were not least responsible for the war against them;
and it was obviously safer if they held Aigina, as it lay adjoining the Pelo-

ponnesos, sending epoikoi of their own. Not much later, they sent the
settlers to it.

! This view that Thucydides referred to Athenian colonization loesely isa commonly
held one, which I shall be at pains to refute in the comments to follow. See, e.g., Ehren-
berg, “Thucydides” esp. 143-44; E. Will, “Sur I'évolution des rapports entre colonies et
métropoles en Gréce a partir du VIesiécle,” La Nouvelle Clio 6 (1954) 413-60, esp. n. 2,
P. 442; Graham 170-73, 189; R. Werner, “Probleme der Rechtsbeziehungen:zwischen
Metropolis und Apoikie,” Chiron 1 (1971) 1973, esp. n. 6, pp. 21-23. Cf. ATL 3.285.
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CHAPTER 1: THE EVIDENCE OF THUCYDIDES

5.74.3: &mébavoy d¢ *Apyelwy pev kal *Opreardy kai Kewvaiwy é-:rnr
kécrior, Mavrwéwy 8¢ diaxbaol, kat "Abqpaiwy £ov Alywirais diaxd-
aLoL kal o aTparnyol Gudorepot.

Seven hundred of the Argives, Orneates, and Kleonaians died, two hun-
dred of the Mantineians, and, of the Athenians with the Aiginetans, two
hundred and both generals.

7.57.2: *Abqpaior pev adrol "Toves ém Awpids Tvpakooiovs éxovres
#Abov, kat adrols 7§ adTf) pwvf kal vopiuots éTt xpouevor Arfpviot kal
"TuBprot kat Alywirat, of Tore Alyway eixov, kat ért “Eoriarijs of év
EdBola ‘Eriaiay oikodyres, dmoikot dvres fvveoTparevaav.

The Athenians themselves, as Ionians, went willingly against the Dorian
Syracusans, and, being their colonists, there went on campaign with them
the Lemnians, Imbrians, and Aiginetans, who held Aigina at that time,
still using the same dialect and customs, and also the Hestiaians, inhab-
iting Hestiaia in Euboia. (This translation will be supported below.)

8.69.3: foav 8¢ kat "Avdpiot kat Trjviot kat Kapvoriwy Tpiakdoiot kal . . .
Alyunrdy rdv émolkwy, ods 'Adnvaiol émepfray oikjoovras, ém adTo
ToUTO fKkovTes év Tols EauTdy Ymwots, ois TadTA TPOELpNTO.

There were also three hundred of the Andrians, Tenians, and Karystians,
and (number missing) of the Aiginetan epoikoi whom the Athenians had
sent to settle, coming for the same purpose in their own equipment, to
whom the same orders had been announced in advance.

The very absence of cleruchic terminology in these passages is a
feature that immediately strikes the eye. For the moment, let us under-
stand the term kA7)po¥xos in a minimalist sense, meaning an Athenian
colonist who does not acquire a new or additional citizenship and who
does not participate in a new set of civic institutions.? Naturally, Thucy-
dides knew the term kAnpoByos, using it for the 2700 Athenians who
acquired the land which Athens had confiscated from the defeated rebels
of Mytilene and its Lesbian allies, and then divided into klzroi (3.50.2):
voTepow B¢ popov e odk Eratay AeoBlos, kA7povs d¢ moujoavres
T1s yiis A 7ijs Mybupvaion pioeyihiovs rpiakoaiovs uev Tots feols
tepovs éfethov, eml 8¢ Tobs dAhovs cpOY adT@Y KAMpovyoVs TOVS
Aaydvras dmémepyrav ofs &pydpoy AdoBiot Tafapevor Tod KA1pov
ékdoTov 70D émavrod dio uvis Pépew adrol eipydlovro Ty yiv.>

#The term kAnpovyia can be understood for the moment to stand for an aggregation

of kAnpotiyot.
> Thue. 3.502: “Thereafter, they did not assess tribute on the Lesbians, but, making
3000 klzroi ‘lots’ out of the land except for Methymnian territory, they set aside 300 as
sacred to the gods, and they dispatched to the rest cleruchs of their own citizens who were

A. THE AIGINETAN SETTLERS AS APOIKO! 9

Since Thucydides took care in recounting the arrangement by which the
Lesbians paid rent to rentiers and potentially absentee cleruchs in order
to farm the confiscated land, he is employing kAnpodyot as the technical
term for the class of settler sent to Lesbos.* The obvious interpretation of
his usage has received insufficient emphasis in previous scholarship.’
The historian uses kAnpotyos (and a related vocabulary) only for the
settlers on Lesbos, because this alone of the colonies cited in his work fit
the official definition of a cleruchy.® A straightforward approach to the
nature of the Attic cleruchy is to start from this passage in Thucydides,
next to turn to the extant epigraphical evidence, and only then to at-

tempt to account for the generalizations on the institution of the cleruchy
found in later writers.

IG T’ 66.18, 26, which appears to represent a subsequent ameliora-
tion of the status of the Mytileneans, confirms the correctness of the term
‘cleruchs’ in its application to the settlers at Mytilene (Appendix A). It
also demonstrates that kA7podyos could be an official term in the fifth
century.” This conclusion can also supported by IG I* 339.14 and IG I?

alloted them. The Lesbians, who were assigned to pay to them two mnas in silver yearly
for each lot, worked the land” [or “For them, the Lesbians, who were assigned to pay two
mnaz in silver yearly for each lot, worked the land.”]

* See Appendix A. Two points, however, ought to be emphasized here as part of the
background to the rest of my references to the Lesbian cleruchy. The economic disen-
gagement of these cleruchs was so important that the Athenians arranged for this non-
involvement collectively. It is virtually a forced conclusion that the working of the land
by the Lesbians was intended to free the cleruchs to be elsewhere. Second, the evidence
for military operations indicates that no large number of Athenians can be shown to
have been on Lesbos after the foundation of the cleruchy.

* The prominent exception by implication are the editors of the ATL (3.285) who
emphasize the exactitude of Thucydides on colonization.

¢ That Thucydides uses kAnpodxos uniquely here only because he was affected by
his context, a report of the allocation of the kAfipot, is not only an odd supposition (cf.
Ehrenberg, “Thucydides” 144-45; LA. Bartsos, “ATIOIKOX, EITOIKOE, KAHPOY-
XOZ,” Athena 73-74 [1972-1973] 583-93, esp. 584) but one which by its very nature is
immune to either verification or negation (Brunt 77). See also Beister 407-8 with notes.
J. de Wever and R. van Compernolle (“Les valeurs des termes de «colonisation» chez
Thucydide,” AC 36 [1967] 461-523) carry the same idea further. They repeatedly sug-
gest (e.g., 466, 469, 475) that Thucydides means cleruchy when he uses dnoukia of an
Athenian foundation (note esp. definition #3 under *Amoucia on p. 522). He must then
be thought (fancifully to my mind) to use kAnpovy- terminology of Mytilene only be-
cause it is an atypical cleruchy (475-76: otherwise he would have used his amouk-
vocabulary?!).

" Beister 416 n. 30 makes the interesting point that the official character of xkAn-
podyos (throughout the period, I'should add) may be shown by its semantic separation
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10 CHAPTER 1: THE EVIDENCE OF THUCYDIDES

341.1 (restored) which mention dedications made by cleruchs.® Il:l con-
trast, the Thucydidean settlement on Lesbos does not fit the paradigm c')f
the cleruchy which emerges from the fourth-century li.terary and epi-
graphical evidence. Fourth-century cleruchies were resident communi-
ties with developed institutions including magistrates and deliberative
procedures.” Fourth-century cleruchs and non-citizens were not en-
meshed socio-economically to the degree suggested by the arrangements
for Mytilene (even if we assume that the rentier or absentee status of the
cleruchs there was an aberration).!?

At the very least, one can conclude from Thucydides that the term
kAnpoiyos ‘cleruch’ was not irreconcilable with the status of a settler in
an Athenian community lacking the full institutional apparatus of a
polis. Moreover, Thucydidean usage for &moukos ‘colonist’ and related
terms does not imply a semantic field which would merge colonies and
cleruchies of this sort, as he invariably applies dmowos and amoukia
‘colony’ to separate communities which do possess the institutionality of
a polis,'! not to sub-political units like the Lesbian cleruchy as he de-
scribes it.'?

This Thucydidean distinction between amotkia and kAnpovyia ap-
pears to coincide with Athenian legal terminology. A fragmentary in-

scription, IG 1> 237.8-9, contains the formula Tat]s|dmowiais kal

from the word rAfjpos when used in the phrase & (1)) ov kKAfjpor éxwv (€xovoa), as in
Isaeus 3.78; 7.31; 11.17, 18.

#1G I° 339 is an entry to the Hekatompedon inventory, probably of 409/8. IG I?
341=IG II* 1383.1, probably belonging to 406/5, for which see SEG 10.200, perhaps
records the same dedication. For full discussion, see A.B. West and A.M. Woodward,
“Studies in Attic Treasure-Records,” /HS 58 (1938) 69-89, esp. 73-76. If the restora-
tion is correct, the phrase of kA7p]oxot of émL has a particularly official cast to it.

“For an overview of the later cleruchies, see Gschnitzer 98-112. For matters of
organization in which fourth-century (and later) cleruchs differed from fifth-century
cleruchs, see Chapter 2, ns. 15, 58, and 59; Chapter 7, n. 20 below.

'% See n. 4 in this chapter; Chapter 6, n. 25 below, and Appendix A.

1! For &mokos: Thue: 1.25,3, 34.1, 38.1, 3, 56.2; 2.66.1, 80.3; 3.88.2; 4.103.3; 5.5.3,
84.2,89,96,106, 116.4;6.6.2,76.2;7.57.6, 7, 9; 8.61.1. For amowia: 1.2.6, 12.4,25.2, 3,
4,262, 3, 27.1, 28.2, 30.2, 34.1, 38.3, 66.1; 3.92.1, 4, 102.2; 4.7.1, 75.2, 84.1, 88.1,
102.1, 104.4, 107.3, 109.3, 123.1; 5.6.1, 11.1; 6.4.1,5.1.

2 In contrast to an approach focusing on the constitution of the cleruchic community
would be one comparable to that of Brunt (78-80), who distinguishes a cleruchy by
virtue of the existence of pre-colonization population (in our view, an extraneous cir-
cumstance) on the site of the cleruchy. Other places with similar continuities, however,
like Sinope and Astakos and the epoikic colonies (to coin a phrase) are not described as
cleruchies. See pp. 164-71 and Table 4 helow.

A. THE AIGINETAN SETTLERS AS APOIKOI 11

kAepoxiafts. While we cannot recover precisely the situation to which
the two terms are applied, their juxtaposition suggests that these were
two discrete categories into which Athenian settlements abroad were
classified.'® No fifth-century source contradicts the Thucydidean usage
of kAnpodxos with reference to the arrangements at Mytilene.!* Nor
does any extant inscription mix the terms kAnpotxos and dmouwkos as if
they were mere synonyms.

The remainder of Thucydides’ references to the colonists on Aigina
is consistent with his refusal to name them cleruchs. In 2.27.1, Thucydi-
des describes the new inhabitants of Aigina by employing the word oik7j-
Twp ‘settler’. His usage is again consistent, since the most common appli-
cation of this term is to denote a colonist, i.e., a person settling in an &mrot-
kta.'® Hence, the community on Algina is thereafter specified by the tra-
ditional term for the inhabitants of the polis on the island, Alywirad.

In a catalogue of casualties at Mantineia (5.74.3), these Aiginetans
appear alongside the Athenians just as the Orneates and the Kleonaians,
inhabitants of cities subject to Argos, are listed with the Argives. Gomme
may well be correct in his suggestion that Thucydides had not men-
tioned the Aiginetans earlier because he received information on their
presence only when he came to consult the official list of the dead for the
battle (note Paus. 1.29.13).1 If Gomme’s supposition is correct, the

'¥ Note Schuller 14-15. Brunt 73 holds that cleruchies could be subsumed into &mot-
xiar. Cf. Gauthier, “Clérouchies” 171-72, who believes kAnpovyia was not yet an offi-
cial term.

'* With a spirit of anticipation, Strepsiades associates measurement of the land with
cleruchic land (Arist. Nubes 202-3). Soph. Ajax 508, where kAnpoBxos means ‘pos-
sessor’, is metaphorical. For Hdt. 5.77.2, cf. 6.100.1 on Khalkis, and in general, see
pp- 44-45, 157 below; Table 1; and Appendix C.

' See Thuc.1.26.1, 3; 1.28.1; 1.55.1; 1.100.3; 2.68.4; 3.92.5; 4.49.1; 4.103.3; of.
2.63.4, where there may be a transferred connotation because colonization is mentioned
directly before. Even in 1.2.3 and 1.23.2, the emphasis falls on changes in patterns of
habitation, during the unsettled conditions of early Greece and during the Persian War
respectively. For the term oikzjropes (with a review of compounds in -oukor etc.), see
Ehrenberg, “Thucydides” 144. Cf. de Wever and Compernolle, AC (1967) 495-98, 522
for the strange view that olkjTopes are not the citizens of the colonies in connection with
which they are mentioned (but note, e.g., Thuc. 1.26.3;3.92.5; 4.103.3).

' HCT 4.127. Compare the Lemnians in IG 12 947, which lists casualties by Attic
tribe under a heading Anuviwy éy Mupiv[ns. These Lemnians were Athenians by
derivation and in culture, but not cleruchs (or even citizens: see Appendix B). Another
casualty list has Lemnians who were citizens listed separately under tribal headings
(/G 12 948). Still another list has an Eleutherian, once again a citizen, under an individ-
ual heading (/G I? 943.96 = Meiggs-Lewis #48). See also Appendix B.
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12 CHAPTER 1: THE EVIDENCE OF THUCYDIDES

casualty list will have enumerated the Aiginetans separately, not like
cleruchs, who are not separated on any casualty list."” In the Athenian
army at Syracuse, the Aiginetans are classed with the Lemnians, Im-
brians, and Hestiaians as dmowkor (7.57.2).'% All three states seem to
have been separate communities (albeit dependent), and to have been
classified as moukiar and not cleruchies.!” The settlement most nearly

17 Qur hest evidence for such categories on the casualty lists involves Eleutherai on
1G 12 943.96, dated 440/39. This material, which has been underestimated owing to the
fragmentary character of the surviving public funerary monuments, is perhaps exem-
plified by a massive casualty list of c. 409 (D.W. Bradeen, The Athenian Agora 17,
Inscriptions: The Funerary Monuments [Princeton 1974] #23, pp. 27-33). Bradeen
identifies the dead in col. XI (1. 359-79) as foreigners, but they could be more easily
accounted for as members of a community like Eleutherai, who possessed citizenship
outside the tribal system. By the same token, the casualties of col. XII (Il. 380-85), who
are listed under tribal headings, may be Athenian colonists like the Aiginetans. See
D.W. Bradeen, “Athenian Casualty Lists,” Hesperia 33 (1964) 16-62, esp. #15,
pp. 43-55; id., “New Fragments of Casualty Lists,” Hesperia 37 (1968) 237-40, esp.
#3, pp. 238-40. See pp. 148, 156 below on Myron Eleuthereus.

18 My discussion of this very important sentence for the understanding of the classi-
fication of fifth-century Athenian settlers abroad is treated here and on pp. 36-38 below
(for the phrase ért ypwuevor). Please note the following schematic of the sentence struc-
ture, quoted above on p. 8.

A °Abnvatow pev adrol "lwves ém Awpids Tvpakoaiovs éxovres fAdoy,
B kal adrols . .. dwowkol dvres fvveatparevoay.
B! 7 abr] pwvij kat vopipors ére xpwpevor Aqpviot kat "IpfBptot kat Alywirat,
Bla of rére Alywav eiyov,

B? kai ért “Eoriatfs of év EbBola “Eoriatap oikodrres

*? For the interpretation here, compare HCT 4.436-37, which observes that to deny
the denomination dmotkot to the Lemnians and Imbrians by dividing the sentence after
“TuBptor would deprive kat &re of its cumulative force, i.e., as introducing the Hestiaians
as the last item in the series. This same phrase plays the same role just below in the cata-
logue at 7.57.8, where the phrase signals the finish of the list of the Dorian allies of the
Athenians: xal ére Meyapéwv ¢uyddes od woAdot. . .. Note A, Rehm, “Uber die sizili-
schen Biicher der Thukydides,” Philologus 89 (1934) 133-60, esp. 140. The scholiast (at
7.57.1) seems to have believed that all those named were dmotkot, as noted by Ehrenberg,
“Thucydides” 147-48, who also construes (as do I) adrofs closely with fvveorparevoay
(cf. E.F. Poppo and J.M. Stahl, Thucydidis: De bello Peloponnesiaco® 4 [Leipzig 1882
129; ATL 3.291 n. 87: with 7fj adr dwwf). ATL 3.291-92 would divide the sentence
after elxov, which is only correct insofar as the participial phrase governed by xpwpuevot
does not include the Hestiaians. HCT 4.437 observes that the ATL’s division classes
Ai'gina with Lemnos and Imbros against Hestiaia, despite the parallelism of Thuc. 2.27.1
_}mth‘ 1.114.3. In fact, the Hestiaians were still employing Athenian laws and language
Just as mpclr as the Lemnians, Imbrians, and Aig’inet‘am. In the case of the Hestiaians,
ﬁﬁ.“\ﬂe:\fé!", 'I:hucydide;-dbci_ded not to highlight this situation. See ns. 78, 84 in this chapter
for more discussion on this crucial passage. Gf. also Graham 182-83.

A. THE AIGINETAN SETTLERS AS APOIKOI 13

contemporary is Hestiaia, which is also described as an amowia by
Diodorus (D.S. 12.22.2); its apoikic status is usually conceded (see
Table 4). The Lemnians in this company are not those with citizenship
on Lemnos (e.g., cleruchs of the Periclean period), but rather the de-
scendants of pre-imperial settlers (cf. Hdt. 6.140.2; see Appendix B).2°
The Imbrians, often bracketed with the Lemnians as here (see again
Appendix B), can be assumed to possess an equivalent political status.

Parallel to these passages (5.74.3; 7.57.2) is 8.69.3, where the Aigi-
netans are mentioned with the Andrians, Tenians, and Karystians, who
are probably, once again, allied troops and not cleruchs. No cleruchy is
known for Tenos. The Karystian cleruchy is disputed, but there are at-
tested contingents of Karystian auxiliary troops (cf. Table 4). Although a
cleruchy of 250 men is attested for Andros, the use of Andrian auxiliaries
again seems well established in the narrative of Thucydides.?!

In no passage can any of the contingents associated with the Aigi-
netans be proven to have been composed of cleruchs. Attic cleruchs must
have served with Athenian forces throughout the war, without ever hav-
ing been singled out for mention by Thucydides, whose system of refer-
ence was limited to naming colonial and allied contingents.?? Conse-
quently, it is probable that he does not mention cleruchic troops because
they served anonymously within Athenian tribal formations.

£0In Thuc. 4.28.4, the Lemnians and the Imbrians are explicitly not citizen troops, as
Kleon had promised to capture the Spartans on Sphakteria without civic troops (AeSdv
ék pév moAews odvdéva, Aquviovs 8& kat *IuBptovs Tovs wapovras [n.b.]. .. ). See HCT
3.469, where Gomme glosses T@v molirdy otdeva, even though he believes the Lem-
nians and Imbrians to be citizen cleruchs. For other Lemnian and Imbrian contingents
cited similarly by Thucydides, note 3.5.1 against Mytilene, 5.8.2 at Amphipolis. In the
last passage, Thucydides describes this allied contingent as Anpvioy ral "IpBplwy ro
kparirToy, and contrasts them with a purely civic Athenian force, vy yap "Afqvaiwy
dmep éorpdreve kabapow (see the scholia and HOT 3.641). The frequent employment of
the Lemnians and Imbrians and their presence in Athens ready for Kleon’s use suggest
not only that they received pay (as did others), but that they made a profession of service
for monetary considerations. The magnificent Lemnian dedication called the Lemnian
Athena, a work of Pheidias, may indicate this same activity (Paus. 1.28.2). ATL
3.292-93 hypothesizes that the Lemnians and Imbrians were colonists and cleruchs
serving together,

21 CL. Plut. Per. 11.5; see, instead, for Andrian and Karystian auxiliaries: Thuc.
4:42.1, cf. 433, 4; 7.57.4. It is likely that a numeral has fallen from the text (8.69.3),
which gave the number of the Aiginetans to balance the 300 Andrians, Tenians, and Ka-
rystians (HCT 5.180). .

# The realization that cleruchs served with Athenian forces rather than in their own
units is a critical insight emphasized by Jones, esp. 176-77.
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CHAPTER 1: THE EVIDENCE OF THUCYDIDES

B. THE AIGINETAN SETTLERS AS EPOIKOI

1) Epoixol iN THUCYDIDES

Thucydides does, however, twice use a less common term (for him),
Zroukos, in order to refer to the settlers on Aigina (2.27.1; 8.69.3). The
question immediately presenting itself is whether émowkos is anything
more than a variant for dmotkos.?* The general meaning of ‘colonist’ for
drowos and ‘to colonize’ for émoikéw is well attested outside Thucy-
dides, and it may for some (especially later) authors have stood as the
prevailing connotation. Moreover, on grounds internal to the two pas-
sages regarding the Aiginetan settlers, epoikoi are seen to be, at least, a
sub-species of apoikoi or oikétores. In 2.27.1, the mention of the inten-
tion to send out epoikoi is followed by a statement that ozketores were
later dispatched. An equivalent clause, ods ’Afnvalor émeuyrav oixn-
oovras, qualifies Alywnrdv 7év émoikwy in 8.69.3. Directly parallel to
the phrasing of 2.27.1 regarding Aigina is 2.70.4 concerning Poteidaia.
The treatment of the expulsion of the Poteidaians under terms of capitu-
lation is closed with the Athenian dispatch of epoikoi to the site: kat
Yorepov émolkovs Emepray éavtdy é v Ioreldaiay kal kardkiray
(cf. Liban. Decl. 13.1.66).

Nevertheless, the scholiast to this passage (2.27.1), although he
does not deserve unconditional credence, may point us toward a re-
stricted connotation for the word when he observes that émotkos was not
merely amoukos here: dmoukol puev o épnuovs TOTOUS TEUTOMEVOL Oi-
kfjoal, émotkot 3¢ of moAets, Gomep vow. To him, then, the term éroikos
connoted a quality of continuity.

Let us test, then, the hypothesis that &rotxos was the official Athe-
nian term for a settler dispatched subsequently or sent as a reinforce-
ment. Once again, evidence exists outside Thucydides which suggests
that the historian was drawing on official Athenian terminology when
he introduced émoukos into his treatment of the colonies on Aigina and at
Poteidaia. The very Athenian settlers at Poteidaia whom Thucydides
described as epoikoi are noted with the same appellation on inscriptions.
IG I° 62 (from 428-26) is a decree which contains orders for the city of
Aphytis in the Khalkidike, which include an oath of loyalty to be sworn
to the Athenians and to the epoikor in Poteidaia (7-9: row [o¢ Spkov, 6v]
|[@]pooar *Advralolt Tols émoixors] r[ois] & Ioredaialt kat "Aby-
val|[{os ... ; cf. 1. 18-20 as restored). Meiggs-Lewis #66 (= DAA
#306, pp. 328-29) was inscribed on a marble base (found on the

# Cf. Ehrenberg, “Thucydides” 143; ATL 3.285.
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Acropolis) and recorded a dedication of the epoikoi to Poteidaia (émrot-
kov|és Tloretdatav). Thus, the term émotkos seems to belong to official
language on colonies.?*

The same conclusion can be reached about the Aiginetan epoikoi.
When lexicographical tradition chose nouns to illustrate applications of
the ethnic Alywalos, émoikos, képapos, 6BoAds are the examples cited
(Steph. Byz. s.v. Alywau 7peis; Herod. Peri paron. 3.2.860 Lentz). This
suggests that references to Aiginetan epoikot existed in the literature
(from the orators?) available to the source(s) of Stephanus and Hero-
dian. Accordingly, it cannot be mere coincidence that imperial nomen-
clature applied the term émotkot to the same two groups of Athenian
colonists as did Thucydides.?® Moreover, if a likely restoration to the
Brea decree is correct, the related verb émroikew would be established in
an official context as meaning ‘to settle subsequently’.2¢

There is also one other application of the word émotkos in Thucy-
dides that is particularly significant for an understanding of the status of
the colonists in c. 431 on Aigina. It comes from a report of an embassy in
422 conducted by the Athenian statesman, Phaiax (5.5.1). Thucydides
twice describes as émowkor Italian Lokrian colonists sent as (military)
reinforcements to Messene at the invitation of one of the Messe-
nian factions.?” If Phaiax’ reports of his diplomacy are the source of

24 Another official appearance of émotkos is too much later to give us much aid in ex-
plicating fifth-century usage. A decree of 325/4 speaks of epoikoi being taken to the
Adriatic by Miltiades, the oecist of an Athenian apoikia there (SIG? 305 = Tod, GHI
#200.224). Its contents demonstrate that this decree is not the foundation decree of
the colony. Therefore, it is perhaps most sensible to follow Tod (GHI 2.287) in antici-
pation of my argument below by understanding these epotkoi as subsequent settlers. See
Moggi 13.

# Note Ehrenberg, “Thucydides” 143-44 on the colonists to Poteidaia.

#¢ The decree establishing the colony at Brea (IG I® 46 = Meiggs-Lewis #49: c. 445)
regularly refers to the settlement as an amoukia and its settlers as &mowxor (8, 9, 12-13,
18, 23, 29, 42-43, 45-46). Yet, when it is a matter of soldiers who are away on service
who consequently cannot go out with the first settlers, editors have restored as follows:
Tpudlkovra éuepdy e Bpéar évar émfowkéa]|[ovras (“to be in Brea within thirty days,
settling as additional colonists” 11. 31-32, cf. 30-31). Compare Ehrenberg, “Thucydi-
des” 143-44. The verb émoixéw has also been restored in IG I 47, B 11, a colonial decree
dated 440-25, for which see pp. 74-78 below.

# Gomme (HCT 2.87), who does not cite parallels, suggests that émotxor was used
instead of @mouxot to signify ‘settlers who must keep watch’. The related verh émotkéw
also has a military valence, for one sense it has in Thucydides is ‘live nearby for ag-
gression’. It is used of the Peloponnesian troops dispatched to Dekeleia: 1 Aexé-
Aewa... YoTepor B¢ dpovpais dmo TEY moAewy Kata biadoxiy xpovov émodoats TH
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16 CHAPTER 1: THE EVIDENCE OF THUCYDIDES

Thucydides for the status of the Lokrian émoukot, it may show that émou-
kos in this setting was acceptable Athenian imperial usage as well as
being current usage among the Greeks in the West.

The remaining two appearances of the noun érotxos in Thucydides
must now be brought into our discussion. In the first passage, 4.102.2,
the early, ill-fated colonists at the Ennea Hodoi (c. 465) are named
émowkot, but had already been called simply oik7jropes in 1.100.3. So
once more émotkot could be a sub-type within the genus dmoikos. Thu-
cydides has just mentioned the attempt of Aristagoras of Miletos (32
years earlier) to establish a colony on the site. Thus, he may naturally
use the word émoukos as ‘additional settler’, especially since Greeks con-
tinued to live in the area (as will be seen shortly). Moreover, émoxos
may have been the term used by Thucydides’ contemporaries for these
settlers. The settlers of 465 may have been considered as reinforcements
for a group dislodged a decade earlier (in 476/5, when Eion was cap-
tured?), according to a scholion to Aeschines which probably drew on an
Atthis, 1.e. a history of Athens (2.31).28 Many of the survivors might
have remained in the north.

Until the Athenians took firm control of the Ennea Hodoi, their
chief stronghold in the region was Eion at the mouth of the Strymon,
which had been refounded by the Athenians, also in 476/5 (note Plut.
Cimon 7.3; cf. Thue. 1.98.1). Many inhabitants of Eion probably lived

Xwpa émwkelro (7.27.3: “Dekeleia . . . was later oceupied [verb érrotkéw] for harassment
of [Athenian] territory by garrisons from the cities succeeding each other at fixed inter-
vals of time”). In 6.86.3, Euphemos tries to evoke Sicilian hostility against the Syracu-
sans by observing that they, émowotyres vptv ‘living in hostile proximity to you’, plot
continually. The example of Leontinoi which he notes suggests that it is the role of the
Syracusans as supporters (and so reinforcements) of one side or another in disputes
(external or internal) that may be at issue here (cf. Thuc. 5.4.3). For &motkos as ‘neigh-
bor’: App. Illyr. 14.41; Joseph. B/ 1.188; émoikew, ‘live nearby’: D.L. 5.54.

: f“ ZAesch, 2.31 describes a series of Athenian reverses at the site, including an expe-
dition destroyed in 476/5, a dispatch of kAnpodyot in 453/2 and the best known event,
the ‘founding of Amphipolis by Hagnon (dated to 437 /6). The tentative doubts of
Meiggs (68-69) on the historicity of the attempt at the Ennea Hodoi in 476/5 are not to
be foilofved. The silence of Thucydides on so tangential a matter is insignificant. That
476/5 is too early for Athenian ambitions in the area is a surprising supposition, when
we remember the earlier Ionian interest in the region. The strong likelihood that the
gchoha_st’g' source is an Atthidographer ought to command credence as representative of
Athenian tradition, The '
virtue of a dowry made over't_t_)"Th;t_sej_us_ may also be relevant to the issue of continuity, as

__i;_t_-:_ﬂeci_rg fifth-century polemics intending to demonstrate that very conclusion (2.31).
See also Table 4, note p. ook

claim made by Aeschines that Amphipolis was Athenian by
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there in the hope of eventually establishing themselves in the neighbor-
hood of the Ennea Hodoi, with its greater economic potential, and were
recruited for the various attempts at occupation. Nor should we forget
that founding a polis at the Ennea Hodoi did not mean that Greeks did
not already inhabit the area—their presence is evident—but that those
Greek inhabitants did not yet constitute a self-standing polis.?® Simi-
larly, the later foundation of Amphipolis by Hagnon may have included
the settlers sent to Brea c. 445 and allies in the area.3° The aforemen-
tioned scholion to Aeschines speaks of Amphipolis as a synoecism. The
terminology of synoecism is a constant in references to the colonization
of this site, and appears to have been embedded in the Atthidographic
accounts of the Ennea Hodoi.*! So it seems that the continuity of efforts
to occupy the Ennea Hodoi, drawing on earlier colonists to the region,
was a significant feature of its settlement. A similar viewpoint probably
existed in the fifth century, which would explain Thucydides’ use of
émoikovs in 4.102.2.%2

?* For the evidence of late archaic tombs and fifth-century occupation before the foun-
dation of Amphipolis, see D. Lazaridis, <xANAZKA®AT KAI EPEYNAI AM®ITIO-
AEQZ», Praktika 1975, A!, 61-71; cf. Ergon 1975, 41-53. Note also a funerary epi-
gram for a Parian champion, who fell in the vicinity of Amphipolis in a late archaic
attempt to secure the region. See D.1. Lazaridis, «’ Eniypapua Hapiowy dmwo  Apdpi-
woAw», AE 1976, 164-81.

30 Brea was located either on the eastern shore of the Thermaic Gulf or somewhere
northeast of the Khalkidike and west of the Strymon river. See n. 48 below; also Table 4.

*! ZAesch. 2.31 has Hagnon synoecizing the Ennea Hodoi (cvvotkicas), while Dio-
dorus and Plutarch use similar language for the settlement of the same area (D.S.
12.32.3: [ovvericar]; Plut. Per. 11.5: [cvvoirjoavras]). The idea of synoecism by
epotkoi seems to be deeply embedded within Athenian rhetoric on Amphipolis. Not only
is such a claim to ownership and continuity found in accounts which suggest the in-
Auence of Atthidography, but, when Isocrates fantasizes about Philip IT allowing Athe-
nian resettlement at Amphipolis, he speaks of the colonists as epoikor (5.6). See
D. Asheri, “Studio sulla storia della colonizzazione di Anfipoli sino alla conquista
Macedone,” RFIC 95 (1967) 5-30, esp. 7-10. While the verb cvrowi(w does not always
mean ‘unite to create a city’ or ‘concentrate population in a city’, its other meanings
‘cause to cohabit’ (e.g., Plato Rep. 546D) and ‘found in conjunction’ (Thuc. 1.24.2) are
inappropriate here. The possible equation of cvvowiw with olkifw in later texts (of
which A.J. Graham reminds me per ep.) should not alter our conclusion about its usage
in these texts, which are derived from classical Atthidography. See M. Moggi, “Zuvoi-
kGew in Tucidide,” ASNP 5 (1975) 915-24; M. Casevitz, Le vocabulaire de la coloni-
sation en Grec ancien (Paris 1985) 202-5. Even the Peisistratid foundation of Rhaikelos
on the Thermaic Gulf uses the same vocabulary (Ath. Pol. 15.2: covekioe). See, how-
ever, Chapter 5, n. 8 below. S ETIEEA =Y -

**1 am sympathetic to Asheri’s inclination (RFIC [1967] 15-17, 23-24) both to ac-
knowledge that the term epoikoi is technically correct for Hagnon’s Athenian settlers at
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18 CHAPTER 1: THE EVIDENCE OF THUCYDIDES

The second passage is admittedly unhelpful for my thesis. In dis-
cussing the Rhodian/Cretan foundation of Gela, Thucydides calls the
settlers émolkovs (6.4.3). There is no firm indication that émotkot should
mean ‘subsequent settlers’ here, unless one posits a secondary role for the
Cretan settlers—the original settlement was called Lindioi, suggesting a
Rhodian fort.?®> Although the foundation of Gela is poorly attested, no
information outside Thucydides substantiates a pattern of secondary set-
tlement on the site (cf. D.S. 8.23.1; Paus. 8.46.2; ZPin. O/. 2.16b—c). It
may be, however, that Thucydidean usage should not be the focus here,
but how Antiochos of Syracuse, who was Thucydides’ source, might
have used the word.** Antiochus drew on the traditions of western
Greece, where emphasis was also placed on the heroic antecessors of
archaic colonizers.>* We know so little about the mythology and history
of Gela that it is not impossible that Antiochus reported either an earlier
occupation or a conquest by a hero and then described the colonists led by
Antiphemos and/or Entimos as reinforcements, just as Strabo 6.1.15
(264 suggests that he used émoikéw with the same connotation (cf.
Antiochus, FGH 555 F 12). Dover believes that Thucydides’ vocabulary
and phrasing in this section shows other Antiochean peculiarities.*® Yet,
as it stands now, this passage must be considered a possible exception to
the meaning that I have argued for elsewhere in Thucydides.

Amphipolis in 437 /6, and to consider them as forming a separate component of the polis
even after the foundation of the city. We should not, however, see them as forming a par-
allel community or city within the city (as Asheri implies). Cf. Isaac 38-39. See n. 42 in
this chapter,

** H, Wentker, “Die Ktisis von Gela bei Thukydides,” MDAI(R) 63 (1956) 129-39
attempts to support the connotation of ‘new settler’ here, partially on the basis of the
Thucydidean parallels, and, in part, through an appeal to the Lokrian inscriptions to be
discussed shortly below. While I agree with his views on érowkor in general, he does not
completely win his point concerning Gela, unless one is prepared to admit that émotkos
can never simply equal @wotkos in a fifth-century historian, See HOT 4.217.

*E. WolfHlin, Antiochos von Syrakus und Coelius Antipater (Winterthur 1872)
12-14; HCT 2.389-90; K. J. Dover, “La colonizzazione della Sicilia in Tucidide,” Mata
6 (1953) 1-20; R. van Compernolle, Etude de chronologie et d’historiographie siciliotes
(Brussels/Paris 1959) 437-500; T. J. Figueira, “The Lipari Islanders and Their System
of Communal Property,” C4 3 (1984) 179-206, esp. 180-85. Cf. Jacoby, FGH Komm.
3b Text 609-11 (cf. Komm. 1a 456-57); A.]J. Graham, “The Colonial Expansion of
Greece,” CAH 3.83-162, esp. 90.

** Figueira, CA (1984) 187-88, 190. Note in general T. J. Dunbabin, “Minos and
Daidalos in Sicily,” BSR 16 (1948) 1-18, esp. 11-16.

“._Dov"?"-?i. Maia (1953) 6-7. He notes the use of §oris in 6.3.1; &opévov in 6.3.2; the
word mpo8dvros in 6.4.1; and pdiora throughout the section.

B.1: EPOIKO! IN THUCYDIDES 19

The meaning ‘reinforcing settler’ is utilized by Plutarch in a pas-
sage about another fifth-century Athenian colony. Consider his descrip-
tion of Perikles’ dispatch of colonists to the Chersonese: Per. 19.1: Téw
de arparnydy fyamnbn ey 7 mept Xeppdvnoov adrod pdArra, ocw-
T1pLos yevouévr) Tols abrobt karowodat 7@y “EXMvey: o yip pévor
émoikovs "Abnvaiwy XiXiovs kouioas éppwaer edavdpla Ths méAes,
&\ kal Tov adxéva dualwaas éptpact kal mpoBAruaciy ék Bakdrrys
els QalarTav, ameteixioe Tas karadpopls TdY Opakdy mepikex V-
vov T Xeppovnow ... .37 Here the epoikoi can be seen in a particular
role, that of military reinforcements for the Greeks of the Chersonese.**
Plutarch is inconsistent in his terminology on Athenian colonization (as
we shall see shortly), but he did have access to sources who truly knew
about the language of Athenian government. Unfortunately, it is hard to
ascertain when he is following the usage of his sources who were con-
temporary to the events in question, and where he uses language he
considered generally appropriate.*’

Let us summarize the argument to this point: 1) Thucydides uses
é¢mowkos of the Aiginetans and Poteidaians; 2) inscriptions show this
term to belong to official terminology; 3) the same Aiginetans and Potei-
daians are called €mowot independently of Thucydides; 4) the pre-
dominant use of émoikos in Thucydides is ‘reinforcing settler’; 5) Plu-
tarch provides evidence for the deployment of the word in the same

T “Of his (Perikles’) military campaigns, his expedition to the region of the Cherso-
nese was particularly held dear, as it was a salvation to those of the Greeks settled there.
Escorting 1000 epoikoi ‘reinforcing settlers’ of the Athenians, not only did he strengthen
the cities with a good stock of men, but also, drawing a fortified line across the neck of the
peninsula with earthworks and palisades from sea to sea, he blocked off the incursions of
the Thracians who were besetting the Chersonese.”

*# Note that there is no question of the settlers to the Chersonese as cleruchs here, nor
in Andocides (3.9), whose avoidance of cleruchic language may be grounded in the pro-
tocols of ffth-century official parlance. Andoc, 3.9: Xeppovnoon re eiyoper kat Nafoy
kat EdBolas mAéov ) t& o pépn Tds te dAhas amoixias kal’ E€kaorov Supyelobal
pakpos av el Adyos (“We were in control of the Chersonese, Naxos, and more than
two-thirds of Euboia, and other colonies that would render a speech long to mention
individually”). That the Chersonese, Naxos, and Euboia can be contrasted with rds re
aA\as dmowias does not demonstrate that they were cleruchies to be compared to
colonies, but merely constitutes a distinction between specified and non-specified hold-
ings. Compare Per. 11.5, on which see Chapter 2, section B.3 below.

** Note also the parallel use of émotkiCw and émorkew to describe respectively the
Athenian colonization of Amisos in Theopompus, FGH 115 F 389 (Strabo 12.3.14
C547) and of Astakos (Memnon, FGH 434 F 12.2), which may be approached in a
similar spirit to my treatment of Plutarch on the Chersonese:
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20 CHAPTER 1: THE EVIDENCE OF THUCYDIDES

connotation referring to fifth-century Athenian colonization; 6) epoiko
appear to have sometimes performed the role of settlers in militarily sen-
sitive areas within the empire (a function often assigned by scholars to

the cleruchs). o ‘
We must now consider the status of the definition ‘reinforcing set-

. bl
tler’ in the general semantics of érotkos.

2) THE SEMANTICS OF "EMOIKOX !

The term émotkos is often a variant, perhaps at times an emphatic
one, for dmokos, and a similar connotation is applicable to related ver-
bal forms. It may be ‘immigrant’ to @mowos as ‘emigrant’ as has long
been noted, and can often be simply translated as ‘colonist’.*® Within the
same proximate field of meaning, however, the idea of colonization is
inappropriate and rather broad meanings such as ‘inhabitant’ and ‘oc-
cupant’ fit the context best.*!

Yet, in an important sub-category of definition the €motkos must
be construed as ‘secondary settler’.*? Sometimes these newcomers are

10 8ee ]J.T. Voemel, De discrimine vocabulorum KAnpoDyos, "Amowos, "Emotkos
(Frankfurt 1839) 5; ATL 3.285. Please note that the following classification of émotk-
terminology is designed to err on the side of the more general connotations. Colonists:
e.g., Call. Aet. 43.67; D.H. AR 10.20.4; Tamblich. VP 2.3 (‘supplementary settler’?);
Plut. Rom. 28.1; Paus. 3.1.8, 3.22.6; Strabo 3.1.8 C140; 8.6.22 C380; Xen. HG 1.2.18;
émouréw: Aris. Mir. 838b18; Eur. fon 1583; Lyc. Alex. 925; Paus. 1.35.2; Strabo 9.2.25
€410, 10.2.24 C461; Xen. Cyr. 6.2.10; émowkilw: App. BC 1.11.96 (n.b. imposed Sullan
colonists), fher. 56.235; Paus. 4.26.6, 28.1.

! Inhabitants etc.: e.g., Aes. Pr. 411-12 with scholia (411a-b, e Herrington); Arr.
Anab, 5.4.5; Joseph. Vit. 375 (= ‘resident aliens’?); B/ 4.56.3; Philo Mos. 1.8; Soph. OC
506 (‘resident guardian’?) ; émoikéw: Arr. Anab. 1.27.2: 3.28.8; Dio Cassius 39.49.1;
Galen De temper. 1.618 bis; Joseph. B/ 7.377: Philo Spec. 2.168; Plut. Mor. 419E.

2 Note J. Oehler, s.v. “’Erowkia”, RE 6.1 (Stuttgart 1907) cols. 227-28; Wentker,
MDAI(R) (1956) 130-31; Asheri, RFIC (1967) 1015 (“un colonno sussiderio”; “un
significato preciso e tecnico™); Casevitz, Vocabulaire 157: Moggi 23-28. Wentker's appli-
cation of this connotation to Gela is not assured. De Wever and Compernolle, AC (1967)
499-500, rightly criticize Wentker for his assumption that &rotkos implies the equality
of new settlers, but ignore the documentation for the meaning “new settler” itself. Asheri,
however, allows himself to be distracted by an effort to generalize the status of &rotot in
their new homes, a determination not intrinsic to the word’s semantics, and which admits
enormous contingent variation for specific colonies. Accordingly, there is no reason to
think that Athenian epoikor differed from cleruchs in losing their citizenship temporar-
ily, despite retaining ties with their metropolis through serving as its hegemonal instru-
ments (why should they have bothered?). While Asheri correctly emphasizes that the
term can carry distinct military undertones, his argument (based in part on IG 1X? [1]
718) that €motkou formed a discrete community (i.e., a “polis gemina®) within &motxiat
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envisaged as immigrants, but, as such, are not exactly comparable to the
colonists of Aigina.** More interesting for us are the examples of bodies
of reinforcing settlers, who like Thucydides’ Lokrians were officially
dispatched to or welcomed into another city.* Not only is this category
numerically significant, but it includes a striking number of the earliest
testimonia from Greek historians (if only by intermediary): note Charon
of Lampsakos, Antiochus of Syracuse, Ephorus, and Theopompus. It
also contains our only archaic epigraphical evidence (G IX2 [1] 608 and
718). These disparate connotations are seldom impermeable compart-
ments; a spectrum of meanings existed, as the authors (Strabo and Dio-
nysius of Halicarnassus) who used émotk- words most frequently dem-
onstrate. Even here, however, differences in usage derive from varying
underlying meanings in the source material of these later authors.*5

overstates the separation. Such procedures seem alien to the hegemonal practicalities of
the Athenian arkhé, with its need to assimilate non-Athenian colonists. See also Appen-
dix A and pp. 115-19 below. The view of de Wever and Compernolle, AC (1967)
498-99, that the fifth-century epoiko: were simply cleruchs, rests on virtually nothing.

#* Immigrants: e.g., Arist. Aves 1307; D.L. 7.1 (although ‘reinforeing settler’ is not
impossible here for the Phoenicians who joined the Greeks at Kition); D.H. AR 2:47.2,
2.62.2, 4; 3.11.8; Pin. OL 9.69; Plato Laws T15E, 742A; Soph. El 189 (= ‘alien’?);
SIG? 531; émowcéw: D.H. AR 2.47.1; Plato Laws 752E.

** Reinforcing settlers: Apollodorus, FGH 244 F 205 (Strabo 10.3.4 (C464); Aristid.
15.230%; Charon, FGH 262 F 7 (Plut. Mor. 255B bis); Dio Cassius 36.37.6; 49.14.5;
D.S. 5.54.3*%; Ephorus, FGH 70 F 39* (Harpocration s.o. Alvos): Isoc. (Phil:) 5.6
(Athenians at Amphipolis); Craterus, FGH 342 F 21 (Zenob. 2.28 = CPG 1.40; [Plut.]
Faroem. 1.59 = CPG 1.330); ZPlato Rep. 599E (Thourioi); Polyaen. 1.27.3; Strabo
5.1.10 C216, 10.1.10 C448, 13.1.58 C611* (for other references to fourth-century epoi-
ko, see pp. 27-30 with n. 62 below). Casevitz, Vocabulaire 157 suggests Strabo 5.1.11
C217; 5.2.4 C221; 5.4.13 C251. For érowkéw: Antiochus, FGH 555 F 12 (Strabo 6.1.15
G264); Aris. fr. 601 (Strabo 10.1.3 C445); Charon, FGH 262 F 7 (Polyaen. Strat. 8.37);
D.H. 4R 2.49.4; Memnon, FGH 434 F 12.2* (Astakos; = Phot. Bibl. 224.228a); Paus.
2.34.5; [Plut.] Paroemiae 1.10 (CPG 1.323: ¢f. Zenob. 4.54 = CPG 1.100); Strabo 5.4.7
C€246* (Timaeus?), 6.2.3 C268, 8.3.3 G337, 8.6.16 C375* (from Ephorus?): (Aigina)
énorknoay 8 adriy "Apyeiow kat Kpiires xal ’ Emdatpior kat Awpiels, torepov bt ka-
TexAnpovxnoav Ty vijcoy 'Abqvalot (“The Argives, Cretans, Epidaurians, and Do-
rians occupied it [Aigina] successively, and later the Athenians allotted the island”):
9.2.25 C410; for émouxi{w: Eunap. fr. 248 Dindorf; Theopompus 115 F 389* (= Strabo
12.3.14 ©547; of. Eustath. /I. 1.438 [284] ad 2.546E.). Casevitz, Voeabulaire 153-54,
would add Strabo 3.4.3 G157; 6.3.6 G282; 10.3.17 C471. The citations marked by an as-
terisk are especially useful, because they offer a succession of words on settlement enabl-
ing the connotation of émrotkos to be clarified.

** This point may be illustrated by first considering Strabo, who provides us with the
greatest concentration of attestations (46; both nominal and verbal forms are tre
indistinguishably in the following). “Emot- terms as regularly applied to color
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22 CHAPTER 1: THE EVIDENCE OF THUCYDIDES

Among the contexts where ¢nowkos is ‘reinforcing settler’ two de-
serve particular note, one for its level of gencralization_ an.d the other for
its priority. In his treatment in the Politics of constitutional changes,
Aristotle discusses the stasis created by 70 1 épogudov ‘heterogeneity’
(1303a25-1303b3), one cause for which is the reception of a¥votkor and
Zrowkor (1303a28). Here specific examples are presented that are care-
fully distinguished into the categories ovvoukot, érowkot, and puyades.
Aristotle notes stasis in connection with émotkor at Byzantion, which led
to their expulsion (1303a33-34), at Apollonia Pontica, where stasis en-
sued (1303a37-39), and at Amphipolis, where Khalkidian émoukot
eventually drove out the original settlers (1303b2-3; cf. 1306a2-4). The
sequence of events at Amphipolis in particular assures us that émouxol
here denotes subsequent or reinforcing settlers. Aristotle’s discussion
suggests that both in legal texts and in the works of local historians from
which the Peripatetics derived comparative material, é€motkos meant
‘subsequent’ or ‘reinforcing settler’.

IG IX? (1) 608 (= Meiggs-Lewis #13) is a bronze plaque from
Psoriani in Aitolia or from the vicinity of Naupaktos, which has been
dated to 525-500.%¢ It is, however, in Ozolian Lokrian script, and legis-
lates rights over land in the plain of Hylia and Liskaria (not conclu-
sively located). The law enacts stiff penalties for anyone promoting a
redistribution of the land in question (Il. 9-15). An exception is estab-
lished, however, if, in an adverse military situation, a commission of 101
prominent men choose to introduce at least 200 additional settlers

appear c. 24 times, with another c. 10 appearances for Roman colonization in particular,
The meanings ‘inhabitant’ and ‘occupy’ are also represented (c. 10 times). Connotations
like ‘reinforcing settler” appear 11 times, among which citations of Apollodorus, Antio-
chus, and Theopompus may be observed. Variety in usage overlays disparities in the
usage of sources. A somewhat similar pattern of usage (18 examples) appears in Dio-
nysius of Halicarnassus, where émotk- terms are standard usage for Roman colonists
(c. 13). As such, it is on occasion juxtaposed with its synonym kAnpodyos (2.54.1-2;
7.12.5). Nonetheless, the meaning ‘immigrant’ is also attested in an application to those
coming into Rome (4); note AR 2.47.1 cited in n. 43 in this chapter.

% See C.D. Buck, The Greek Dialects? (Chicago 1955) #59, pp. 255-57; Meiggs-
Lewis pp. 22-25; Jeffery, LSAG 105-8 (esp. for the dating); D. Asheri, “Distribuzione
di terre e legislazione agraria nella Locride occidentale,” Jour. Jur. Pap. 15 (1965)
313-28, esp. 321-28; id., “Il ‘rincalzo misto’ a Naupatto (ante 456 a.C.),” PP 22 (1967)
343-58; C. Vatin, “Le bronze Pappadakis, é&tude d'une loi coloniale,” BCH 87 (1963)
1-19. For the possibility that this inscription is from Epizephyrian Lokri in Italy, see
O. Hansen, “On the Origin of a Lokrian Bronze Plaque Concerning the Settlement of
New Territory,” Stud. Clas. 25 (1987) 89-90. Vatin (15-16) offers the very different
date of 460-50, which appears to be too late. '
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(IL. 7-9; note 8-9: . .. dvdpas dia|karios petoTov &ffiopdyos emiFoikos
épayeabar). In this eventuality the émiroikot are to receive half the land
in the plain (1. 16-17). Here, clearly, there is at issue a body of subse-
quent settlers who would reinforce the previous population at a time of
military exigency.

Another Lokrian inscription does in fact provide for the incorpora-
tion of a body of émtfoikot into the community at Naupaktos (/G IX? [1]
718 = Meiggs-Lewis #20).*” The coincidence is most striking, namely
that, out of such a thin dossier of evidence on the West Lokrians, two
inscriptions concern émufotkot; so much so that Jeffery suggests that the
second inscription carries out the reinforcement envisioned in the first.
Yet, whether or not one decides to connect directly /G IX? (1) 608 with
Naupaktos and /G IX? (1) 718, their general, political and terminologi-
cal interrelation ought not to be doubted.

IG IX? (1) 718 must precede the Athenian capture of Naupaktos
c. 460-55 (Thuc. 1.103.3), and perhaps dates to 500-475. It describes
the sending of émtfoikot from the Hypoknemidian (or eastern) Lokrians
to Naupaktos in West Lokris (1. 1). Several features deserve to be noted.
It is likely that the community at Naupaktos was already in existence:
the émiFoixkor become Naupaktians (1. 1-2; cf. 1. 11: rols émFoiQots év
Navrakrov), and the reference in 1. 19 to the Naupaktian laws may
imply that these are already in existence (cf. 1. 23). These émtfotkot are
then subsequent or reinforcing colonists. Hence careful precautions are
taken in order to keep the number of males provided by the families of
the émiFoiko stable by forbidding repatriation without provision for a
successor or the payment of a penalty (1l. 6-8; cf. 19-22) and by provid-
ing for the succession to their positions at Naupaktos by relatives in East
Lokris (Il. 16-19). Only then, when succession by relatives of the epozkoi
in Naupaktos and in East Lokris has failed, do the laws of Naupaktos
have jurisdiction. Besides the matter of succession, the epoikoi exhibit
signs of continued segregation from their new community in several
other regards. They have their own deliberative body (1. 40), and they
swear their own oath of loyalty to the Opuntians (Il. 11-14), which is
valid for (at least implicitly) 30 years (n.b. one generation).

As an inducement to participation as an émifotxos various privileges
have been granted. A colonist shall have modified religious standing
among the Hypoknemidians (as a £évos = guest-friend?: 11. 2-3). The

¥ Date: Jeffery, LSAG 106; see Buck, Greek Dialects® #57, pp. 248-53; Meiggs-
Lewis 35-40; Graham 44-60. Naturally, I do not see this decree as the foundation law.
of Naupaktos, but a reinforcement of a previously existing community.
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24 CHAPTER 1: THE EVIDENCE OF THUCYDIDES

possibility of return is carefully legislated (1l. 6-10, 19-22). Two groups
with special rights receive particular guarantee of the continuance of
rights over their property among the Hypoknemidians (1l. 22-27), and it
appears understood that they will reassume other privileges, if they ever
return (1. 27-28). The émiFoikos maintains rights of succession in his
community of origin (II. 28-30, 35-38) and receives some form of pre-
ferred access to the courts (1. 31-36). As noted, he retains a limited right
of return.

While the political circumstances of the early fifth-century Lok-
rians and of the Athenians of the empire differed radically and the
émouw- terminology does not in itself entail a particular status in a colo-
ny, one ought to consider whether some provisions of this nature are not
inherent in the task of sending reinforcements to an existing settlement.
The recruitment of such companies liberalized the usual rules of natu-
ralization. Moreover, it must often have been more attractive to stay
home in such situations of military urgency, so that émotkot of this type
retained rights at home as an added incentive for volunteering.

The meaning of émowos as ‘subsequent’ or ‘reinforcing’ settler is
well documented in general, and particularly significant among fifth-
and fourth-century historians. It is the only connotation of €motkos
which can be demonstrated at any time to have been a terminus techni-
cus in the language of colonization. Since érotkos also belonged to offi-
cial Athenian terminology, it is likely that it carried some restricted con-
notation and not its general meaning when Thucydides applied it to the
Aiginetans and Poteidaians. That restricted meaning is in all likelihood
the dominant connotation among extant, contemporary legal, historical,
and theoretical texts, i.e., ‘reinforcing settler’. It must then become the
presumptive candidate for the meaning which éroukos has in its applica-
tion to the Aiginetans and other fifth-century Athenian colonists.

Nonetheless, this new analytical ground has only been won at the
cost of creating a new puzzle. Accordingly, we are left with the difficult

question of determining how the first Athenian settlers on Aigina could
be ‘subsequent’ or ‘reinforcing’ colonists.

3) THE A1GINETAN COLONISTS AS REINFORCEMENTS

The military resonance of the translation ‘reinforcements’ is not out
of place in the historical situation of the colonization of Aigina and Po-
t'eiflaia_,_ as both were founded with clear strategic goals in mind. Potei-
daia was needed as a strongpoint against the hostile Khalkidians of
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Olynthos and the Macedonians.*® Hence, the settlers are to receive the
oath from the people of Aphytis just as allied cities are instructed to
come to the aid of the colonists at Brea (/G I* 46.17-19). In the account
of the expulsion of the Aiginetans, Thucydides explicitly attributes this
action to an Athenian feeling that their own occupation of Aigina would
be safer, given the placement of the island relative to the Peloponnesos
(2.27.1).% Isocrates in the Panegyricus (4.107; cf. Aristid. 14.210; 1.340
Dindorf) taps Athenian imperial propaganda of the fifth century when
he notes that cleruchies (by which he means colonies, using a fourth-
century terminology: see pp. 64-66 below) were sent to cities emptied
of their inhabitants for their protection: dmep Gv mpoorjker Tovs e
ppovoivTas peyalny xapw éxew moAv waAlov 7 ras kAnpovyias
ply ovedilew, Gs fuels eis Tas epnuovpévas T@Y moXewy pulaxis
&veka TOV ywplwy, GAN’ od dur mheovellay éfeméumoper.® In my

*® For fifth- and fourth-century settlers at Poteidaia as supplements, see Tod, GHI
2.142-3, #146 with Ehrenberg, “Thucydides” 144. One way to understand how this
could be so would be to accept a location on the eastern shores of the Thermaic Gulf for
Brea. The colony there would then be imagined to have been absorbed by Poteidaia; see
A.G. Woodhead, “The Site of Brea: Thucydides 1.61.4,” CQ 2 (1952) 57-62. A place-
ment near Amphipolis is preferable, however, for which see Table 4. H.B. Mattingly,
“The Methone Decrees,” C0 11 (1961) 154-65, esp. 161 reconstructs a defensive sys-
tem in the north based on Poteidaia and compares the phrase hot erpariorac]|[hot] éu
Hored[d]ar from the Methone Decree (IG I* 61.27-28) with r]ois émotkoi[s] r{ois] éu
Torebaialt in the Aphytis Decree (IG I3 62.8). That juxtaposition suggests to him that
the eporkor took over from the regular Athenian troops, the stratiotai, as the garrison of
Poteidaia. Mattingly, “Epigraphically the Twenties are Too Late . .. ,” BSA 65 (1970)
129-49, esp. 133-35, expands on this point to observe that the orpartorar are a post-
capture garrison. For him the Aphytis Decree marks a shift into the hands of the local
allies and colonists of the primary responsibility for the defense of the frontier facing
Macedonia, which had been shouldered previously by the Athenians themselves. Cf.
B.D. Meritt, “The Athenian Colony at Poteidaia,” in TTHAH: Topos ets prmumy Nixo-
Aaov Kovroeovros (Athens 1980) 21-25.

*? Figueira RAM (1990) 16-22.

** “Concerning which it is fitting that the well-minded have great gratitude rather
than reproach us for our cleruchies, which we dispatched to those of the cities that were
deserted, for the sake of protection of the places, but not on account of self-aggran-
dizement.” Nothing can be deduced from the use of kAnpovylas here for the garrisoning
function of cleruchs. The term is almost certainly used in its fourth-century meaning of
‘colony”. Even Isocrates is not so tendentious as to argue that fifth-century cleruchs were
sent to deserted cities, the exact opposite of the truth in most explicitly-attested cleru-
chies (e.g., Mytilene, Naxos, Andros, Euboia: see Table 4). There is no other specific
attested instance of a linkage between colonists who are explicitly called cleruchs and
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26 CHAPTER 1: THE EVIDENCE OF THUCYDIDES

reconstruction, the places to which the Athenians sent epotkor in the
ffth century are seen to have fulfilled the function of garrisoning which
some modern scholars associate with cleruchies, and the epoikoi can be
viewed as reinforcements for such places.”'

Nonetheless, an Athenian colonist was not an epoikos merely be-
cause he was sent out later than the first group of colonists (as might be a
logical possibility on the basis of the use of émowkéw in the Brea inscrip-
tion: n. 26 in this chapter).5? First of all, that does not appear to have
been the situation of the Aiginetans and Poteidaians. At the time of their
deployment in Athens in 411, the Aiginetan settlers could still be called
epoikoi (8.69.3), although they had long been established on Aigina.
Similarly, in the Athenian instructions for Aphytis (IG I* 62), the Potei-
daians to whom the oath is to be sworn are also still epoikot, although
they are manifestly resident in Poteidaia. There is indeed no strong rea-
son why this inscription should not be dated some years after the foun-
dation of Athenian Poteidaia (in 426, for example). Such a date would
underline the continuing character of the classification of epoikor for (at
least) some of the settlers.*> Moreover, there is no certainty that the

depopulation. The evidence for éroukot as reinforcements in the fourth century will be
cited shortly below.

51 See H. Swoboda, “Zur Geschichte der attischen Kleruchien,” Serta Harteliana
(Vienna 1896) 28-31; Busolt-Swoboda, GSK 2.765 n. 2; Ehrenberg, “Colonies™ 117;
Beister esp. 406-7; Meiggs 260-61; Schmitz 79-82; and Gauthier, “Clérouquies”
165-66 who (improbably) sees cleruchs in [Xen.] Ath. Pol. 1.19. In contrast, see Jones
174-77; Brunt 84 for arguments against the cleruchs being garrisons. For further argu-
ments against cleruchs as garrison troops, see pp. 172-75 below. For Lesbos, see Appen-
dix A; for Khalkis, Appendix C. The Athenian garrison at Eretria in 412/1 does not
prove the existence of a cleruchic garrison (Thuc. 8.95.6). The presence of the garrison
there is good strategic sense, and no one would be surprised at its existence, even if there
was no hint of the existence of the cleruchy. See Green and Sinclair 521 and Jones 175.
That the only Athenians residing in a group on Euboia were the Hestiaians is demon-
strated by Thucydides’ subsequent explanation why Oreos (= Hestiaia) did not revolt
during the insurrection of 411; 8.95.7: (the Peloponnesians) kat Horepor oD woAAG
E¥Bowar [re] maoay dnoorijcavres wAny  Qpeod (radryy bt adrot "Abnvaiot eiyov)
kal T&A\a T mept abriw kabloravro (“. . . and not much later they caused all Euboia to
revolt except for Oreos [the Athenians themselves were holding this city] and they settled
Euboian affairs [to their own satisfaction]”).

52 Cf. Moggi 24-25.

** B.D. Meritt, “Greek Inscriptions,” Hesperia 13 (1944) 210-66, esp. 211-23, dates
to 428/7 (followed by IG T°), but his historical argument merely substantiates a date

& 429"26 The stipulation that the people of Aphytis may import grain at the same price
as the Methonians (11. 3-5) could as easily refer to the psephism of 426/5 as some earlicr
enactment (/G I 61.35-42). Note that both Meritt and the /G I* date IG I* 63, another
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Poteidaian dedication on the Acropolis (Meiggs-Lewis #66 = DAA
#3006, pp. 328-29) was made in connection with the departure of the
colonists (as some have thought) rather than after some event (e.g., a
victory in battle) subsequent to their settlement in the Pallene.** The
presence of Athenian settlers is attested by grave stelai from the site.
There are also, however, funerary monuments of contemporary inhabi-
tants who do not use Athenian demotics.** Some of these residents of Po-
teidaia of non-Athenian extraction probably remained on the site when
the Athenians were expelled after Aigospotamoi. They constituted the
pro-Athenian party which welcomed Athenian intervention there dur-
ing the 360s (Tod, GHI #146). It is possible that these individuals
shared local citizenship with the Athenian epoikoi.

The apoiko: to Aigina and Poteidaia continued to be epoikoi for
some official purposes. In other words, Thucydides has not simply
slipped in using the term epoikoi, for instance, by forgetting that the
settlers were joining soldiers from the Athenian forces occupying Aigina
and Poteidaia who remained as colonists. The only rationale for contin-
uing to use the denomination epoiko: was to continue to differentiate
Athenian epoikotr from others present in the colonies.

Yet, how can calling the colonists epoikot indicate that they rein-
forced a population still in situ, like Phaiax” Lokrians, the Lokrians of
IG IX? (1) 718, or the cases discussed by Aristotle in the Politics? A
gloss explaining the proverbial phrase ’Arrikos mapowkos ‘Athenian
neighbor’ provides valuable information on the subject.

Zenob. 2.28 (CPG 1.40); cf. [Plut.] Paroemiae 1.59 (CPG 1.330):
Aodps (FGH 76 F 96) tkat mept adrijs Aéyet, 8Tt émerdn "Abnvalor Tovs
mapowkodyras adTols kal yervidvras é&éBalov, 1) mapoiula ékpdTTE.
Kparepos (FGH 342 F 21) 8¢ amb 7dv eis Tauor meudpbevrwy "Abi-
vafey émoikwy THy mapouiav eipfiobar *ArTikol yap peramepdlevres
€is Tapov kaKel kaTotkrjoavres Tovs eyxwplovs ééwran. s

decree about Aphytis to c. 426. It also contains a provision about importing grain
(I. 14-17). For Mattingly’s lower date for /G I® 62, see n. 48 in this chapter.

* Note also the difference between the organization of Meiggs-Lewis #66: émotkov
|é Toreldaiav and another colonial dedication, IG I 396: rés dmoixias]|vés &
"Ep[——. The latter appears to command more credence as a dedication at the founda-
tion of a colony than the former. On colonists’ dedications in their métropoleis, see
Graham 161-65,

** A. Rhomiopoulou, « Emrdpfior orfidar "Abnvaloy é Ioredalasy, AAA 7
(1974) 190-98.

** The text is as printed by Jacoby, FGH 342 F 21.
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CHAPTER 1: THE EVIDENCE OF THUCYDIDES

Douris also says concerning it, that, since the Athenians drove out those
living near them (verb, mapotkéw) and their neighbors, the proverb came
to have force. Craterus says that the proverb had currency from the epoi-
kot sent to Samos from Athens: the Athenians, being sent for and settling
there, expelled the inhabitants.

Comm. Anon. in Aris. Rhet. (ad 1395a18) CAG 21.2.128 H. Rabe:

oi ’Abnvaior Emeuay, ds 6 Kparepos dnow 1) kat &6 Aofps év 76
BBl Tév mapoyudy ZnvoBlov amo Tey Tod Tappaiov, eis Tauov
amolkovs. €l Tis youy cupBovAevet Tioly, olov Aakedatpoviots 1 Kopuw-
Blows, orethal Twwas €€ avT®Y els peTowkiay, eimarw ATTiK0S ﬁ&pmxos‘"
el yap oi 'ArTikol éoTethay els perotkiay moAlovs TGV émolkwy, TOAND
LaAXov nuds el TobTo Toufjoat. 1) kat obTws' of Afnvdiot det fdikovy
ToUS YELTMIOYTAS Kal TapolkodrTas abTols’ éomevdoy yup del TaTewoiy
adTovs. €l Tis oby cupBovAevel Aakedaiuoviols TaTewody kal cvrTpL-
Bew rovs yermdvras adrols eimdrw 10 ArTikds mapoikos™ €l yap of
"ABnaiot éramelvovy Tovs yerTvidrTaAs avTols, TOAD uaAAov det Tod-
TO TUES TOLEL.

The Athenians dispatched (as Craterus and Douris say in Zenobius’ book
of proverbs compiled from the proverbs of Tarraios) colonists to Samos.
Accordingly, if someone advises anyone, like the Spartans or Corinthians,
to send some of their own for settlement in the midst of others (or, less
likely, ‘for a change of residence’), let ‘Attic neighbor (wdpoikos)’ be
adduced; for, if the Athenians sent many of their epoikoi for settlement in
the midst of others, it is even more necessary that we do this. An alter-
native explanation: the Athenians always abused those neighboring them
and living near them (verb, mapowkéw), as they were always eager to
humble them. If anyone advises the Spartans to humble and crush their
neighbors, let ‘Attic neighbor (wdpotkos)’ be adduced. If the Athenians
used to humble their neighbors, it is even more necessary that we do this.

The explanations of Douris, working from a Samian perspective,
and Craterus, whose notice may be influenced by an Atthis,”” can be

7 Clearly, by virtue of its content, the proverb could not have had an initial Athenian
provenience, so that Jacoby (FGH 3b Komm. 108) is correct that apotkos cannot be a
tt?chnical term (note that Comm. in Rhet. has perotkiav), Rather it is a term in general
circulation for ‘neighbor’ (Aes. Pers. 869; Soph. Ant. 1155; Hdt. 7.235.3; Eur. Andr. 43).
Craterus’ use of ééwrav ‘displaced’ (perhaps euphemistic: Jacoby: harmlosere) does not
mean that his notice does not contain some Athenian material. To explain the proverb at
all, one must enter into the spirit of it to the extent of envisaging Athenian misdeeds. In
contrast, peramepgfevres ‘having been summoned” certainly betrays an Athenian per-
spective on the miiral_ef'the-sgttlers on 8amos ( pace Jacoby [Noien 76 n. 141] to whom it

15 erely; unrichtig). Just as k\npotxos, the term &moukos alike belongs to Athenian
terminology, and is thus no less likely to have been found in a good source.
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easily combined into one reconstruction (as the commentator on Aris-
totle implies). It is fairly certain that the term émotkot goes back at least
to Craterus, as it appears in all three accounts of his explanation. These
epotkoi had been sent out as settlers to Samos, where they lived in the
midst of the Samians whom (or some of whom) they eventually expelled.
Hence the proverb which sees an Attic neighbor as a bad neighbor. The
proverb was doubtless an old one, the explanation of which had been
modernized in conjunction with contemporary polemics.*® Regardless of
what Craterus may have thought, the incident in question probably re-
lates to the fourth-century Athenian cleruchy on Samos.*? The explana-
tion for the proverb provides the valuable information that some of the
Samians continued on the island along with the cleruchs, who, in this

*% It is helpful in dating the dispatch of these epoikoi to note how proverbs are created
and explained. Proverbs are consolidated out of the reactions of many individuals to a
concatenation of occurrences. They tend, however, to be explicated historically by ref-
erence to a single dramatic event which may come late in the sequence, even after the
proverb is in circulation. Note T.J. Figueira, “Four Notes on the Aiginetans in Exile,”
Athenaeum 66 (1988) 523-51, esp. 535-38. Thuc. 3.113.6 (his only use of wdpotkos)
may show that the proverb was already in circulation when this passage was written:
(Akarnanians and Amphilokhians) »0v & ébetoar u7) of "Alnvaio éxovres adriy (Am-
brakia) yaAemwrepor adiot mapowkor daow (“Now they were afraid lest the Athenians
holding Ambrakia would be more grievous neighbors to them [than the Ambrakiots]”).
Thus Jacoby’s impression that Douris related the proverb to prehistory and Craterus’
explanation in terms of a classical cleruchy should not be brought in conflict (cf. Komm.
3b 108 with n. 138).

** There are ample reasons for a fourth-century dating of the events themselves de-
spite the absence of other references to events after 400 in Craterus (Jacoby Komm. 3b
108-9). This is the first time that an Athenian settlement on Samos is known (note
Craterus: karowijaapres or dmoikovs). Extant inscriptions, the narrative of Thucydides,
and the surviving reflections of Atthidography are unanimously silent on a fifth-century
Athenian settlement on Samos with an expulsion of Samians. See also Chapter 7, section
B.2. Jacoby’s cleruchy (Komm. 3b 109, following B. Keil, “Der Perieget Heliodorus,”
Hermes 30 [1895] 199-240, esp. 215-16) after 439 has nothing to recommend it. A
cleruchy founded in 366/5 (D.S. 18.18.9) with reinforcements in 361/0 (EAesch. 1.53;
or perhaps an alternative foundation date) and in 352/1 (Philochorus, FGH 328 F 154)
would provide an ideal setting for Craterus’ explanation, for the second or third dispatch
could have been preceded by an expulsion of Samians. A mistake in dating by Craterus
cannot be excluded. The relationship of Athens and Samos was complex, and a confusion
through compression can never be entirely ruled out. Compare Strabo 14.1.18 C638
which tells us in the same breath about the fifth-century revolt (with Perikles and
Sophocles) and the fourth-century cleruchy (with Neokles, father of Epicurus). See
Chapter 7, section B.2 below.
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case, are also epoikoi.®® Just as the fifth-century epoikor were a sub-
category within the apoikot, fourth-century epoikoi had become a subdi-
vision of the klzroukhoi, at a time when almost all Athenian colonists
were cleruchs.! Isocrates also calls his suggested Athenian recolonizers
of Amphipolis émowkor (5.6), and the contemporary documents suggest
that they would also have been called kAmpodxot. Yet, in both periods
epotkoi seem to have been settlers supposedly established in the midst of
a continuing population, precisely the valence that we have suggested
for Aigina.®? A fragment of Aristotle records how a disreputable Samian
politician named Theogenes was responsible for proposing to leading
Athenians that cleruchs be dispatched to Samos (fr. 611.38 Rose; Hera-
clides fr. 7, FHG 2.216).

4) TrucypIDES AND THE CONTINUITY OF THE COLONY ON AIGINA
According to Thucydides, Aigina was an apoikia rather than a cle-
ruchy.®® While colonies were not classified as epoikiai, a class of apoikoi

59 An epoikic cleruchy would provide the institutional framework for the continuity of
involvement on the island by Samian democrats, which is suggested by J. Cargill, “IG
I12 1 and the Athenian Kleruchy on Samos,” GRBS 24 (1983) 321-32. Unfortunately,
while it can be shown that Samian refugees were in Attica after 405, the presence of such
exiled Samians in the later cleruchy is not proven. G. Shipley, 4 History of Samos:
800-788 B.C. (Oxford 1987) 142-43, 304-5 notes that the cleruchs’ names with Samian
attestations which are cited by Cargill are attested later than the foundation of the
cleruchy. That could show that some cleruchs remained on Samos after the dissolution of
the cleruchy or even hint that some Samian families continued in residence throughout
the fourth century, but it does not necessarily entail that Samian refugees returned with
the cleruchs. Shipley’s own reconstruction (141-42), in which most of the Samians were
expelled and 6000-12,000 cleruchs were dispatched, may not fit the demographic and
ideological context for the sending out of the settlers (as Craterus, FGH 342 F 21 im-
plies), and would posit a settlement on a scale unparalleled in Athenian colonization.
The (main?) contingent in which Epicurus’ father Neokles participated numbered 2000
(Strabo 14.1.18 C638; Heraclides fr. 7, FHG 2.216). At the same time, Demades
possibly described Samos as a place for discarding the dregs of Athenian society, if
&nwpvya ‘drainage-ditch” is the correct reading in Athen. 3.99D. See V. De Falco,
Demade oratore: testimonianze e framment:? (Naples 1954) 98-99. It is also possible to
read amoppdya ‘fragment’; see Chapter 7, section B.2.

¢! Fourth-century cleruchs were drawn from all census classes; see my discussion in
Chapter 2. :

** A further corroboration is probably Libanius’ reference to the fourth-century set-
tlers at Poteidaia and in the Chersonese as epoikoi (Decl. 17.69; Arg. Demosth. 8.1). The
chief exception would be the epoikor of SIG® 305 = Tod, GHI #200.224, who may have
1_?9'5_1:1_3#5&11';.3?33 1o an earlier group of apoikoi, so that, just as in the fifth century,
epoikoi could sometimes be a sub-category of apoikoi (see n. 24 above). :

# The same conclusion is reached by ATL 3.288-89 with ns. and by Jones 169.
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manning Athenian apotkiai were officially called epoikoi. One must be
careful, however, about the identity of those to whom we attribute this
belief in continuity on Aigina. Thucydides merely states that the origi-
nal Aiginetans and Poteidaians were expelled. The evidence that can be
garnered from his narrative and from the scattered other testimonia in-
dicate a sizeable dislocation of persons from Aigina.®* So Thucydides
seems to be reflecting Athenian terminology on the Aiginetan settlement
rather than attempting to endorse or corroborate its underlying assump-
tions himself. His view on the matter is implicit rather than directly
articulated. Before we return to it, it will be necessary to try to specify as
much as possible the Athenian position against which he was reacting.
There are three varieties of continuity that may be envisaged: mate-
rial, institutional, or demographic. Although, as we shall see, they tend
to shade into each other, each of them deserves its initial separate formu-
lation, as long as we do not insist on drawing sharp lines of demarcation.

a. Material Continuity

There is no break in habitation which is clearly represented in the
archaeological remains, nothing even approaching the damage to the
walls and military harbor done at the time of surrender to Athens in
457-56.%° The evidence from the dedications from sanctuaries is natu-
rally complicated by the predominance of Attic pottery both before and
after 431.%6 At the same time, the very conservatism of the dedications
would be consistent with the arrival of Athenian settlers, many of whom
might have been farmers or rural laborers displaced by the threat of

¢4 Those expelled certainly included a large propertion of the political classes (includ-
ing the office-holding elite). The impact of their arrival in the Thyreatis (where they
founded a number of settlements) was significant, which suggests that the main body of
exiles was numerous. The Athenians were bothered enough by their presence and their
intentions to undertake a campaign of annihilation against those within Athenian reach.
Furthermore, the behavior of the Aiginetans in exile demonstrates that many with sea-
faring expertise left. Those with connections at Kydonia in Crete and Naukratis in
Egypt also seem to have numbered among the exiles. See Figueira, Athenacum (1988)
for a detailed discussion.

% For damage to walls and harbor: G. Welter, “Aeginetica XIII-XXIV,” 44 (1938)
480-550, esp. XIII, cols. 484-85; P. Knoblauch, “Neuere Untersuchungen an den
Hafen in Agina,” BJ 169 (1969) 104-16, esp. 112; id., “Die Hafenanlagen der Stadt
Agina,” AD 27.1 (1972) 50-85, esp. 83-84.

¢ W, Felten, “Attische schwarzfigurige und rotfigurige Keramik,” in H. Walter, ed.,
Alt-Agina 2.1 (Mainz 1982) 23-55 reports the finds both from the local museum (main-
ly from the pre-World War II excavations) and from the excavations of the acropolis
(since 1966).
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Peloponnesian incursions into Attica.®” At the present stage of our un-
derstanding of the physical remains of the period spanning the expul-
sion of 431, we have no more to go on than the subjective judgment that
something more than an absence of material destruction could be at
issue. To that degree, the argument for a continuity of physical habita-
tion could suggest a demographic continuity.

b. Institutional Continuity

A second mode of continuity would be institutional continuity.
Since there can be little question of a maintenance of political institu-
tions from oligarchic Aigina over into an Athenian, democratic &mouia,
it is to the sphere of religion that we must look for traces of continuity.
The behavior of the new settlers toward Aiginetan cults does imply that
they were cultivating the appearance of a form of continuity between
independent Aigina and the Athenian apotkia. Two late fifth-century
inscriptions contain inventories of the dedications in Aiginetan cults, of
Aphaia and of Damia(€) and Auxesia(g) (/G IV 39, 1588).%® This type
of document is well attested in Athenian cult, and served the high stan-
dards of public accountability current in imperial Athens.%® Apart from
these documents, the practice is not attested for independent Aigina, a
fact which is not surprising given the oligarchic character of its constitu-
tion. Such information was easily available through other media (in-
cluding oral transmission) for those whose responsibility and privilege it
was to know. Yet, the cult personnel of an incoming adminstration had
to learn the holdings of the cult so as to determine the objects for which
they would be responsible. The inscriptions show that the Athenians did

$7There is no real dividing line in the character and quality of the pots imported from
Athens. Felten observes that finds of pottery from the acropolis run counter to the lessen-
ing of pottery dedications in other sanctuaries, and asks whether this represents a decline
in wealth (Alt-Agina 2.1.38). I should suggest that the maritime, commercial, and entre-
preneurial groups on Aigina were expelled by the Athenians and replaced by settlers
from Attica who could not recreate the island’s previous level of afluence. Hence the
colonists, the majority of whom may have been conservative agriculturalists, maintained
an earlier pattern of cult gifts,

8 M. Guardueci, Epigrafia Greca 4 (Rome 1974) 293-96 dates IG IV 39 to c. 430 on
epigraphical grounds,

89T, Pcp.pas-Delmousou, “Autour des inventaires de Brauron,” in D. Knoepfler, ed.,
Comp‘te: el inventaires dans la cité grecque: Actes du collogue international d’epigraphie
tenu a Neuchatel du 23 au 26 Septembre 1986 en | ‘honneur Jacques Treheux (Geneva
1988) 323-46, esp. 337 with n. 47, compares the Brauron inventories. (I thank the

author for calling her article to my attention.)
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not purposively replace Aiginetan cults with Attic ones, but took over
the existing cults (which they may then have supplemented).”® One
might be tempted to conclude that Aigina was not destroyed as a polis so
much as that the Aiginetans themselves were replaced within a continu-
ing polity. Nonetheless, exactly how far to press this conclusion depends
on a judgment about the degree to which Greek conquerors generally
preserved the precise arrangements of cult of their predecessors.”!

As we shall see below, residents on Aigina in the period between
456 and 431 were involved in religious activity of an Atticizing char-
acter. I shall offer the hypothesis that some of these people were Athe-
nians of Aiginetan extraction, who had resumed contact with the island,
and others were Ionians resident on Aigina. If I am correct, cultic con-
tinuity is then enmeshed with demographic continuity, the third and
most difficult to assess of my categories, but the one category that ap-
pears (partially by exclusion) to offer a definitive explanation for the
epoikic character of Athenian Aigina.

c. Demographic Continuity

If the possibility of a continuity in residence on Aigina is admitted,
the question next arises of the status of the previous residents vis-g-vis
the Athenian newcomers. Demographic continuity can take on any of
three political manifestations, when the imperial practices of the Athe-
nians are considered: 1) that of persons continuing in residence with
political rights in the dwouwkia; 2) that of persons who remained in resi-
dence as metics; 3) that of a pre-Athenian population which stayed on in
a dependent status.

It was as Aiginetans that the colonists fought along with the Athe-
nians at Mantineia and Syracuse. It was not as Aiginétai, however, but

"0 For example, they preserved the Aiginetan names of Mnia and Auzesia instead of
the names Damia and Auxesia by which one assumes that they were generally known
(e.g., Hdt. 5.82.1).

" Thuc. 4.98.2-3 establishes the right of a conqueror to control the sacred precinets
in the land he has occupied, while respecting ritual. The most salient body of evidence on
religious practice is not strictly parallel, as it concerns Greek colonies absorbing native
sacred places into civie cults, on which see G. Vallet, “La cité et son territoire dans les
colonies grecques d’occident,” in La citta e il suo territorio: Atti del VII Convegno di
Studi sulla Magna Grecia: Taranto 1967 (Naples 1968) 67-142; F. de Polignac, La
naissance de la cité grecque (Paris 1984) 93-126. I. Malkin gives some valuable evi-
dence on the Athenian practice of respecting previous temene by not rededicating, which
he notes in the Brea Decree (IG I? 46.13-15); see “What were the Sacred Precincts of
Brea? (IG I° no.46),” Chiron 14 (1984) 43-48.
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as epoikoi that the settlers are said to have intervened on the oligarchic
side at Athens in 411, according to Thuc. 8.69.3.7* Similarly, only the
epoikot at Poteidaia are the recipients, alongside their fellow Athenians,
of the oath of loyalty in the instructions to Aphytis in /G I’ 62. Does the
continuation of the term epoikoi in reference to these settlers imply that
some continuing residents stood on civic parity with the colonists for the
purposes of politics on Aigina or at Poteidaia, but were not Athenian
citizens with rights in Attica?

In an oligarchy such as that on Aigina (about which, unfortunately,
not very much is known), even long-term residents of the island can
conceivably have had limited political rights or even lacked citizen-
ship.”? The status of Aiginetan citizens below the social stratum provid-
ing the office-holders is particularly problematical. As will be noted be-
low, Athenian popular opinion was not entirely indiscriminate in its
assignment of the blame for acts of Aiginetan hostility toward Athens.
Moreover, in cities taken by force by the Athenians, those collaborating
with Athenian forces were probably rewarded by exemption from the
fate of their fellow citizens, and even accorded Athenian citizenship.™
Even though Aigina seems to have been defenseless in 431 (cf. Thuc.
1.108.4 and n. 65 in this chapter), there could have been services to the
Athenian state before the expulsion, such as duty as a proxenos or pro-
motion of the aforementioned Atticizing cults, which might have led to
an exemption from expulsion.

Given the jealousy with which Athenian citizenship was guarded in
this period, permission to stay on Aigina after the foundation of the
Athenian settlement need not have been tantamount to a grant of citi-
zenship. The possibility of local citizens alongside the epoiko: ought to
be considered. They would not have received Athenian civic rights. An-
other possible assumption, however, would be that a metic community
coexisted with the citizen community of colonists and holdovers from

earlier Aigina.

oikoi: J. Classen and J. Steup, Thukydides®™
2 42.136; HCT 5.180. For a conjecture

¢ in ideological terms, see
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One strong parallel exists for a subject community which was fused
with an Athenian apoikia. The Ellopioi of northern Euboia had been
the subjects of the original inhabitants of Hestiaia. Presumably because
they did not share in the Hestiaian murder of Athenian prisoners, they
were exempt from expulsion from their homes when the Athenians sent
settlers to the site. They continued to inhabit their territory in a relation-
ship of subordination (at least, judicial) to the Athenians now occupying
Hestiaia (/G I* 41.102-4).7°

I shall discuss below some obvious candidates for the identity of
local citizens or metics in the pro-Athenian Ionians living on Aigina.
One case may be illustrated by IG IV 1588. This inventory of the
sanctuary of Mnia and Auzesia is the product of a non-Attic and non-
Aiginetan hand.”® It is unlikely that IG IV 1588 can date much after
431, Its old-fashioned forms suggest a cutter who was out-of-touch with
both current Attic and Aiginetan styles of inscribing. Although his exact
extraction is unknown, the inscriber may well have been someone who
lived in the Tonian community on Aigina. He seems to have continued
in habitation from the period before 431 into the period of Athenian
occupation. Yet, judging from the character of his work in this inscrip-
tion, his activities, while perhaps associated with the working of stone,
did not involve the cutting of inscriptions.

This outline of the modes in which continuity could have existed
between pre- and post-colonization Aigina prepares possible contexts
for the appearance of the term érotkos in conjunction with the settlers
there. Further clarification on this subject must await an examination
of two related questions. One is the identity of the Athenian colonists on
Aigina, about which some specifications can be made. The other issue is
the ideological coloration given to the whole act of colonizing Aigina, an
enterprise in which the Athenians struck a particular hegemonal pose.
The colonization of Aigina at the beginning of the Peloponnesian War
was not the sole instance of transfer of population between Attica and
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the island. Accordingly, the very character of the groups about which I
have just hypothesized was subject to partisan definition (and thereby
distortion).

A common feature of all the modes of continuity which I have pre-
sented in the preceding pages is their presumptive character: all depend-
ed for their credibility on an assumption of the spirit of Athenian impe-
rial ideology. In the face of the Athenian application of the term epoikos
to the colonists, with its implication of a continuity in habitation on Ai-
gina, Thucydides is at pains to emphasize a discontinuity between the
Athenian apoikia, on the one hand, and both pre-expulsion and the re-
stored Aigina after Aigospotamoi, on the other. Consider 7.57.2 on the
order of battle at Syracuse:

v 3 ~ ~ 3 ~ ~ A} ! o LA 4 A\
kat avrols T adTh] Qwri kal voutpots €Tt X popevor Anuviot kat IpBpiot
i 3 * ~ /
kat Alywiirat, of Tote Alyway eixov, kat éri “Eoriaii)s ol év Evfoig
~ 3 ! 77
‘Ecriaiay olkodyres, dmotkol 8vTes EvveaTpaTevoan.

As has already been noted, this sentence should be considered to be a
unit; adrols is governed by vvesrparevaar, so that the participial
phrase (with ypwpuevor) is to be construed with the three following eth-
nics (see also ns. 18-19 above).”®

Nevertheless, it is hard to understand how Thucydides can be mak-
ing the same point about the Lemnians, Imbrians, and Aiginetans still
using Athenian institutions and dialect. On the one hand, one might
argue that he might be emphasizing that the Lemnians and Imbrians
used the same dialect and customs as the Athenians, since their dispatch
as colonists had occurred in the early fifth century. Commentators, how-
ever, have felt compelled to object to the proposition that Thucydides
would have made the same observation about Aiginetan colonists sent
out so recently, at the beginning of the Peloponnesian War.” Indeed
Thucydides does not seem to be equating the present mores of the Aigi-
netan settlers with those of an earlier period when they left Attica, but to
be contrasting their circumstances in 413 with the situation on the island

"7 For a translation, see p. 8 above,

'® That the Hestiaians are distinguished from the others insofar as Thucydides did
not choose to emphasize their use of the Attic dialect and nomima does not affect the
basic unity of the sentence as outlined in n. 18 above. Ehrenberg, “Thucydides” 147 im-
plicitly allocates ért ypwpevor to the Lemnians and Imbrians alone, but it is hard to see
how the combination Avjutot kal “IuBpior ket Alywdrar can be broken up.

i A.ng. 3.291-92; Graham 183, who, however, justifies the application of 1t xpw-
Kevou to the Aiginetans by the noting the emphasis on the disruption of kinship by
military alliance.
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after 405. The phrase of . .. etxov shows that this passage was written
after the war, because the Aiginetans are those who occupied Aigina then
and not, by implication, those returning under Spartan protection.®°

Consequently, one editorial tradition solves the dilemma by sug-
gesting that the emphasis is not on the passage of time, but on a defection
from Athenian institutions by some Attic colonies.®! This solution, how-
ever, appears to generate a rather convoluted hypothetical background.
Who indeed are these colonists who defected from Athenian customs
and dialect? And how is their defection relevant to a military catalogue
of the forces fighting at Syracuse, where the emphasis is on the ethnic
affiliations of those actually participating in the battle? Had they failed
to serve when called upon? The reference to the Athenian character of
the Lemnians, Imbrians, and Aiginetans would be a most oblique man-
ner in which to address such defections. The same point was much bet-
ter made in conjunction with individual defections when they actually
occurred (and it is missing for Amphipolis and Thourioi).

Concomitantly, a contrast between the situation of Lemnos and Im-
bros in 413 and after 405, paralleling what is implied about Aigina, is
not fully satisfactory. Both islands were probably controlled by Spartan-
installed decarchies right after the war. Since the Imbrians and the
Lemnian cities Hephaistia and Myrina paid tribute during the arkhe,
their inhabitants were not Athenian citizens (Appendix B). As tributa-
ries, they were probably exempt from expulsion by Lysander: as an “in-
digenous” population they continued in occupation after the expulsion
of Athenian citizens.®? While the establishment of oligarchies could con-
stitute a change in nomima, there is no justification for positing a change
in phane after Aigospotamoi.

% To interpret Thucydides as contrasting the colonists’ possession of Aigina during
the war with the Aiginetans’ occupation before (rather than after) the war seems to
render the point banal, one which might obviously be made of any group of colonists.

*! Note Poppo-Stahl? 4.1.129; Classen-Steup?®, 7.143-44. Cf. HCT 4.436.

 Brunt (80-81) has the Lemnian cleruchs spared dislodging by Lysander (on
grounds of the difficulty of distinguishing them). His point would be valid a fortiori if the
Athenian citizens on Lemnos were not cleruchs (for my hypothesis, see Appendix B), but
Lemnians who successfully maintained a claim to citizenship. /G XII (8) 2 from Myrina
may be from the island’s independent period after Aigospotamoi (G. Cousinand F. Durr-
bach, “Inscriptions de Lemnos,” BCH 9 [1885] 45-64, esp. 46-48). G 112 30 may contain
Athenian regulations for the return to Lemnos of Athenian citizens put to flight by
Lysander, or at least for a resumption of Athenian sovereignty over the island. See
Graham 186-88. This reconstruction accommodates the absence of any evidence for a
Spartan-imposed settlement such as the one attested at Sestos (Plut. Lys. 14.3).
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38 CHAPTER 1: THE EVIDENCE OF THUCYDIDES

One solution would be to treat this clause as a late note of Thucy-
dides which was inserted rather than integrated into his text.®? Signifi-
cantly, the comment on the occupation of Aigina only during the war
was not also applied to the Hestiaians. They would also have been ex-
pelled from their colony by Lysander in his general removal of Athe-
nians from their overseas holdings (Xen. HG 2.2.9; Plut. Lys. 13.3,
14.4; D.S. 13.107.4; cf. Theopompus, FGH 115 F 387). This anomaly
shows that Thucydides wanted to underline the transient character of
the Aiginetan colony (and not the Hestiaian one). Whether we accept
this suggestion or not will depend on a stylistic appreciation of the sen-
tence in which a relative clause attached to Aiywirat is necessary to
balance the participial clause modifying ‘Eoriatis.®

On the other hand, another line along which to approach the text—
and probably the only way toread the textas it stands and as a single com-
positive act—is to suggest that the participial phrase éTL X pOMEVOL SErVes
two temporal perspectives. The continued Athenian character of the
Lemnians and Imbrians is noteworthy retrospectively in light of a settle-
ment abroad generations before (‘still using’). The Attic character of the
Aiginetans, however, is important prospectively on account of their sub-
sequent expulsion from the island (‘yet using’). In other words, the word
Zru helps make the same point as oi ToTe Alywav elyov: the Aiginetansin
question were not the restored (Dorian and oligarchic) contemporaries of
Thucydides’ readers, but their thoroughly Attic predecessors.

While Thucydides can hardly be said to belabor this point (that
Aigina was Attic only during the war), he deliberately made it here,
either singling out the Aiginetans for mention (and ignoring the Hesti-
alans) in a poorly fitted insertion, or risking logical coherence through
shifting temporal perspectives. Moreover, he noted the Aiginetans in
this way in a passage in which the cultural and ethnic affinity of contin-
gents on both sides is the major theme. Here then is an implicit correc-
tion to the polemic inherent in the Athenian denomination of their colo-
nists as émotkot—a corrective against holding that the apozkia stood in

8 Rehm, Philologus (1934) 144-45; note also Will, Nouvelle Clio (1954) n. 2,
pp. 442-44.

8 Cf. Ehrenberg, “Thucydides” 147 who argued that of & EdBoig “Eoriaiav oi-
koBures balances ot rore Alyiway elyov. It could then be concluded that hoth clauses
must have entered the text at the same date, and that the explanatory “note” on the
Alginetans is no later than its context. Yet, our acceptance of this suggestion might in

turn depend on following Ehrenberg that &rt xpduevor must be limited to the Lemnians

and In_:jl_briang_-_;v;ﬁ_*.tha_t'qng-’subgr'di_nate clause must be attached to each of three groups:
Lemnians and Imbrians; Aiginetans; and Hestiaians.

B.4: THE CONTINUITY OF THE COLONY ON AIGINA 39

some relationship of continuity or even filiation with earlier Aigina. To
explain Thucydides’ reaction to Athenian rhetoric, it will first be neces-
sary to examine the rest of the evidence for the Athenian settlement on
Aigina.

The results of my discussion thus far have isolated an epoikic cate-
gory of Athenian apoikiai, which included both Aigina and Poteidaia
within the narrative of Thucydides and within Athenian imperial docu:
ments. Epoikic colonists seem to have exercised some of the military
functions which have often been attributed to cleruchs. The Aiginetan
case, upon which some external evidence may be brought to be:r, sug-

gests that the application of epoikic terminology to Attic colonists may
have been at times controversial.
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CHAPTER 2: ANCIENT TRADITION ON
AND MODERN INTERPRETATION OF
ATHENIAN IMPERIAL COLONIZATION

HE PICTURE of the settlement on Aigina which has emerged

from Thucydides is a coherent one. The community was an apoi-
kia which formed a new political entity, whose inhabitants nonetheless
retained the appellation Aiginétai. The colonists who came in c. 431
were called epoikoi ‘reinforcing colonists’. Not only was that title evoca-
tive of the important strategic role that they played in occupying the
island, but also suggestive of a continuity existing between Aigina before
431 and the later colony. That this view has not been systematically ar-
gued previously is owed to the contradictory complex of other testimonia
regarding both the settlement on Aigina and on Athenian fifth-century
colonization in general. As scholarship has reflected this evidence, vari-
ous views that would make the Aiginetan colony a cleruchy have been
influential. This is not only because there is some direct evidence for an
Aiginetan cleruchy, but also because certain presumptive characteristics
of cleruchies are held to apply to Aigina. For instance, it has been ar-
gued that its colonists kept their citizenship, that they acted as a garrison
(as I too have argued, but to a different conclusion), or even that all fifth-
century Athenian colonies were cleruchies.

It would be tempting to turn an evaluation of the political status of
the Athenian settlement on Aigina into a judgment on whether to follow
the account of Thucydides (as outlined above) or the statements of much
later sources, since that procedure would virtually always validate fol-
lowing Thucydides, who was a contemporary witness, highly placed
within the Athenian political class.! Yet, the adoption of such a meth-
odology would be wrong, being a misreading of the manner in which the
later testimonia discuss the settlement on Aigina. We are not, in fact,
compelled to set these sources against Thucydides. This conclusion is
Justified by the complex history of the family of words based on the stem
KkATpovy-.

1 I-"l;mﬁt_ffa:s't_;_E}_lr-enberg_, “Thuc_ydi_dqs’_’ 145-46, merely posits an early source for the
cleruchic traditions on Aristophanes and Plato and adduces the supposed imprecision of
Thucydides. See also Graham 173. : '

A. KAHPOYXOEZ AND ASSOCIATED TERMS

A. THE SEMANTICS OF KAHPOYXOZX
AND ASSOCIATED TERMS

The texts compiled by the Thesaurus Linguae Graecae which are cur-
rently available on CD-ROM have been searched using the LEX pro-
gram of the Ibycus Scholarly Computer. While this method will not, of
course, yield all the appearances of the words in ancient Greek containing
the string of characters -kAnpovy-, it provides a satisfactorily complete
conspectus of the usages for our purposes.? Table 1 below organizes the
results of this search. Some instances of usage have been added from other
sources which have been specified as necessary. For the sake of space, one
category of this family of words is excluded from detailed citation, namely
a listing of the appearances of kA7potxos, kApovyia, and kAnpovxikds
from the Packard Humanities Institute Demonstration CD-ROM #2
containing the Duke Data Bank of Documentary Papyri.

Words based on kAznpovy- focus on one phase in the foundation of a
new community, the necessary act of allocation of property to the new
landholders. Just as &mouwkia and related terms emphasize the equally
necessary departure from home of colonists, words with the base kAy-
povy-signify another important stage in that foundation and could stand
in a form of synecdoche for the whole act of occupation of territory. The
chief difficulty in determining whether an author means to refer precise-
ly to an Athenian cleruchy is that any act of political incorporation of
land (and not just one occurring within colonization) has a “cleruchic”
phase which can assume the appropriate terminology. Thus, it is not
only colonization to which the kAmpovy- terms are apposite, but also con-
quest (as in the Hebrews’ occupation of Palestine) or assignment of land
already held (as in the allocation of the ager publicus at Rome).

A collection of the testimonia helps remind us what a restricted sub-
set of the attestations is composed of applications to Athenian history.
Several conclusions seem to follow from this pattern of usage. Let us con-
sider first the verbal members of this family of terms. The Athenian con-
texts for the verb kAnpovyéw are so meager—only four in Table 1, A—

* The material compiled by the Princeton Epigraphical Project from corpora of in-
scriptions has also been subjected to a word search for -xAzpovy-. I should like to thank
Dr. Donald McCabe of the Project for his assistance.

* For a prosopography of cleruchs, see F. Uebel, Die Kleruchen Agyptens unter den
ersten sechs Ploleméern (Berlin 1968) 32-352 (for lists). The number of cleruchs at-
tested in Uebel’s catalogue (1473) naturally exceeds greatly the number of attested ap-
Pearances of kAqpovy- terms (ef. pp. 356-60). z
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42 CHAPTER 2: TRADITION AND INTERPRETATION

that one would hesitate to impose the idea of a cleruchy on any single ap-
pearance of the verb if it were to be taken in %SO]&UODA In contrast, a great-
er number and larger proportion of Athenian examples do indeed cxftst
for a more prevalent compound of kAnpovyéw, namely Karax}\?}povxe'm,
but they are hardly dominant in general usage. Nor should we deceive
ourselves into believing that kaTakAnpovyéw possessed for that reason
some place in Athenian official terminology. The most controversial ap-
pearances of karaxAnpovyéw on Table 1, F, including the references to
Aigina, come from Diodorus Siculus and Strabo, who use the same verb
very often in non-Athenian settings (for specifics, see below). A glance at
the citations in Diodorus also indicates that he may well reflect the usage
of Ephorus and Timaeus and through them earlier local historians and
epichoric political traditions.* That supposition would suggest that the
xkAnpovy - family of words was current in non-Athenian archaic and clas-
sical usage. Some of the Greek applications do not in fact refer to colonies
at all, but to other forms of the allocation of land (just among these Greek
instances, note D.S. 5.59.6; 11.76.6; 20.25.2; cf. Polyb. 7.10.1). Diodo-
rus, to whom the term was clearly a favorite, applies it even to Athenian
instances which cannot have been cleruchies in any official sense. There-
fore, it is unlikely that anyone used kAmpovx€éw or karaxAnpovx€w to
mean ‘allot land in a cleruchy’ as a term from Athenian official language.
This is not of course to say that these verbs may not incidentally have been
used about Attic cleruchies (see also Table 4), for which they were as
appropriate as for other acts of apportionment.

The nominal forms offer points for both comparison and contrast
with the verbs just discussed. The words kAnpodyos and kAnpovyia ap-
pear in Athenian documents, and it is improbable that they were noth-
ing more than synonyms for dmowos and dmoukia in Attica during the
fifth and fourth centuries (whatever their precise valence). Are we then
to postulate an origin in Athenian legal terminology for both kA7potyos
and kAnpovyia? Before answering, a closer look at the evidence will be
necessary. The field of usage for these words is dominated by four appli-
cations: to Attic settlements, to Ptolemaic military colonists, to the He-
brew conquest and occupation of Palestine, and to Roman land alloca-
tion. We may discount for the moment the Ptolemaic cleruchs and cleru-
chies as perhaps semantically derived from their Athenian forerunners.

# For Diodorus’ use of Ephorus, see n. 19 in this chapter. On Timaeus, see, most re-
cently, L. Pearson, “Ephorus and Timaeus in Diodorus: Laqueur’s Thesis Rejected,”
Historia 33 (1984) 1-20.

A. KAHPOYXOZ AND ASSOCIATED TERMS 43

Nonetheless, that a general literary term, which could be applied by
Greek historians to Roman and Jewish history, evolved from a word
kAnpovyos that possessed only its restricted Athenian denotation in the
fifth century is prima facie implausible. My supposition that Diodorus
reflects earlier non-Athenian use of related verbs points toward the same
conclusion, namely that kAnpodxos originally had a more prominent
non-Athenian circulation than appears superficially from the surviving
attestations.

A clinching evidentiary item may be Sophocles Ajax 507-8, ... ai-
deoar de pnrépa|moAADY érdy kAnpodyov ... (“respect your mother,
lot-holder of many years”). It is striking that virtually our first appear-
ance of the term (probably from the late 440s, at the latest) is both non-
technical and metaphorical;® and it would be quite metaphorical if the
only current use of kAnpotyos was to denote an Attic colonist in a par-
ticular sub-genus of settlement.® The scholia do not point toward a po-
litical allusion here, but gloss with connotations from everyday or do-
mestic life.” It is more economical to hypothesize a context for Ajax
507-8 where kAnpodyos was in general use for a range of situations
where property was distributed by a government. Because such kAnpo?-
xot received property through various means of distribution leading to
individual possession, kA7podyos had thereby assumed derivative
meanings spanning ‘established landholder’, ‘assignee by firm title’, and
‘possessor by inheritance’. Hence Sophocles could employ it to empha-
size the age of Ajax’s mother, and his metaphor would have caught the
attention of his audience, especially if a new specific definition for the
word had recently become current (cf. Chapter 7, section B below).

The other miscellaneous applications of the word (Table 1, E 7)
and especially that of Alexis (fr. 89) all seem to exploit this very same
extended sense of kAnpodyos. Moreover, the Jewish applications of E 5

* Cf. A. Lesky (Greek Tragic Poetry [New Haven 1983] 132-33) for a date. A hypo-
thetical, oral version of Hdt. 5.77.2 would be its only conceivable rival for priority.

*R.C. Jebb, Sophocles: The Plays and Fragments: Part VIL Ajax (Cambridge
1907) 83: “figurative”; J.C. Kamerbeek, The Plays of Sophocles: Part I. Ajax (Leiden
1953) 110: “etymological rather than figurative.” For translations, note L. Campbell,
Sophocles 2 (Oxford 1881) 52: “inheritress”; M. Untersteiner, Sofocle: Aiace (Milan
1934) 171: “di molti anni ereditiera®, “che ha avuto in sorte . . . una lunga vita”; G. Am-
mendola, Sofocle: Atace (Turin 1953) 115: “nel senso originario, che ha avuto in sorte . . .
equivalente a péroyos ‘partecipe’.” :

" They gloss péroxov, kekAnpwpény, kAipov errqruiay (apud 508). Cf. Suda 5.
KAipodixov (x 1788 Adler), which cites Soph. Ajax 507-8, and App. Jtal. 4.1 Gabba.
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44 CHAPTER 2: TRADITION AND INTERPRETATION

and even the gods as kAnpodxot (E 6) may be read against the same
background. Pausanias, who provides virtually the only non-Athenian
Greek attestation of kAqpodxos (1.40.5; cf. E 2), may also help us to
the same conclusion. He probably derived his usage for the archaic
Megarian settlers on Salamis from the Megarians who were his sources
(perhaps, specifically, local historians, the authors of Megarika: FGH
487 F 12).% It would be speculative to do more than offer a suggestion on
a more specific archaic or early classical context for the origin of kA7-
podxos. Nonetheless, the word may well have been in use either among
those Ionian states such as Miletos which were so extraordinarily active
in colonization (much more so, at any rate, than the Athenians), or (my
preferred hypothesis) among those allocating land within or adjacent to
their borders for the purposes of territorial consolidation in what may be
called internal “colonization”. In that case, it may be significant that the
Megarians called their settlers on Salamis cleruchs, as the Athenians
disputed this territory.

This reconstruction of the history of the term kAnpodyos raises
some interesting questions about Herodotus’ description of the Athenian
settlers at Khalkis as cleruchs (5.77.2). It is usually assumed that he
described them as such using an Athenian technical term, whose mean-
ing was comparable to that applied to the kAnpovyot of imperial
Athens.® Yet, a general connotation for kAnpotyos might be correct
here, and Herodotus’ employment of a participial form of the verb
kAnpovyéw (6.100.1), the usage of which was for the most part general
and non-official, for the same persons might stand in support of this con-
tention. As I shall argue in Appendix C, the new community at Khalkis
differs from the later cleruchies in absolute size, in size relative to its
host community, in its constitution as a fully institutionalized polity
(with a separate military apparatus), and in the possible participation
by non-Athenians as cleruchs. It might be objected, however, that Hero-
dotus frequently discusses colonization without ever again using kA7-
povx- words.'® Therefore, it is not so much the application of kA7pot-
xos and kAmpovyéw to the Athenians that is significant, but the absence

¥ See L. Piccirilli, METAPIK A: Testimonianze e Frammenti (Pisa 1975) 131-33 on
his F 21a; T.J. Figueira, “The Theognidea and Megarian Society,” Theognis 112-58,

esp. 117; id., “Chronological Table: Archaic Megara, 800-500 B.C.,” Theognis

261-303, esp. 285-86.
* Typieal is B. Virgilio, “I termini di colonizzazione in Eradoto e nella tradizione

preerodotea,” AAT 106 (1972) 345-406, esp. 390.

1% For example, &moukin appears 11 times; &motxis once; #rowxor 11 times.
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of such usage with regard to other colonies. These other cases, however,
may not be strictly comparable, inasmuch as they do not concern the
absorption of borderlands which became in some manner part of the
territory of the allocator.'' Thus, a cleruchic vocabulary might have
been uniquely appropriate in connection with Khalkis. In this under-
standing, kAnpotyos need not even be seen to be a term imposed by He-
rodotus on his Athenian informants (probably during the 450s), but
possibly a term used by them (cf. the Megarian cleruchs on Salamis).
My only stipulation to this point would be that their usage as much as
his must be envisaged as still not yet sharply delineated in its legal deno-
tation and without its imperial or Periclean nuances.

Nevertheless, while we may hypothesize such a non-Athenian ori-
gin for kA7podvxos, it is equally clear that later accounts of archaic colo-
nization and conquest do not make much use of it. Perhaps it came to be
too firmly associated by historians with the controversial Athenian colo-
nization during the fifth-century arkhe and in the fourth century. To
understand why, it will be necessary to consider the instances of the
kAnpovy- vocabulary in Plutarch. In two passages Plutarch character-
izes the populist policies of Perikles: Per. 9.1: &AAot &¢ moAAot wp@dTow
b’ ékelvov ¢aat Tov dfuov et kAnpovyias kat fewpikt kal puoldy
diavopas mpoaxbijvat, . .. ; 34.2: Gepamedwy d¢ Tovs mOANOYS oy aA-
Novras émt T& moNépw, diavoudls Te xpnudrey dveXauBave kat kA7~
povyias éypagev . ...'2 Plutarch is not making some fine distinction
here, i.e., that cleruchies won the favor of the démos in a way in which
other colonies could not. Rather he seems to be equating all Athenian
colonization with the creation of cleruchies in a fashion somewhat simi-
lar to the generalizing use of karaxAnpovy€éw by Diodorus Siculus. Un-
less we are prepared to follow him by believing that every fifth-century
Athenian foundation with citizen participation (even Brea, Thourioi,
and Amphipolis) can have been a cleruchy and that cleruchies were not
a discrete official category, Plutarch must be held to use x)n}povxfa in-
exactly or anachronistically.

I should argue that Plutarch reflects the terminology of fourth-cen-
tury Athens and afterwards, when virtually all Athenian settlements

' Herodotus does refer to land received in colonial and other allotments and holdings
as kAfjpor: 1.76.1; 2.109 bis; 9.94.2. It is also noteworthy that the Suda glossed kA7~
povxovs in Herodotus as yewpyots (x 1789 Adler), when a definition from Athenian
technical terminology was available to the lexicographers for this passage (_cf. x 1790
Adler). See Moggi 6-7.

'* The passages are translated on pp. 53-54, 63 below.
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46 CHAPTER 2: TRADITION AND INTERPRETATION

abroad could be considered cleruchies and almost all settlers cleruchs.!?
This understanding of the nature of a kAnpoTxos and of a kAnpovyia
was contained within Atthidography, as I will argue shortly. The pres-
tige and influence of the Atthidographers and the universal historians
who utilized them (like Ephorus) in turn explains the desuetude of this
vocabulary with general reference to non-Athenian apportionment of
land.'* When the term xA7npodxos appeared in their source material
about a non-Athenian land allotment, fourth-century and post-classical
historians substituted terms without such strong Athenian implications.
So Pausanias’ use of kAnpodyot for the Megarian settlers on Salamis
proves to have been exceptionally true to the nomenclature of his Mega-
rian historical sources. Moreover, all Athenian cleruchs (regardless of
period) may have shared a single characteristic, namely that they re-
tained their Athenian citizenship. That retention of citizenship in the
métropolis may have been singular enough to act as another inhibiting
factor against employing (or retaining) the term kAnpovyos for archaic
and fifth-century non-Athenian historical contexts. Thus, post-classical
authors used kA7podyos for Athenian colonization, in metaphors, and
historiographically (to render non-Greek apportionment of land).

Yet, it must also be noted that a certain reservation existed concern-
ing a total transformation of the associations of cleruchic language. Col-
onists who are called @mouwkor in both fifth-century literary sources and
documents (like the Brea Decree) belong to a class of settler which
fourth-century sources describing similar fourth-century phenomena
called cleruchs. On fourth-century documents, cleruchs tend to be
named chiefly in connection with their dispatch, and not with reference
to their continuing occupation of an overseas site.!® Literary witnesses

13 In contrast, Thucydides’ Mytilenean cleruchy was not a polis. Isoc. (Paneg.) 4.107
is perhaps the first rhetorical association of colonies and cleruchies: see pp. 25-26 and
n. 50 above.

!4 Aelius Aristides may reflect the same derivation from Atthidography, with his un-
focussed connections between cleruchies and the Athenian empire (note Table 1, Cl,
E1).

** The Atthidographic denomination of the fourth-century settlements as cleruchies
may be contrasted with official references in Attic decrees for the same settlements.
There, phrases are used such as "A8|nvaiwy é dfuos |6 év Tapw: (.S'IG3 276A.5-7=
SEG 18 [1962] #200 [334]), or 6 87| [os 6] *A8[np]aiwy 6 &y Muplivet oiky (IG XII
8] 4.1-2 [post 348]), except where an establishment or reordering is at issue (/G 112 30,
1952 cf. 1609; Tod, GHI #146 = SIG® 180). See also Hyperid. Lyc. 14: b Tod brjpov
é& "Hoaworia ... imb rod & Muplyy; Phylarchus FGH 81 F 29. Cf. Foucart 363-66;

Gsc}uutzer 102-4; Moggi 10. See n. 58 in this chapter; Chapter 7, ns. 20 and 27 below.
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like Demades and Aristotle may call a group of Athenians settled abroad
a kAmpovyla, just as modern scholars find such an appellation appro-
priate for an aggregation of kAnpodyot. No extant fourth-century in-
scription, however, calls any settlement a kApovyia.

Although a provenience in general Greek usage and not in Athe-
nian specialist terminology is likely for the verbs K}\npovxe’m and kara-
kAnpovy€éw, and even for kAnpodyos itself, the word kAnpovyia seems to
be an Athenian coining. The term is not used for non-Athenian coloni-
zation (but rather for non-colonial reapportionment or introduction of
new settlers); its metaphorical uses are late. Its application to Roman or
Jewish history is historiographical rather than legal, political, or parti-
san. /G I® 237 shows its use in an official document. Nonetheless, in
order to understand why kAnpovyia was coined, the spectrum of its con-
notations will need to be considered.

As already noted, the kAnpovy- family of words, with their evoca-
tion of one phase of colonization, can denote the entire process of distrib-
uting land. Yet, kAnpovy(a is actually more common as ‘apportionment’
without the idea of the foundation of a new community or of coloniza-
tion (even in the background). Its non-Athenian Greek attestations are
as follows: Polybius uses it to refer to the sort of confiscation and redis-
tribution of land associated with Kleomenes III of Sparta (4.81.2) and
Diodorus uses it for the assignment of land to immigrants by Timoleon
at Syracuse and Agyrion (16.82.5, 83.3). The usages of two historians of
Rome, who employed the word kAnpovyia more frequently than other
authorities, are also illustrative of this phenomenon. Dionysius of
Halicarnassus employs kAnpovyta 29 times. While Dionysius possibly
signifies a Roman colony by it in one passage, 7.27.1 (if the emendation
is correct), generally kAqpovyia means ‘land distribution’, ‘program of
land allocation’ or even ‘lex agraria’. The phrase mept (or dmep, émt) T1js
x)m,oﬂvxfag takes on an almost formulaic character in his treatment of
agitation by the early Republican plebs, appearing 16 times (and once
each for the two related verbs). Similarly Appian can use kA7povyia
across a range of connotations including ‘allotment’ or ‘act of allotment’
(BC 2.19.141; 5.3.28), and ‘program of allotment’ (5.5.43) as well as
‘colonies” (n.6. not ‘colony’: e.g., 3.6.39; 5.6.52).

Consequently, it is possible that the term kAnpovyia suggested itself
to the Athenians because it could be coined to refer to establishments of
Athenians abroad under conditions where colonization was reduced to
the process of apportionment of property without a permanent depar-
ture from Attica and without the creation of a community which was
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48 CHAPTER 2: TRADITION AND INTERPRETATION

fully actualized in institutional terms. In other words, kAmpovyia was
coined to describe entities like the Lesbian cleruchy as recounted by
Thucydides. Thus Athenian official use would be paralleled by the later
terminology of the Ptolemies. They clearly drew on a semantic tradition
wherein kAnpodyos and kAnpovyta could emphasize the act of alloca-
tion of land to individuals and the ensuing land-holding with its atten-
dant responsibilities without their implying that political entities were
created.!® Ptolemaic kAnpodyot did not form communities in the same
sense as Seleucid karowor.!” This line of analysis raises the interesting,
if not conclusively answerable, question of how Philip II described his
allocations of newly-conquered land and their recipients (his clients, fol-
lowers, and mercenaries). If Philip used kAmpovy- terminology, a link
would then be forged between the Athenian cleruchies of the fifth cen-
tury and the later practices of the Ptolemies.'®

TaBLE 1: KAHPOYXOZ AND RELATED TERMS

Notes to this table are indicated by superscript bold letters and follow
the Table immediately.

A. k\npovyéw ‘take by allotment’, ‘divide in allotment’ (cf. Suda x 1787
Adler)
1) Attic colonization (4): D.L. 10.1 (Epicurus on Samos); Hdt.
6.100 (Khalkis); ZArist. Ach. 654b.i-ii bis Wilson (Aigina);
T Arist. Nubes 213e Holwerda (Euboia; c¢f. Anon. Rec. 213a
Koster: karekAnpotynoav)

"1t is also possible that the kAfjpot of fifth-century cleruchs were not inheritable,
but would have reverted in principle to the state upon the death of the cleruch, See
Chapter 6, pp. 184-85 below.

" Ptolemaic cleruchs may have lived together, but their duties appear to have been
individual, and not collective, In principle, they held their kA7jpot only for their lifetime,
in the early period of the institution. In general, see E. van’t Dack, “Sur I’évolution des
institutions militaires Lagides,” in Armées et fiscalité dans le monde antique (Paris
1977) 77-105, esp. 82-86; Uebel, Kleruchen 3-4.

' CF. SIG? 332.5-9, wherein Kassandros (as king, hence during 306-297) confirms
the tenure of property in Sinos and Trapezous of one Perdikkas, son of Koinos, property
wh'ich his grandfather and father had received in allotment: 8v éxAqpotynoes TToepo-
Kpares 0 wammos abrod kal 6v & warip et Buklmmwov. So the verb kAnpovy€w is used
for holding land at the grant of Philip. A single example, however, does not establish a
regular, official yocabulary. Gf. M.G. Demitsas, ‘H Makedovia (Athens 1896) #763,
2.633-34; J.A. Alexander, “Cassandreia during the Macedonian Period: An Epi-

graphical'GoEnmentary,”_in B. Laourdas and Ch. Makaronas, eds., Ancient Macedonia
1 (Thessaloniki 1970) 127-46, esp. 127-28.

TABLE 1: KAHPOYXOZ AND RELATED TERMS

2) Greek apportionment (2): D.S. 5.9.5; SIG? 332.7

3) Roman land allocation (13): App. BC 5.3.27; 5.8.74; Dio Cass.
45.9.1; 48.6.2; 48.7.1; 49.34.4; D.H. AR 5.60.4; 6.55.2; 8.74.2;
9.37.4,53.6, 62.1; Steph. Byz. s.v. Aaiddeta (216)

4) Ptolemaic cleruchs (with compounds): 6 citations (cf. 5 KA7-
povy ... ); cf. SIG? 502.40
a) Joseph. AJ 12.159 (1) (threat of Ptolemaic cleruchy in Pales-

tine at time of high priest Onias II)

5) In! general (1): Simplicius In Aris. Cat. CAG 8.26.: 1) kAnpovy ov-
pévn i)

6) Allocation of functions etc. among gods (2): Libanius, Or.
11.111; Plato Critias 109C

7) Metaphorical (1): Callistratus Stat. 10.1 (LS J): ‘acquired by lot’,
‘destined’

B. kAnpovxmua ‘allotment of land’
Roman land allocation (2): App. BC 3.1.2;3.1.7

C. kAnpovyia

1) Attic colonization

a) pre-400 (8): Antiphon fr. 7; Aristid. 13.128, 1.207D (Atlantic
cleruchies as threatened punishment of the Athenians by
Xerxes, cf. Phot. Bibl. 246.402b); D.S. 15.23.4; Isoc. (Paneg.)
4.107; Libanius Dec. 13.1.8; Plut. Per. 9.1, 34.2 (Periclean
colonial policy); IG I® 237

b) post-400 (3): Demades fr. 91.213-14 De Falco (Samos); Aris.
Rhet. 1384b32 (Samos); D.S. 15.29.8 (foundation of Second
Confederacy)

2) Greek non-Athenian apportionment (4): D.S. 16.82.5, 83.3;
Plut. Comp. Lyc. et Numa 2.11 (Lykourgos at Sparta); Polyb.
4.81.2 (land allotment in Sparta in 219)

a) Egypt: D.S. 1.73.7

3) Ptolemaic cleruchs: 60 cit. (cf. 5 kAnpovy . ..)

4) Roman land allocation (54): App. BC 1.3.18;2.17.119, 120, 125;
2.18.135;2.19.138, 139, 141; 3.2.12; 3.6.39; 5.3.28; 5.5.39 bis, 43
bis, 47; 5.6.52; Dio Cass. 37.25.4; 48.6.1; D.H. AR 7.27.1
(emended); 8.71.2, 75.1 bis, 75.3, 81.1, 87.4, 89.3, 91.3; 9.1.3,
2.2, 5, 73,913 174 974 30 37089 4 SH1E1H12 5215
59.1, 59.2, 69.1; 10.30.4, 35.5, 38.3, 42.2; Plut. Comp. Lyc. et
Numa 2.11; Flam. 2.1; Sulla 33.1; Caes. 14.2; Cat. Min. 31.6;
Ant. 60.2
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2) Non-Athenian Greek (1): Paus. 1.40.5 (Megarian cleruchs be-
tray Salamis to Athens)

3) Ptolemaic cleruchs: 141 cit. (cf. 5 kAgpovy . ..)

4) Roman colonists (34): App. ltal. 4.1 Gabba, of. Suda « 1788

5) Hebrew conquest and occupation of Palestine, often ‘territory of
tribe’ (29): Epiphanius Ancoratus p. 114.4 Holl (Judaia as part
Thoma of Shem’s lot); Euseb. Onom. p. 2.9; Joseph. A/ 4.81; 5.97, 115,
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120, 136, 142, 342; 6.118, 249; 7.174; 8.35, 37, 247 bis, 393;

13.1'02 (grant of Alexander Balas to Jonathan); BJ 3.54; 5.160;

Philo Mos. 1.40.222, 43.237, 59.320; 2.1.1; Decal. 3.14; Spec.

2.22.111,23.116,23.118 (= ‘original lot’ = ‘original property’)

a) hence kAnpovyiat = ‘inheritances’ J. Chrysostom. In Isaiam
2.1; Philo Mos. 2.43.234, 236, 242; Decal. 30.164; Septuagint
Ne. 11.20 (after LS ], but ‘district’ is possible)

b) kAqpovyia = ‘nature’, ‘disposition’: Philo Mos. 2.45.246 (text
corrupt?); cf. Vettius Valens 4.7, p. 166.22 Kroll

6) Apportionment of function etc. to gods (1): Aristid. 1.7, 1.10D
7) Inheritance or possession (3): Euseb. Caes. Comm. in Psalm.,

MPG 23.416, 856 (= kAnpovopia ‘inheritance’ or ‘possession’);
J. Chrysostom. Exposit. in Psalm., MPG 55.154 ‘possession’

D. kA7povy KOS

1) Attic colonization (2): Arist. Nubes 203; Dem. 14.16 (cf. Harpo-

cration 5.u. kAnpovyot)

2) Ptolemaic cleruchs: 28 cit. (cf. 5 kAnpovy ...)
3) Roman colonization (1): Plut. C. Gracch. 5.1

E. kAnpodyos

1) Attic colonists

a) pre-400: (11): ZAesch. 2.31 (Ennea Hodoi); Aristid. 14.210,
1.340D; 46.193, 2.258D (fifth century); D.L. 3.3 (Plato on
Aigina); Hdt. 5.77.2 (Khalkis), cf. Suda k 1789 Adler; Paus.
1.27.5 (Tolmides founds cleruchies on Naxos and Euboia);
Plut. Per. 11.5 (various places); Thuc. 3.50.2 (Mytilene);
IG T2 66 (Mytilene); 339.13 (dedication of cleruchs); 341.1
(dedication of cleruchs)

b) post-400 (12): Aesch. 1.53, with scholia (Samos); Dem. 8.6
(Chersonese; cf. Harpocration s.v. kAnpodyot; Suda s.v. kKA)-
pos [k 1790 Adler]); 12.16 (Chersonese); D.S. 16.34.4 (Cherso-
nese); Libanius Arg. Dem. 8.1; Philochorus, FGH 328 F 154
(cf. D.H. De Din. 13 [Samos]); Strabo 14.1.18 €638 (Samos);
IG 1I* 30 (Lemnos); /G 112 1952 (dispatch of cleruchs before
350)2; Tod, GHI #146.9 (Poteidaia); SEG 26 1022.9 (Samos;
of. AE[1977] #349)®; Inscr. Délos 7.104-5.13¢

1) IG I1? 1609.81: kAnp[o]x[alpxdvrwrd

Adler; Sam. 4.15, 17; Lib. 20.136; BC 1.1.7; 2.17.125; 2.18.135;
3.1.2; 5.5.40, 46 bis; 5.6.53 bis, 57 bis; 5.11.99; 5.12.110; Dio
Cass. 44.51.4; D.H. AR 2.16.1, 54.2; 6.20.1, 32.1, 43.1, 44.2;
7.12.5, 13.1, 134 bis, 14.4, 28.3; 8.14.1; 9.60.2; 10.21.7,
17/18.5.2
a) D.H. AR 8.75.3: kAnpovxov . .. yfr land to be allotted’
Hebrew lot or (original) property holders (5): Philo Spec.
2.21.113, 24.121; Virt. 17.91, 18.100; Aet. 14.73 (‘occupants’,
metaphorically = ‘gods’)
a) Philo Mos. 1.16.255 kAnpodxov Béov ‘god the apportioner’
(1)

6) Apportionment of function etc. to gods (2): Aristid. 8.53, 1.92D;

21.269, 1.437D

7) Miscellaneous (5): Alexis fr. 89 K: ‘Eppa. .. ®il\imwidov kAy-

podye ‘assignee’ (cf. Athen. 12.552D-E); Aristid. 14.206,
1.338D: ‘inhabitants’; Libanius Or. 1.165%; Soph. Ajax 508
(metaphorically = ‘lot-holder’, cf. Suda x 1788 Adler); Etym.
Mag. s.v. kAfjpos (519.18-20 Gaisford), Aéyerar mapa ’Aby-
vaiovs kAfipos Kal pérpov yijs 80ev kar kAnpodyot of Tovs k\ij-
povs (Ta uérpa) karéyovres yiis; Etym. Gud. (p. 327 Sturz);
Suda s.v. kA7jpos (k 1784 Adler), perpov yijs 60ev kat kAnpodyoL
ol Tovs kA\1jpovs 7oL T& uéTpa karéxovres yis

Cf. arkAnpodynmror ‘those who possess no allotment of land’
(ISmyrna 2.1.573.102)

F. karaxAnpovyéw
1) Attic colonization (15): Aelian VH 6.1 (Khalkis); D.S. 11.60.2

(Skyros), 70.5 (Amphipolis); 11.88.3 (Perikles in Chersonese);
12.22.2 (Hestiaia); 12.44.2 (Aigina); 12.46.7 (Poteidaia);
12.55.10 (Mytilene); 13.2.2, 30.1 (both plans for Sicily); 16,
p. 1.30 (Epitome, Book 16); 18.8.7 (Samos); Libanius Decl.
13.1.47 (Euboia); ZPin. Nem. 2.19 (Salamis); Strabo 8.6.16
(375 (Aigina)

Greek non-Athenian ‘colonization’, ‘allotment’ (21): D.S. 4.29.5;
5.15.2, 59.6, 81.8, 83.2, 84.1; 7.13.2; 11.49.1, 76.3, 76.5,
76.6, 90.1 (Sikels under Duketios, cf. fr. 1a); 12.11.1; 12.59.5
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52 CHAPTER 2: TRADITION AND INTERPRETATION

(Herakleia in Trakhis); 14.78.3; 15.66.1; 18.11.4; 20.25.2 (land
grants of Spartocid FEumelos); 20.40.6; Iamblich. VP 35.255;
Polyb. 7.10.1
Roman colonization (10): D.S. 12.34.5; 14.102.4; 19.101.3;
D.H. AR 2.35.5: 4.27.6; 5.21.1 (those to whom the land of the
Tarquins was allotted); Plut. Ant. 55.3; Polyb. 2.21.7; 3.40.8;
Strabo 5.4.13 C251
non-Greek (6)
a) Egyptian land allocation: D.S. 1.54.6, 67.1, 67.7; cf. 1.73.7
b) Arab land distribution: D.S. 3.43.2
¢) Hebrew conquests: D.S. 40.3.7 (cf. Phot. Bibl. 244.380b)
d) Phoenicians of Arados: Strabo 16.2.12 C753

5) Apportionment of function etc. to celestial powers (1): Dama-
scius In Parmeniden 358, 2.216 Ruelle

Notes to Table 1

a D. Hereward, “Notes on an Inscription from ‘Hesperia’,” A4/4 60 (1956)
172-74 points out that [kAnpd]yo eis cannot be followed by a sigma, beginning
Zapov, but by an efa, kappa, or nu. That would not agree with any known
fourth-century Athenian cleruchy. Some possibilities would be Naxos, Neapo-
lis, Karystos, Eion. See note d directly below.

b At issue is a Samian Decree in honor of Nausinikos of Sestos, who is
praised for some action mpos Tovs kAnpov|[y€ovras or kAnpov|xovs. G. Habicht
in his editio princeps (“Samische Volksbeschliisse der hellenistischen Zeit,”
MDAI 72 [1957] 152-274, esp. #2, pp. 164-69) interprets these men to have
been Samian settlers established in Anaia on the Asian mainland before their
successful return to Samos with the help of Nausinikos and suggests the follow-
ing restoration for 1. 9-10: wept rop 7|[apamAovy (?) Top] wpos Tovs K\ij-
pov|[xéovras Ta] "Avaia. This reconstruction would add to our thin dossier of
Greek, non-Athenian attestations of kAnpovyeéw. If Alexander authorized the
occupation of Anaia by these “cleruchs”, a case for the use of the cleruchic vo-
cabulary by the Macedonians might be strengthened. Nonetheless, an alterna-
tive reconstruction exists. E. Badian revived a discarded suggestion of Habicht,
arguing that the cleruchs were Athenians living on Samos against whom Nau-
sinikos helped the exiles (‘A Comma in the History of Samos,” ZPE 23 [1976]
289-94): e.g., mepl Top w|[oAepov Top] mpbs Tobs KAfpod|[xovs kal eis]
"Avara. This solution does entail assuming a good deal less in the episode’s par-
tially lost context.

¢ J. Coupry, Inscriptions de Délos: periode de I’ Amphictyonie attico-délienne
7 (Paris 1972) #104-5, pp. 55-58. The inscription, from 359/8, starts with
a fragmentary inventory of expenses, including in 1. 13, rofs 8dyaot TV

B. THE NATURE OF THE SETTLEMENT 53

kAnpoxov. The editor believes that fourth-century Athenian cleruchs on Delos
are at issue. See also P. Roussel, Délos colonie athénienne? (Paris 1987) 34
There is no certainty that a non-technical usage of the term is not the case here.

d IG II? 1609.89 (a dockyard inventory) has kAnplolx[alpxdvrwy for a
cleruchic expedition, possibly to Samos of 366/5 (see J.K. Davies, “The Date of
IG ii*. 1609,” Historia 18 [1969] 309-33, esp. 320-21, 329-33). B.R I Sealey,
“IG II%. 1609 and the Transformation of the Second Athenian Sea-League,”
Phoenix 11 (1957) 95-111, esp. 97-99, dates to 370/69 on the grounds that the
trierarchy of Timotheos noted in the inscription cannot occur in a year in which
he was general. G.L. Cawkwell concurs, and suggests that this was not a cleru-
chic expedition, but the (annual?) provision of a military force (his date is
370/69) for the protection of the cleruchs on Lemnos, Imbros, and Skyros
(“The Date of 1.G. II* 1609 Again,” Historia 22 [1973] 759-61; id., “Notes on
the Failure of the Second Athenian Confederacy,” /HS 101 [1981] 40-55, esp.
51). Given the existence of local magistrates on the islands in question and the
paucity (or absence) of references to the colonists as cleruchs while in stu, the
term klZroukharkhdn is an inappropriate title for such a military office.

e The phrase robs 708 Odpaviov (or obpavod, emended) kA7povyovs has
been variously interpreted. Libanius is speaking of an intervention on his be-
half by Flavius Lupicinus, the magister equitum in the East in 36467 (for
whom see A.-H.M. Jones, J.R. Martindale, J. Morris, The Prosopography of
the Later Roman Empire 1: A.D. 260-395 [Cambridge 1971] 520-21). It is
likely that the orator’s detractors were Christians. If the KkATpavy ovs = KA
povdpovs ‘inheritors’, the reference is to the Christians in general, If the
kA7jpovovs can be construed as ‘lot-holders’, we may have a gibe at Christian
priests. See J. Martin and J. Petit, Libanios Discours 1 (Paris 1979) 255.

B. THE NATURE OF THE SETTLEMENT

1) EVIDENCE AND TERMINOLOGY

My reconstruction of the early history of the kAnpovx- vocabulary
provides a framework for reading the testimonia on the Athenian settle-
ment on Aigina, which contain language that has suggested the exis-

tence of a cleruchy. Let me start by presenting the relevant passages.
In general:

Plut. Per. 34.2: fepamedwy 3¢ obs moAAobs [Suws] doydAXovras émi 6
ToNépw, diavopals Te ypnudroy dveNduBave kat kAnpovyias €ypadev:
Alywiiras yap éfeXdoas dmavras, diéveye T vijoor "Abyvaiwy Tois
Aaxodow,

(Perikles) mollifying the mass of citizens who were nonetheless in distress
on account of the war, he both restored them (or won them over) through
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distributions of monies and proposed cleruchies: expelling all the Aigine-
tans, he distributed the island to those of the Athenians who participated

in an allotment.

D.S. 12.44.2: & 8¢ T@Y TOMT®Y 0iK1jTOpaS EKTEUYAVTES KATEKATPOVYT)-
gay 1jv Te Alyway kat Ty X@pav.

(the Athenians) sending settlers out from their citizens, they apportioned
both the city of Aigina and its territory.

Strabo 8.6.16 C375-376: e..wx-.qcrav 8 adripr 'Apyelo kal Kpﬁ‘reg Kal
>Emdatpior kat Awpeets, Horepoy e xarexhnpovxncrav n,w vijooy
"Abnvaior a¢e?\o,uevo.-. de /\axeﬁm,uomm Tovs "Afnvaiovs THY vijoov
amédoaay Tols &pyalols oikTopaLy.
The Argives, Cretans, Epidaurians, and Dorians settled it (Aigina) in
succession, and later the Athenians apportioned the island. The Lacedai-
monians, depriving the Athenians of the island, gave it back to its ancient
inhabitants.

Aristophanes (for translations, see pp. 79-80 below):

Arist. Ach. 652-54:
\ gy e A iy 3 Ay -~
dia Tavl’ vpds Aakedayuoviol TV ELPYYNY TPOKEAAOVYTAL
-~ ~ 4 A !
kal TNy Alylay dmaiToloty: Kal TS YooY pey EKELWT)S
. -~ Al '
od ppovrifova’, GAXN’ tva Tobror Tov mouTNY GpelwyTaL.

. . ~ i ! A k .
ZAch. 654b (i) [Wilson] @AX’ fva Todrov Tov mourny: éyyvs adTdY
~ I3 A f -~ A
Aafuwaty. évredlfer Twes vopilovow év Alyivy Tas kwpwdias Tolely TOY
2 Ji 1 LI} ! T b @©? ? o ~ \
ApteTodavny e To emernroxevatl avTor “aAl  tva ToUTOY TOV TOLY]-
4 3 ! " A 3 k) €~ -~ 3 ! * g -~ 3 s
v apeéXovrar’ Ty Alyway, ody duds. Tals dAnbelats els qy TOV év T
! 1 4 4 ! ! ~ 3
vijocw kKApovxnoarTwy. 0vder de ékwAve kai érépwll cuyypadely, e
L4 \ ! 4 ~ 3 s e L 3 A} € 4 3
vo Aakebatpoviovs 1 vijoos eyeyovet. (1) aAAws: 0vdeLs LOTOPTKEY WS
3 Lol ! ! ) ! 3 R - A
€v Atyy kektnrar Tt ‘AptoTodavys, aAN’ €oike TavTa wept KaAAi-
4 !
oTparov Aéyeaba, bs kexkAnpovymker év Alylvy pera Ty dvacTaow
3 ~
Alywyrow tmo "Abnvalwy.

Theogenes, FGH 300 F 2 (= ZPlato Apol. 19C Greene): (Aristopha-
nes) karekAfjpwoe b¢ kat T Alyway, bs Ocoyévrs év 7@ ept Alyivas.

Plato:

D1 3.3: xac éyevifn kard Twas év Alyivy—ev 'rn Detdiadov oikia 70D
G)d)mror, ms qb'qﬂ Qafwpivos év Iavrodamy w"rop:.a—'rov wa'rpos‘
adTod perTk Kat a?\)mw meupBeévros kAnpodyov Kkai émaveldovros els
"Abrivas, 666’ Hmd Aakedatpovioy éeBAinoay Bonbodvrwy Alywij-
tats. (= fr. 32 Mensching = fr. 64 Barigazzi; cf, FHG 3.580-81, fr. 23)

According to some, he (Plato) was born on Aigina—in the house of Phei-
dlades, son of Thales, as Favorinus says in the “Miscellaneous History”—

B.1: EVIDENCE AND TERMINOLOGY

since his father had been sent as a cleruch along with others and had
returned to Athens, when they were expelled by the Spartans, acting in
aid of the Aiginetans.

Anonymous Prolegomena to Platonic Philorophv (ed. L.G. Westerink:
Amsterdam 1962) 2.8-10, p. 5: év Tomw 8¢ yéyovev év rif Alylvy, Tod
matpos adTod 'AploTwvos kar’ éketvo kaipod kATpovyov mepdfevros v
] Alylvy dmo TGy "Abpraiwy.

His birthplace was on Aigina, since his father Ariston had been sent as a
cleruch to Aigina by the Athenians at that point in time,

Cf. Anon. Vita Platonis (A. Westermann, BIOTPA®OL: Vitarum Serip-
tores Graeci Minores [Brunswick 1845] 390.63-65): é&v réme 8¢ yéyover
év 7] Alylvy, 700 mapos avrod "ApioTwros pera kal EAwy kApodyov
mepdbévros év 71 Alylvy dmo Tdv "Afnraiwy.

His birthplace was on Aigina, since his father Ariston had been sent as a
cleruch to Aigina by the Athenians.

Cf. Suda s.v. TIAarwy (w 1707 Adler, p. 141.4-5): éréy6n &' év Alylvy év
i 7’ OAvumad kata Ta wpooiua Tov Iehomovvnoiaxod moAéuov.

He was born on Aigina in the 88th Olympiad at the prelude of the Pelo-
ponnesian War.

Let us continue with some further observations on colonial termi-
nology. The notices of Diodorus and Strabo probably descend from
Ephorus, whose account may well derive in part from Thucydides: both
writers use ékméumw and oikfTwp regarding the dispatch of the set-
tlers.”” As has been observed, karakAnpovyéw is especially common in
Diodorus (appearing 38 times), and quite well represented in books 11
and 12, where it appears 15 times. The Athenian examples range from
the undoubted Lesbian cleruchy (12.55.10) through both an ambiguous
case like the settlement in the Chersonese (11.88.3) and disputed cases
like Aigina (12.44.2) and Poteidaia (11.46.7) to colonies like Hestiaia
(explicitly an @wotkia in 12.22.2), Skyros (11.60.2), and the Ennea
Hodoi (with allied participation in 11.70.5). It is also hard to believe
that Diodorus intended to suggest that the Athenians hoped to turn
Sicily into cleruchic land by his use of karaxAnpovyéw in his discus-
sion of the expedition against Syracuse (13.2.2; 13.30.1). In the latter

*? For Ephorus as a source on Aigina, see Figueira, Aegina 76-79;1d., “The Chronol-
0gy of the Conflict between Athens and Aigina in Herodotus Bk. 6,” QuUeCC 28 (1988)
49-89, esp. 69-70; 7d., “Herodotus on the Early Hostilities between Aegina and
Athens AJP 106 {1985) 49-74, esp. 62 and n. 31.
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passage, a speech of Gylippos at Syracuse, a sale of the previous
inhabitants into slavery is expressly envisioned as a prelude to this
“cleruchy”. Such an andrapodismos ‘mass execution/enslavement’ ap-
pears with none of the better attested cleruchies.

Theogenes uses the rare term karexkpwae for the activity of
Aristophanes on Aigina. Even if one translates ‘got in allotment’, that
connotation would surely not entail that the settlement on Aigina was a
cleruchy, as similar allotments took place in colonies, in the incorpora-
tion of new territory, and in the reallocation of lands. In any case, the
interpretation ‘got by allotment’ is problematical, since 1t is the middle
voice of karakAnpow that carries this sense.?’ There are only two attes-
tations of the verb from Greek historians (to my knowledge). In Dio
Cassius 78,/79.22.5, karaxkAnpow in the passive has the meaning ‘al-
lotted’ (cf. Joseph. A/ 5.90; Euseb. Caes. Comm. in Psalm., MPG
23.1376.23; [J. Chrys.] Or. 2, MPG 63.924.25; Sophonias In libros
Aristotelis De anima paraphrasis, CAG 23.49.17). In the other histori-
cal instance, it is used in the middle voice, and the meaning is ‘inherit’ or
‘come into one’s portion’ (Plut. Pomp. 41.7).

Besides the difficulty that Theogenes offers us the active, the conno-
tations ‘get in allotment’ and ‘inherit’ do not provide satisfactory read-
ings with 7j» Alywav in the accusative. We should have to understand
“he got Aigina in allotment”, which would have to be considered a com-
pressed version of “he got an allotment on Aigina.”! Yet, it is important
not to be influenced by the passages saying Aristophanes was a cleruch
into assuming that Theogenes meant to say precisely that. There is a
perfectly good meaning for karakAnpow in the active, and it accommo-
dates Tv Alywav quite well. The verbal form in Theogenes elsewhere
means ‘apportioned’:

Arg. Joseph. A 4.4 Niese: Moveds. .. m9v orpariay dracay adTdy
(the Amorites) diadfetpas karekAjpwaey adrdy T ywpav dvat pulals
xat Nuioela Ty EPpalwy.??

Moses.. . . destroying the whole army of the Amorites, allotted their land
to two and one half tribes of the Hebrews.

20 Buseb. Caes. Comm. in Psalin., MPG 23.416.46; Sept. Kings 1.10.20-21 fer;
1.14.42;1.14.47; cf. ‘draw lots: John. Chrys. Hom. 14, MPG 49.150 bis.

#'T. Bergk (in A, Meineke, Fragmenta poetarum comoediae antiquae 2 [1840]
934-35) construes as ywplov & 7§ Alylvp. He also emends xarexAijpwoe to
KATERATIPOUY NTE.

* B. Niese, ed., Flavii losephi Opera 1 (Berlin 1888) 170.
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Although the usage of the verb karakAnpdw does not offer further par-
allels for Theogenes’ comment about Aristophanes, the related verb
amoxkAnpéw does have some striking comparanda.?* While I will argue
that Aristophanes was a settler on Aigina, there is no reason to reject
without consideration the implication of Theogenes that he participated
in the apportionment of Aigina as an agent and not just as a beneficiary.
To determine how this could be so will depend on a consideration of the
background to the Athenian settlement (see Chapter 4 below).

Hence these statements on Aigina do not necessitate the settlement
being a cleruchy. Rather they give substance to the hypothesis that cle-
ruchic language was used by later authorities with considerable latitude
regarding Athenian imperial colonization.

2) ARISTON, FATHER OF PraTO, AS A CLERUCH

The tradition that Ariston, father of Plato, was a cleruch on
Aigina raises problems that transcend terminology to involve the nature
of the institution of the cleruchy itself and its political purpose.?* The
entire question of the eligibility to participate in Athenian settlements
abroad must be squarely confronted before we can hope to make an
evaluation of the place of Ariston on Aigina. If one follows Plutarch
(Per. 9.1, 11.6; cf. Libanios Arg. Dem. 8.1)?5 that cleruchies were an
opportunity for upward social mobility for members of the Athenian
demos, it is hard to account for the participation of someone of the eco-
nomic status of Ariston. As a member of the old Athenian aristocracy,
he was at least a hippeus and very probably a pentekosiomedimnos.2¢
As a member of one of the top two census classes, Ariston makes a
strange candidate for inclusion in a cleruchy. The suggestion that he
was temporarily impoverished by the war—which was not very ad-
vanced in any case—cannot be considered a serious alternative.’” We
might also take it for granted that Ariston was not the otkistes ‘founder’

2 Cf. Plut. Caes. 51.2; Joseph. A/ 15.294; Philo Spec. 2.120.2.

24 See A.S. Riginos, Platonica: The Anecdotes Concerning the Life and Whritings of
Plato (Leiden 1976) 33-34. Note also Schmitz 86-87, who upholds the position of Aris-
ton as an upper-class cleruch.

¥ For text and translation, see pp. 63-64 below.

% Davies, APEF #8792 IX(B), pp. 331-35.

*7 E. Mensching, Favorin von Arelate: Die erste Teil der Fragmente, Memorabilien
und Omnigena Historia (Berlin 1963) 118-19; A. Barigazzi, Favorino di Arelate: Opere
(Florence 1966) 225-26.
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of the settlement.?® I suspect that that “fact” would not have been lost
in the biographical tradition on Plato.2? Therefore, it becomes reason-
able to ask whether well-to-do Athenians were barred from Attic cleru-
chies and other settlements abroad.

One way to uphold the tradition that settlement abroad was limited
to non-elite Athenians is a confessedly unlikely attempt to explain away
Ariston’s presence on Aigina. Ariston may have somehow purchased
property on Aigina, but was not a colonist. This suggestion, however,
collides with some other considerations, in addition to its complete ne-
glect of the direct statements that Ariston was a cleruch. First, there is
the curious coincidence of the date of the arrival of settlers on Aigina and
the birth of Plato. One tradition emphasizes this very point, perhaps by
dating the philosopher’s time of birth too early by a year or two.?"

Another, somewhat more likely answer, might be that Plato’s moth-
er, Periktione, was visiting Aigina when Plato was born. According to
Diogenes, Favorinus did say that Plato was born in the house of a certain
Pheidiades. Tradition might have remembered his name only for this
reason, but there are other, just as reasonable, grounds for the preserva-
tion of his name.3! In this scenario, Ariston may have sent his wife out of

*% It is unlikely that other officers in a putative cleruchy in which all the settlers were
thetes would have been members of the two highest census classes, e.g. officers such as
the aporkistal mentioned once in 11. 4-5 of the Brea Decree. Note that the gednomoi who
divide up the land at Brea (ll. 6-8) and are drawn one from each of the ten tribes need
not have stayed on as colonists.

** The sources on Plato’s sale as a slave on Aigina (probably in 387 /6) treat his fate as
one that faced any Athenian landing on the island (e.g., Favorinus fr. 33 Men-
sching=fr. 65 Barigazzi apud D.L. 3.19; Plut. Dion 5.7; Olympiodorus In Alcib.
2.121-27; Aristid. 46.233-4, 2.306-7 D; Index Herculanensis col, 111, 1-4, p. 12
[Mekler], ef. col. X, 16-34; cf. D.S. 15.7.1; Olympiod. In Gorg. 41.8). That would
hardly have been true if the Aiginetans had had an additional grievance against him
because he was the son of the oecist of the colonists who had usurped their property. See
Figueira, RAM (1990) 41-44.

#% See Neanthes FGH 84 F 20, with D.L. 3.2-3, for a date in 429, during the archon-
ship of Epameinon (Ameinias in the sources), while Perikles was still alive. Cf. Anon.
Proleg.2.5-8; Suda w1707 Adler. For a later date in 428 /7, compare Apollod. FGH 244
F 37; Hippolyt. Philosoph. 1.8.13 Diels: Philochorus FGH 328 F 223; Plato Ep. 329A.
For a full discussion, see E. Zeller, Plato and the Older Academy (London 1876) 2-3.

i Mensching, Favorin 118-19 makes several suggestions, e.g., that Plato’s father
took over the house and that birth in the house of another was a motif for dramatization.
His further suggestion (n. 42, p, 33) is preferable, namely that the house was a local
attraction pointed out to sightseers, which would explain the naming of Pheidiades. He
could then have been an owner, who oceupied it before or even after Ariston. The name
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Attica in 429-27 owing to fear of a recurrence of the plague. Ariston’s
status as a cleruch would be a false inference by the doxographers from
the fact of Plato’s birth on Aigina. Yet, these two hypotheses on the cir-
cumstances of Plato’s birth are radical, inasmuch as they serve mainly as
rationales for discarding the tradition that Ariston was a settler.

Still another approach might be to consider how Athenian colonies
were expected to function after their establishment. It may be assumed
that the division of /éroi in an Athenian colony was along egalitarian
lines, the same principle seen in the division of the profits from the
Laurion mines early in the fifth century (Hdt. 7.144.1; cf. Ath. Pol.
22.7; Plut. Them. 4.1; Nepos Them. [1] 2.3) and in the apportionment
of a gift of Egyptian wheat around mid-century (ZArist. Vespae 718a, b
Koster with Philochoros, FGH 328 F 119, cf. F 130). If colonies,
however, were to be replicas of their mother city (as Thucydides implies
in 7.57.2), the presence of wealthier citizens would be necessary to sus-
tain the burdens both of public office and of liturgies. If the principle of
equal apportionment still prevailed, the wealthy men of the new settle-
ment would have to have been well-to-do already. In contrast, cleruchies
may not have necessitated such economic disparities, because liturgies
and offices probably did not exist in them. At Thourioi, we possess
ample evidence for affluent non-Athenian colonists.?? It is hard to be-
lieve that an Athenian-sponsored colony can have had, as a matter of
policy (and not by accident), an exclusively non-Athenian upper class,
while Athenians with thetic backgrounds, who were totally dependent
on their newly-awarded xA7jpot, were confined to its middle class.

The most significant piece of evidence on the participation of differ-
ent census classes in Athenian colonization is offered by the decree es-
tablishing the colony at Brea, which carried a limitation of eligibility to
zeugites and thetes, but only in an amendment (IG I’ 46.40-42 =

Pheidiades is known from Attica (PA #14142-47), including two late sixth- and early
fifth-century cases: PA #14142, #14143, cf. DAA #208, pp- 237-38.

*2 At Thourioi, Lysias and his brother Polemarkhos were wealthy: Lys. 12.10-12, 19;
D.H. Lys. 1.1; Plut, Mor. 835C-D. The Spartan Kleandridas will have been rich, if he
retained the bribe money supposedly given by Perikles: Antiochus, FGH 555 F 11
(=Strabo 6.1,14 C264); Thuc. 6.104.2; Polyaen. Strai. 2.10.1-2, 4-5; cf. Ephorus,
FGH 70 F 193; Suda s.v. déov (5 243 Adler): Timaeus, FGH 566 F 100; D.S.
13.106.10; Plut Per. 22.2-3. Other affluent settlers may have been Hippodamos of
Miletos (Hesych., Phot, .. “Trmodduov véunats) and Herodotus (Suda s.o. “Hpddoros
[7 536 Adler]; cf, Diyllos, FGH 73 F 3). Dorieus, a member of a Rhodian family of the
highest aristocracy, emigrated to the city, but only after its foundation: Xen. HG 1.5.19;
Paus. 6.7.4 (on whom see F igueira, Athenaeum [1988] 548-49). Cf. also Schmitz 84-86.
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Meiggs-Lewis #49). One explanation, albeit improbable, of this fact
would be to suppose that in the lost beginning of the main decree, pro-
vision was made only for the participation of thetes. The addition of the
zeugites was an ad hoc liberalization of the conditions of allotment. The
colony would then be seen to fulfill in the strictest economic terms the
function of a cleruchy as presented in Plutarch’s Pericles. In that case, if
the same principle held true for Aigina, the status of Ariston as a cleruch
on Aigina would be impossible to explain.

In order to combine the evidence of the Brea Decree on eligibility
for colonization and the role of Ariston as a settler on Aigina, another
hypothesis must be offered. Consequently, one might argue that the re-
striction on eligibility in the Brea Decree was borrowed by the amend-
ment to the decree from the restrictions which normally prevailed for
cleruchies.®® This supposition is made more likely by the fact that we
can determine indirectly that in the Brea Decree zeugites were eligible
before the amendment,?* and an initial exclusion of the thetes is most
unlikely.?® The amendment then was not extending participation to the
zeugites, but limiting it to the thetes and zeugites. Therefore, elibility for
the colony was at first unrestricted, from the standpoint of census class.
It would remain, however, uncertain whether the continued eligibility

of the zeugites at Brea was a compromise, based on the need for experi-
enced infantry there, or whether the zeugites (along with thetes) were
regularly eligible for cleruchies so that the stipulation of the amendment
was borrowed for the colony at Brea completely from cleruchic rules.
Other colonies may simply have offered a sortition among all those will-
ing to join the new settlement, and the lost 30-35 lines of the inscription
may have provided for this dispensation, which was negated by the

#3 No evidence stands in favor of affluent cleruchic settlers in the best attested cleru-
chies. Schmitz, however, argues for Euthyphron as a upper-class settler on Naxos, which
must be a cleruchy and not a colony (p. 86, on the basis of Plato Euthyphr. 4C), but the
family’s status as cleruchs is not evidential—there being other means to acquire the
Naxian land—and subsequent enrichment (or recovery of afluence) is possible even fora
cleruch. There is also the question whether we need to consider the family as certainly
wealthier than the zeugite census, in light of the evidence of the dialogue.

** Meiggs-Lewis p. 132 remark that the main body of the decree mentions colonists
from the arparidrar (1. 27), which would demand that it was the thetes whose eligibility
was established by the amendment. A colony which barred the most needy Atheniansis
extremely u_nli‘ke_ljr. See also Brunt 71; Meiggs 260-61; Schmitz 82-83.

_35_'X§n. Mem. 2.8.1 presents Eutheros, an Athenian forced to practice a trade because
he had lost his property abroad and had been left no estate in Attica. He could be a thetic
cleruch or perhaps a colonist (see Gauthier, “Clérouquies” 167-68).
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amendment. Once again the fourth-century cleruchies are closer to the
fifth-century apoikia: than to the fifth-century cleruchies in their lack of
limitation of participation to the lower census classes.3

If the eisphora was truly drawn from the colonists at Hestiaia
shortly after its foundation, another indication might thus be provided
that Athenians of above average means were eligible for colonies.?’
Therefore one may take as literally true the 6 BovAduevos clause found
in Thucydides’ treatment of the settlement at Ennea Hodoi: ... éwoi-
kovs puplovs cp@dy Te adTdY Kkal TdY EAAwY Ty BovAduevoy méu-
yavres... (“...sending as 10,000 epoikoi anyone willing of them-
selves and of any others...”) (4.102.2; cf. 1.26.1, 27.1 on the Corin-
thian settlement at Epidamnos).*®

% See Schmitz 88. Dem. 14.16 envisages exempting from the trierarchic symmories
those (among others) out of the 2000 richest Athenians with cleruchic property. Even if
one tries (implausibly, in my view) to save the phenomena by positing that these could
all be cleruchs enriched after allotment, one would still be left with several difficult
cases. A cleruch (JG II? 1952.11) had as his father Philinos from Lamptrai (Davies,
APF #14329, pp. 536-37), who was wealthy enough to be enrolled in the trierarchic
symmories (a syntrierarch): IG 11 1609.62-63, 90-91 (pre 370/69 or 366/5). See also
Beister 412. Phorys Meliteus was also a member of a symmory (IG 117 1616.75 [post
358/7]) and was a symproedros on Samos in 346/5 (Michel #832.13), for whom see
Davies, APF #14964, p. 557. Schmitz 88 n. 46 adduces two others listed on /G I1* 1952
(11. 28, 35) as likely matches with individuals on a liturgic catalogue (/G 112 1930.8, 16
[383/2]), but, since these are the individuals being replaced, it is hard to know whether
to press the point. Schmitz’s other pairings of cleruchs and upper-class Athenians
known from other sources are separated from each other by too much time to rule out
impoverishment in the interim. See also E. Erxleben, “Berufliche Titigkeiten attischen
Kleruchen,” Z4 25 (1975) 442-46, which discusses the non-agrarian and professional
activity of fourth-century cleruchs, necessarily those who seem to have achieved afflu-
ence. /G 112 30.12 contains in the restoration of Stroud a clause excepting hippeis and
pentekosiomedimnoi, but it is uncertain whether general eligibility is at issue or merely
the applicability of some provision in property law in the reorganized community on
Lemnos. See R.S. Stroud, “Inscriptions from the North Slope of the Acropolis, I,” Hes-
peria 40 (1971) 146-204, esp. 171-72, citing S. Luria, “Die lemnische &moypagij
(UG 112 30=1IG 11 14),” Comptes Rendus de ’Académie des Sciences de Russte (1924)
130-33, esp. 131.

*TIG I? 41.38. Schmitz 89-90 makes this point well, with the necessary reservation
that the fifth-century eisphora would have to be thought to tax only the wealthier mem-
bers of the community.

** Note also Herodotus on the sixth-century colonization of the Chersonese by Milti-
ades 1 (6.36.1): rdre mapakaBiy "Abnvalwy wavre Tov BovAiperov peréxew ToD
or6Aov émhee. .. (“he sailed then, taking along anyone who wished to share the ex-
pedition”); and D.S. 12.10.4-5 cited in the note immediately following. The anonymous
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In this way, the tradition that Ariston was a settler on Aigina could
well be correct, but only if we reject the specification of his status as that
of a cleruch (in a sense current in the fifth century). Cleruchies may then
have been differentiated from colonies in their limitation to thetes (and
perhaps to zeugites?). Their composition was a manifestation of their
amorphous character as aggregations of Athenian citizens rather than
true communities. In conclusion, either we may entirely reject the tradi-
tion of Ariston’s involvement in a colony, in which case it is no evidence
at all about the character of the settlement on Aigina, or we may grant
Ariston status as a settler, in which case the settlement was not a cleru-
chy, but a colony intended to be a fully institutionalized city.

3) PLuTARCH AND THE “AIGINETAN CLERUCHY”

The remaining evidence suggesting that Aigina was a kAnpovyia
and not an dmoukia comes from Plutarch. He seems to have considered
Aigina a cleruchy, appending it as an illustration to his general state-
ment of the goal of the Periclean cleruchies in Per. 34.2. Nevertheless,
Plutarch in another passage, one most important for Athenian coloniza-
tion (Per. 11.5) lists the communities to which Perikles dispatched cle-
ruchs. Included among them is one settlement, Thourioi, that was most
certainly not a cleruchy.?? If the settlement among the Thracian Bisaltai
is Brea, as seems likely, it too was not a cleruchy (see Table 4). These
discrepancies make it a clear likelihood that kAnpovyia is simply the
word used by later authorities (including the Atthidographers) for any
fifth-century Athenian colony. The finer distinctions of amoia, dmot-
kta with €mowkor, and kAnpovyla visible in this view in Thucydides were
no longer observed after the end of the fifth-century arkhé with which
they must be correlated.

It is certainly no accident that once again the determination of a de-
tail concerning the settlement on Aigina has entailed framing a more
general hypothesis concerning the involvement of social groups in Athe-
nian colonization. Let us consider briefly some of the ramifications of the
position that has just been taken. No accounting for the aims of Attic cle-
ruchies with regard to the economic well-being of the Athenians can be
entirely satisfactory, owing to the contradictory nature of the evidence,

colonial expedition which is provided for in IG I* 47 contains the clause (1. B 10-11):

éav 8¢ d\No]|[s 7]is Boerar *Abevaloly emowdoey . ..

DS 12.104-5: xowomotobpevor iy &morkiay @ BovAopéve peréyew Tijs dmor-

;las, Plut. Mor. 835D: 79w eis T¢Bapw &mowiay; D.H. Lys. 1.1: kowwvrowy Tis
TOLKLAS,
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which is marked by ancient partisanship. One theme which was promi-
nent in Atthidographic tradition attributes to the cleruchies the specific
purpose of relieving the poverty of lower class Athenians.

kl i\ A 1L \
Plut. Per. 9.1: "Ewer d¢ Oovkvdidns pev apiorokpariciy twa R
! € ' ! 3 !
Hepuhéovs roypégs mokirelay, Moy utv ooy bnjiorpariav, oy
I = il 3 ) fow oo \ \ - aFIra e A
& vmo Tob mpwTov avdépos apxny”, aAAot b€ moddot wpdTov DT ekelvou
~ L s ! \ ~
paci Tov dijuov émt kAnpovyias kai Bewpika kat ooy diavopas mpo-
-~ -~ I3 \ -~
axbivai, kaxds édiabevra kat yevopevor molvrels) kat dkéAaaToy Hd
-~ ! A ’ A -~
TGV TOTE TOMTEVUATWY AVTL CWPPovos kat adTovpyod, fewpelobw S
T@Y wpayp&rmv adTdy 1 aitia s peraBolis.

Since Thucydides describes the political dispensation under Perikles as an
aristocratic one, ‘being a democracy in word, but in deed a government by
the leading man’; many others say that, for the first time the démos was
led on by him for cleruchies, theoric disbursals, and distributions of
payments, becoming disordered in its habits, extravagant, and insolent,
under the influence of prevailing political practices instead of moderate
and self-sufficient; let the cause of the transformation now be considered
through the events themselves.

] ~ i ~
Per. 11.4-6: dw0 kat T6Te paliora T duw Tas fias aveis & epicAis
émoNTeVETO TPOS X apLy, Gel pev Twa Oéav marnyvpikny 1 éotiaciw 1
5 i 3 ~
TOUTY €LVaL WX avOUEVOs €V doTeL, kat damadaywydy odk duodaots
~ ) /. 4
fdovats THY woAw, éénjkovTa B¢ Tpujpes kal’ €kaoTov éviavToy Ekméu-
9 - 1 -~ -~ i -~
TwY, €v als ool TOY ToMTOY émheoy Gkt pijvas éuutobor, pele-
pd of 1 s
TOVTES Gua kal pavlavovres Ty vavTikyy éumelplay. Tpos b€ TovTOLS
! A b 3 ! ! ¥ i £
XtAtovs pev eoTethev ets Xeppornaov kAnpovyouvs, eis e Naoy mevra-
(] o A I ’
Koatovs, eis &’ "Avdpov Tovst fploets TovTwY, els be Opakny ytAlovs Bi-
! [} 12
galTais cuvolkrjoorTas, dAlovs § eis " Iraliav oikilopevns ZvBdpews,
L) £ ’ -~ A
7w Qovplovs wpoonyopevoay. kat Tadr émparter amoxovgilwy ey
3 -~ 1 1
apyod kai dia ayoAqy woAvmpdypovos dxdov THY wOAL, émavoplov-
A 1 3 r - ! 7 A L] A\ o~ A
pevos Ge Tas amopias ToD dnpuov, GoBov 3¢ kat Gpovpar TOU U1 VEWTE-
! -~
pilew e mapakarowkiCwy Tots cupudyots.

Therefore, at that time, Perikles, really loosening the reins on the demos,
conducted politics based on gratification, always devising in the city some
mass spectacle, some feasting at public expense, or some procession, and
guiding the city like a child with pleasures not uncouth, and sending out
60 triremes each year, in which many of the citizens sailed with pay for
eight months, while at the same time honing and gaining maritime exper-
tise. In addition to these, he sent 1000 cleruchs to the Chersonese, 500 to
Naxos, to Andros one-half this number, 1000 of them to Thrace to settle
among the Bisaltai, and others to Italy, since Sybaris was being settled,
which (colony) they named Thourioi. And he did these things, relieving
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the city from the mob, idle and polypragmdn ‘meddlesome’ on account of
free time, while correcting the material wants of the démos, and settling
some fear and watch on the allies against rebellion.

Liban. Arg. Dem. 8.1: édos 8¢ v Tolro malatoy Tols 'Abywaiots, Joo
Téunres Noay adTEV kAL GkTIjROVES oikot, TOVTOUS TEpTELY EmoiKovs €ls
ras éfw mohes Tas éavTdy, kat ENapPBavoy wepmouevol SmAa Te éxk Tod
dnpociov kal épodiov.

There was this long-standing practice for the Athenians, that, however
many of them were poor and without property at home, to send these as
epotkol ‘supplementary settlers’ to their cities abroad, and that those dis-
patched took arms and travel money at public expense.

In Plutarch’s Pericles, the nature of participation in colonies and
cleruchies is not discussed for its own sake. It is chiefly introduced for
the purposes of substantiating or amending a controversial proposition,
namely that Perikles was the first demagogue, a man who corrupted the
Athenian demos by improper expenditure of public monies, and by a de-
moralizing series of measures aimed at indulging short-term material in-
terests. The issue is further confused by the combination of all settle-
ments abroad into a single category as the list that follows in Per. 11
shows. Both colonies and cleruchies won favor for Perikles by transfer-
ring resources to members of the demos, just like the salaries and naval
services also mentioned. I have suggested that this terminological gener-
alization indicates institutional and semantic evolution in which the term
KkA7podyos came to stand in the fourth century for any Athenian settler.
Nonetheless, the difficulties with Plutarch’s treatment of fifth-century
colonization transcend semantics (see Chapter 3, section A). In the
fourth century, more affluent Athenian cleruchs, and, in the fifth cen-
tury, wealthy non-Athenian colonists are both attested in Athenian colo-
nies, a circumstance that one would never surmise on the basis of these
passages. Drawing on what is presumably the same Atthidographic
sources, Libanius makes a similar point. Moreover, he is speaking of a
colonial policy which supposedly continued through the fourth century,
for he is referring to the cleruchs of the fourth-century Chersonese.

The negative appraisal of Perikles, which Plutarch presumably
drew from Atthidography for Per. 9.1, is at odds with that portrayed by
Thucydides, not only in his famous praise from which Plutarch cites
(2.65.4-13), but generally in the first two books of his history. Drawing
on the favorable perspective on the statesman, other responses to his
colonial policy were possible. Plutarch’s discussion in chapter 11 begins
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as an explanation why Perikles embarked on the policy described in the
passage quoted. Not only is there an apologetic potentiality here—polit-
ical survival impelled Perikles to partisanship—but a favorable “spin”
can be given to colonization in particular. In Per. 11.6 Plutarch presents
colonization as a corrective for the vices of the démos, a means of provid-
ing resources for honest subsistence. Here, Perikles is an aristocratic
corrector morum, offering “workfare” not “welfare”, in pejorative terms
toward the démos with which all but the most extreme oligarch would
be comfortable. Here too a rationale, the security of the arkhe, is ad-
duced out of the realm of external politics, a justification which can
never entirely lose its attraction. Moreover, we have already seen that
patriotic attitudinizing of the fourth century as represented by Isocrates
assumes the same perspective (p. 25 above). Once again, that same
theme appears with a panhellenic twist with regard to an individual col-
ony in Plutarch’s discussion of the conveyance of settlers to the Cherso-
nese (19.1, cited on p. 19 above). In another passage, still one more ap-
proach to Perikles as colonizer is featured: in Per. 34.1, the “cleruchies”
and the settlement on Aigina in particular are explained as measures
taken in response to the pressures of the war.

Accordingly, it is quite unlikely that the passages just cited ought to
be read to demonstrate the restriction of colonies and even cleruchies to
the thetes. Perikles was a crucial figure not only in the history of Athens
as an imperial power, but also in the evolution of Athenian politics and
especially statesmanship.*® For the purposes of polemicizing over an
appraisal of him, the only precondition in the reality of Athenian
colonization was likely to have been that it entailed a transfer of re-
sources to poorer Athenians that was significant in qualitative and
quantitative terms. Several reconstructions of the participation in colo-
nies by different economic strata will satisfy this condition. My own
solution is that cleruchies were recruited from the thetes (or, less likely,
from the thetes and zeugites), and that amotkiat were open to all, but
that poorer Athenians were important beneficiaries of all settlements

*01f the argument is correct that thetic participation in cleruchies was balanced to an
extent by the role of other classes in other types of colonies, contemporaries may have
found it harder than did later Athenians to portray colonization as class-oriented policy.
The pseudo-Xenophontic Athenaion Politeia is quite reticent on colonization, which
may be an indication that contemporary oligarchic opponents of Perikles found little
material there for playing on the tensions between social groups. See below, Chapter 7,
pp. 234-35,
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abroad.4! A concomitant to the centrality of the figure of Perikles in the
Atthidographic treatment of imperial colonization is the probable ab-
sence of any portrait of colonization in institutional terms in Atthidog-
raphy. Just as references to cleruchies and other forms of colonization
are lacking in the Aristotelian Athenaion Politeia, the Atthides, which
were that work’s sources in its historical section, may not have offered
much on the legalities and procedures of colonial policy.

C. CLERUCHS, COLONISTS, AND CITIZENS

There is also another assumption that has bedeviled the scholarly dis-
cussion of the categories of fifth-century Athenian colonies and colonists,
namely the civic status of those settling abroad. The realization that
Athenian colonies drew from all census classes makes a determination of
the citizenship of colonists and cleruchs acutely problematical. Tradi-
tionally, the discussion concerning whether a settlement is a cleruchy or
not has been held to entail a determination whether the settlers retained
their citizenship or not. Cleruchs remained citizens, but colonists did
not.*> Must we opt then for the settlers on Aigina losing their citizen-
ship, once we declare Aigina to have been an @mowia? Do cleruchs alone
maintain their citizenship, while @mowot and émotkor do not? The an-
swer to these questions is no, because fifth-century darowkot did not sur-
render their citizenship.

Our discussion of Aigina has already yielded one indication of the
retaining of citizenship in an apoikia. This clue is implied in the second
of my favored options for explaining the tradition on the participation of
Ariston, father of Plato, in the settlement on Aigina: he was an upper-
class colonist.** Does anyone imagine that an Athenian noble would
have relinquished his citizenship in order to go out as a colonist? No
kAfjpos made in an egalitarian manner by the Athenians could have

! Chapter 6, section A contains a discussion of the social history of Athenian colo-
nization on this basis.

*2 Note Busolt-Swoboda, GSK 1.229, 2.1276; also ATL 3.285-86; Jones 168; Gra-
ham 189; Beister 408; cf. Brunt, esp. 75-79.

**The nature of the evidence forces this argument into a shape that is somewhat
lacking in elegance, although it is not technically circular. I have used the upper-class
status of Ariston to show that Aigina was not a eleruchy, and then employed his involve-
ment on; Aigina to demonstrate that colonists continued to be citizens. The converse
sequence is possible, yielding an acceptable (if untrue, in my opinion) first stage: since

Ariston must remain a citizen, Aigina was a cleruchy. However, the next step is particu-

larly ad hoc: since Ariston must be a cleruch, he must either have become impoverished

or cleruchs could come from even the highest census class.
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served as so strong an inducement. Moreover, even if we discard the case
of Ariston because he or his wife was a visitor to Aigina (an option ex-
plored earlier), there is still the involvement of Aristophanes in the col-
ony (about which more will be said in Chapter 3). The public-spirited
and didactic dramatist is as an unlikely a candidate for a loss of citi-
zenship as the aristocratic father of Plato.

There are also many other considerations that can be presented to
support the same conclusion: colonists and cleruchs alike retained citi-
zenship after leaving Attica.

1) Aigina is so close to Athens, effectively nearer by sea than many
places in the interior of Attica, that it appears unreasonable that colo-
nists transplanted so short a distance would have been expected to un-
dergo so radical a change in civic status.** If one believes that the Aigine-
tan epoikor kept their citizenship, one must generalize to all epoikic colo-
nists, inasmuch as it is difficult to maintain that the members of a single
category could differ in so basic a characteristic.

2) The evidence of funerary inscriptions from Poteidaia seems to
indicate that the fifth-century epoiko: continued to be Athenian citizens
after their arrival. One gravestone, which was found at Ay. Mamas
during the Olynthos excavations, appears to be a stray from Poteidaia.*®
Another group of stelai has been found at Poteidaia itself, during exca-
vations of a cemetery of the late fifth and early fourth centuries.*® The
appearance of three tribal designations on these stelai, an unusual fea-
ture on contemporary grave monuments, was probably a peculiarity of
colonial nomenclature. Perhaps it was meant to emphasize continued
membership in an Athenian tribe, and thereby citizenship.

3) No imperial colony which is known to contain Athenian settlers
paid tribute. Colonies which do pay tribute seem to have been non-citi-
zen colonies: Erythrai, Kolophon, and Notion.*” The rationale for this

** See Brunt 78. The proverbial expression cxvptay dixnr shows that even the more
distant islands had regular intercourse with Attica, to the extent that absence on Skyros,
Lemnos, or Imbros was a standard excuse (ridiculed by the comic poets) for those at-
tempting to avoid appearing in court (Poll. 8.81; Suda s.v. oxvpiay dtknp [o 714 Adler];
Hesych. 5.0, "TuBpios kat Aqupios). See Foucart 358-59,

*“D.M. Robinson, “Inseriptions from Macedonia, 1938,” TAPA 49 (1938) 43-76,
esp. #11, pp. 58-59: ITjoAdyevos |Mleflo | Z]ovniets | Alewpridos.

*¢ Rhomiopoulou, 444 (1974) 190-98, reports eight grave stelai. Four stelai bear five
names with demotics, of which two names also offer a tribal designation. CI. L. Robert,
REG (1976), BE #458, p. 243; Moggi n. 148, p. 44. See also AR (1981-1982) 37.

*"For examples, note Erythrai: /G I’ 268.11.27 (444/3); Kolophon: IG I* 266.1.10
(446/5), 270.1.11 (442/1); Notion: IG 1* 285.1.95 (421/0).
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condition will have been that the colonists served in allied units which
were somehow still a part of the Athenian military, and perhaps also
that they possessed financial responsibilities as Athenian citizens.

4) The instructions to Aphytis specify that an oath is to be sworn
both to the Athenian émotkor at Poteidaia and to the Athenians them-
selves (IG I? 62.8-9: [&]uooav "Aduralo[t T]ols émoixois] T[ols] éu ITo-
rewdalalt kal > Abnva]|[{Jots . . . ). The rationale for this provision is al-
most certainly the fact that the colonists at Poteidaia were the chief up-
holders of Athenian interests in the Khalkidike, who, in the midst of the
war, probably had military responsibilities for security there. It is
highly unlikely that such an oath would have been exacted in precisely
this formula, if the Poteidaian émotkot did not continue to be Athenian
citizens.

5) Although arguments from silence are inevitably frail, it is signifi-
cant that there is no known reference to any individual who lost his citi-
zen rights by participation in a colony. This lack of attestation is all the
more strange, because many colonists must have been driven by Lysan-
der’s fleet back into Attica after Aigospotamoi. Given the litigiousness of
the Athenians, it is incongruous that no one is known to have ever ques-
tioned the timing of such returns from colonies into citizenship at home.
It is also odd that there is no trace that the Thirty Tyrants legislated on
this subject, as it would have been obviously to their advantage to curtail
the recovery of citizenship by embittered settlers who had returned from
abroad, and who would have had their disproportionate share of pro-
imperialists and anti-Spartans. Some also might still have had the
wherewithal to be classed among the 3000. How the colonists, however,
recovered their civil rights so unobtrusively (as they must have done)
would rank as one of the greatest mysteries of Athenian constitutional
studies.*® The only way to obviate these objections while still reserving
citizenship for cleruchs would be to argue that most Athenian settlements
abroad were cleruchies, with the result that a correspondingly few colo-
nists were at hand to return to Attica at the end of the war.*’

*8 Cf. Brunt 75-77. Graham 248, who, however, envisages a “law of return”. Thereis
nothing implausible about the existence of such legislation. I posit a sixth-century ana-
logue below (Chapter 5, section A). What would be remarkable is that it operated with-
out leaving a trace of contention in our source material,

49 The retention of citizenship by colonists’ children would depend on an adherence to
the Periclean citizenship law. That may not have proved too difficult on Aigina or
Melos, but would have been much harder to accomplish in the large mixed colonies like
Amphlpalts Clearly, the records and procedures of a mixed community could never
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6) The idea that citizens of imperial Athens (even thetes) would
have given up the considerable material and psychological advantages of
citizenship, especially in return for a one-shot infusion of resources, is
improbable. Such a policy ill accords with the fostering of collective
pride that was so much a part of the rhetoric of pre-war Athens. Can a
Perikles who consigned Athenians to non-citizenship in colonies be rec-
onciled with the Perikles of the Thucydidean Epitaphios? A comparison
with the Latin colonies of the Romans is instructive. Within an aristo-
cratic or oligarchic polity, poor plebeians were willing to relinquish
their citizenship, but only a citizenship of which the prerogatives and
opportunities for active participation in politics were far fewer than
those available to the Athenians. The same set of factors which made
Athenian citizenship more jealously guarded against outsiders than Ro-
man citizenship (consider the status of freedmen, for example) probably
promoted its retention.

7) At Hestiaia, which was probably an apoikia (see Chapter 1, sec-
tion A and Table 4), colonists paid an eisphora (IG I* 41.38-39). Such a
stipulation could be taken as proof of citizenship, unless one is ready to
argue that their condition was equated with that of the metics. Perhaps
one might contend that it is not the Athenian eisphora that is at issue in

the inscription, but a local analogue.*® This, however, must surely be

establish Athenian citizenship by themselves, even if we assume that the community re-
mained consistently loyal to Athens. Athenian Amphipolitans, for example, might have
faced difficulties keeping in contact with their demesmen, in the case that they aspired to
return to the exercise of citizenship in Attica. The Lemnians who listed themselves
under Cleisthenic tribes early in the fifth century (see Appendix B) may have intended
to maintain their citizenship, but by mid-century the claims of many were no longer rec-
ognized by the government in Athens. So too, had the arkhé continued into the fourth
century, the descendants of these imperial settlers might have encountered difficulties in
returning to active citizenship in Attica. Fourth-century Athenian colonies, which were
virtually all cleruchies, seem to have had Athenian citizens exclusively, and had to have
their own institutional means for corroborating claims to citizenship. The traditions on
the life of Epicurus demonstrate one aspect of this process, the duty that the young
cleruch return for service in the ephebate (D.L. 10.1; Strabo 14.1.18 C638). To a certain
extent, problems in the intergenerational retention of citizenship were provided against.
In Isaeus 6.13, dated to 364, the fact that a woman was a Lemnian was supposedly
adduced to gain a delay when the citizenship of the mother of two young men was under
dispute. Some latitude had to be given to Athenians living abroad in upholding their
citizenship.

*UA supplementary eisphora is attested in (presumably) fourth-century Poteidaia:
[Aris.] Oec. 1347a18-24. Cf. M. Moggi, “L'eisphora dei coloni ateniesi a Potidea
([Aristot.] Oec. 2,2,5 [1347a]),” QUCC 1 (1979) 137-42.
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held a less likely alternative for the fifth century.>! Capital levies of this
type were keenly resented; one would therefore need to invent some
special reason for its creation at Hestiaia. That the provision is a matter
of the Athenian eisphora must count as a simpler option. The liability
for the Hestiaians to serve militarily and to pay the ezsphora are parts of
the same constellation of Athenian civic responsibilities.

8) Thucydides seems to treat the Athenian colonists present at
Amphipolis when Brasidas attacked as Athenian citizens. Brasidas ad-
dressed his offer of terms in part to "’Afnvaiwy 7@y évovTwy ‘Athenians
being present’ (4.105.2), and gave them the option of staying (explicitly
as members of the citizen body: T0v p&v BovAduevov émi Tois éavrod
Tijs iogs kat bpolas peréyovra pévew) or withdrawing.*? The decision
to surrender was conditioned by the predominance of non-Athenians
Bpaxb ptv *Abnvalwy éumoiredoy, To 8¢ mAEoY EdppeikTow, who were
fearful for their relatives left outside the walls. Moreover, the Athenians
themselves saw the moderate terms as offering a safe means of escape.
Thereupon the Athenians withdrew (4.106.1), presumably to continue
to enjoy their civic rights elsewhere in the arkhe or at home. The silence
of Thucydides on that account is again eloquent. The counter-argument
that Brasidas’ terms refer only to transient, non-Amphipolitan Athe-
nians (e.g., those in the area on personal business) is strained, because it
implies that the Athenians of 4.105.2 and 4.106.1 might be two different
groups. It also raises the question why nothing is said in Brasidas’ terms
about the Amphipolitans of Athenian extraction, and why Brasidas felt
he had to offer Athenian transients citizenship in his reorganized Am-
phipolis.** If the colonists at Amphipolis, relatively distant from Attica,
expected to maintain their citizenship among the much more numerous

51 CF. e.g. Foucart 354.

32 His very language echoes the 6 BovAdp.evos clauses in proclamations when colonies
were founded. This fact may suggest that a refoundation of Amphipolis is implicit even
at this early stage of the Spartan intervention. Brasidas was later honored as the oecist of
Amphipolis (Thue. 5.11.1).

23 Brunt 74-75; ¢f. F. Hampl, “Poleis ohne Territorium,” Klio 32 (1939) 1-60, esp.
2-5; Graham 245-48, whose cogent analysis unfortunately stops short of admitting the
citizenship of the Athenians settlers, opting instead for Thucydidean inattention to “dis-
tinctions of legal citizenship.” As for the contention that “Such discrimination would
hardly be endured by the settlers of non-Athenian origin,” the following must be remem-
bered: 1) the settlers were subjects of the Athenians in any case so that sharing citi-
zenship with Athenian settlers could be considered an elevation in status; 2) considerable
economic and fiscal advantages went along with participation in an Athenian colony;

3) £h¢'ndnrAﬂ1mians_hétraycd the Athenians, hardly a token of their lack of resentment.
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other settlers, it is a fortior: probable that the colonists on nearby Aigina
(where they numerically dominated) and at most points in between con-
tinued to be citizens also.

9) IG I® 237 seems to be establishing the responsibilities for paying
certain taxes.”* Although the text is fragmentary, the stipulations out-
lined therein appear to apply to both apoikiai and to cleruchies. This
would make best sense if the inhabitants of both classes of colonial entity
possessed the same civil rights.

10) The colonists to Brea received special guarantees that no pro-
posal could legally be made to alter the arrangements promulgated for
their colony (IG I® 46.24-29). This clause is an unusually stringent con-
straint upon the legislative freedom of the Athenian démos, which seems
to transcend comparable engagements with other allies (cf. /G I 40.10).
An embassy of the colonists would act as a sort of pre-boulé to initiate
legislation, when the colony deemed amendments to its founding law
necessary (Il. 29-30).>> That degree of input seems to suggest that the
colonists remained citizens, and that these special measures were to help
them gain access to Athenian legislative processes, equivalent to that of
citizens living in Attica.

The coping stone to the argument that both cleruchs and colonists
retained their Athenian citizenship in colonization of the fifth century is
the record of the experiences of the Plataians during the Peloponnesian
War. Whether we date their isopoliteia, if that is a correct term for their
relationship to the Athenians, to the late sixth century or to some other
date, they were Athenian citizens in the full sense after their evacuation
to Athens in 431 and continued to possess citizenship down into the
fourth century.*¢ Just like the Aiginetan colonists, the Plataians, al-
though they were citizens, could serve in their own military unit (Thuc.
4.67.5; Paus. 1.29.12). In 421, the Plataians were settled in Skione
(Thuc. 5.32.1). Yet, there is no hint that their years at Skione were an
interlude in which they were not citizens. Indeed, Arist. Ran. 693-94
(with scholia, cf. Ran. 31-34 and Hellanicus, FGH 323a F 25) estab-
lishes that the slaves given citizenship after Arginoussai were classed as

* Note Beister 407.

** Compare D,M. Lewis, “Entrenchment Clauses in Attic Decrees,” in D.W. Bra-
deen and M. F, MeGregor eds., @opos: Tribute to Benjamin Dean Meritt (Locust Val-
ley NY 1974) 81-89, esp. 85.

* Note Thuc. 3.55.3, 63.2; Lys. 23.2; Isoc. 12.94; [Dem.] 59.1046; Isoc. 14.51. A

full discussion is contained in Chapter 5, section B.
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Platajans.>” Thus the Plataian colonists remained citizens while settled
at Skione.

It is proper to conclude then that fifth-century Athenian colonists as
well as cleruchs retained their Athenian citizenship. Apoiko: possessed a
a status which might truly be called sympolity, since amotkiat were
poleis with a form of local citizenship.®® Accordingly, colonies, colonies
with epoikoi, and cleruchies were not distinguished from each other by a
loss or retention (respectively) of Athenian citizenship by their settlers,
but by some other criterion.

The hypothesis which my argument is testing is one based on the
Lesbian cleruchy of Thucydides and on the semantic study of the
kAqpovy- vocabulary above. It is that cleruchs differed from colonists in
that they did not belong to functionally self-standing communities.”
That distinction, in turn, became inoperative in the fourth century,
when virtually all Athenians sent to seftlements abroad were cleruchs,
and cleruchies were entities with political institutions.®® Thus, it is
understandable that there are no inscriptions recording enactments or
public business until the fourth century; evidence for dedications does
exist, however. This observation is reinforced by the absence in surviv-
ing Athenian documents of legislation about cleruchs as communities
rather than aggregations of people sharing a particular status.®' Hampl
applied to Athenian cleruchies his idea that métropoleis continued to

57 That may mean that they received citizenship with the same conditions as the Pla-
taians, for which see [Dem.] 59.104-6. Note also Arist. Ran. 693-96; D.S. 13.97.1. Cf.
Justin 5.6.5-6. In general, see HC'T 2.339-40; M. ]. Osborne, Naturalization in Athens
(Brussels 1981-1983) 3/4.31-34. Cf. Foucart 325.

58 The fourth-century evidence again supplements my argument, but its application
is confused by the classification of all Athenian colonies as cleruchies (see above,
pp- 45-46). Note the relevant phrasing on Poteidaia: [Aris.] Oec. 1347a18: *Aéyvatot be
ot éy TMoridata oixoTvres; [Dem.] 7.10: "Abnratwy of év Ioretdala karotkotyres; Dem.
23.103: rois Xeppovnaor oixodot r@v moAur@v. Note also the inscriptions cited inn. 15
in this chapter, See Foucart 348-51, who opts for citizenship for all Athenian cleruchs
( = colonists).

5 8ee Foucart 365-67; Gschnitzer 101-10, Busolt-Swoboda, GSK 2.1123-24,
1277-79, and Schmitz 90-92 discuss the evidence for magistrates, some sent from
Athens and others locally chosen, deliberative organs and their legislation, and liturgies
of fourth-century cleruchies.

%9 This was a substantial change in the semantics of the terminology which reflected
considerable evolution in Athenian self-representation. See Chapter 7, section B.1 fora
diseussion of this topic.

¢! Any officials in fifth-century Athenian cleruchies were probably supervisors sent
out from Athens.
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own the territory of their colonies.®* In reference to dwoxia, including
the Athenian cases, this position confuses two types of ownership, legal
possession of property and hegemonal possession of subject places.t?
Nonetheless, in my understanding of the cleruchy, where it is not a po-
lis, a condition which approached “metropolitan” ownership may have
existed for cleruchic land, which may not have been transferred or in-
herited in principle as private property.

Consequently, evolution in terminology shapes later Attic histori-
ography. We can then conclude, for example, that, if Plutarch found the
title “cleruchy” applied to Aigina or to any other Athenian overseas
settlement in one of the Atthidographers or in some intermediary, the
local historian was using the contemporary term which came closest to
describing the nature of that colony: kAnpovyia had evolved so that it
covered cases like fifth-century Aigina, perhaps better than it described
the circumstances of true fifth-century cleruchies.

ENDNOTE A: ANTIPHON FR. 7

We possess a tantalizing piece of evidence on Athenian fifth-century cleruchies
in Antiphon fr. 7 [Blass-Thalheim], but it is subject to such obscurities that it
cannot bear the weight of a structural position in an argument about the nature
of the kA7jpovxia and the amowkia. Arguably, however, this reference can be
accounted for suitably within the reconstruction that has already been argued.
From the speech Iept avdpamodiauot (II), only a single phrase survives, which
is‘printed by the editors with a crucial emendation of Sauppe as follows: émeidn
yap arwkiclny "Abrvale kat dmnAhdyny tis kAnpovytas. For an interpreta-
tion of this fragment, the sense of amoikicfnr must be considered first. A
translation in which the two clauses commented on the same act in different
ways might be “for when I left the colony for Athens and was separated from
the cleruchy.” Such an understanding might establish that cleruchs were
residents in their cleruchies and might even undermine my posited distinction
between colonies and cleruchies. (Note Schmitz 93 n. 62.)

Nonetheless, when it is used of a person (cf. Polyb. 9.27.8), amwkiofny is
more likely to have a meaning such as ‘was sent away’ (or ‘was given away for
at%ﬂption’: Plut. Aem. 35.1; cf., in the active voice, Hom. Od. 12.136; Soph. T7.
935), ‘was placed apart’ (Plato Pol. 284E; Ach. Tat. Leuc. et Chit. 1.17), ‘was
banished’ (cf., in the active, Eur. Hipp. 629; El. 1008), ‘was sent to dwell apart
(or as a colonist)’ (Plato Euthyd. 302C; Rep. 519C; D.S. 3.3.3; cf. Thuc.
1242, 8; in the active, Isoc. 4.36). See Casevitz, Vocabulaire 130-33. All these

Ei Hampl, Kio (1939) 1-5, 7-25, 29-40; Gschnitzer 90-97 continues this perspective.
G Will, Nouzelle Clio (1954) 419-21; Graham 188-89, 201-6.




74 CHAPTER 2: TRADITION AND INTERPRETATION

meanings seem strange in the mouth of an Athenian cleruch, who next says
4 3 ’ ~ !

"Afrjvale ‘to Athens’. Moreover, amnAAayny Tijs kAqpovytas could mean

‘departed’, but could also mean ‘was set free of’. These observations, combined

with the title of the speech, might suggest that the speaker was a person of

dubious extraction whose misadventures included enslavement (and a period of
duress on a cleruchic holding?).

Yet, the original text reads amwxets T "A87nvale (L. Bachman, Anecdota
[Leipzig 1828] 1.40.19-27, s.v. ’Afnrale). This will yield an acceptable sense:
‘when you were colonizing the place nearer Athens and I had been separated
from the cleruchy’. The speaker has in mind some interlocutor (his opponent in
court?), whose identity has already been revealed to the jurors, and who also
had already been connected with an Athenian colony near to Attica. Both inter-
locutor and speaker were involved in settlement abroad, the former in a colony
and the latter in a cleruchy. The interlocutor’s colony may have been involved
with the andrapodismos of the speech’s title or the possibility of an allotment in
a third settlement may have been disputed. The speaker could have been es-
tablishing a history of his and his interlocutor’s grants of property from the
Athenian government in order to establish eligibility, entitlement, or ownership
of persons or property connected with the andrapodismos ‘mass execution of
males with enslavement of women and children’.

ENDNOTE B: IG I’ 47

IG T° 47 appears to contain instructions for the conveyance of colonists to an
unknown site. It is dated on epigraphic grounds to 440-25. The text is unfor-
tunately very fragmentary. I reproduce here the text of the /G I°.

TpLakolyTa épepov
$a Aafer Tos a-
] dXXet yeu ég’ €v
- A -~ ] !

xpéaball b€ Tols éumopt-

fotg————ooo oo 8¢ pe & ha "Afevaior 7-
——= —— v € mapakabioTava-

? AafBovrov de hot dmouxot elkoot
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hlekaoro kal Tos koméas To-

L pvplos Kal TOV TeABY kA~

mept B T0 xpovo he véa BoAt : Bmacr[al]-
hoomelp xovvéBadov & 5iébe[v]ro exnl. |

-—hlo &wowos wpoar] 10

[} 3 \ \ 3 ! -~
keloovras, émelbar ras evb[vvas Joow
n ! \ s ! !
. Jeot € bepooiar Tov ypadoalpevor ————rpial-
klovra hepepdr olkéoovras

. v ypagaovrar hékovres 3
alkovra hepepov [émleday [hékoot 'Abévale ——-]

.. Js T0s mpéa Bes Tos hék[ovras mapa ——— Pho b€ ypovos T]-
& alUpiov hepépas apyafdro ————- &av 8¢ dANo]-

s 7lis Borerar "Abevaloy émakéoer

. éxolégTo adrdL mpoa|ypdpeabar

.. la” TodTos 8¢ mpoo

[7]péaBes dmoixos

[. ylpapoorrar e

. . Is 76v xoevor £
[...]at Biker

There are only a limited number of colonies which are known to have been
founded in the period in question. The colonies in Asia, for the most part, were
non-citizen (like Erythrai, Kolophon, and Notion; see Table 4 with note o for
other suggestions)—Sinope appears a fortuitous occurrence—and may be ruled
out. That this inscription does concern a citizen colony is established by lines B
I?—ll and the provision for those undergoing euthunai (B 3-4). The best possi-
bilities appear to be Ampbhipolis, Aigina, and Poteidaia.

44, ¢f. B5-6, 7-8: ...rpudkolvra éuepdy: This may be restored in these
contexts on the basis of the Brea Decree (/G I® 46.32-34). There it is connected
both with the departure of subsequent settlers and with the time limit for
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initiating the colonial expedition. Nonetheless, there were presumably similar
limits on many facets of the process (cf. /G I’ 14.15, 105. 39).

A 5-6: One might restore avnypa]t,tva Aafév Tos &[molkos for a stipulation
that ‘transcripts’ or ‘copies > of the rosters of colonists or perhaps inventories of
the properties of the new community had to be taken along. Note Andoc. 1.76,
79; Lys. 32.7; Aesch. 1 1.115; Dem. 20.127-28, 25.47; cf. Aris. Pol. 1309al1.

A 6-8: These provisions may govern how some of the resources of the
colony might be used. The phrase dANet yéu é¢’ €v ... may establish terms for
the exploitation of the unallotted property; what was lef{ after each colonist re-
ceived a town-home or lot and a kA7jpes of farmland at first, as on Aigina (note
D.S. 12.44.2). Perhaps e’(p’ évos ‘individually’ is to be restored (Lyc. Leoc. 64;
of. D.H. AR 10.2.3, 19.12.2; Plut. Mor. 756B for ‘at a single point’). The
editors have suggested xpéofae 8¢ Tols éumopifots in 7-8, which would provide
for the manner in which the colonists would draw revenues from the harbors. It
is possible that this clause reserved for the Athenian state a part of the revenue
from the harbors. Perhaps éumopikois <xprjpuact> is the proper restoration.

A 8-70: Here may follow conditions changing authorization or prohi-
bition in a form like éaw 8l¢ pe &...[& uly pe or ...&.. . kai éaly pe. Itis
unknown whether the stipulation concerning the harbor is receiving conditions.
The verb at the end of 8 and beginning of 9 may be a a form of melfw (g,
mefduevor). At the end of line 9, mapakabioravall, which is possibly used
complementarily, ought to have its most common meaning, i.e. ‘post’, as in ‘post
guards’ or ‘post supervisors’ (D.H. AR 4.62.5; Basil. Hom. in Ps., MPG
29.364; Joseph. Contra Ap. 2.177; note the metaphorical application in Isoc.
4.104). In all likelihood, it refers either to the supervision of the emporia
mentioned in line 7 or the posting of a garrison.

A 70-13; The restoration AaBdrTov 3]t how dmoikot eikoat [dpayubs édo-
dua is a possibility, but the same idea is expressed somewhat differently in the
Kolophon Decree, if the restoration is correct: 7ov 3¢ aipeBévrov Aa|[pBavero]
ékaoros tés éplépas éxaates s édodia dp]|ayper (IG 1P 37.24-26). The evi-
dence guiding such restorations is Lib. Arg. Dem. 8.2, where we are informed
that cleruchs were provided with arms and ephodia by the state. The phrasing
would be somewhat unusual, as aipéw and 8{dwpt (with its compounds) are usu-
ally utilized. In tune with my interpretation of the context, I should see a refer-
ence to a sum of money that the colonists are authorized to take, keep, or receive,
proportionate to their number hlexdoro (?), if certain condltmns are met. Provi-
sion for the control and encouragement of the trade in koméas ‘oars’ or ‘oar tim-
bers’ can be paralleled (JG I* 89.31; 182.7-9). This stipulation might point us
toward Poteidaia or Amphipolis as the colony at issue. Yet, the right or obliga-
tion of the colonists to retain or send a part of the importation, of the production,
or of the reserves might also be suggested (which confuses the matter). The
naval supplies smuggled by Thorykion from Aigina to Epidauros during the
Peloponnesian war might also be remembered (Arist. Ran. 362-64). Were
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thiere Hupfog 10,000’ (1. 12) oar-blades available or procurable in one of these
colonies? If oars in the hands of trireme crews broke frequently (like the base-
ball bats of major leaguers), this possibility should not be rejected. The phrase
76y TeAdy kA[ in the same line presumably has to do with other financial duties
of the colonists toward the government in Athens (cf. e.g. IG 117 1241.16).

A 13-15: The time at which these responsibilities are described as payable
may have been the point at which the new council is empaneled (note IG I?
64.17). Next there follows dwk[a]oTo, which appears qualified by the phrase
héomelp xovvéBadov & biébe(vro ‘just as they advised or arranged’. The verb
supBarde ‘contribute an opinion’ (i.e., to another body for final decision) is
best attested in decrees with reference to the transmissicn of the advice of the
council to the assembly (/G I*® 105.52; cf. IG II? 107.11; 232.3; 246.2 [re-
stored]). It is paired here with 8iarifinue ‘arrange’ or ‘establish’, which has a
more definitive connotation, as shown by several post-imperial decrees (/G II*
213.12; 653.17). As the subject of these verbs, I should suggest é’q;-]mxm on the
basis of the role of this classification of colonist on Aigina and at Poteidaia, and
perhaps at Amphipolis. The word beginning wpoor| with amotkos is probably
a form of wpoerdaow ‘enjoin’ (cf. IG I* 61.43; IG 11* 380.18; 421.10). The
colonists or some privileged segment of them are perhaps shown to have consid-
erable authority in arranging details concerning the colony. Compare the pro-
tection granted the colonists to Brea against tampering with any feature of the
decrees establishing their colony except at their request (/G I* 46.29-30).

B 3-8: These clauses may establish the eligibility of various problematical
groups to participate (oikéoovras), starting with those liable to undergo euthu-
nat (3-4), who in the restoration must submit to the scrutiny. The next clause
may concern the eligibility of a person indicted (rov ypagoaluevor) for an
offense against the state (depoatar: of. Dem. 24.6)—unless all the appearances
of the verb ypa¢w in the decree have to do with registration for participation in
the colony. That ypapaovrar (1. 7) means ‘register’ appears indicated from the
Brea Decree (IG? 46.30-33): hdoou 8 &v ypagaovralt émoik|éoev T0]v o7pa-
Ti0Toy, emetday hékoo|t 'ABéval|le, TpidlkovTa éuepdy éu Bpéar évar éxmfot-
xéo|ovras. The clause might parallel the Brea Decree in acting on behalf of
those absent from Athens. Compare ylpagaovrar pe... in line 15, and the
restoration wpoc{ypagectar in line 12.

B 9-17: The presence of mpéaBes (I1. 9, 14) is striking. That would natu-
rally fit the identity of the colonists as epoikoi, and would suggest the existence
of an embryonic administration in place. The phrase w|péafBes amoikos in 1. 14
is too fragmentary for analysis. It is possible that a guarantee is specified here
that the terms of the foundation of the colony will not be altered unless on the
request of an embassy of the colomsts A time limit appears to be activated in
lines 9-10. The restoration éav d& &AAo[s Tlis Boherat Afevaioy émot-

] is based on the Brea Decree lines 32-33: TpidlkovTa Epepdv ép
Bpéar &var én[owkéo |ovras. Yet, émoikéoev is no more than a guess, and a less
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specific verb may have been used. The conditions (whether favorable or unfa-
vorable are unknown) perhaps followed. A cryptic reference to xenoi appears in
line 17. They could be inhabitants of the site of the colony, xenoi metoikoi, or
even non-Athenian participants (in the case of Amphipolis), although one
might expect X o Upuaxov.

Some general features of these comments deserve to be emphasized. In my
reconstruction, side A of the stone appears to carry various clauses that concern
the responsibilities and revenues of the colonists. If this supposition is correct, it
is an obvious conclusion that the Athenians were demarcating the flows of
revenue and payments in kind to accrue to the Athenian state and to the colo-
nists. As for the identity of the colony, the appearance of ambassadors and of
xenoi must very slightly incline the decision to Amphipolis, as might the men-
tion of “oars”. The reference to harbors or harbor taxes might suggest Aigina,
although the other two possibilities would not be ruled out.

CHAPTER 3: THE COLONISTS ON AIGINA

T COMES AS no surprise that the actual identities of Athenian colo-

nists on Aigina (and everywhere else) are not well known. It may
also be conceded, however, that we are probably in possession of more
literary and historical evidence about their colonizing than about any
other group of Athenian colonists from the fifth century (with the possi-
ble exception of the “celebrities” associated with Thourioi). A considera-
tion of what can be reconstructed will amplify some of the points which
have already been made.'

A. THE CASE OF ARISTOPHANES

The case of Aristophanes can be taken first, and it will help if we re-
examine the ancient testimonia.?

Arist, Ach. 652-55:
-, = \ -~

i 70O’ buds Aakedatudyior THY elprivny mpokadovrTa
£ "~ 1 ~ I 2

kal Ty Alyway draiTodow: kat Tijs vjeov pey ekelrrs

3 } oY 3 el -~ \ 3 5 '

o1 ¢ppovtifova’, aAN’ tra ToDToy TOY TOLNTNY APeAWYTAL.
-~ 5 -~ !

AAN’ Dpels ToL 1) wor’ Aol Gs kepwdijoe Ta dikaia.

For these reasons, the Spartans are calling on you for peace

and asking for Aigina. And with that island

they are not concerned, except that they take away this poet.

But don’t you ever let him go, because he will promote justice through his
comedy.

Vita Aristophanis (Kassel-Austin, PCG 3.2, #1.21-23 = Koster

XXVIIIL.22-25): s £évov 8¢ adrov ENeye, Tapdoo of pev abrov dpaoty

- ~ -~

evar “Podiov dwrd Alvdov, of de Alywirny, oroxalopevo ék Tod mA€L-
~ 1 o

070V Xpdvov Ths darpiBhs adréb woeiabay, 1) kat 8Tt ékeéxTnTo éxeloe

L4 fme ) ey € \ 3 -~ ' 3 )
kara Tiwas b€, ws 0TL 0 warnp avTod Dilimwmos AlynTs.

! Schmitz “Appendix 117, pp. 332-38 gives a useful list of Athenian “cleruchs” (in-
cluding dmowor and kAnpodyot according to my definitions).

?Many of the obseryations which contribute to the understanding of the link be-
tween Aristophanes and Aigina were already collated by J. van Leeuwen, “Questiones
ad historiam scenicam pertinentes,” Mnemosyne 16 (1888) 251-88, esp. 263-88, a dis-
cussion which conveniently reports the other nineteenth-century work on the subject.
Unfortunately, van Leeuwen continues his argument to conclude that Aristophanes was
not an Athenian eitizen and generally presented plays under the names of others
throughout his life.
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That they say that he was an alien, insofar as some say that he was a Rho-
dian from Lindos, others that he was an Aiginetan, surmising from the
great amount of time he spent there, or also because he possessed prop-
erty there. According to some, it was because his father Philippos was an
Aiginetan.

CI. Vita Tzetziana Ed. 11 (= Koster XXXIIb.3, p. 144): ... xa7d twas
¢ Alywrys.

T Ach. 654b (i) &N’ tva Todrov Ty mouTIY: éyyus abTdY AdBway.
duretber Twes vopllovaw év Alylvy Ts kwuwdias ol Tov "ApioTo-
$avny dib To émevnroxEvaL adrTov “GAN’ {va TotTov TOY TOUTHY Adhé-
Novrar” iy Alywap, ody uds. Tals aAylelas eis v oY év 7§ mjcw
kApovynoarTwy. 0ddey 3& EkwAve Kkal Erépwb cvyypagely, el vmo Aa-
kedatpoviovs 7 vijoos éyeyover. (i) dAAws: oddets ioTopnkey ds év Al-
ylvy kéxrqral Ti "ApioTogarys, &AN’ éowke ralra wept KaAiorparov
Aéyeafai, s kekAmpody ke év Alyivy pera v dvaoracty Alywyrey
b0 "Abnvalwy.

(i) “But that [they take away] this poet”: that they take [him] near them-
selves. Hence some think that Aristophanes composed his comedies on Ai-
gina on account of his introducing “except that they take away this poet”
from Aigina, not from you. In the correct view, he was one of those taking
allotments on the island. Yet, nothing precluded that he composed else-
where, if the island had fallen under Spartan hegemony. (ii) Along anoth-
er line of interpretation: no one has reported that Aristophanes possessed
any property on Aigina, but it is likely that these lines were spoken about
Kallistratos who took an allotment on Aigina after the removal of the
Alginetans by the Athenians.

Theogenes, FGH 300 F 2 (= XPlato Apol. 19C Greene = Vita Aristo-
phanis, Koster XXX1.14-15): (Aristophanes) karex\jpwoe 5¢ kat Ty
Abywav, bs Ocoyévns év & Tlept Alyivys.

And (Aristophanes) apportioned Aigina, as Theogenes [says] in his work
“About Aigina”.

In the anonymous Vita, the author is endeavoring to explain the
tradition that Kleon prosecuted Aristophanes for xenia (19-21; ZAch.
378 Wilson; cf. Eupolis fr. 357 K), and after his remarks on the poet’s
descent he will go on to note that the dramatist got himself off by cleverly
quoting Homer Odyssey 1.215-16.% The two traditions available to this

* Most of the modern overviews fall into two categories, one which accepts the Aigi-
netan character of Aristophanes without considering closely its ramifications (€.,
F. Ballotto, Saggio su Aristophane [Messina 1963] 24) and another remaining skeptical,
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scholiast explained that Aristophanes was either a Rhodian or an Aigi-
netan.* The other testimonia vouch independently for the existence of a
scholarly tradition of his Aiginetan extraction. Of the two suppositions,
the Rhodian background is the more likely to represent a confusion with
a homonym or the distortion of a name, which are the easiest ways to
account for such confusions of genealogy in any case.’ The Aiginetan
hypothesis is then split in three: 1) his Aiginetan character was derived
from time spent on the island; 2) a judgment based on his possession of
property on the island; and 3) a conclusion from the fact that his father
was an Aiginetan.

Turning to the scholia to the Acharnians, a good start can be made
by rebuffing a false lead. Despite the suggestion to the contrary by the
scholiast in 654b(ii), it is likely that Aristophanes is, in fact, the subject of
the allusion in the Acharnians and not his collaborator, Kallistratos, in
whose name the play was produced (Arg. Ach. I p. 2.3 Wilson).® A frag-
ment of Telekleides (of an unknown play) speaks to this issue (fr. 43
Kock): 88 &’ Alylvys vijoov xwpet dobiijros Exwy 70 mpdowmoy (“this
fellow comes from the island of Aigina, having a face like a boil”). This
man from Aigina with a face like a boil was probably a true rival of Tele-
kleides, Aristophanes, and not Kallistratos. The gibe looks like a nasty
way of referring to Aristophanes’ baldness.” The extreme unlikelihood
that there can have been any biographical tradition about Kallistratos
condemns the scholiast’s introduction of his name as conjecture (even if it

again without close examination (e.g., T. Gelzer, “Aristophanes,” RE Supp.Bd. 12
[Stuttgart 1970] cols. 1392-1569, esp. 1397). Cf. T. Mitchell, The Acharnenses of
Aristophanes (London 1835) 142 and the authorities cited in n. 10 in this chapter. It
matters little for our argument whether an accusation by Kleon (or even informal
charges) against Aristophanes truly occurred, or a situation within a comedy (Aristo-
phanic or contemporary Old Comedic) was historicized, wherein Aristophanes was lam-
pooned as foreign. It is only significant that the issue of foreign derivation was raised,
since a comic deployment of this theme has the same value as a formal prosecution in
challenging us to explain its context.

* CF. Koster XXXa/b, p. 141; XXXe, p: 143.

*C.F. Ranke, De Aristophanis Vita Commentatio® (Leipzig 1846) 256, cited by
Kassel-Austin, PCG 111.2.2, suggests Antiphanes of Rhodes, a poet of Middle Comedy
{Suda a 2735 Adler), as the one confused with Aristophanes.

§See PCG 111.2.10, #23 for the evidence on the role of Kallistratos in producing
plays of Aristophanes.

" See Pax 767-74; cf. Plut. Mor. 634D. PCG 111.2.16-17, #46-50 cites ZPax 767
Holwerda, Equites 550b—c Jones-Wilson, Nub. 545b Holwerda; Suda s.v. paprpoddvs
(41011 Adler).
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is received conjecture).® He is clearly wrong when he states that no one
said that Aristophanes possessed property on Aigina. Theogenes implies
this, at the very least, and his interest in the poet is unlikely to have been
based on nothing more than a careless reading of the Acharnians.®

One way to account for the joke in the Acharnians and to explain
why Aristophanes spent time and had property on Aigina (according to
the biographer) is to suggest like the scholiast 654b(i) that Aristophanes
was a settler there. Yet, the question remains whether this solution ac-
counts for the humor involved in Ach. 652-54. As the scholion notes,
why should the surrender of Aigina to Sparta necessitate the relinquish-
ing of the poet to the Spartans? Could he not write somewhere else?
Accordingly, the major commentators on the Acharnians have thought
that something more than status as a “cleruch” linked Aristophanes with
the island, and my interpretation of the karexA7jpwae of Theogenes
points us in the same direction.'®

There is certainly a risk of obtuseness in answering this question
without entering fully into the spirit of the comedy by a suspension of
disbelief.!! An air of exaggeration does pervade the passage: Aristopha-
nes claims right before his remarks about Aigina that the Spartans are
suing for peace, because the Great King has advised them that Athens is
sure to win the war through possession of the poet as advisor (647-51;
EvpBovdov: v. 651). In other words, they are trying to win the peace
after having lost the war. So the context is manifestly hyperbolic, but for
such exaggeration to be effective, it must be internally logical. Although
the chronology cannot be pressed, the historical context for the dramatic
request for Aigina and Aristophanes was a reiterated Spartan demand

® Cf. P. Elmsley, Aristophanis comoedia Acharnenses (Leipzig 1839) 75; A. Miiller,
Aristophanis Acharnenses (Hanover 1863) 121; H. Miiller-Striibing, Aristophanes und
die historische Kritik (Leipzig 1873) 607-9.

? The case for these lines referring to Aristophanes and not Kallistratos is cogent for
the various reasons developed in the text. Yet, since it so closely affects and is conditioned
by general views on the early career of Aristophanes, it is necessary to place Aristo:
phanes as an “Aiginetan” in that context also. For this discussion consult the endnote to
this chapter.,

10.J. van Leeuwen, Aristophanis Acharnenses (Leiden 1901) 113-14; B.B. Rodgers,
The Acharnians of Aristophanes (London 1910) ix, 100-1; W.].M. Starkie, The Achar-
nians of Aristophanes (London 1909) 139-40. Cf. Miiller-Striibing, Aristophanes
605-7, who believes that the prior possession of property on the island (probably by
Kallistratos) is the solution.

!1 Cf. Gomme (HCT 2.87), who believes that the underlying joke is irrecoverable and
advises caution.
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(actual or anticipated) for Aiginetan autonomy (parallel to their de-
mands before the war).!? Finally, it must be remembered that the chorus
is speaking in the midst of a particularly programmatic parabasis, with
its repeated references to the poet’s role in and service to the community
(628-29, 633-34, 641-42, 644).

A consideration of the earlier history of the interaction between Aigi-
netans and Athenians does allow us to harmonize the traditions on the
Aiginetan extraction of Aristophanes. It is known from Herodotus that
the Athenians had harbored refugees from the failed coup of the Aigi-
netan damos under the leadership of Nikodromos (6.90.1). Raubitschek
suggests that the reception of these fugitives was controversial. The Athe-
nian statesman Aristeides was accused of hostility to a group of sup-
pliants, probably the Aiginetan democrats, on an ostrakon from the
Agora, presumably from the 480s and probably inspired by the propa-
ganda of the partisans of Themistokles (P 5978).!> According to Herodo-
tus, the Aiginetans were settled en masse at Sounion.'* Like their fore-
runners, the Salaminioi, who also settled in some number at Sounion and
participated in the cult of the Salaminian hero, Eurysakes, the Aiginetan

2 For the demand for Aiginetan autonomy before the war: Thuec. 1.67.2; 1.139.1,
140.3; see Figueira, BICS (1990) 72-86. Scholarly opinion is divided between those like
D. Kagan (The Archidamian War [Ithaca 1974] 80-84, 193-94), who think that Aris-
tophanes is referring back to the abortive peace overtures of 430 (Thue, 2.59.2; cf, D.S.
12.45.5), and those who find a background (correctly, in my view) to his remarks in 425
in more recent events. Beloch, GG? 2.1.323 thought that Agis’s abandonment of an in-
vasion of Attica in 426, ostensibly because of earth tremors, might signal a waning of
Sparta’s eagerness to continue the war (cf. Thuc. 3.89.1). Another factor would have
been the recall of the Spartan king Pleistoanax (Thue. 5.16.2-3), sometime in the same
year. Beloch, followed by F.E. Adcock, Cambridge Ancient History 5 (1927) 226-27,
dated Spartan peace feelers to summer 426. Busolt, GG? 3.2.1079 had already noted the
recall of Pleistoanax, and had extrapolated from the failure of the Spartan expedition
against Amphilokhia in fall 426 (note Thuc. 3.114.2-3) to an attempt at peace in winter
426/5. The silence of Thucydides, however, may also be suggestive. It is likely that the
events cited above are significant indications, but an upsurge of dissatisfaction concern-
ing the war at Sparta never reached the point of inspiring official representations. Aris-
tophanes was probably reflecting rumors about the growing strength of the Spartan
“peace party” surrounding Pleistoanax. For those scholars who have been troubled by
the “disloyalty” of Aristophanes in seeming to urge peace with Sparta, it is worth noting
that there may have been no actual peace negotiations underway. Cf. HGT 2.390-91.

" M. Lang, The Athenian Agora 25, Osiraka (Princeton 1990) cat. no. 44, p. 37; A.E.
Raubitschek, “Das Datislied,” in K. Schauenburg, ed., Charites: Studien zur Altertums-
wissenschaft (Bonn 1957) 234-42; Figueira, QUCC (1988) 86-87; id., “Residential
Restrictions on the Athenian Ostracized,” GRBS 28 (1987) 281-305, esp. 299-304.

" That they received citizenship is argued below, Chapter 4, n. 4.
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exiles may have kept some part of their former identity as a group by their

rticipation in an Athenian cult devoted to the Aiginetan hero Aiakos.
My hypothesis will be that these fugitives and their children and
grandchildren were able to revive their association with Aigina. When
the island became tributary to Athens in 457-56, it is unlikely that the
Aiginetan regime would have been able (or thought it advantageous) to
resist a resumption of civic participation by the former Aiginetans. These
returned exiles could have bought or even reclaimed property there at
this time. As we shall see, there is evidence from cult for the presence of a
pro-Athenian population on the island during its tributary period.
Moreover, we have some reflection in Pindar Olympian 8 of the
political mood on Aigina near the beginning of this period of subjection
to Athens.!® In this epinikion, Pindar seems to engage in a difficult bal-
ancing act on behalf of his Aiginetan xenoz, his friends and patrons.

pa

15 £ 01, 8.inscr.a dates the victory of the honorand Alkimedon to the 80th Olympiad or
460, A casualty list of the Erechtheid tribe lists dead at Cyprus, Egypt, Phoenicia,
Halieis, Aigina, and Megara, which suggests that they were of the same campaigning
season or, better, archontic year (Meiggs-Lewis #33.3). I believe that the pattern of
casualties suggests the start of Delian League actions in Egypt. Thus, the hostilities at
issue are those discussed in Thue, 1.104.1-106.2, and their inclusion together shows that
no great lapse of time can have separated the beginning of hostilities with the Pelopon-
nesians at Halieis (1.105,1), the outbreak of war with the Aiginetans (105.2), and, at
least, some of the fighting in the Megarid (105.3-106.2), which was intended to draw the
Athenians away from their siege of the city of Aigina (105.3-6). Therefore, the Greek
hostilities seem to have been chronologically close to the inception of the Egyptian cam-
paign (for which a span of six years must be found in any case: Thuc. 1.110.1). Earlier
scholars offer a range of possibilities. ATL 3.177 dates to 460. HCT 1.410-12 also dates
the beginning of the Egyptian campaign to 460 and the casualty list to 459 or 458. Busolt,
GG?3.1.306-9 puts the beginning of hostilities in late summer 459-spring 458, with the
battle at Aigina early in the summer of 458. Beloch, GG? 2.1.167, 2.2.199, 386 dates the
Aiginetan war to 458; see also E. Badian, “Towards a Chronology of the Pentekontacteia
down to the Renewal of the Peace of Callias,” EMC 23 (1988) 289-320, esp. 317.
P. Deane’s date of 455 is an aberration, dependent upon fallacious reasoning about the
size of fleets in this period (Thucydides’ Dates: 465-431 B.C. [Ontario 1972]31-39). 1do
not think that Olympian 8 can have been first performed until after the fall of Aigina; the
occasion of its performance was postponed by the outhreak of hostilities, which should be
put no later than spring 459 (in 460/59). Note the strongly consolatory section of the ode
about the fate of cities, illustrated by Aiakos’ participation in the building of the walls of
Troy and his descendants’ role in the two captures of the town (vv. 31 —53). The victor's
father and his uncle(?) are dead (OL. 8.77-84, £OL. 8.104, 105a-b, 106a-h), and were to
be brought the news of Alkimedon’s victory by Angelia, daughter of Hermes. On hisrela-
tions, see now C. Carey, “Prosopographia Pindarica,” CQ 39 (1989) 1-9, esp. 1-6. Per-
haps fighting between Aiginetans and Athenians is imagined to have preempted the news
of victory traveling home from Olympia.
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That he intended to strengthen the ties of his aristocratic patrons with
sympathetic Athenians is demonstrated by his praise of the Athenian
aristocrat Melesias (vv. 54-66), whose son was Thoukydides, the suc-
cessor to Kimon as leader of the conservative opposition at Ath,cns. 16

In the same victory ode, Pindar also attempted to uphold the eu-
nomia of the earlier constitutional dispositions of the oligarchy (Ol
8.21-27; ZOL. 8.30c, d, 1, I; cf. 30f).'7 These lines contain a gnomic in-‘
junction about the difficulties of judgment juxtaposed with a highlight-
ing of Aigina’s reputation for fairness to its xenoi ‘foreigners/guest-
friends’. Pindar ends with the prayer that Aiginetan hospitality never
fail. He subtly grounds his plea for the preservation of the Aiginetan
constitutional order in divine dispensation, heroic paradigm, :}’Jorian

'* On Thoukydides’ relationship to Kimon: Ath. Pol. 28.2; Plut. Per. 11.1; opposition
to Perikles: Plut. Per. 11.1-3, 14.1-3, 16.3; Philochorus, FGH 328 F 120; Androtion
FGH 324 F 37; ZAristid. 46.118, pp. 3.446-47 D; cf. Ath. Pol. 28.5.Ina poorly attcstcd:
later episode which is reflected in a garbled reference within the biographical tradition
on the historian Thucydides, Thoukydides Melesiou was paradoxically implicated in
the expulsion from their island of the Aiginetans (Anon. Vita Thuc. 7; d. Marcell. Vita
Thue. 24). Other appearances of Melesias in the Aiginetan odes of Pindar: Nem
4.93-96; 6.66-69. :

17 Pindar OL. 8.21-30:

évba cuTepa Awos feviov

mapedpos doketrar Oéputs

%’fox’ avfpdmwr. 8 71 yap TOAD kat TOAAG péary,

opda Braxpivar ppevi py Tapa kaypdy

dvemakés® Tefuos O¢ Tis abavdTwy kat Tavd’ &Aiepkéa ydpav

ﬁftvroaawafacv tmeaTace févois

Klove daypoviay—

68’ émavréXAwy ypdvos

TOUTO WPATTWY P KbfuoL—

Awprel Xad Tapevopévap ¢ Alakod.

(Aigina), where the saving goddess Themis,

whose throne is beside Zeus, protector of xenoi, is cultivated,

most extraordinarily among men. For, where much swings in the balance in many

ways,

to rfrach a judgment with proper intellect and not inopportunely

is difficult to grapple with; but some ordinance of the gods this sea-girt land
has built for every sort of xenos,

a god-given support—

may time to come

not flag in fulfilling this—

which has been tended in trust from Aiakos by the Dorian host.

Nt?;c the alIusio.n to wrestling in v, 25, which creates a link between Melesias’ athletic
guidance of Alkimedon and his political mentorship of like-minded Aiginetans.
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ethnicity, and traditional panhellenic values of xenia ‘hospitality’, The
scholia sensibly read this advice as also implying its converse: weighty
matters ought not to be entrusted to the mass of citizens. Moreover, what
is then said in the scholia about Aiginetan society suggests that a more
detailed historical context for these lines existed somewhere in the chain
of intermediaries. The scholia cite Aristotle (fr. 472 Rose, from the lost
Constitution of the Aiginetans) for the rather surprising information
that the servile population of Aigina numbered 470,000 (30d, I; cf.
Athen. 6.272D).!® The most likely explanation for the introduction of
this material is that either the author of the Constitution or an Aiginetan
historian (who could cite the Constitution) quoted the Pindaric passage
and added in a social argument in favor of the existing oligarchic consti-
tution. Pindar’s gnomic support for the Aiginetan elite could be bal-
anced by the contention that democracy on Aigina meant entrusting
affairs to a population that was servile in its origins.

It cannot be ruled out that such points were made, not in contem-
porary debate, but in the antiquarian polemics of later, patriotic Aigine-
tan historians. Yet the argument that Athenian-style democracy was not
appropriate for Aigina because the character of the démoi of the two
cities differed so radically might well have been proposed in the 450s.
Even if one disbelieves the scholiasts’ reflection of the contemporary de-
bate, Pindar’s intervention implies by itself that political debate (if not
struggle) characteristic of the 480s over the Aiginetan constitution was
revived after the subjection of the island. It may well be that those who
forced this reconsideration were Aiginetan/Athenians, the former parti-
sans of Nikodromos and their descendants who resumed a presence on
the island.

Hence the two ancient suppositions on “Aiginetan” Aristophanes,
Aiginetan by birth and Aiginetan by virtue of settlement on the island,
can be harmonized. That the poet’s father Philippos was Aiginetan, that
the poet spent time on Aigina, that he owned an estate on the island, and
that he was a settler in the colony on Aigina all become aspects of his
descent from Aiginetan fugitives, who step-by-step recovered their
standing in their former (and to their mind, present) homeland. What

18 That such a figure cannot be historical is obvious, and for the same reason it is
likely that the actual argument of the Constitution has been garbled in transmission. For
the hypothesis that a number derived from a tax on slave ownership or the sale of slaves
over time became confused with the number for the population of slaves at one point in
time, see Figueira, Aegina 211-14.
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appear at first to be conflicting explanations of Ack. 652-55 turn out to
be isolated features of a single, lost historical reality.

This hypothesis is also consistent with the interest of Theogenes in
Aristophanes, as it gives an Aiginetan local historian a stronger moti-
vation for discussing the poet than would have existed in the case of
an Athenian colonist and dispossessor of the indigenous inhabitants,!?
Theogenes’ use of the term kaTakA7npow for the poet’s activity on Aigina
would cover an involvement in the establishment of the Athenian colony
better than procurement by allotment as colonist.2® Such an involvement
would be explained by the resumption of residence by the Aiginetan/
Athenians during the period of Aiginetan subjection to Athens. The as-
sertion that Aristophanes was truly Aiginetan would fit the patriotic and
antiquarian interests so manifest in Theogenes and his fellow local histo-
rian, Pythainetos.?' Just as other Dorians claimed credit for the discov-
ery of comedy, Hellenistic Aiginetans may have claimed Aristophanes as

' The name Aristophanes happens to be attested in what is, after all, a community
from which data for prosopography has barely survived, among the aristocratic Psaly-
khidai (Pi. Nem. 3.20). Unsurprisingly, the name is quite common in Attica, While
most of the attestations are later than the lifetime of the poet and may reflect his renown,
there are a number of contemporary and earlier appearances (e.g., PA #2082, #2086,
#2096). Outside Attica the name Aristophanes is quite common, GPN 1.76 lists 93
attestations for its limited range, with the earliest examples from Thasos; Etudes Tha-
stennes 3.269, #31.1.2 (sixth-ffth century); cf. /G XII (8) 280.8.

*" Ranke, Commentatio 244-46, understood the nature of the verb karexAnpwae, but
diverged into an unproductive digression on the conditions under which Perikles could
have assigned Aristophanes duties as an allocator on Aigina. The hypothesis of the exis-
tence of the Aiginetan/Athenians renders this sort of speculation unnecessary. Thus,
there is no reason to follow Ranke in turning to the ever-convenient Kallistratos.

*! Their interests are recognizable not only from their fragments, but also, generally,
from the Pindaric scholia, which draw on Aiginetan local history through Didymus (cf.
Pythainetos, FGH 299 F 2, 4-6; Theogenes, FGH 300 F 1). Some historical and quasi-
historical material attributed to the authority of Didymus by the scholiasts to Pindar
probably also derives from the Aiginetan local historians: ZOL 8.inscr.a; Pyth. 8.113¢;
Nem. 3.1c; Nem. 4.153 (?); Nem. 6.30; Nem. 7.56a (?); cf. Nem. 7.1a, 8.inscr. Mytho-
logical data: ZOL. 8.41a; Nem. 6.53a (= Pythainetos F 2); Nem. 7.47 (?). CE. for gram-
matical or interpretative observations: ZNem. 3.16b, 72b; Nem. 4.5, 14a, 95b, 151a;
Nem. 5.10a; Nem. 7.89b, Didymus (e.g, ZOL 8.41a; Nem. 7.47), Pythainetos (FGH
?99 F 5=X0L 9.104a), and Theogenes (FGH 300 F 1= ZPin. Nem. 3.21) were all
mnterested in the important Aiginetan and panhellenic myth cycle concerning Aiakos and
the Aiakidai, so that many of the references to and discussions of these heroes in the
scholia probably derive from the same sequence of intermediaries: O/. 8.39b, 41a-b, 53a,
d-¢, 55b, 59, 60a-b; Nem. 3.21, 3.112; 4.36b, 76, 82a; 5.5a-b, 12a-¢, 16, 17b, 25a—c,
78d, 94e—f; 8.12, 19a, 32d; Isth. 5.44a-b. See also Jacoby, FGH 3b, Komm. 4.
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one of their own, despite his strong connections with .A.ttica.z.? Kleon‘s
prosecution of Aristophanes for xenia (‘usurpation of citizenship’ in this
context) would also thereby be explicable: the status of the suppliants
from Aigina was controversial in the 480s and such old sca}ndals could al-
ways be revived, as the Spartan resuscitation of the Cylonian agos ‘cur.se’
aga;inst Perikles in 431 shows (Thuc. 1.126.2-127.1). An enemy of A‘ng-
tophanes might well argue that a reinstatem.ent ofthe descendants of the
Aiginetan refugees altered their civic status in Att%ca. i

Even earlier than the interest of Theogenes in Aristophanes, then,
Aristophanes himself could joke that the Athenians would ha?:e. to sur-
render him to Sparta with the island, because the passage of.Algma into
the enemy camp could be equated with a transfer in a}lleglance b){ all
connected with the place. Moreover, he does so in the midst of a pa‘rt?cu-
larly programmatic parabasis, as has been observe(l,z.3 'l:hus, the F}zgme-
tan background of Aristophanes could be put to service in cphancmg the
portrayal of the poet as a valuable advisor of the Athen‘lan demos, a
theme that is prominent not only in the parabasis but within the Achar-
nians as a whole.2* The chorus assures us in verses 652-55 that the
Spartans would dearly love to get his services away from the Athenians.

It may then be no coincidence that the poet’s alter ego, the protago-
nist in the Acharnians, is Dikaiopolis.?* It can be no accident that the
only extant literary fifth-century appearance of the term dixatomolus is

220n Dorian pretensions to the foundation of comedy: Aris. Poetics 1448a30-bl;
TAris. EN 1123a14, CAG 20.186.9-20 (= Koster XXa); also the attestations collected
in G. Kaibel, Comicorum Graecorum Fragmenta (Berlin 1899) pp. 73-78, cf. pp. 14,
18; cf. Athen. 14.621D-E, 659A. Cf. Koster I11.14-18; XTa.1.78-86; XVIIIa.19-25;
XVIIIb.3.11-14; XXa.6-15 with scholia. See also Jacoby, FGH 3b, Komm. 8. :

23 For this parabasis, see, most recently, A.M. Bowie, “The Parabasis in Aristo-
phanes: Prolegomena, Acharnians,” CQ 32 (1982) 27-40, who accepts the link between
Aristophanes and Aigina. ;

24 The text offers what might be termed a normative-political interpretation which
assumes that the poet attempted to foster certain attitudes in and to relieve certain ten-
sions among the members of his audience. This perspective may be distinguished fr.orfl a
partisan-political interpretation which assigns the playwright the purpose of prowdi_ng
specific advice or commentary on public affairs. Naturally, I am more in sympathy with
the former approach, as applied by L. Edmunds, “Aristophanes’ Acharnians,” YCS 26
(1980) 1-41 than by the latter, recently exemplified by D.M. MacDowell, “The Nature
of Aristophanes’ dkharnians,” G&R 30 (1983) 143-62.

&2(55 Béiley, “Who Played ‘Dicaeopolis,” in Greek Poetry and Life: Essays Presented
to Gilbert Murray on His Seventieth Birthday (Oxford 1936) 231-40, esp. 237, argl“f_d
that the allusion to Aigina and the character of Dikaiopolis were linked by the fact that
Aristophanes played Dikaiopolis.
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in Pindar’s Pyth. 8.22, where it is used of Aigina. Adding significance to
the usage is the fact that dikatémoAis would not have struck a fifth-cen-
tury audience as a likely personal name.?$ The association of the epithet
dukatomols with a city rather than an individual would have been re-
called to the Athenians every time the relations between Athens and the
tributary city in the Khalkidike, Dikaia, were considered.?’” The true
comparanda of dwkatomoAis are the fifth-century epithets built on
-moAs, which are strongly prescriptive in their tone.?® The name Di-
kaiopolis may well have implied both ‘with just city’ and ‘just within the
city’, which are the two very qualities fused within the character of
Dikaiopolis. The name Dikaiopolis may also have served the secondary
purpose of challenging Aristophanes’ rival (from 429), the playwright
Eupolis, son of Sosipolis (Suda s.v. Edmolis [e 3657 Adler]; cf. Koster
I11.33-35).?” That reference might be further complicated by the fact
that, in the story about the loyalty and devotion of the Molossian hound
of Eupolis, the death of the poet was placed on Aigina.>® Was he then

%6 My point might seem to be vitiated by the commonness of individual names built on
-moAus, but a closer scrutiny of the evidence undermines this objection. F. Dornseiff and
B. Hansen, Ritckliaufiges Wirterbuch der Griechischen Eigennamen (Berlin 1957) lists
181 names built on -moAws. Only about 49 of these can be considered personal names, in
the majority of which the first element of the compound name is clearly verbal, with
~moAts to be construed objectively. Still others have their first element provided by nouns
or are personal names derived from geographical names. There are only ¢. 10 personal
names, the first elements of which could be adjectival like Dikaiopolis (eg., *[6vmohts,
“loowolis, Eevdmols). Standard reference works on names can be queried about such
compounds, such as W. Pape and G. Benseler, Wirterbuch der Griechischen Eigenna-
men’ (Brunswick 1911); F. Bechtel, Die Historischen Personennamen des Griechischen
(Halle 1917) 375-76; GPN vol. 1, As a rule, adjectival compounds with -rolts tend to
be much rarer and later as personal names than their verbal counterparts. The Dikaio-
polis named in a fourth-century naval catalogue was probably named after the character
in the Acharnians (cf. IG 117 1622.685).

711G 12 259.1V.19-20 (454/3); 282.11.55 (429/8); IG 112 43.9; Suda s.v. Sikaidmolis
(6 1067 Adler); Lys. fr. 60 Thalheim = Harpocration s.2. dikatomolus, Dikaiopolis was
also the name of Egesta after its capture and refoundation by Agathokles in 307 (D.S.
20.71.5).

%8 Besides dikatdmodts, Pindar offers peytoTomolis ‘with greatest city’ and ¢iAd-
moAts ‘with loving city’ (possibly verbal, i.e., ‘that loves the city’; cf. Eur. Rh. 158) of
Hesykhia (Pyth. 8.2; OL. 4.16): 6p@émots ‘with upstanding city’ of Theron (OL 2.7).
Sophocles uses &8¢moAes ‘with city well-disposed’ or ‘with good will toward the city’
(0T 510); Sysimous “with city on high’ or ‘highly-ranked in the city’ (Ant. 370),

* Cf. E.L. Bowie, “Who is Dicaeopolis?” JHS 108 (1988) 183-85, for the view that
Dikaiopolis represents Eupolis.

¥ Ael. NA 10.41; J. Tzetzes, Chil. 4.245-49,
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another colonist in the settlement on Aigina? Unfortunately, the tradi-
tions on his death are contradictory, with more than a suspicion of a his-
toricizing of episodes or jokes in comedy.’' It would have to be consid-
ered a strange eventuality if both Aristophanes and Eupolis turned out
to be comic poets who were somehow Aiginetan.

Pindar’s use of dikatomoAis in Pythian 8 can also shed light on the
“Aiginetan” quality of Dikaiopolis, the protagonist of the Acharnians.

¢reoe  ob Xapirwy ékas

& dikatomolls dperats

kAewatow Alakday

fuyoica vaoos Tehéay & éxel

bofav am’ Gpxas . ..

Not far from the Graces has fallen

the Just-citied isle,

that knows the renowned virtues of the Aiakidai;
it has perfect

glory from the beginning . ..

This epinikion, composed in honor of Aristomenes of Aigina, came
virtually at the end of Pindar’s career. The victory was in August/
September 446 (XPyth. 8.inscr.), when it had become clear that the
Spartans would do nothing for the cause of the Aiginetans, who had
been under Athenian control for a decade. It opens with a rightly fa-
mous invocation of “Hevyia

@uhddpov “Hovyla, Alkas

® peytaTomolt Byarep,

BovAav Te kat TOAEpwY

éxoira k\didas vrepraras
Ivbiovioy Tyuay "AptoTopéver dékev.

Beneficent Quietude, O Justice’s

daughter with greatest city,

of counsels and of combats

holding the mightiest keys

receive for Aristomenes the honor coming with victory at Delphi.

*! Pausanias (2.7.3) saw a tomb of Eupolis in the territory of Sikyon. The Suda de-
scribes Eupolis as having died in the Hellespont in a shipwreck (s.2. E¥mols [€ 3657
Adler]). This may be connected with another tradition in which Alkibiades has the poet
drowned for having mocked him (Cic. At 6.1.18; Koster XIa1.88-98, XIc.29-39).
This last anecdote is suspect for its connection with the play Baptai (fr. 68-89; Koster
1.16-19), and was doubted in antiquity by Eratosthenes (FGH 241 F 19; cf. Douris
FGHT6F 73).
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The epinikion closes with a powerful prayer for Aiginetan freedom:

Alywa pida parep, Exevbépw arorw

moAw Tavde kopule At kat kpéorti avv Alakd

TInAel Te kayad®d Tehaudvt ovw T "Ax el (98-100)
Dear mother Aigina, with liberating escort

convey this city with Zeus and with lord Aiakos

and Peleus and good Telamon and with Achilles.

Pindar often echoes the language of Aiginetan self-representa-
tion.’? In Pythian 8, against an Aigina of justice, of the Graces, and of
fidelity to the heroic paradigm of the Aiakidai (21-28 with Siwkatdrols
in v. 22) is set a hybristic, titanic force (10-18) which stands for Athe-
nian power. That Bia ‘violence’ (v. 15) will not prevail, as Hesykhia
masters hubris (vv. 6-12). Not only did Porphyrion and Typhoeus fall
before Zeus and Apollo (17-18), but, because noble men breed true,
there 1s the hope for the honorand’s family and city that the prophecy of
Amphiaraus before Thebes will prove valid (39-55). He saw his son
Alkmaon with the Epigonoi victoriously breaching the walls of Thebes.
Furthermore, this prophecy takes on even more force from Pindar con-
necting himself with Alkmaon, whom he describes as his neighbor and
the protector of his property on his trip to Delphi (56-60). Subse-
quently, after his praise of the victor and his family, Pindar will hint at
the mutability of hegemony (vv. 76-78), using the victory of the hon-
orand as an exemplum.

In the Acharnians, Aristophanes gives his answer to what must
have seemed to him oligarchic presumption. That Pindar is much in his
mind is made clear by an allusion a few verses before his reference to
Algina, when he chides the Athenians for being deceived when ambassa-
dors quote Pindar’s famous invocation of Athens (as the scholia acknow-
ledge: ZAch. 637 Wilson)

porepor 8 Huds dmb rdv méAewr of wpéo Bets famardvres

TPATOV pev looTedavovs ekdAovy” kdmedy TODTO Tis elmot,

€bbvs Bt Tobs aTeddvovs &’ dkpwy TV TVydlwy

&dtnole, (636-40)

Previously ambassadors from the cities, deceiving you,
would first call you violet-crowned. As soon as someone would say this,
right off, for the sake of those crowns, you sat on the tips of your rumps.

* See Figueira, Aegina 314-18, 322-30.
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The reference is to these lines from a lost dithyramb:

) Wit !
*(Q) rat Aurapal kat looTédavor kat aotduot,
2 -~ ' I
‘EAAddos épetapua, khewat "Adavar, datuoviov mToAiebpov.
Pindar fr. 76 S-M

O gleaming and violet-crowned and famous in song,
fortress of Greece, renowned Athens, divine citadel.

Aristophanes, the Aiginetan/Athenian poet, embodies in his individual
self the true tradition of the dikaiopolis**—hence the bold assumption of
the role of communal benefactor. That exponent of the dikaiopolis is
neither a spokesman for the oligarchy once in power on Aigina, nor a
decadent Athenian—whether an arrogating politician in the manner of
Kleon (with whom Aristophanes draws a direct contrast shortly after-
ward [659-64]), or a young demagogue like Kephisodemos or Alkibi-
ades, who offend against the solidarity between generations by their at-
tacks on older statesmen (702-18).>* Dikaiopolis will celebrate peace as
much as Pindar, and it is his particular style (rural, pragmatic, and
populist) of justice which allows him to achieve peace in the course of
the play.

Aristophanes’ comment on his Aiginetan character is bracketed by
two programatic statements. The poet’s commitment to justice makes
Aristophanes the valued teacher of behavior in a democracy:

Taira wofjoas moAAGY ayabiy aiTios Dply yeyévnral,
Kkat Tovs drjpovs év Tals moleaw delfas bs dnuokpaTodyTaL.
Totydprol vdv ék TGV mONEwY TOV HOpoY DUty AmdyovTES
fjEovaty idely embupotvTes TOV TOTNY TOV APLOTOY,
ooTis Tapekwdvveva’ év 'Abnvalots elmely Ta dikata.
(641-45)

Composing his poetry, he has been responsible for much good for you,

especially showing the démoi in the cities how democratically governed
they are.

Accordingly now, those from the cities bringing the tribute to you

** See Edmunds, ¥CS (1980) 9-11, who observes that the appearance of Aristophanes
from behind Dikaiopolis is a distancing technique which allows him to vitiate the offen-
sive aspects of his peace with Sparta. He is relating to his audience at several depths of
engagement in the drama. Cf. Bowie, /HS (1988) 184-85.

**That he chooses also to console Thoukydides (703-12), a friend of Pindar’s Aigi-
netan xenol and the son of their mentor Melesias (cf. OL. 8.54; Nem. 4.93, 6.65), may not
be accidental. Aristophanes preempts Pindar by showing a more generous empathy with
the very elite of Athens with whom epinician poetry presumed to elaim solidarity.
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will come, desiring to see the best of poets,
the very one who dared to say before the Athenians what is just.

The second passage reinforces this same theme, setting up as comic
counterpoint a series of anti-social actions, standing opposite to the
poet’s political conscientiousness:

Bty 3 dpas moAda bidalew ayal’, o’ eddaipovas elvar,
00 fwmedwy 008 droTelvor obobs 008’ éfamariAlwy,
o1& Tavovpydy 0VdE kaTapdwy, GANG Ta BéATioTa Biddakwy.
(656-58)
He says that he will teach you many good things, so that you will be
flourishing,
not flattering, nor wheedling pay-offs, nor conning,
committing crimes, nor besprinkling, but teaching the best.

The allusion to the poet’s Aiginetan extraction is not a mere comic
aside or a prevarication concocted to make an easy joke.*> Rather, it aids
both in substantiating the poet’s claim to justice in face of Athens’ and
his own enemies and in supporting his right to dramatic victory, for, at
the same time, it warns that the continued adherence of Aristophanes is
contingent upon Athens remaining loyal to him through its approba-
tion—thereby being faithful to its own values. This assimilated Athe-
nian turns his enemies’ slurs over his foreignness into an avowal of the
superiority of his affinity with the city, which is based on a shared
appreciation of justice.

The case of Aristophanes seems to demonstrate that when the Athe-
nians settled Aigina in 431, there was a cadre of Athenians available for
the colony, who were already, in a sense, Aiginetans. The possibility
that such persons had already reestablished connections with Aigina
during its period as a tributary state may be significant in explaining
why the Athenians called their colonists on Aigina émrouwkot. The Athe-
nian government was in a sense reinforcing Athenians who were, if not
already resident on the island, possessors of property and holders of
other local prerogatives.

**H.P. Foley, “Tragedy and Politics in Aristophanes’ Acharntans,” JHS 108 (1988)
33-47, esp. 34-38, makes the point that the superficially foreign character of Aristo-
phanes, the victim of Kleon’s legal harassment, parallels the foreign character of Tele-
phos, whose personality Dikaiopolis assumes out of the Euripidean play. For all their
foreignness; both Dikaiopolis and Telephos turn out to be indispensable for victory.
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B. OTHER COLONISTS

The other possibilities for the identity of colonists on Aigina do not offer
us the valuable historical insights gained by considering the traditions
about Ariston and Aristophanes. What we can learn or speculate about
them amplifies points already made rather than breaking new ground.

A hypothetical (albeit still quite valuable) case may provide evidence
for another Athenian whose family situation might have been compara-
ble to that of Aristophanes. It concerns the fourth-century Athenian ora-
tor Pytheas, or more correctly an ancestor of his.’® Pytheas was one of the
accusers of Demosthenes in the Harpalos affair. Before his eventual
flight from Athens and entry into the service of Antipater (Plut. Dem.
27.2-5= Phylarchus, FGH 81 F 75), Pytheas was also involved in the
debate about the voting of divine honors to Alexander in 324 (Plut. Mor.
804B), under circumstances that show him to have still been a young man
at this time. At an unknown date which was before the exile of Demos-
thenes in 323, Pytheas was the target of two speeches of Dinarchus, one
an eisangelia (fr. 6), and the other a charge of misappropriation of civic
rights, kara [Tvféov Eevias.’” This charge of false assumption of Athe-
nian citizenship parallels Kleon’s charge against Aristophanes.

We know from Stephanus that the speech used the expression yvy
Alywaia ‘Aiginetan woman’ and from Harpocration that the speech also
used the phrase ‘Archidamian War’ for the first segment of the Pelopon-
nesian War. Since the prosecution was for a false claim to Athenian citi-
zenship, did Dinarchus introduce the issue of an Aiginetan woman, 2
female relation of Pytheas, in order to substantiate the contention that
Pytheas was not a citizen? Furthermore, the reference to the Archida-
mian War suggests that the expulsion of the Aiginetans and the coloniza-
tion of the island might have been the context for some event significant to
the case. The very same gloss of Stephanus which cites Dinarchus for the
expression yvvn Aiywaia links the adjective Alywvatos with émokos (see
Chapter 1, section B), so that it is not impossible that this term could also
have been from the speech of Dinarchus against Pytheas.*®

*¢ See Plut. Phoc. 21.1, Mor. 804B; [Dem.| Ep. 3.29-31; Din. fr. 6.1-15 Conomis
(kart TTvféov mept TGV karh 7o eumoptov); Hyperid. fr. 51.162 Jensen. Fragments:
G. Miiller, Oratores Attici (Paris 1847-1848) #51, pp. 2.436-38.

37 Frs. 5.1-4 = D.H. De Din. 10; Stcph Byz. s.v. Alywau Tpets; Harpocr. s.. > Apxe-
dapetos TONepuos; 5.0, Bdpwy ypady. [Dem.] Ep. 3.29 (R. Hercher, Epistolographi
Graect [Paris 1873] 228-29) refers to the same accusation.

38 The name Pytheas is a common one, which is relatively well attested on Aigina. See
Figueira, A/P (1985) 55 n. 15; id., Athenaeum (1988) 548.
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Such a prosecution might exploit the uncertain status of someone of
Aiginetan extraction. It might have been easy for Dinarchus to speak
imprecisely about an Aiginetan woman as though she was non-Attic;
she could easily have been an Athenian of Aiginetan descent, or have
belonged to a colonial family on Aigina, or even have been a member of
an Aiginetan family allowed to stay on after 431.

Another rather notorious individual associated with the colony was
Thorykion.** In a catalogue of anti-social behavior, Aristophanes has
the chorus in the Ranae note Thorykion among a catalogue of mis-
creants who are barred from participation in the celebration of the ini-
tiates (354-68):

Efnfm;.ae?v xp7 kaloracbar Tofs‘ ﬁperépowc xopolaiy,

boris mrscpos Totdvde Aoywy 1) i vam}v ;m .-caﬂapsvﬂ

1 yevvaiwy 6pyta Movady pijr’ eidev wijr’ éxdpevaen,

;17155 Kparivov Tod -rcwpmjaayou y.\wrrns' Baxxu éreXéaly,

'q ngo:\oxots émeaw yaipet, p1) v katp@d TodTo worodaww,

1) oraow éxbpav pn kaTadve, und’ etkoAds ot mohirats,

GAX’ aveyelpe kai pumilel kepddY idlwy embuudy,

1 s moAews yeyualopevns dpywy karadwpodokeirat,

1 mpodidwowy podptov 1) vads, § Tamdppnr’ droméume

é€ Alywns Owpukiwy &y eikoaToAdyos kakodaipwy,

dokwpata kat Ava kat mirray daméumwy es *Enldavpor,

i XprpaTa Tals Ty avTimdAwy vavew wapéxew Twa melle,

1) kataTiA@ 7@y ‘Ekarelwy kvkiowot xopolow vrddwy,

1 Tovs wabovs T®Y ToNTEY frirwp b €ir’ dmorpdrye,

rouwdnbeis év Tals watplots Teerals Tais Tod Awovioov.

It is necessary to speak reverently and to remove from our chorus,
whoever is uninitiate of these words or does not keep his thoughts pure,
or who neither learned nor has danced the rites of the noble Muses,
nor has performed the Bacchic rites of the tongue of bull-eating Kratinos,
or who takes pleasure in buffoonish words that do this inopportunely,
or who does not abolish hateful strife nor is easy with his fellow citizens,
but rouses it and fans it, desiring selfish advantages,

or who, although the city is storm-tossed, as an official takes bribes,

or betrays fort or ships, exports proscribed goods

out of Aigina, being Thorykion the accursed tax-official,

sending leather pads and sail sheets and pitch to Epidauros.

¥ PA #7419, who may be identical with P4 #7420, a tamias known from IG II*
1375.22-23, 1377.3-4, 1378.4-5 (all 399/8) or with PA #7421, for which see /G IT*
1557, whlch would provide evidence for the continuation of the family into a next gener-
ation, See also W.B. Stanford, Aristophanes: Frogs (Londen 1958) 106.
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or who persuades someone to provide funds to the ships of our adversaries,
or who fouls Hekate’s shrines while singing in accompaniment the circu-

lar choruses,
or who as he is a public speaker chews at the wages of the poets,
while being made the butt of comedy in the ancestral rites of Dionysos.

Aristophanes a little later again makes a point of his lack of patriotism
(377-82):

'AAN’ EuBa xdmws apels

v Lorepay yevvalws

1) dpwv) porrdlwy,

i Ty xwpav

cwlew Prja’ els Tus bpas,

kiy Qwpukiwy pn BodAnrat.

Go ahead, get on board, in order that you serve
the savior goddess loyally

singing with voice,

she who our land

says she’ll save in due season (or forever),
even if Thorykion doesn’t like it.

Thorykion was an etkostologos, who is accused of conveying contra-
band naval supplies to Epidauros. An eikostologos was the official re-
sponsible for levying the 5% tax on trade, which in 413 replaced the
allied tribute as the means for defraying the cost of the Athenian war
effort (Thuc. 7.28.4). It is striking that the eikostz was raised even in an
Athenian colony. It would be still another indication that the community
on Aigina possessed the full institutionality of a polis. The port of Aigi-
na continued in use during the existence of the Athenian colony just as it
had under the administration of the Aiginetan oligarchy. There was
enough activity there to provide a cover for commerce with Athens’ ene-
mies or, at least, to make such a charge credible. Hence the activity of
Thorykion is an indication of economic continuity between pre- and
post-expulsion Aigina. The particular contraband with which Thory-
kion was dealing were military supplies, so that the island was probably
in use by Athenian warships.*0

The scholia to the passage supply us with further information
about Thorykion. In order to understand how this material was avail-
able, it is important to note the impact (strongly negative, it seems) that

: 0 There are some other indications that Aigina was used as a staging point for expe-
ditions around the Peloponnesus (note Thue. 5.53; 6.32.2; 7.20.2-3; cf. 2.27.1). See
Figueira, RAM (1990) 17-18, 23 with n. 18.
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Thorykion made on his contemporaries. He was prominent enough to
have apparently been the butt of an entire comedy by Heniochus called
Ouptkiov. What else is known of the playwright suggests a date in the
early fourth century for this play, which probably indicates that Thory-
kion returned to residence in Attica after the war.*!

¥ Ranae 3063:

' 4 ’ ’ 7 - o
Qupvkiwy 0 Owpvkiwy Tatlapyos Nv év Tols Tehomovynoiarots "Abn-
a i3 af -~ =
valwy s mooay émepyre Tols dvTimdlots [els TO avavrar éavrod ™Y
! 3 ~
moAw] 80ev yrwobeis ékwpwdelro émt mpodooia.

Thorykion: Thorykion was a taxiarch of the Athenians in the Pelopon-
nesian War who sent pitch to the enemy [for burning his city], He became
known for this and was abused in comedy for treason.

J. Tzetzes £ Ranae 362:

ey y.3 ' A aE ~os ' " ;

1 TamoppnT’ amomeumer 1) €€ "Abnpdy dwomeumer Tols Aakedatuoviots
! \ 9 ! ~ £s -~

Ta amoppnTa kat amayopevdévra méumeoar adrots. §aTis oDy TotoDTos

2 L3 ! £ A ! ! 3 1 2

e Alylrys vmapxwr Tehdwns, eita yevouevos Tatiapyos ‘Abnvatwy &

2 -~ ! A !

Abnvéy mepmer mpos avrovs—Aakwras—els *Emidavpoy T dwayo-
! 14 ! 3
pevlevra meumeabal, miooay kal Gokwpara es vavanyiayr kat réAla

(an explanation of the terms follows).

or who dispatches proscribed goods; or from Athens to the Spartans dis-
patches goods proscribed and forbidden to send to them. He is such a one,
as a tax official from Aigina, later becoming a taxiarch of the Athenians,
who sends from Athens to them—the Laconians—to Epidaurus things

*! Chronology raises no objection to the play of Heniochus being connected with
Aristophanes’ Thorykion. The Suda (s.o. “Huwioyos [ 392 Adler]) dates him to Middle
Comedy, which, in this context, will mean that he worked in the fourth century. J.M.
Edmonds, The Fragments of Attic Comedy, vol. 1 (London 1957) 910-11, 917 dates fr. 5
(from the prologue of an unnamed play: Stob. Flor. 43.27 Gaisford) to 411 on the basis
of the reference to the end of tribute (5.1 1) and an Olympiad (5.6-7). That reasoning is
unacceptable, but the end of tribute and the appearance of Aristokratia and Demokratia
(5.16-18), portrayed as women, point toward a date in the early fourth century. There is
10 particular merit in the suggestion of T. Kock (Comicorum Atticorum Fragmenta
[Leipzig 1880-1888] 2.434) of a date for this fragment at the end of the Chremonidean
War. The Suda also mentions a play entitled Polyeukios. Its subject could have been the
sophist of that name who attacked Socrates, according to Favorinus (fr. 31 Mensching =
fr. 63 Barigazzi = D.L. 2.38), if the name is not a mistake of Diogenes or of Favorinus
(for Polykrates), and is perhaps the man mentioned by Antiphon (fr. 47 B/T) and
Andocides (1.35). A less preferable choice is Polyeuktos, the rhégr who is first active
(n.6) in the surviving evidence in 343 (Dem. 9.72; Plut. Mor. 841E; cf. SEG
21.281.8-9), but was still active in 318/17 (SEG 21.320.8-9). Yet, even that syn-
chronism would still not forbid a pre-mid-century date for Heniochus' Thorykion.
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forbiddden to send, pitch and leather pads for ship-building and various
other things.
Moreover, Tzetzes reproduces a version of £363 (361a Koster et al.) in
which he makes explicit the implication of the other scholia:

- - ' ~ -
6 Ouwpukiwy odros Alywevs G 7@ yéver év Tois Ilehomovvroiakols
b L 13 1} \ "
raflapyos T@v "Abnpaiwy . .. odTos 6 Owpukiwy Alywav ™y éavrod
~ \ v 3 '
rarpida ehomovynaiots kal vads mpodidovs, yvwptobets exwpuwdnby.

This man Thorykion, being an Aiginetan in extraction, became a taxiarch
of the Athenians in the Peloponnesian War .. . this man Thorykion, be-
traying his homeland Aigina and (Athenian) ships to the Peloponnesians,
was abused in comedy when he was discovered.

It is safe to conclude that Tzetzes believed that Thorykion was a settler
on Aigina. He also notes that Thorykion was from a lower-class back-
ground. Thus Thorykion may have been a thetic colonist on Aigina.
Going further along this line of reasoning, one might press the phrase
T yévet to suggest that Thorykion was another of the Aiginetan/Athe-
nians. It is doubtful, however, that Tzetzes’ manner of expression
should be taken any further than to allow this as a bare supposition.

There is no evidence to decide either way the question of whether an
eikostologos had broad enough authority in the supervision of a harbor in
the arkheé to traffic in contraband or acquiesce in others’ illegal trade.
Aristophanes’ accusation might be held to imply some military office for
Thorykion. Although the lines in the Ranae only advert to Thorykion’s
activity as a tax-collector, the scholia work in another office, that of taxi-
arch, which they believe him to have held subsequently (perhaps on the
basis of the play of Heniochus). One possibility is that Thorykion was a
taxiarch in Athens over one of the tribal regiments, which is perhaps the
most natural inference. He would not, of course, have had any access to
naval supplies in that role. The other possibility is that Thorykion was
rather a taxiarch who commanded the levy of the Aiginetans, whose ac-
tivities have already been noted in the narrative of Thucydides. In that
case, he might well have controlled naval stores on Aigina.

Tzetzes believed that all the charges of fostering stasis, agitation,
selfish motivations, bribery, and betrayal of forts and ships contained in
359-65 related to Thorykion (359a—c, 361a—b). It might be argued that
there is no clear reason to follow him where generalities such as these
are concerned. Yet, Tzetzes also saw here a reference to Kallixenos
and Diomedon, whom he blamed for their instigation of the trial of the
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generals after Arginoussai (359b—c).*? He claims elsewhere in his com-
mentary to have reviewed earlier scholarship during his evaluation of
the presence of allusions to the battle of Arginoussai in the Ranae
(ERan. 190, cf. 538/39). Thus it may be that he was following earlier
ancient work on the scope of the reference to Thorykion in these lines.
Possibly, if Thorykion as taxiarch was with the Aiginetans who inter-
vened on the side of the oligarchs in 411 (Thuc. 8.69.3), his status as a
fosterer of stasis might well have been in Aristophanes” mind when he
chose to single him out as the only actual person named as exemplary in
his catalogue of crimes.*> To have been more explicit might have sub-
verted his intention in the Ranae to work for the reconciliation of ideo-
logical factions (e.g., vv. 687-705). Nevertheless, such a reconstruction
of the activities of Thorykion must remain hypothetical.

The names of only a few other colonists can be proposed.** A tomb-
stone in Ionic script of Hegesippos Kephisodorou of the deme Lamptrai
has been found on Aigina (/G IV 72). If the inscription is not a stray (see
M. Fraenkel ad loc.), Hegesippos died on the island. Letter forms date
the inscription to the late fifth or early fourth century.*s The appearance
of the demotic rather than the ethnic "A6nvatos suggests that the stone
was inscribed while the Athenians occupied Aigina (although an Athe-
nian resident on Aigina could presumably have had anything he wanted

“2 There was considerable ancient controversy over these events, some of which was
probably conducted within Atthidography. For Kallixenos and Diomedon, note Xen.
{{Grl,'f',?—-ld, 16-18, 35; D.S. 13.103.2; Athen. 5.218A; [Plato] Axioch. 368D; Suda s.v.
evavew (e 1136 Adler),

. * Something more deserves to be said about the appearance of the Aiginetans on the
side of the oligarchs in 411, when they were involved in intimidating the Council of the
500 into yielding to the 400 (Thuc. 8.69.3). The Andrians, Tenians, and Karystians
were presumably motivated by payment, and perhaps by the loyalty to the oligarchs of
their leaders, who were hoping to achieve political dominance at home. If I am correct
about the Athenian settlement on Aigina, the &rotkor will have been citizens, Were they
then of oligarchic or “right-wing” political affiliations? Were they mostly individuals
poﬁsessing attitudes in consonance with the conservative views sometimes expressed by
Al;lstophanes? Such a conclusion would be speculative, but would not be irreconcilable
with a body of epoikor drawn from displaced agriculturalists. As for the Aiginetan/
“Athenijans, one would not be surprised to find that the descendants of refugees who were

left-wing” in the context of Aiginetan politics turned out to be “conservative” in the
context of Athenian politics of the period of the Peloponnesian War.

* The tombstone of Antistates, son of Atarbes, describing him as an Athenian belongs
to ?TC*431 Aigina (IG IV 50.4-5: warpida|yiy mpohimay). See Jeffery, LSAG 112-13.

* Barron, JHS (1983) 2 may well be correct, however, in his view that the stone is
fourth-century, gyl
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inscribed on a tombstone). The demotic might suggest that Aigina wasa
cleruchy rather than an dmoukia on the grounds that cleruchs retained
their citizenship, but dmowkor did not. Nonetheless, as we have seen, this
supposition is not well founded. There is indeed no reason why the same
argument cannot be made in reverse. If the tombstonf: precedes 400, it
must be taken as evidence for the continuing citizenship of the colonists
on the island.

Another colonist is perhaps Amiantos rov é Alyivns, who along
with Alkibiades of Phegous instigated Diokleides to make false accusa-
tions during the crisis surrounding the mutilation of the Herms (Andoc.
[Myst.] 1.65). From the nature of this political intrigue, Amiantos was
clearly an Athenian citizen.*® That he hailed from Aigina suggests that
he was a colonist on the island. His name (which means ‘undefiled’) is
rare enough that a likely relation is Amiantos from Auridai, who is
known to have been a hieropoios from IG 112 410.30-31 of c. 330. Itisno
happenstance that the name Amiantos means ‘undefiled’: Amiantos of
Aigina was involved with punishing the mutilators of the Herms, and
Amiantos from Auridai was a iepomotos. Another candidate for status as
a colonist is the otherwise unknown Pheidiades, son of Thales, in whose
house Plato was supposedly born, according to Favorinus (D.L. 3.3=
fr. 32 Mensching = fr. 64 Barigazzi).*’

Except for the particularly significant cases of Aristophanes and
Ariston, the indications of the identity of colonists on Aigina which have
been explored in this chapter do not lead us to any firm new conclusions
about the progress of Athenian colonization on the island. Several previ-
ous conclusions, however, do acquire some further documentation.
Nothing about any of these individuals requires the conclusion that Ai-
gina was a cleruchy in contemporary, fifth-century terms. In the cases of
the families of all the settlers that I have proposed, the retention of citi-
zenship both before and after the dissolution of the Athenian settlement
on Aigina in 405/4 appears uncontroversial. In the person of Pytheas,
some support has been found for the hypothesis that there was a contin-
uity between pre-expulsion Aigina and the Athenian amoikia. That is

*¢ The earliest attested Amiantos was a son of a Lykourgos of Trapezous in Arkadia,
who is known through his having been a suitor of Agariste, the daughter of Kleisthenes,
tyrant of Sikyon (Hdt. 6.127). Cf. Michel #534.5 (a Parian at Kyzikos, ¢, 300). For
other bearers of the name, see GPN 1.31.

#7 Another individual with a possible connection with the colony, although he was
certainly not a settler, was Thucydides Olorou (the historian), who may have written his
history there (Vita Anon. Thue. 7).
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the very sequence implied by the Athenian depiction of the colonists as
émowcot, which I have attempted to develop through an investigation of
the involvement of Aristophanes with Aigina. That continuity was me-
diated through the persons of the descendants of Aiginetan exiles of
c. 489. Difficulties still remain concerning the character of this con-
tinuity, and, specifically for Aristophanes, there remains the determina-
tion of precisely what the Aiginetan historian Theogenes may have
meant when he said Aristophanes karekAjpwae ‘allotted’ Aigina.

ENDNOTE: THE EARLY CAREER OF ARISTOPHANES

As a concomitant to the following remarks, these recent works may be consulted:
G. Mastromarco, “L’esordio ‘segreto’ di Aristofane,” QS 10 (1979) 153-96;
S. Halliwell, “Aristophanes’ Apprenticeship,” CQ 30 (1980) 33-45; F. Perusi-
no, “Aristofane e i registi-poeti,” Heltkon 20-21 (1980-1981) 63-73. D.M.
MacDowell, “Aristophanes and Kallistratos,” CQ 32 (1982) 21-26. Aristopha-
nes presents the progress toward producing plays in his own name in various
ways: as the mastering of a difficult skill (Eq. 512-16); as learning seamanship
in the order of tasks of increasing expertise (Eq. 541-44); and as maturation to
child-rearing maturity (Vub. 528-33). Yet one must be careful not to impose on
these allusions a period of apprenticeship for the poet under Kallistratos that is
really unattested (cf. MacDowell 25-26; Halliwell 41-42). There is no evidence
that Kallistratos was older, more experienced, had ever composed comedies, or
even produced a play before he collaborated with Aristophanes. His situation
may have been much like that of Aristophanes: he was a neophyte (Nub. 528 on
the Daitales: mais 8’ érépa Tis AaBode’ awvellero). The two men may have
Judged that their best chance to get a chorus was to join forces, forming an alli-
ance that would create confidence that the technical details of staging a produc-
tion would be in hand. Thus there need be nothing covert about their collabora-
tion—for all we know, it could have been an established technique and even offi-
cially encouraged (n.h. Mastromarco 160-63 with earlier citations on the ar-
chontic records, the didaskalia, and authorship)—so that anyone with sufficient
interest could know that the poetry belonged to Aristophanes (see Mastromarco
157-59). Note Eq. 512—14, apparently describing audience reaction:

@ 8¢ favpalew Sudp pnow moAobs adrd mpootdvras

kai Bacavifew mds ovxt mdAar xopby airoln ke’ Eavriv,

ps Duty éxéleve ppdoar mept TodTOV . ..

These things, over which he says many approaching him have marvelled,

and have put him to the test, namely why he didn’t request a chorus in his
own name long ago,

about this he bade us speak to you. . .
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Moreover, in Nub. 528-33, it is likely that the Gvdpdv and the Dpels are not
“friends” and “public”, but “past audience” and “continuing audience”.

&& 8rov yup év8ad’ i’ Gvdpdv, ols 1Y kal Aéyew,

6 coppwy e Y& karambywy dploT’ fKOVTATTY,

K&y, mapbévos yap ér’ v kodk iy T pou Tekely,

¢dbnka, mals & érépa Tis AaBoia’ dveilero,

bpuels & ebebpéyrare yevvalws kémadevoare,

ek TOUTOV oL MoTd map’ DudY yrwuns éal’ dpria.

From which time, right here, by men whom it is a pleasure even to
address,

these two fellows, the sensible one and the bugger were given the best
reception,

and I, since I was still a virgin and not allowed to bear children,

exposed my child, but another young girl took it for adoption,

and you reared it and educated it generously.

From this time, guarantees of your good judgment have been trusted by
me.

At the same time, it is obvious that the two men could not simply jettison
conventional language to create an idiosyncratic technical description of their
collaboration within the production of a drama. It is a subjective judgment
about the sophistication of the audience, but I see no problem in associating
Kallistratos or Kallistratos/Aristophanes with the term 8tddokalos (Ach. 628)
and Aristophanes alone with mour7s (as in vv. 633, 644, 649, 654; see Mastro-
marco 157; Halliwell 43). Clearly, some single attribution was anticipated by
the collaborators when allusions are made such as the connection with Aigina
or Kleon’s accusation before the boulz (Ach. 377-82; 502-3). The same pattern
was perhaps repeated in the Wasps, where Philonides produced (Arg. Vespae
I1.37 Koster), although the referent of 1l. 1015-59 and 1284-91 is patently
Aristophanes (Halliwell 35-36).

Only one passage supports the covert hypothesis for the involvement of
Aristophanes in the early plays and for Kallistratos as a wou77js, that is,
Vespae 1017-22 (cf. MacDowell 22-23):

adieioBal ydp pnow mporepos mOAN adrovs €v memouKMs®

T8 pev od pavepds AN’ émkovp@y kplBdny éréporat mouTals,

pupnoapevos v Ebpukhéovs pavrelay kak ddvoiay,

els aAAoTplas yaoTépas evdvs kwuwdika moAk xéacbat,

pera Todro 8¢ kal pavepds 1on kiwdvvedwy kad’ Eavrdv,

0k &AAorplwy AN’ olkelwy Movody oréuald’® fuioyoas.

Accordingly, he says that he was treated badly, although he had done
them many good services,

sometimes not in the open, but helping other poets in secret,
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mimicing the prophetic device of Eurykles,

setting himself within other people’s stomachs, he poured out a lot of
comedy;

and thereafter, when he was running risks in the open on his own behalf,

and managing a team of Muses not alien, but his own.

In response, Mastromarco (166-78) and Halliwell were led to hypothe-
size the existence of a first phase for Aristophanes’ career, even prior to the col-
laboration with Kallistratos, but ka8 éavrdy (v. 1021) stands against their
thesis and 1023-24 looks like a reference to the success of the Equites (cf. Eq.
513; see MacDowell 22-23). Clearly, a strategy for eliciting good will is opera-
tive here, which exaggerates the uncompensated secret services, one made effec-
tive comically by the allusion to ventriloquism.

It may, however, be possible that Aristophanes is thinking also of his
career as a performer, which would explain the necessarily hidden quality of
his aid to the other poets and why he uses the plural. The ventriloquism is then
understood as an actor’s contribution to the characters created by another poet.
Just as the phase of collaboration with Kallistratos ended with the Equites, the
same play may have marked the first apppearance of Aristophanes as his own
leading man and his last in another’s work.

One last problem must be mentioned. While the poet presents the process
of coming to present plays in his own name as an internal one, his statements do
not necessarily invalidate the simultaneous existence of a law establishing a
minimum age for asking for a chorus, which barred him from applying in the
early 420s (J. Tzetzes, ZNubes 518a Holwerda; ¢f. Mastromarco 155-57;
Halliwell 33-34 with ns. 5-7, p. 33 for earlier bibliography). The persona of
the comic poet required a posture of self-authorization toward his audience, the
achievement of which may have necessarily been portrayed as a maturation

rather than the fulfillment of a legal stipulation by the mere passage of an age
threshold.




CHAPTER 4: THE FOUNDATIONS OF THE
ATHENIAN APOIKIA

HUCYDIDES is silent on the legal status of Athenian epoiko: and

on Athenian efforts to legitimize aggression toward and hegemony
over Aigina which are associated with the usage of such a term. The ab-
sence of discontinuity in the archaeological record from Aigina has been
noted. The possibility that the subjugation of the island permitted a re-
sumption of direct involvement with Aigina has been sought in the tradi-
tions on the “Aiginetan” character of Aristophanes. There is fortunately
other material which bears on Athenian relations with the Aiginetans
during the period when the island possessed tributary status.

A. THE ATHENIAN SUBJUGATION OF AIGINA

In the late sixth century, the Athenians had reacted to Aiginetan raids on
their coasts (in support of Thebes) by deciding to inaugurate a cult of the
Aiginetan hero Aiakos (Hdt. 5.89.2). Just as the Eurysakeion, a hero
shrine of the Athenian genos of the Salaminioi, solidified an Athenian
claim to the ownership of the island of Salamis,! the Aiakeion expressed
a similar claim to Aigina. If the descendants of Aias could make Salamis
over to Athens, why could they not transfer a title to Aigina, inherited
from Telamon, son of Aiakos? A Delphic response, which probably an-
swered a request for divine sanction for the foundation of this cult, ad-
vised a delay in the consecration of the Aiakeion. The oracle also guaran-
teed an eventual subjugation of Aigina, if the Athenians forebore from
acting for thirty years (5.89.2), a piece of advice that the Athenians did
not accept. Further inconclusive hostilities are likely to have occurred at
this time, although Herodotus gives us no further information about
them.? Although the Athenians had at first disobeyed Apollo in his in-
structions about a thirty-year truce, it is likely that they still believed that
the eventual subjugation of Aigina was divinely authorized.

This Athenian claim to Aigina had been strengthened when the
members of the defeated Aiginetan damos fled to Attica in the early

! See F. Sokolowski, Lois sacrées des cités grecques: Supplément (Paris 1962) #19,
Pp: 49-54 along with IG 112 1232. See also Figueira, Theognis 300-3.

#Cf. T.]J. Figueira, “Aeginetan Membership in the Peloponnesian League,” CP76
(1981) 1-24, esp. 9-10; id., QUCC (1988) 78-79.
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480s. A disgruntled Aiginetan noble named Nikodromos had collabo-
rated with the Athenians, so that his seizure of the “old city” was to
coincide with an incursion by the Athenian fleet (Hdt. 6.90).> When the
Athenians missed the appointed time, Nikodromos and some of his fol-
lowers were able to flee, and these fugitives were settled as Athenian
citizens at Sounion (Hdt. 6.90).* There were enough of them so that
they were able to undertake a series of raids against their homeland
(6.90). The rebels left behind were overcome.

Herodotus records an Athenian version of these events in which of
maxées (a pejorative term for the Aiginetan oligarchs) brutally mur-
dered 700 members of the damos who fell into their power (6.91.1-3).5
According to Herodotus’ Athenian informants, the agos ‘curse’ that had
arisen from a sacrilege attendant on these executions could not be
cleansed until the Aiginetans were expelled from their homeland: &b
rovTov ¢ kaL dyos o Eyévero, To ékfoacbar odk ool Te éyevovTo
émpnyavopevor, GAN épbnaav ékmeadvres mpbrepov ek s vijoov ¥
ot iheov yevésbar Ty Gedy (“From this a curse on them came into
being, which, although they actively sought remedy, they were not able
to expiate through sacrifice, but they were cut off by exile before the

* Figueira, QUCC (1988) 75-89.

* Several considerations militate in favor of the contention that the Aiginetan fugi-
tives were granted citizenship: 1) If they were connected with the heroon of Aiakos, on
the analogy of the relationship of the Salaminioi and the Eurysakeion, they should have
been citizen worshippers of a state cult. 2) The fugitives after their settlement in Attica
retained a corporate existence in order to conduct raids against their former homeland.
Such coherent groups (especially undertaking military activity) cannot be attested at
Athens outside the ranks of the citizens. 3) Herodotus’ phrase, Totow "Afqvaiot Tovvior
oixfieat édooay ‘the Athenians gave Sounion to them to inhabit® implies that the Aigi-
netans possessed property there. Ownership of property was the preserve of the citizen.
4) This same language elsewhere entails a grant of the relevant rights of the host com-
munity, The closest analogue is the Spartans’ plan to remove Medizing populations
from Greece and settle the Ionians in their place: dovwvat Thr xwpn “lwat évotkijoat
(9.106.3). An example from myth cannot be exactly parallel—some might suggest that
the Pelasgians held second-class rights in the community—but does show that the phras-
ing means permanent settlement: T xwpnp, Tjv o (the Pelasgians) adrol (the
Athenians) . . . &ooa olkfioar (6.137.2; cf. Hekataios, FGH 1 F 127). Naturally, citi-
zenship cannot be at issue in the grants of non-Greek rulers, but where parallel lan-
guage is used, it is apparent that a status which is, at least, as good as that of other
inhabitants of the country is being offered: Psammetikhos to his Karian and Greek mer-
cenaries (2.154.1); Amasis to the Greeks at Naukratis (2.178.1); even after punishment,
note Dareios’ grant to captured Greeks from Barke (4.204). Cf. 3.159.1.

* Cf. Figueira, A/P (1985) 60-61.
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goddess [Demeter] became well-favored toward them™: 6.91.1).¢ So ex-
pulsion of the Aiginetan damos in the 480s was to be balanced by an
expulsion of the Aiginetan oligarchs, which was consummated by
Athens in 431. The Herodotean account, however, restricts the initiative
for the suppression of the damos to the Aiginetan oligarchs. It is possible
that the Athenian expectation that only the oligarchs would inevitably
receive their just deserts may indicate that something less than the total
expulsion implied by Thucydides took place. It is also possible, however,
that the popular anticipation about the punishment of the oligarchs did
not predict actual Athenian policy in 431.

The Athenians may have acted against Aigina c. 459 and again in
431 on the basis of the authorization which they believed they were
given by the accession of the Aiginetan damos to their citizen body. Let
us compare these accounts of the outbreak of war in c. 459 between the
Aiginetans and Athenians (cf. Aristid. 13.154-55; 29.371).7

Thue. 1.105.2: moXéuov d¢ karaotdvros mpos Alywiras Abnvalows
pera TadTa vavpayia yiyverar ém’ Alylvy peyadn 'Ab@nvaiwy kat Alyi-
vTdY, kat of Edppaxol ékarépots mapijoav, kai évikwy "Afnvalot kal
vads éBdopnkovra AaBovres abTdy és v iy dméBnoav kat émoliop-
rkovy, Aewkparovs 7ot Lrpolfov aTparnyotvTos.

When war had broken out for the Athenians against the Aiginetans after
these events (Halieis and Kekryphaleia), there was a great naval battle
between the Athenians and Aiginetans near Aigina, and allies partici-
pated on each side, and the Athenians were victorious, and, capturing 70
enemy ships, they disembarked and began a siege, with Leokrates, the son
of Stroibos, in the office of general.?

4 ~ -~ ~ 9
Thue. 1.108.4: GpoXoynoav de kat oi Alywijrar pera radra Tois “Aby-
14 -~ I 2
vatots, Tety1) T€ epLEAOYTES kal vads mapadovres Ppopov Te Talapevol é
TOV émeLTa Xpovov.

The Aiginetans also came to terms with the Athenians after these things
(Tanagra, Oinophyta, and the finishing of the Long Walls), tearing down
their walls, and surrendering their ships, and being assessed tribute for
the future.

D.S. 11.70.2-3 (464 /3): bpotws 5¢ kat Alyunjras dmoordvras "Abnraio
Xepwoopevor 7w Alyway moliopkely émexelpnoay: alirn yap 1 moAs

¢ See Figueira, AJP (1985) 65-67, 71-72.

"1 leave out the garbled reference of Andoc. 3.6: pert 8¢ radra 8 Alywijras €s
moAeuov karéoTyuev. Andocides adds little of value, as he seems to have conflated the
“First Peloponnesian War” with the Archidamian War.

* For an analysis of this sentence, see Figueira, CP (1981) 19-20.
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Tols Kat a BéaTTay a-ywcn 'n'o)\i\am evny.cpovo'a ¢pnvnpa‘rng T€ T\~
el w Kat XPTWC”'“’” kal Tpujpwy edmopeiro , kal TO THvooy @Ado -
1_-,9_5 aeL dtéketro wPOS f\@?}vaaous diomep oTparedravres i’ avTyy
T"Jl’ X‘UP“L’ &gwoav, kal Ty Alyway molopkodures Ermevdor Eely
Kara KpaToSs.

Likewise the Athenians, intending to subjugate the Aiginetans who had
rebelled, undertook a siege of Aigina. This city, which had often been
successful in struggles at sea, was filled with pride, and was well furnished
with monies and warships; it was permanently af odds with the Athenians
in general. Therefore, the Athenians, going on campaign against it, rav-
aged its territory, and besieging Aigina, they exerted themselves to take it
by force.

D.S.11.78.3-4 (459/8): TowovTwy be eﬁq&egggdrwv adrols yevouévwy,
rovs Alywiras Gp@vres meppovnpartiopévovs pev Tals mpoyeyernué-
vais mpafeaiy, GAdoTpiws B¢ Exovras mpos adrods, éyvwray karamo-
Aepfioar. B0 kal orolov ém’ adrovs &fibhoyov &mooTeNdvTwy TOY
"Abnvaioy, of Ty Alyway karowodvTes, peydAny dumeplay Eovres
xal 86fav T@v kara §adarTay dywvwy , od kaTemAdynoay THY dmepo-
Xnv T@v "Abnraiwy, éxovres 3¢ Tpujpes ikavls kal Tporkarackevd-
cavres érépas, évavpdynoav, kat Aedbévres dméBakov Tpujpets éRSo-
pkovTa: covtpifévres ¢ Tois Pppovijpact Sl To péyebos s cvp-
popas, qraykaclnoar eis Tv "Abnvaiwr cvvrélaay xararayfiva.
TabTa pev 0y Acwkpdris 6 aTparyyds karempalaro Tois 'Abnvalots,
Tovs mavras diamoleptjoas pfvas évvéa mpds Tobs Alywijras.

Since such successes of theirs (victories over the Peloponnesians) had oc-
curred, the Athenians, seeing the Aiginetans puffed up with pride over
their previous actions and being at odds with themselves, decided to subju-
gate them. Therefore, when the Athenians dispatched a noteworthy force
against them, the inhabitants of Aigina, who had great experience in and
a reputation for struggles at sea, were not dismayed by the superiority of
the Athenians. On the contrary, having an adequate number of warships
and equipping more, they fought a naval battle, and having been defeated
lost 70 ships. With their confidence shattered through the magnitude of
the disaster, they were compelled to be assessed in the league of the Athe-
nians. The general Leokrates accomplished these things for the Athe-
nians, campaigning nine months in all against the Aiginetans.’

" A date of 457-56 has been assumed throughout this work for the capitulation of
Aigina, That entails that the nine months of Diodorus be regarded as mistaken or
corrupt, since a date of 460/59 (or, at the latest, 459/8) has been suggested for the
beginning of the war between Athens and Aigina. From the account of Thucydides, it
appears that the warfare between the Corinthians and Athenians on the Isthmus, the
building of the Long Walls, and the battles of Tanagra and Oinophyta took place during
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The two accounts of Diodorus place the same hostilities at two
different dates and in two different political contexts, a revolt (11.70.2:
Alywijras amoordvras) and an Athenian war of subjection (11.78.3;
éyvooay karanolepijoat).'’ Yet, the many verbal similarities (which
are underlined) show the kinship of the two passages. Conversely, there
are also interesting disparities—besides the context—namely the de-
tailed conclusion of the episode in 11.78.4, and one curious verbal mir-
roring, 11.70.2; ednuepotoa of Aigina and 11.78.3: evnuepnudrop
for Athenian affairs. They suggest a more complex relationship than
that between mere doublets within Diodorus. Moreover, the notice of
Thucydides seems to have been a source for the second account in
Diodorus, in which the repeated number of 70 ships may be particularly
telltale (Leokrates is also singled out in both).!! It is equally true that
the anti-Aiginetan polemical tone of Diodorus has affinities with Hero-
dotus’ treatment of the conflict between the two cities in which the in-
fluence of anti-Aiginetan Athenians can surely be traced.!'? Therefore, it

the siege of Aigina (1.105.3-108.3). Nine months is scarcely enough time for all these
events. It should have been surprising, in any case, if a rich, well-fortified city, whose citi-
zens had been active in the grain trade (see Figueira, Aegina 55-58, 372-74), could have
been reduced in so few months. It should also be noted that the Thucydidean account in
1.105.2 is an example of narrative compression. While the Athenians may have estab-
lished a beachhead on Aigina immediately after their naval victory, the mobilization of
an appropriate number of hoplites and the organization of a siege will have taken some
time. During this time, the Peloponnesians brought reinforcements into Aigina (Thuc.
1.105.3). Indeed, it is possible that the emphasis on the role of Leokrates was owed toa
command on the island which spanned more than one official year. Note R. Develin,
Athenian Officials: 684-321 B.C. (Cambridge 1989) 74-75. One suggestion would be
that the close siege lasted nineteen months, starting in early 459/8, and the capitulation
took place in or after a second winter. Cf. Badian, EMC (1988) n. 40, p. 317.

!9 See Figueira, CP (1981) 19-21, which argues against taking the Aiginetan revolt
literally as a token of membership in the Delian League. Cf. D. MacDowell, “Aigina
and the Delian League,” /HS 80 (1960) 118-21. esp. 120-21.

' Lys. Epitaphius 2.48 has the same 70 ships and his source is probably an A¢this.

'* Figueira, A/P (1985) 62 and n. 31 for the similarities of the two accounts in
Diodorus and their relationship to Athenian polemics as reflected by Herodotus. Notc
Hadt. 5.81.2 on the situation c. 506: A:ywq—rm B¢ eddawpovin Te peyd)y émapfévres kal
éxbpns -ra)\arqg avaprnolevres Eovons & Abnvalovs, Tére Onfalwy denbevray
moXepov axripukrov "Abnvaloiot émédepov (“the Aiginetans exalted by their great pros-
perity and mindful of their ancient enmity fixed toward the Athenians, then, at the
request of the Thebans, conducted a heraldless war agamst the Athemans”), 5.83.1 at
the time of Algmetan mdependcnce (the Algmctans) T0 b€ a0 ToDOE véas Te -.-mfapfl'm
xai d “')""”HW' W’? xPna'a;me aﬁeo'rqcray amo rov Emﬁavpr.wy dre Be covres bua-
dopor édnAéovro adrots, Bore Y fadacoorpdropes édvres (they carried off the statues
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is a rather likely conclusion that an Atthis, probably that of Hellanicus,
which may have drawn on more occasional materials from Athens like
pamphlets and published speeches, has been a source (probably through
Ephorus) for Diodorus.

Meiggs points us in the right direction: he saw Diodorus as using an
Ephoran digression on growing Athenian imperialism in 11.70.2-3, in
which Diodorus wrongly assumed that Aigina was an ally, and a
more accurate reflection of Thucydides (whether Ephoran or not) in
11.78.3-4.'* There ought, however, to be a better reason for the date of
464/3 (and Aigina sits badly in a digression on Athens’ allies, as Meiggs
noted). Despite the discrepancy between one being a rebellious member
of the Delian League and the other being an independent erstwhile ally
in the Hellenic League, Thasos and Aigina do not fit poorly together as
successive objects of Athenian interest during the 460s. The subjugation
of Thasos had removed another significant naval rival of the Athe-
nians, The strong naval states in the League had cooperated, and Sparta
had done nothing (against its intentions as was learned later: Thuc.
1.101.1-2). If T am correct that Aigina had stood aloof from the Pelopon-
nesian League, any inhibition against poaching among Sparta’s allies—
overcome with the Megarians in any case, a few years later—would not
have been a factor restraining the Athenians in the 460s.'* The Spartans
were distracted by the Helot Revolt, a situation which even their allies in
Corinth had exploited to begin military actions against Megara.'® Agita-
tion at Athens may well have exploited the problems of Sparta to revive
the issue of the previous misdeeds of the Aiginetan oligarchy.

of Damia and Auxesia). (“The Aiginetans, thereafter, who built ships and were indulg-
ing in senselessness, revolted from the Epidaurians, Since they were at odds with them,
they pillaged them, with the result that, because they were masters of the sea, [they
carried off the statues of Damia and Auxesia]”). For the term moAepos éxnpukros,
which implies an irregular conflict, beyond the limits of diplomatic interaction, see
Figueira, CP(1981) 6 n. 31 with citations and QUCC (1988) 78-79.

'3 See Meiggs 455-56, Earlier scholarship had worked out several other features of
the narrative. G.F. Unger, “Diodors Quellen im XI. Buch,” Philologus 41 (1882)
78-139, esp. 10913, pointed out that Diodorus was compressing a longer narrative of
Ephorus,

" See Figueira, CP (1981) 16-19. Philochorus, FGH 328 F 117 characterizes wclI
this essential elemn:nt in the shifting political climate at Athcns 6 8¢ Dudoxopos ot Kat
T Nyepoviay Tobs *Abnvaiovs NaBelv dur Ths karaoyovaas Ty Aakedatpove oup-
$opas (“Philochorus says that the Athenians took hegemony through the misfortunes
affecting Sparta” ).

'* Figueira, Theognis 155-56.
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Against this background, no one should be surprised that the oligar-
chic suppression of the Aiginetan damos and Nikodromos, which had
occurred c. 489, might have been recalled c. 464/3. After all, the affair
continued to be a topic of some feeling during the period when Herodo-
tus was questioning informants in Attica. While we tend to view Niko-
dromos and his followers as rebels against an established oligarchy, it is
equally possible for an interested party to take a reverse, populist per-
spective on the matter. In this, the Aiginetan oligarchy could be seen as
standing in rebellion from a sovereign Aiginetan damos. That damos
was now Athenian, so that the mere continuation of the original consti-
tutional arrangement could be seen as Alywnras dmorravras ‘Aigine-
tans in revolt’ from an Athenian partisan perspective.'®

The text of Diodorus as it stands may then be the result of a series of
accretions following roughly this path. Hellanicus may have drawn on
the same Athenian criticisms of Aiginetan arrogance, ones based on a
misuse of maritime strength and on unprovoked aggression against
Athens, as Herodotus had done in his inquiries. Along with an anti-Aigi-
netan coloration, Athenian rhetoric about oligarchic “rebellion” may
have come along too. With a characteristic lack of interest in chronology
(cf. Thuc. 1.97.2), Hellanicus appended a note on the downfall of Aigina
to his account of the revolt of Thasos, another maritime power, because
the first steps in the renewal of conflict between Athens and Aigina took
place at some date in the 460s (eventually becoming Diodorus’ 464/3)."
A later Atthidographer (Cleidemus or more probably Androtion) then
used Thucydides to supply a more detailed description of the subjection
of Aigina in its correct chronological setting, but he also kept the satisfac-
tory anti-Aiginetan polemics of Hellanicus and earlier Atthides.

Ephorus may then have used both Atthides. He used an overview of
Hellanicus on Athenian imperialism because Thasos, Aigina, and the
operations around the Ennea Hodoi demonstrated Athenian power pol-
itics, and some other striking details on Aigina could be introduced in

!¢ We may get a hint of this sort of polemicizing in Diodorus’ description of the Aigi-
netans as of Ty Alyway karotkotvres (11.78.4).

' Badian, EMC (1988) 316 and n. 37, also rejects the idea that D.S. 11.70.2-3 isa
pure doublet, but should not be followed in his supposition of a brief war. The sequence
of naval battles at Kekryphaleia and Aigina, both seemingly won handily by the Athe-
nians, suggests that the Peloponnesian and Aiginetan fleets were not allied until Athens
attacked Aigina (Thuc. 1.105.2). One must remember that many Athenian ships were in
Egypt in any accounting. See Figueira, CP (1981) 19-21.
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excursus.'® The very bias of this exposition with its Aiginetan “revolt”
might have helped to illustrate Athenian actions toward Aigina as
groundlessly aggressive. The second account of the fall of Aigina was a
reflection of the more neutral (but still partisan) account of the second
Atthis, which was based on Thucydides. Diodorus treated all of Epho-
rus’ illustrative matter as if it had happened at the chronological point at
which it was found in Ephorus, creating the doublets with their simi-
larities and discrepancies.'?

If this reconstruction is correct, Diodorus 11.70.2 would suggest
that Athenian pressure on Aigina in the 460s contained significantly the
charge that the Aiginetan oligarchy should consider itself in rebellion
from Athens. At this time, the pressure may not have gone beyond agita-
tion about Aigina and proposals in the assembly from anti-Cimonian
partisans, which might or might not have been followed by diplomatic
representations.

Athenian aspirations to ownership over Aigina were perhaps still
impeded by a recognition of the validity of the autonomy of the island.
Our problem about Aiginetan autonomy is that we first hear of it much
later, on the eve of the Peloponnesian War. At this time, it is serving as
fodder for Spartan propaganda (Thuec. 1.67.2; cf., e.g., Thuc. 3.64.3)
and is being challenged by Perikles (Thue. 1.139.1, 144.2).%° My view is
that such a concession by the Athenians is most easy to understand in the
context of the mediation of the conflict between the two states which
accompanied the general reconciliation of enemies at the establishment
of the Hellenic League against Persia in 481 (Hdt. 7.145.1).2! Others
would associate the guarantee with the Thirty Years Peace of 446/5.%
The weakness of this position is obvious when we consider how strange
itis, in that case, that Thucydides made virtually nothing of such a good

% A, yon Mess, “Untersuchungen iiber die Arbeitsweise Diodors,” RAM 61 (1906)
244-66, esp, 248-49.

' For another example of Diodorus’ inability to adjust to changes in the presentation
of material in Ephorus from comment to narrative, see A. Andrewes, “Diodorus and
Ephorus: One Source of Misunderstanding,” in J.W. Eadie and J. Ober, eds., The Craft
af the Ancient Historian: Essays in Honor of Chester G. Starr (Lanham, MD 1985)
189-97,

0 See Figueira, Athenaeum (1988) 526-28.

*!' Figueira, BICS (1990) 82-86.

#M. Ostwald, Autonomia: Its Genesis and Early History (American Classical
Studies 11, 1982) 23; Meiggs 183-84; S174 2.75; ATL 3.303, 320; D. Kagan, The Out-
break of the Peloponnesian War (Ithaca 1969) 258-60.
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casus belli for the Spartans. Moreover, the confident way in which he
has Perikles uphold the probity of the Athenian stance toward the
Thirty Years Peace begins to appear inexplicable if not duplicitious.

It makes better sense to see the Athenians in the 460s as inhibited
against aggression toward the Aiginetans by their continuing member-
ship in the Hellenic League, a legality which was reinforced by residual
sentiments of loyalty toward their Spartan and Aiginetan allies from the
heroic struggle against Xerxes. With Kimon still the leading politician,
anti-Spartan and anti-Aiginetan predilections were confined to a minor-
ity. Yet, in the next few years, one by one the preconditions for renewed
struggle with Aigina were to be met.

At the time of the Great Earthquake at Sparta, the Hellenic
League, although militarily inactive, was still in existence, as the affir-
mative response by the Athenians and Aiginetans (among others) to
Sparta’s request for aid against the Helot rebels shows.?* After their
dismissal from the siege of Ithome, the Athenians annulled their alliance
with Sparta (Thuc. 1.102.4). Once the Athenians were unconstrained
by their allegiance to the League, they immediately stepped outside its
membership for alliance with the former Medizers, the Argives and
Thessalians (Thuc. 1.102.4), and then trespassed on the Spartan league
directly by accepting an offer of alliance by the disaffected Megarians
(Thue. 1.103.4; D.S. 11.79.1-2; ¢f. Plut. Cimon 17.1-2).

Both events had enormous significance for the Aiginetans. The Ar-
gives had been allies of the Aiginetans who had twice intervened on the
island against the Athenians.?* The Argive alliance with Athens showed
that traditional affiliations like that would have to bow to an apprecia-
tion of military reality: Athens alone had the strength to help their city
redress its territorial and hegemonal grievances against Sparta in the
Peloponnesos. It was Argos not Athens that had been virtually isolated
previously, so that it is improbable that the Argives could have mitigated
Athenian hostility toward Aigina. The effort to draw Megara into its
orbit showed the rebirth of an Athens interested in settling old scores
with its neighbors. This Athens was a potential hegemonist in central
Greece. Under my hypothesis on Aiginetan autonomy, the fact that the
Athenians were not now restricted by any oaths of reconciliation which

Ad Ngt_g Thuc. 1.102.1-2; 2.27.2 (cf. 4.56.2); D.S. 1 1.64.2; Arist. Lys. 1137-44 with
scholia; ef. Plut. Cimon 16.7-10, 17.3. See F igueira, CP (1981) 18-19 with notes.

'_2" Hdt. 5.86.4-87.2; 6.92.1-3. The earlier of the two interventions may not be his:
torical, see Figueira, AP (1985) 59-60, 65. On the Argive/Aiginetan friendship, se¢
Figueira, CP (1981) 2-4, 7-8; 4d., “Aeginetan Independence,” CJ 79 (1983) 8-29.
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they had once made with the Aiginetans at the time of the founding of
the Hellenic League would have moved the Aiginetan question toward
the top of Athens’ agenda of regional hegemony.

Thus, the actual outbreak of the war between the Athenians and
Aiginetans is naturally placed within a window of strategic opportunity
for the Athenians, after the Peloponnesian fleets had been badly beaten
at Kekryphaleia. Thucydides does not give details about who com-
menced hostilities, and an accidental flare-up in a climate of interstate
tension cannot be totally ruled out (see n. 9, pp. 107-8 above for chro-
nology). Nevertheless, the pro-Athenian sources of Diodorus Siculus
11.78.3-4 make no attempt to disguise an Athenian initiative to break
Aiginetan power (éyvooav kaTamodepnoat), merely presenting it as a
response to a pre-existing state of Aiginetan hostility and arrogance. It is
likely that we possess a bit of the rhetoric from the debate authorizing
military action in Perikles’ famous denomination of the island as the
“eyesore of the Peiraieus™ 7o mow Alywar és AMjuny rod Hepaids
ageXeiry kehevaar.’® Moreover, it is probable that the menace of Athe-
nian action against Aigina had been growing for some time. Diodorus
speaks of Aiginetan preparations which included the equipping of fur-
ther triremes (11.78.4: éxovres d€ TpujpetLs ikavas Kal TPOTKAT AT KEVE-
savres érépas). The previous largest total for the Aiginetan fleet had
been 70 triremes at most (Hdt. 6.92.1). That 70 ships were captured in
the climactic battle with the Athenians, without accounting for those
sunk or escaped, means that the fleet on the Aiginetan side—to which
the Peloponnesians, beaten shortly before at Kekryphaleia, can have
made no great contribution—was the largest ever mobilized by the is-
land.?® Such preparations lend credibility to the hypothesis that pres-
sure had begun to be brought on the Aiginetans during the 460s.

B. TRIBUTARY AIGINA

1) TErRMS OF SURRENDER
Unlike a place such as Melos, Aigina was not a newly conquered
city when its inhabitants were uprooted and an apotkia established in

“Plut. Per, 8.7; Aris. Rhet. 1411a15-16; Plut. Mor, 186C, 803A. See Figueira,
RRM (1990) 17. This must be an Aigina with its fleet intact, still able to menace the Pei-
raieus. Lyc. fr. 58 B has Perikles taking Samos, Euboia, and Aigina, suggesting respon-
sibility for the subjugation of the island. For Xanthippos as a possible participant in hos-
tile action against Aigina in the 480s, see T.J. Figueira, “Xanthippos, Father of Peri-
Kles, and the Prutaneis of the Naukraroi,” Historia 35 (1986) 257-79.

% Sep Figueira, Aegina 30-33.
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431. Aigina had been tributary to the Athenians since 457-56. Even if
there existed no treaty guarantee of Aiginetan autonomy in the Thirty
Years Peace, pragmatism encouraged some Athenian moderation to-
ward the Aiginetans. The Athenians were embroiled in conflict with the
Peloponnesians while besieging Aigina. The terms of capitulation re-
moved the Aiginetan military spectre, and their failure to impose sweep-
ing constitutional changes shows the climate of the times. An insistence,
for example, on the complete absorption of Aigina into Athenian posses-
sion must have seemed imprudent. Thus, the Aiginetans were permitted
to capitulate under terms, albeit stringent: Thucydides specifies demoli-
tion of fortifications, surrender of the fleet, and relegation to tributary
status (1.108.4). Thereafter, the Athenians did not have a totally free
hand in taking whatever steps they chose in reorganizing Aiginetan po-
litical life. Nor does there appear to have been anything approaching an
Athenian majority for drastic action at this time.

We have already detected in Pindar Olympian 8 an Aiginetan ap-
prehension that Athens would demand a wider access to political power
on the island (O/. 8.21-30; TOI. 8.30¢, d, i, 1).2” In order to counter-
balance such pressure (from the Aiginetan/Athenians?), the Aiginetans
used the good services of opponents of Attic imperialism like Thoukydi-
des, later the great adversary of Perikles, and his father Melesias, who is
invoked asa mentor of the honorand of the ode (54-66). While there can
be no certainty that some action was not taken, any changes sponsored
by Athens fell far short of the radical claims to sovereignty over Aigina
implied by earlier Athenian propaganda. Toward the end of this period
the Aiginetans may even have achieved a singular diplomatic success in
getting their tribute lowered, and it appears that their political allies at
Athens may have acted on their behalf in this matter.?®

#7 See Chapter 3, section A above.

?* The only tribute figure for Aigina from the 430s comes from 433/2 when an
amount of either 9T' or 14T was paid (/G I° 279.1.88). ATL 3.320-21 argues that a
partial payment led to Athenian actions enfringing on the “autonomy” which its authors
suppose was guaranteed by the Thirty Years Peace (Thuc. 1.67.2). It is hard to believe
that Athens had ever agreed to any stipulation that impeded its ability to compel the
appropriate payment of tribute. Nor does the lower payment suggest dissidence. The
Alginetans would scarcely have conducted secret diplomacy at Sparta, only to betray
their actions by resisting full payment of the tribute. They paid less because they could
no longer pay as much as they had been paying. If the Aiginetans paid less than their
previous 30T, the simplest hypothesis is that their assessment had been reconsidered
during the 430s. The formula from the oath of the Khalkis Decree may have been
standard: rov dopov DoreAd 'Adevatoioy, hov av welfo *Afevatos ... (“I shall pay

the tribute to the Athenians, whichever I persuade the Athenians [to l'ev'y]’f}-:_-ff’j"ls'
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2) ArtictzING CULTS ON AIGINA

There is a vital body of evidence concerning the adjustments made
by segments of the population of Aigina to Athenian hegemony. A series
of horot ‘boundary stones’ found on Aigina constitute this evidence
(IG TV 29-38). They are special because they are not in the dialect and
script of Aigina, but primarily in that of Attica and Ionia. These horo;
delimited precincts of Athena Polias of Athens and of Apollo and Posei-
don. They were once assigned to the period of the Athenian “cleruchy”
on the island.?® Yet a careful analysis of their letter-forms by Barron has
shown that the Aoror ought to precede 431 (in several cases, by some
period of time).”® Concomitantly, the horot lack affinities with IG IV 39
and 1588, the cult inventories which are almost certainly associated with
the Athenian colony. Barron’s hypothesis would connect the Aoroi with
cults imposed on the Aiginetans after their surrender to Athens (Apollo
and Poseidon, and possibly Athena), or after further Aiginetan resis-
tance in the early 440s (Athena). The temené were established presum-
ably through the confiscation of land.

40.26-27. CE. IG I* 71.22 for relief for allies afflicted by aporia, even under the exigen-
cies of the Athenian war effort (the “Thoudippos Decree” of 425/4). The biographical
tradition about Thucydides Olorou, but containing information about Thoukydides
Melesiou, suggests Aiginetan economic difficulties by mentioning Thoukydides’ usury
there (Marcell. Vita Thuc. 24; Anon. Vita Thue. 7). See also Figueira, BICS (1990) 76,
78-79. This accusation may be interpreted as a partisan reaction to politicking by Thou-
kydides on behalf of a lowered Aiginetan tribute, on the grounds of aporia. The oppo-
nents of Thoukydides and his faction countered by charging that the usury of Thouky-
dides and not general economic conditions were responsible for' the problems of the
Aiginetan government in meeting its tributary responsibilities.

#* Foucart 384; M. Frankel, IG IV, p. 10; G. Welter, “Aeginetica XXV-XXXVI,”
AA (1954) 28-48, esp. ‘XXIX. Der Kult der Athena’ 35-36, who, however, helieves
that cult to be of a local Athena.

* Barron, [HS (1983) 1-12. His examination of the letter forms uses the standard
treatments of R. Meiggs, “The Dating of Fifth-Century Attic Inscriptions,” [HS 86
(1966) 86-98 and M.B. Walbank, Athenian Proxenies of the Fifth Century B.C.
(Toronto and Sarasota [ELA] 1978) 39-42. Although I cannot recapitulate Barron’s
detailed examination of the letter forms of each koros, one should note the significant
appearance of three-barred sigmas (IG 1V 29, 33-35, 37, 38) and angular, tailed rhos
{3_4"35; 37, Barron #9, 382). Barron divides the koroi into ihree groups: Group 1,
without name of deity: his #1-2=JG IV 37-38; Group II, naming Apolle and
?Oseidun: #3-6=134, 33, 35, 36; Group III, naming Athena: #7-11=29, 32, an
Inscription not in IG, 30, 31. Groups I-I1 probably belong to the 450s (#9 “certainly not
alter 4457), while Group III could date as late as 445-435. Group I, although their
aﬂil_latmn is not specified, belongs to the cult of Apollo and Poseidon: /G IV 34.1-2 and
38 appeat to be the work of the same hand (Barron, op. cit., 4).
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One prima facie consideration encourages doubts about this inter-
pretation. The Athenians regularly created cults when they confiscated
land, as at Khalkis or on Lesbos. The taking of land for cults on Aigina
would be different because it was isolated from a general confiscation,
for which there is no evidence. Moreover, the imposition of Athenian
cults would be a humiliating condition which, unlike the public sym-
bolism of contributions to the Panathenaia or of first fruits to the Eleu-
sinian goddesses, conferred no corresponding symbolic advantages on
either the imperialist power or the acquiescent subject (see also Chapter
7, section A below). Humiliating rituals of subordination played outina
minor way on Aigina would not impress the Greek world in general
with the magnificence of Athens. One may believe that the Athenians
took pleasure in gratuitous exercises of power, but such imprudent im-
perialism was generally out of keeping with imperial policy.*" If the rest
of these temené were similar in quality to the horoi, these were not mag-
nificent cults meant to overawe the Aiginetans with the glory of Athens.

There are, in addition, several other features of the inscriptions that
tell against an “imperialist” interpretation. The quality (esp. IG IV 29,
34) and the variety of the lettering and layout suggests that the stones
were quasi-private documents rather than civic documents, inscribed at
public expense. The Ionic affinities of some letter forms (e.g. IG IV 33),
the names of Apollo and Poseidon in the Ionic script in 33-36 and the
Ionic genitive ’Afevates in /G IV 32 and Barron #9 point us toward the
initiative of individuals rather than the Athenian or Aiginetan states. It
is an obvious conclusion that Ionic additions to koroi on Dorian Aigina
were the work of and perhaps sponsored by ITonian residents. That we
have not only a cult of Athena, but a joint cult of Apollo and Poseidon
points to a more complex situation than merely an expression of Athe-
nian hegemony. Individuals or groups of local residents both saw to the

341t should be clear that this hypothesis does not entail a similar conclusion about the
Samian and Koan forot, for which see J.P. Barron, “Religious Propaganda of the De-
lian League,” [HS 84 (1964) 35-48, esp. 35-37, 43. The Aiginetan boundary stones
belray their connection with aliens to Aigina through their non-Dorian script and dia-
lect, and not by any direct avowal. The Samian stones advertise their association with
Athena Polias of Athens (hdpos Teuévos *Adnpaias *Afnuéy pedéoges; cf. Arist. £g.
581-86, 763-66; Meiggs-Lewis #23.4-5 [the “Themistocles Decree”]; Tod, GHI
#110.10-11; Plut. Them. 10.4). In other words, these /ioroi proclaim their inscribers
solidarity with Athena of Athens: They are almost certainly the work of local partisans
of the alliance with Athens. If the Athena of the Aiginetan horoi is Athena Polias and
Poseidon the lord of Sounion), for all that the horoi tell us they are equally Athena (and
Poseidon) of Aigina.
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inscription of the zoror and decided to supplement some of them. None
of this is evidence that the cults were imposed on the Aiginetan state by
Athenian mandate. i

The initiative for the cults probably did derive from Athenians, as
Tonic additions to Attic horoi (/G IV 33-35) render secondary the role of
the Jonians. Common sense when dealing with Dorian f‘-\igir;a, a subject
ally of Attic Athens, points toward the same conclusion, Those who.as-
signed the foror to an Athenian “cleruchy” were opting for the most
economical assumption, namely that the cult of an Attic Athena (Po-
lias?) was introduced by its participants, Athenian immigrants. Yet, the
earlier chronology for the inscriptions invalidates an identification of
them as the settlers of 431. It does not, however, exclude the natural
conclusion that newcomers from Athens inaugurated the new cults. I
have already suggested that Athenians of Aiginetan origin may have
revived an association with the island in the 450s and may also have
participated in the colony of 431. Circa 457, there would have been
younger refugees of c. 489 still alive and acutely conscious of their deri-
vation. A recovery or reacquisition of property on Aigina would not have
been out of the question. Some of that property might have been
reserved for the consecration of precincts for these cults.

A cult of Athena, bounded by Attic Aoroi, was probably a cult of
Athena Polias. To worship this deity on Aigina was to accept the legiti-
macy of Aiginetan dependence on Athens, religious as well as political,
Against any doubts of this interpretation, Herodotus again supplies the
specific evidence in support (5.82.1-84.2).32 According to traditions
common to the Athenians, Epidaurians, and Aiginetans, the Epidau-
rilans had once paid dues to Athena Polias in return for olive wood pro-
vided for statues of the goddesses of fertility, Damia and Auxesia, which
were necessary to end a drought. When the statues were seized by the Ai-
ginetans, who had revolted from Epidauros, the Athenians held that
those annual payments were now owed by the Aiginetans. The Aigi-
netans denied such a responsibility (5.84.1-2). Homage to Athena Polias
mgniﬁed a symbolic recognition that the biological continuation of life on
Aigina depended on a cultic link with Attica.>* While the koros are sim-
ple documents which hardly present a program of propaganda, they en-
code a claim transcending the degree of sovereignty officially claimed by
Athens over Aigina after its capitulation on terms. The cult of Athena
may have accompanied a call by Athenians and pro-Athenians for a more

jj -Efgu'en;a, AJP (1985) 57-58, 65-67.

‘gueria, AP (1985) esp. 65-67.
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complete incorporation of the island, at a time when Athens was inclined
toward caution, unwilling to overturn the Aiginetan constitution.

Yet, Tonians resident on Aigina seem to have cut (or provided for
the cuttiﬁg of) many of the horoi. Particularly striking are /G IV 33-35,
where additional lines in the Ionic script with the names Apollo and
Poseidon were later added to 8pos Téuevos in Attic.* That pattern sug-
gests that some (perhaps even the majority of) participants in the cult
were Ionians. Thinking of the Delian League, with its significant Io-
nian membership, Barron introduces Apollo of Delos, the patron of the
Tonians of the Cyclades, and Poseidon of the Panionion of the mainland
Tonians.® That supposition is helpful, because it accounts on a tradi-
tional level for interest in the cult by Ionians. Nothing about the horoi
themselves, however, suggests direct derivation from the two pan-Ionian
cults. The separate histories of the worship of Poseidon and of Apollo
among the Tonians and their popularity does not explain their pairing.
But that conclusion is not surprising, if we remember that the existence
of Ionian constituents of this cult does not preclude an Athenian (or
Aiginetan/Athenian) initiative.

There are pedigrees for this combined cult that are much nearer to
Aigina than Ionia. Apollo is the god of the temple crowning the Aigine-
tan acropolis on Cape Colonna (Paus.2.30.1).*¢ Poseidon is the hono-
rand of the impressive temple at Sounion in Attica, where the fugitive
Aiginetan damos was given land by the Athenians (Hdt. 6.90).>" The
arrival of the Aiginetans on that site and the profits of their raids against
Aigina may perhaps be seen in the temple to Poseidon, begun during
the 480s and damaged to the point of abandonment in the Persian
invasion.>® Hence Apollo and Poseidon would be a natural pairing for

34 See Barron, JHS (1983) 4-7 for a complete study. Note, e.g., IG IV 34 = Barron
#3:
hopos
TEMEVOS
AmoXAwvos
Togedwvos
3 Barron, /HS (1983) 11, but Poseidon was not a leading patron of the Delian
League. !
¢ W.W. Wurster, Der Apollontempel, Alt-Agina 1.1, H. Walter ed. (Mainz 1974)
37 Evidence for the cult: IG 1* 8; £0d, 3.278 Dindorf; Hdt. 6.87; Arist. Eq. 560 with
scholia 560a, ¢ J/W; Scylax Periplus 57, GGM 1.46. _
¥ For a date, see LM, Shear, “Sounion,” in R. Stillwell et al. eds., The Princeton
Eneyclopedia of Classical Sites (Princeton 1976) 854-55; cf. V. Staés, To Zovviov

(Athens 1920) 24-27; A.B. Tataki, Sounion: The Temple of Poseidon (Athens 1978) 34.

B.2: ATTICIZING CULTS ON AIGINA 119

Aiginetan/Athenians who resumed contact with Aigina, as these gods
are not, it appears, paired elsewhere.>

Nevertheless, the cults were supported by Ionians living on Aigina.
Details are lacking about the legal status of individuals on Aigina, so that
it is uncertain whether these Ionians were xenoz, metics, or second-class
citizens.®® Aiginetan merchants had competed with, probably imitated,
and, in some cases, finally supplanted Ionian traders in the sixth century;
they are found together at Naukratis, in Etruria, and in the Black Sea *!
By the early fifth century, Ionian trade had declined in the face of Persian
pressure and the Aiginetans were at the height of their prosperity. A shift
in the focus of commerce from Ionia to Aiginais possibly demonstrated by
two features of contemporary coinage: 1) old Ionian electrum coins had
gravitated into Aiginetan hands, to be melted down and their silver used
in Aiginetan coins; 2) Aiginetan coins became so prevalent in interna-
tional circulation that fifth-century Samians overstruck them as a short-
cut in minting.** Moreover, the population of Aigina grew through im-
migration, and not only through natural increase.*> Therefore the Io-
nians, whose existence is documented by the Aorot, were immigrants who
came to Aigina to carry on commerce or the craft manufacture which
trade stimulated. The movement of some of these Ionians to Aigina may
even have been encouraged by the island’s incorporation into the Athe-
nian arkhé. Whether the Ionians were socially and ideologically distinct
from the Aiginetan damos during the 450s and 440s is unknown. *4

*# Apollo and Poseidon were not commonly linked. L.R. Farnell, The Cults of the
Greek Cily States 4 (Oxford 1907) 73-97, of. 433-54, provides no other examples.

*% For persons of different statuses, who were available for service in the warships on
Aigina in the early fourth century, see Figueira, RAM (1990) 39-40.

* See Figueira, Aegina 237-52, 264-70. Especially important for documenting this
succession is the figure of Sostratos of Aigina, attested as the wealthiest Greek in Herodo-
tus (4.152.3), known from a dedication at Gravisca in Etruria to the Aiginetan Apollo
within a cult context created by Tonians, and connected by A.W. Johnston with the £O
marking on Attic pots exported to Etruria (“The Rehabilitation of Sostratus,” PP 27
(1972]416-23). See M. Torelli, “Il santuario di Hera a Gravisca,” PP 26 (1971) 44-67.

#See W. Gentner, O. Miiller, G.A. Wagner, and N.H. Gale, “Silver Sources of Ar-
chaic Greek Coinage,” Naturwissenschafien 65 (1978) 273-84, and, for the economic
h-iStﬁf‘y, see Figueira, Aegina 146-47. On Samian overstrikes, see L. Beer, N.H. Gale,
W. Gentner, G.A. Wagner, and M.]. Price, “Archaic Greek Silver Coinage,”
Metallurgy in Numismatics 1 (1980) 1-54, esp. 45 (cl. 51); M. J. Price and N. Wag-
goner, drchaic Silver Coinage: The Asyut Hoard (London 1975) 89.

“ Figueira, degina 49-52.

“If we accept the Pindaric evidence that the oligarchs were under pressure to demo-
aratize after the surrender of Aigina, the descendants of the fugitive Aiginetan damos of
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The importance of the horoi is that they provide a link between
early fifth-century moves taken by the Athenians to claim hegemony
over Aigina, tributary Aigina after 456, and the establishment of th;t
Athenian émoikot on the site. Despite a surrender that left Aigina under
its own government, earlier, more intrusive Athenian claims never com-
pletely lapsed. Morevover, alongside the legalistic and strategic argu-
ments for expulsion of the Aiginetans, which are reported by Thucy-
dides, there existed the politico-religious contention that the Aiginetan
oligarchs were to be removed for blood guilt, which Herodotus heard
from his mid-fifth-century informants.

3)IG1°38

It is in this context of political interplay on Aigina that the inscrip-
tion /G I® 38 is to be placed.** We may now accept it as generally agreed
that the inscription does in fact refer to the Aiginetans.*® The discussion
of the inscription, however, has been bedeviled by its insertion into the
issue of Aiginetan autonomy. My reasons have already been presented
for believing that Aiginetan autonomy was guaranteed in the context of
the creation of the Hellenic League and not in connection with the
Thirty Years Peace. Even if that view is not accepted, it is apparent that
nothing here can be germane to the question of autonomy. Attempts to
see in the ¢vlake[v of line 4 the grievance justifying Aiginetan com-
plaints to Sparta in 432-31 appear singularly unjustified.*” The Athe-
nians can never have made any engagements about Aigina that tied their
hands in conducting the defense of an allied city (without undermining

the 480s might even have been joined by members of a dissident damos of the mid-fifth
century. P. Le Bas read the Doric form Afavraias on a horos (“Voyages et recherches
archeologiques en Gréee et en Asie Mineure,” RA 1 [1844] 98-106, esp. 100). He may
have misread Afevaias of IG IV 31 (which fits the find spot, Ay. Athanasios) or may
have seen a stone now lost. Cf. Barron, JHS (1983) #11, pp. 8-9, who does, however,
also note that the cross-bar of the alpha slanting to the left of /G IV 30 = Barron #10
may betray an Aiginetan hand, and cites Jeffery, LSAG 109, who calls it characteristic
(itis also unusual), Cf. L.H. Jeffery, “IG 12, 1007: An Aiginetan Grave-Inscription,” in
Bradeen and McGregor, ®opos (Festschrift Meritt) 76-79.

*#1G 12 18; J.J.E. Hondius, Novae Inscriptiones Aiticae (Leiden 1925) 3-6; A8,
Nease, “Garrisons in the Athenian Empire,” Phoenix 3 (1949) 102-11, esp; 103-5; D.M.
Lewis, “Notes on Atic Inscriptions,” BSA 49 (1954) 17-50, esp: 21-25; 5V A #141; H.B.
Mattingly, “Athens and Aigina,” Historia 16 (1967) 1-5, of, SEG 23 (1968) 4.

14 Cf. H.B. Mattingly, “Athens and Aigina: A Palinode,” Historia 26 (1977) 370-73.

: *7Cf. Nease, Phoenix (1949) 105; Lewis, BSA (1954) 22, 25; Mattingly Historia
(1967) 1-2.,

their hegemonal raison d'étre). How could a tributary city without a
fleet be defended without the capacity to base forces in it as necessary ?

Before continuing with an analysis, let me reproduce the text of the
inscription, following /G I°.

. 7lots Alyi[veroy ——-
! 1 -~
akopytat ¢ 7€
) 7471 bl
v TeR Y pudake[y
vTa yovrkelue(va
! k] k) -
{ EloLY avToLs {f ===
BAdBe Té "Abev[aiov
ov i) mepaly Y ey
Lk 4 o i
v €av de airioL i
arevecfal émi v
Kes Ooes ad [.

In line 2, either the dative of the ethnic or the genitive would be a
possibility. JG I* 18 prints r]ols Aiyi[véreot ‘to/for the Aiginetans’,
which Hondius offers as one possibility.*® /G I’ prints the genitive,
which was Hondius’ other alternative.*’ If a partitive genitive is under-
stood here, the possibility would be greater that a retrospective view-
point and a differentiation among the Aiginetans is at issue, as I suggest
below. Mattingly offers ... rols mpéoBeat ]ois Alyi[verdy ... ‘to/for
the ambassadors of the Aiginetans’ (cf. IG I® 127.7: érawéoar Tots
mpeoBeat Tols Taptots). That conjecture would also fit well with the
supposition that the inscription reflects elements suggested by the Aigi-
netans and was hurriedly erected at their expense (before the embassy
returned home).

‘The word k]akopylat possibly marks an allusion to raiding rather
than the general charge of criminality; at least, a strong group of attes-
tations from Thucydides and other contemporary authorities offer this

** Many plural ethnics in the dative with articles are accepted by IG I?, of which the
most likely are 10.5; roi]s dacnAirats; 17.6-7: Tols] [Zi]yeted]o; 66.9 T{ols Muride-
vlators. Cf. 76.11-12. :

_ f"-Lewis suggested a clause for Aiginetan erection of the decree (inherently plausible
I itself) with wording like /G I° 17.10-12: év oréXet MifiJver [éAeot Tois Zleyefidly.
CE, the restoration in 37.39-40: éoréher Mbiver éu moder fe’)\wi; 7]ols Kohogo[viov.
Nonetheless, this would be an odd place for that proyision, as Lewis concedes. He does,

howeyer, compare /G I° 8.14.
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sense for the related verb kakovpyéw.*® Moreover, in Thuc. 1.37.2, the
Corinthians describe the Corcyrean aloofness from alliances as émt kg-
xovpyta ‘for malfeasance’, a pattern of behavior which probably includes
both physical harassment and exploitation by one-sided adjudication for
those sailing Corcyrean waters. Lewis urges that the term ¢vAake[y is
less likely to mean ‘garrison’, and instead should be construed as ‘mili-
tary watch’, a connotation appearing in several imperial inscriptions.’!
A parallel for what appeared in these damaged lines may well be provid-
ed by a decree of Moirokles, cited in an oration attributed to Demosthe-
nes. This psephism established a watch against those committing hostile
acts against merchants: & 70 Yrj¢ropa ypayras kara rév Tovs dumdpous
adikotvTwy, Kal weioas ol wovor UmGs GANG Kal TOUS TUuMdxovs
pvhakiy Twe TOY Kakovpyovwrwy moujoaclar... (“[Moirokles]
proposed the decree against those harming the merchants, and convinc-
ing not only you but also the allies to mount some guard against those
raiding ... ”: 58.53). The citation of this legislation is striking for its

combination of the same ¢vAak- and kakevpy- word elements found in
IG 1° 38. The sort of harm against which the decree acted is made clear
by the speaker shortly hereafter: the Athenians intended to fine the
Melians 10T because they had received Agorai (58.56).

The oath which the Athenians are to swear to the Bottiaians pre-
sents a context which is helpful for explaining the term yovwkeipeva
(1. 5): klat Tev xo[vupaxialy moros kat [a8]6Ao[s pvAdxoo Borri]alois
mpo[Bupone|vlos kara ta x[ovlvke[inera (“and I shall faithfully and
sincerely protect the alliance with the Bottiaians, being zealous in accor-
dance with the agreements”: /G I° 76.13-15). Note that the verb ¢vAao-
g also appears in this context.’® A reference to auvvé Tois] Borrialois
Tois] xovvribepévorls [rév xovupayiay (11-12: “I shall defend the
Bottiaians establishing the alliance”) indicates that xovvkeiueva are

*0 For kaxovpyéw: Thue. 2.22.2;2.32.1;3.1.1-2; 4.53.3: 6.7.3: 7.19.2, cf. 2.67.4; Xen.
HG 3.1.13,3.2.1; 48.7; 54,16, 5.4.42; [Dem.] 7.14.
it See Lewis, BSA (1954) '24—25; of. Nease, Phoenix 104-5. IG I 40.76-78: wepi be
PvAakés EbBotas ros arparybs émpuélectar hos &y ddvovrar dpiara ... ; 65‘11'131
7[6 8¢ xoplio Atos hifelps émiiéreabar adlTov Te]g :pvi\axeg :96.16-17: kat bwos &y
{e&}w ﬁ.\a-r:rovr[m ’AlGevator pledle Za{_m.or. Kal e xarahvﬁraa & ToNepos, KaTATTE:
raiTos c-fpare‘yos‘ Tév ¢‘U/\ax€y :sranraxa ; 117.18-20: kat éwt "lovilav xo#tféf avhe
[orparia puAdyooca dulaxéy rep &pr.u'r[ev cf. 21.83; 146.1-3. The suggestion of
{G I* 18 and Hondius that here are terms for the departure of the Peloponnesian rein-
forcements (ct. Thue. 1.105.3) has rlghtly received little support.
# Cf. [G P 12.3-4: yovupayiay elvas karh ris you|yreipen)a i mpbs "Abfevaios ha
E'yeo"rcums €oTiy.
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interstate agreements, as o-vyketpat must be considered a virtual passive
ofcrwnﬂ'r;,m here. /G I* 75, the treaty with Halieis, offers &]y rafs Xovy-

8 éJlats has xovvébevrlo mpos halias [hot erTﬁ Ta xovyke|ipeva
(29 -30). Perhaps X(rwﬁemg may be restored as the antecedent of the
relative clause in lines 5-6. Lewis’ comment that this clause sets up the
quotation of terms from an earlier treaty (in 1l. 7-10) strikes the right
note. My own hypothesis is that the document is an Attic decree, making
arrangements on the basis of treaty rights (vis-d-vis ¢pvAaki) and taking
action against individuals, and not against the Aiginetan state.

Use of the terms aBAaB1s and &BAaBds is a standard feature of
oaths or of comments on the fidelity to oaths and treaties during the
empire (/G I® 37.52; 53.14; 54.23; cf. 29.5; 83.2; 86.3). Other examples
of the phrase . .. émt] BAaBe € "Abev[aiov . .. ‘for harm to the Athe-
niang’ (1. 7) are lacking from IG I2. A law quoted by Demosthenes offers
the parallel phrase ...émt BAaBy 7od dquov... ‘for harm to the
demos’ (21.113).7° Furthermore, a decree of 324 /3 uses the same phras-
ing as our inscription in precisely the converse situation from the appli-
cation of aBAafs. It occurs in a psephism on behalf of the Attic cult
fellowship of the Eikadeis. Oaths sworn by the Eikadeis are being vio-
lated by Athenians who are giving false witness and litigating in opposi-
tion to other members of the fellowship: ri[v]es mpdrrovres kat Aé-
yorres kara Eikadéwr émt BAaBet oy kowdw rdv Eikadéwy diare-
Aobot. .. (“Some continue acting and speaking against the Eikadeis for
the purpose of harm to the Eikadeis in common”: IG 112 1258.4-6; cf.
10-11). That such language was available in the fifth century is shown
by the legalistic argument of the Corinthian speaker whose  purpose it is
to dissuade the Athenians from the alhance with Corcyra: €l yap elpyrat
ev Tais omovdals cfewaf. ‘J’J’ap arorepovs TS ﬂovz\erm TV aypacf)wv
mohewy éNOely, ob Tols émi BAABY Erdpwy lodaw 7 Evwbijky éoriv.
(‘For, if it is stated in the treaty that it is possible that any one of the
unenrolled cities may join which side it wishes, the clause is not open to
those joining for the purpose of harm to others . .. ”: Thuc. 1.40.2).

The usage of mpuafve is also unparalleled, but its sense not beyond
conjecture. Its use in Plato’s Laws suggests that it had a place in legis-
lation about criminal action (especially that causing physical harm).**

** Other literary analogucs are such phrases as odk ént BAABY Tis woAews Kal TdY
moMr@y ... (Thuc. 8.72.1); ént ﬁl\aﬁn 0B wAsjfovs (Dem 24.204).
2 Note Plato Laws 933E: doa ris av Erepos ahhov -:rmm:un Kxénrov 1 Bualopevos,

& ey petllw, peilova 7w Exricw o -:rm.mvﬂew; TWET® ("‘In as many cases as

someone harms another, cheating or using violence, the grcater the crime is, the greater
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There are, however, other, more apposite, parallels. Herodotus employs
it almost formulaically for Mardonios’ refraining of ravaging Attica
until he was sure that the Athenians would not accept terms: otre
émjuatve ovTe éatvero yiv v "ArTicny . . . (“he neither damaged nor
harmed the Attic land ... ”: 9.13.1).>* In the Athenian alliance with the
Argives, Mantineans, and Eleans, similar phraseology based on the
noun mpov1 is used to signify hostile incursions: howAa 8¢ ué éxoeva
émipépen émt mepovéL pére "Apyeios kai “EXelo]s kal Mavrwéas [ral
Tos xovppdxos émt Abevalos kai Tos xovppaxos hdv dpxoot *Afe-
vato ... (“It is not permitted that either the Argives, Mantineians, or
Eleans bear arms for the purpose of harm to the Athenians and the allies
whom they lead ... " IG I 83.4-5; restored after the text in Thuc.
5.47.2; cf. 5.18.4 for similar language in the Peace of Nikias). Similar
wording is restored in the treaty of 368/7 with Dionysios of Syracuse
(IG II* 105.25-26, 29-30). The appearance of these examples in trea-
ties with Dorian states may suggest that such clauses belonged to non-
Athenian diplomatic usage and were included through the intervention
of the other parties to the agreements.

The clause with ...orplaredecfar émt... (1. 9-10) has its ana-
logues in other imperial decrees. The Brea Decree has éav 8¢ is émi-
arpalrevel ém|L Tev €y Tev TOv &motkov ... (“if anyone campaigns
against the land of the colonists ... ” 46.17-18; cf. 86.8;89.40), which is
a provision for aid from the neighboring allied cities. From the 420s, a
decree probably involving Mytilene contains the following stipulation in
a likely restoration: wed¢ adlros Aelle[cfar ped’] [émorparede]fa
pera 70 mol | epioy ém’ "Abevalos]. .. (“they themselves are neither to
pillage nor to go on campaign with the enemy against the Athenians
v...°1 67.8-10). The alliance with Halieis possibly provides still an-
other formulation in the same class: pede yo[vorparedesfar pera Tov
molheulov ém’ ['Abelvalos ped’ Emi Tos xovmpmaxos Tos Abevailoy
(“and not to campaign in concert with the enemy against the allies of the
Athenians”™ 75.9-10). It is noteworthy that these clauses derive from
agreements with autonomous or independent allied states, as well as
from the colony Brea. The interpretation of this section of IG I’ 38 is
complicated by the word aiTior which usually has a connotation of

the reparation that he must pay to the one harmed . .. *). Cf. Lazws 862A; 932Ebis, The
verb is more common in poetry, being especially employed by Sophocles (4jax 1135,
1314; EL 336; OC 837, 893; Tr. 715; fr. 910 Rad).

** IG I? 18 suggests € [ofveofarin . 7.
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personal responsibility in Attic inscriptions (IG I° 104.12, 23-24, 28;
1258, restored). Hondius conjectured: éav 3¢ airior y[iyvovrar. ..
crplarevecfar émi T{ov déuov Tov 'Abevaiov, Boebéy Alywiras (“if
they are responsible . .. that there be a campaign against the dzmos of
the Athenians, the Aiginetans are to aid”). Although a clause envisaging
operations against Attica is likely here, the y is improbable.5¢ IG I° has
(following Nease and Lewis). Thus {[8i67at ‘private individuals’ is a
possible restoration (e.g., /G I* 278.V1.19 with 40.6, 72.11, 101.53).57

The broad epigraphical frame of 460-45 can now be juxtaposed
with the historical data to allow some conclusions about dating.’®
Clauses about ¢vAakn seem to date from wartime. If my interpretation
of the word k]akopyiat is correct, a period of hostilities is also indicated.
Obviously the inscription cannot date before the fall of Aigina, but there
is nothing in it that certifies that it need be equated with the terms of the
island’s capitulation to the Athenians (as Hondius suggested). Lines
6-10 cannot be said with certainty to have assumed a retrospective view,
but BAaBet, u1) mepaiver, and airior suggest that the framers of the de-
cree had already envisaged the hostile acts which they sought to prohib-
it. This language, which cannot be directly paralleled from Athenian
treaties, has hints of individual culpability, which might imply that cer-
tain persons rather than the totality of the Aiginetans were trespassing
0N previous agreements.

It is clear also that a date before 450 is epigraphically too early.
Lewis compares the regulations for Miletos (/G I® 21), the Koan version
of the Coinage Decree (Meiggs-Lewis #45=IG I 1453 B), and the
Khalkis Decree (IG I* 40). The w7 in line 8 also points toward the early
440s. Yet, however much one is tempted to accede to the authority of
Lewis that the inscription with its three-barred sigmas can be as late as
445, a date in the early 440s is more satisfactory. Moreover, a date after
the Thirty Years Peace has nothing to recommend it except the need to
establish a framework for the supposed Athenian abridgment of Aigine-
tan “autonomy”.

~ Aring of fire was thrown around Attica by the revolts of 447/6 in
Boiotia, Euboia, and Megara, with Aigina the conspicuous absentee.

*IG I° 18 prints yly[vovrar (Lewis: “quite impossibly”), but the y is accepted by
Mattingly, Historia (1967) 2. )

*" A possible restoration for the end of 10 and beginning of 11 would be ¢vAajkes
(/G I7 18), or even "Arrikés. Hondius suggests yovyféJkes as an alternative to gvAaxés.

“$459-57: JG I* 18; Hondius 4-5; early 450s: Nease, Phoenix (1949); 445: Lewis,
BS54 (1954) 22; late 430s: Mattingly, Historia (1967) 3-5 (followed by Schuller 34).
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The measures hinted at in this fragmentary text may have addressed the
danger of trouble with the Aiginetans. The most likely form for such
aggression to take will have been raids mounted from the Peloponnesos
on Aigina or, after landfalls among the pro-Peloponnesians on the is-
land, on Attica itself. Hence the concern of this decree with the threat of
military action and its hints in éxt BAafe and airiot that such action
may already have taken place. The Aiginetans may have been in a deli-
cate position, since it is likely that fugitives from the island would haye
been helping Peloponnesian forces operate.’® /G I° 38 may show an
acceptance of responsibility on the part of the Aiginetans to take pre-
cautions because of an actual or prospective culpability of their fellow
citizens for raids on Attica. Lewis has pointed out that the quality of the
inscription suggests that it was erected by the Aiginetans. Rather than
seeing it as the fulfillment of an obligation on the cheap, I should prefer
to posit that it was a hurried production, which was meant to advertise
the cooperation of the Aiginetans with Athenian defensive measures.
Such a gesture was meant in the same spirit as the bridge-building with
Athenian conservatives which was aimed at defusing any tilting of Athe-
nian public opinion in the direction of removing the “eyesore of the
Peiraieus” once and for all.

4) CoNCLUSION

We do not know the size of the contingent of émotkot ‘reinforcing
settlers’ who were dispatched to Aigina. Thus, it is difficult to specify the
scale of demographic disruption on the island. A few prominent pro-
Athenian Aiginetans, the inevitable proxenoi and Athenian agents, al-
most certainly retained civic status in the dmoukta. Various other possi-
bilities exist, about which conclusions are in the last analysis unreach-
able. First, former Aiginetan citizens who had no implication in the
decisions of the oligarchs may have joined repatriated Aiginetan/Athe-
nians and additional epotkoi. Any citizen-rights they possessed on Aigi-
na need not have entailed the acquisition of Athenian citizenship. Bar-
ring this dispensation, lower-class Aiginetans might in some cases even
haye preferred to stay on the island (rather than be expelled), perhaps
now with the status of metic rather than the rank of politically inactive
citizen as before.

_*? Compare my discussion in Athenaeum (1988) 533-42 on the Aiginetan exiles dur-
ing the Peloponnesian War and RAM (1990) 31-45 for Aiginetan help to Sparta during
the Corinthian War.
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The Athenians had an “escape-clause” (if they chose to exercise it)
for absolving members of the Aiginetan damos, because they did not
participate in decision-making in the 480s or just before the war.% All
this speculation, however, must be balanced against the clear indication
from the narrative of Thucydides that many of the Aiginetans faced
exile. Directly through his account of the expulsion and even indirectly
through his reference to the activities of the main group of the exiles in
the Thyreatis, the historian leaves us with little doubt that many had left
the island (e.g., Thuc. 4.56.2-57.3).5!

There is also no reason to think that the Athenians expelled the non-
citizen population, people like the Ionian subjects of Athens who may
have been involved in pro-Athenian religious activity. Any of these “sur-
vivors” would have remained in residence, along with the Aiginetan/
Athenians who resumed contact with life on the island. We can raise the
same questions about their fate as have been posed regarding the Aigine-
tan damos, but with no more hope in the present state of the evidence of
finding a clear solution. Did they become citizens of the new Athenian
Aigina (without, for the moment, becoming citizens of Athens)? Yet, that
“Aiginetan woman” mentioned by Dinarchus in his speech against
Pytheas provides a tantalizing hint about what we do not know.

One might thereby conclude that Aigina was not destroyed as a
polis but rather that the Aiginetans themselves were replaced within a
single continuing polity. At a minimum, my so-called Aiginetan/Athe-
nians and pro-Athenian Ionians provided the continuity that justified
the denomination of the Athenian colonists as érowkot. The permanence
of the status of &roukot for the colonists ought to be remembered here. It
Is not just initially that the colonists receive this denomination. Long
afterwards, when the Aiginetans intervened on the side of the oligarchs

* A tendency in Greek historiography, which is by no means limited to Thucydides,
attributes to a whole community the decisions of a relatively restricted political class.
M.B. Wallace reminds me ( per ep.) that Thucydides speaks of the Mytileneans as revolt-
iI}E (3.5.1;¢f. 3.4.1), although the Mytilenean demos set in train a movement toward ca-
Pitulation as soon as it was armed (3.27.2-28.1; cf. 3.2.3). Moreover, although it is very
possibly an example of special pleading, Diodotos virtually absolves the Mytilencan
demos of complicity in the revolt (3.47.3). While an instance such as this supposes a de-
gree of generalization regarding policy-making, a parallel generality and specificity in
reference to punitive measures is not available in the form of explicit testimony.

5 8ee Figueira, Athenacum (1988) 528-38. A parallel, but more difficult, case can be
made for a large, aggressive (and thereby provocative to the Athenians) Aiginetan pres-
ence at their colony of Kydonia in Crete after the expulsion (Athenaeum [1988] 538-42).
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in 411, Thucydides still calls them éroiwkor. The same is true of the
érowot sent to Poteidaia. This suggests that these émrotkot could still be
distinguished from other inhabitants of the island. As a parallel to the
reconstruction of the situation at Amphipolis offered above, the citizens
of Aigina were split between those who also possessed Athenian citizen-
ship and those who did not.

Finally, sympathetic reconstructions of the legalisms, ideology, and
rhetoric of Athenian colonization must yield to some thoughts on the
reception of this policy among the Greeks in general. While the single
decision to colonize Aigina could perhaps be justified in the context of the
course of relations between the two states, the prudence of the entire
foreign policy of Periclean Athens, including the establishment of Athe-
nians overseas may be considered questionable.®?> The Athenian claim
that is implicit in the dispatch of émoukot to Aigina is that there was a con-
tinuity on the island before and after colonization. As has already been
seen, Thucydides paid little attention to this and to other such conten-
tions. That disregard is an outgrowth of his panhellenism or his univer-
salism. Athenian self-justification eventually lacked cogency outside At-
tica. Yet, the capacity of the Athenians to avenge themselves on the Aigi-
netans and to use the island against their enemies (which Thucydides
does note in 2.27.1) was viscerally comprehensible by the other Greeks.

‘The late fifth century saw the breakdown of a single moral and polit-
ical value-system in Greece, along with a concomitant enervation of valu-
ative language. What constituted a legitimization of a decision of policy
in Athens, such as the reconstruction of a democratic Aigina in placeof a
brutal eligarchic usurpation, was indeed defensible in terms of a populist
ideology that prioritized the existence of a sovereign and activist démos.
But it was not only indefensible, but inexplicable among those to whom
more stratified societies were natural and whose Greece was made up of
an irreducible number of primordially autonomous city-states.*?

82 Tt will be necessary to balance the provocative character of the colonial policy
against the solid financial and military gains which it offered. See Chapter 6, sections
B-C below.

** It is a realization of this that adds particular poignancy to our appreciation of the
d_&bates' at eross purposes over autonomy just before and during the Peloponnesian War.
See Figueira, BICS (1990) 72-76, 86-88.

PART II

ATHENIAN COLONIZATION




CHAPTER 5: THE EARLY EVOLUTION OF
COLONIAL POLICY IN ATHENS

S NOTED in Part I, some questions concerning the nature of the

Athenian émwotkia on Aigina remain intractable in the present state
of our knowledge. At the same time, what has already been reconstruct-
ed about the settlement puts before us a series of questions which involve
the nature of imperial colonization itself. This part of the work will
attempt to address some of the problems about colonization inspired by
the case of Aigina.

1) If Aigina was an amouia and not a kAnpovyia (against the views
of many earlier scholars), it becomes sensible to question other previous
classifications of Athenian settlements abroad into different types. Can
we create a revised list of colonies and cleruchies?

2) Although some have considered cleruchs as the garrison troops of
the Athenian empire, the colonists on Aigina occupied a site which was
militarily important. Their status as émowkor may also be implicated in
their military role, if émotkot can be considered reinforcements. In gen-
eral, what role did Athenian settlements abroad play in the defense of
the arkheé?

3) Cleruchies have emerged from my investigation as polities which
are substantially simplified in institutional terms when compared to co-
lonial poleis. Under what conditions and for what political purposes did
the kAnpovyia as a political mechanism evolve? It has been suggested
that cleruchic terminology changed its connotation in the fourth century.
What were the reasons for this semantic evolution?

4) Athenian settlers abroad remained citizens, a situation with pre-
viously unappreciated ramifications. Clearly, colonization affected the
distribution of citizens over census classes and, with it, the balance be-
tween socio-economic groups. Cleruchies may have had restricted eligi-
bility, while colonies appear to have been open to any Athenian who
volunteered. How did the Athenian citizen body change through coloni-
zation? Were these effects the results of deliberate policy choices?

5) Since Athenian colonists retained their rights as citizens, their
dispatch overseas had significance for the Athenian government’s utili-
zation of these citizens. Therefore, it is appropriate to ask about the
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effects of colonization on both Athenian manpower and the ability of the
government of Athens to raise taxes from its colonists.

6) Fifth-century Athenian colonization is an integral part of the
foreign policy of an expansive, imperial city-state, as the case of Aigina
has repeatedly reminded us. Thus, it is not surprising that colonization
during the arkhé differs from archaic colonization in several primary
facets, such as the institution of the kAnpovyia and the maintenance of
citizenship by the colonists. How and why did imperial colonization
come to diverge from the patterns established by the colonizing cities of
the archaic period?

A. PATRONAL COLONIZATION

My remarks on archaic Athenian expansion and colonization will have
to be rigorously selective inasmuch as previous scholarship has been vo-
luminous and far-ranging.! The Athenians made a late beginning to col-
onization at the end of the seventh century, when an Olympic victor
named Phrynon led an attempt to colonize Sigeion in the Troad.? The
chronographic tradition dating the expedition to 607/6 is probably not
far off (some reasons for which will become obvious momentarily).?
This initial effort was thwarted to some extent by Pittakos and his

fellow Mytileneans, including Alcaeus, who left behind his shield on
one particular occasion. Pittakos fought and slew Phyrnon in single
combat. At some point within this round of hostilities, Periander, tyrant
of Corinth, awarded Sigeion to the Athenians.* It is also possible that

! As seen in the bibliography which pertains to Periander’s arbitration of the owner-
ship of Sigeion in L. Piceirilli, Gli arbitrati interstatals 1 (Pisa 1973) 28; consider also
the notes of the recent useful articles of D. Viviers, “Historiographie et propagande poli-
tique au Vime giacle avant notre ére: les Philaides et la Chersonése de Thrace,” RFIC
115 (1987) 288-313; id., “Le conqueéte de Sigée par Pisistrate,” AG 56 (1987) 5-25.

% Strabo 13.1.38-39 €599-60; Hdt. 5.94,2-95; Alcaeus fr. 428 L/P, cf. fr, 167; D.L:
1.74; Suda s.v. Hurrakds (w 1659 Adler); Plut. Mor. 858A—B; Polyaen. Strat. 1,25
EAes. Eum. 398; Festus Excerpta 397; of. Aris. Rhet. 1375231,

® Euseb. Chron. Arm. p. 186 Karst; Jer. Chron. p. 98b Helm; cf. Suda s.v. [Tir7axds,
based on Apollodorus; FGH 244 F 27. Herodotus® account is reconcilable with two
bouts of hostilities, one ¢. 600 and connected with Pittakos, Alcaeus, and Periander, and
another linked with Peisistrates. See D. Page, Sappho and dicacus (Oxford 1955)
152-61; J. Servais, “Heérodote et la chronologie des Cypsélides,” AC 38 (1969) 28-81,
esp. 39-52; Figueira, Cf (1983) 10, esp. with n. 9. Cf. €. Talamo, “Cronelogia della
guerra de Sigeo,” AFLN 8 (1958-1959) 5-17; E. Will, “Alcée, Anacréon et Herodote:
Note de chronologie littéraire,” RPk 25 (1951) 178-81.
 *Hdt. 5.952; D.L. 1.74. See Piccirilli, Arbitrati 28-35. Yet, his intervention may
‘have gone beyond arbitration. Strabo 13.1.38-39 ©599-600 reports that Demetrius of
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Phyrnon was involved in an early, poorly attested, stage in the Athenian
occupation of the Chersonese.*

In the expedition to Sigeion, a prominent feature of early Athenian
colonial activity can be seen. One notes the unusual prominence of the
leaders of these expeditions: in this case Phrynon is much more in the
foreground of the accounts than the Athenian state in whose name he
was acting. The very fact of a single combat between Phyrnon and Pitta-
kos emphasizes this phenomenon.® Nor was it an ordinary duel, as Pit-
takos fought with a net and trident, and some accounts stress the trickery
used by the Mytilenean.” Why this should have been worthy of mention
in such a combat, where one would not expect rules in any ;:ase, is mys-
terious. One suspects that a ritualized context existed (or has been gen-
erated subsequently) for the single combat wherein Pittakos’ unusual
equipment was to be explained by the participants’ impersonation of
heroic or divine prototypes. In any event, the project appears very much
an initiative of Phyrnon and his followers.

The sixth-century revival (or continuation) of colonization by Pei-
sistratos on the site (Hdt. 5.94.1-2) was also of the same nature. The
dynastic aspirations of the Peisistratids became central at Sigeion, where

Skepsis criticized Timaeus (FGH 566 F 129) for the statement that Periander used
stones from Ilion to fortify Akhilleion against the Athenians in support of Pittakos and
the Mytileneans. If it is historical, however, this action could belong to a later phase of
the struggle, when Periander might have intervened against Athenian transgression of
the terms of his settlement. He also arbitrated between Sigeion and Tenedos, probably
asanother stage in the same conflict (Aris. Rhet. 1375a31).

*ATL 3.289 n.75; H.T. Wade-Gery, “Miltiades,” Eissays in Greek History (Oxford
1958) 155-70, esp. 166 n. 2 emends [Scym.] 707-8 from DapBowy to Dptvow, in order
to make Phrynon the founder of Elaious in the Chersonese, Solon’s encouragement of
Athenian colonization of the Chersonese (if historical) would be confirmation (D.L.
147). Gf. GGM 1.224, which reads d®dpBas. The alternative would be to believe
Elaious to be a foundation of Miltiades I after the pattern of a mythological foundation
of the Attic hero Phorbas, a companion of Theseus (cf. Pherecydes, FGH 3 F 152). See
D. Viviers, “Du temps oti Phorbas colonisait Eléonte,” PP 40 (1985) 338-48.

39?‘ See Strabo 13.1.38-39 €599-600; Suda 5. Tlerraxos; Polyaen. 1.25; Festus Exe.
. " The trick in single combat is reminescent of the ruse used by Melanthos, the Athe-
nian hero and paradigm for the ephebes, in his duel against the Boiotian king Xanthos
(0{' Xanthios), where the hero may serve as a ritual surrogate for Zeus Apaténor or
Dionysos Melanaigis (Gonon, FGH 26 F 1.39; Suda s.0. &marovpia (a 2940 Adler);
Mehavbos (p 458); Frontinus Strat. 2.5.41; Polyaen. Strat. 1.19; ef. Strabe 9.1.7 €393;
Paus. 2.18.9). For complete citations and a fine reconstruction, see P. Vidal-Naquet,
“The Black Hunter and the Origin of the Athenians Ephebia,” in The Black Hunter
(Baltimore 1986) 106-28, esp. n. 15 (pp. 123-24) for ancient citations.
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Hegesistratos, son of Peisistratos, was given authority, and where Hip-
pias eventually withdrew after his expulsion from Attica. The activity of
Peisistratos at Rhaikelos on the Thermaic Gulf and then in the silver
and gold mining region around Mt. Pangaion also demonstrates the
same type of settlement abroad by Athenians, but, in this case, without
even the possibility of the official sanction of a hostile polis-government
at home (Ath. Pol. 15.2; Hdt. 1.64.1).® The dynastic or self-interested
nature of these initiatives is borne out by their sequel. After the downfall
of the Peisistratid tyranny, Hippias was offered Iolkos by the Thessa-
lians and Anthemous in Mygdonia by Amyntas, king of Macedonia
(Hdt. 5.94.1; cf. Thuc. 2.99.4-6, 100.4). Both were still-born proposals
to establish the same sort of early Athenian colony.

The same Peisistratid influence may have stood in the background
of the colonization of the Chersonese. Even if we choose to deny collabo-
ration on the basis of an antipathy between the Peisistratids and the Phi-
laids/Kimonids, the colonization of the Chersonese betrays similarities
with that of Sigeion and the Thracian settlements.’ For the quasi-civic
character of the Chersonese expedition, one notes the initiative of the
Thracian Dolonkoi (cf. Steph. Byz. s.o. AdAoykod), the problematical
stance of Miltiades toward the Peisistratids, the role of Delphi as inter-

mediary between Greeks and natives, and the composite (and non-Attic)
character of the political entity eventually created (see Appendix D).
The Thracians established a tie of personal fealty with Miltiades
and his family, who exercised autocratic authority over the Chersonese.
The Athenians who accompanied Miltiades in the assumption of his au-
thority—he was an oikior9s as well as a tyrant (Hdt. 6.34.1)—can also
be seen as virtual retainers: they answered his summons to participate

B Ath. Pol. 15.2: xat wpror pev cvvdxioe wept rov Oeppator kdAmov ywpiov &
kaXefrar “Palknhos ... (“and first he unified in settlement the region around the Ther-
maic Gulf, which was called Rhaikelos...”). See C. Edson, “Notes on the Thracian
Phoros,” CP 42 (1947) 85-105, esp. 90-92. Gf. Lycoph. Alex. 1236-38 and scholia;
Steph. Byz. s.v. “Pdinhos. It is possible to understand cvs@xioe as ‘established a colony
in conjunction with others’, so that it has been suggested that the settlement was a com-
bined effort with the Eretrians, who founded Mende and Dikaia in the Khalkidike. See
JW. Cole, “Peisistratus on the Strymon,” G&R 22 (1975) 42-44. D. Viviers, “Peisis-
tratus’ Settlement on the Thermaic Gulf; A Connection with Eretrian Colonization,”
JHS 107 (1987) 193-95, suggested Dikaia as the foundation. But surely its denomi-
nation *Eperpt@y ‘of the Eretrians’ on the tribute lists speaks against this.

_° Hdt. 6.34-36, 39.1; Marcell. Vit. Thuc. 3= Pherecydes, FGH 3 F 2, Hellanicus,
FGH 4 F 22; Marcell. Vit. Thuc. 4-11; Nepos Miltiades 1.1-2.4; Ael. VH 12.35.
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and not a declaration by their city (Hdt. 6.36.1). The Dolonkoi even-
tually disappear from the historical record. Significantly, however, it is
again through their initiative that Miltiades II is brought back to the
Chersonese after being dislodged by the Scythians (Hdt. 6.40.1-2).
Once again they intervene almost extra-institutionally (from the stand-
point of a Greek polis) on behalf of their ruler. The war of Miltiades I
against Lampsakos also has the look of a personal venture (Hdt. 6.37.1:
6 Midtiadys ... mpwTolot T@Y Aotmdy emoAéunae Aapraxnoto;
“Miltiades . .. made war on the Lampsacenes, first of the rest”). Simi-
larly, Pausanias mentions a dedication at Olympia from the campaigns
of Miltiades I (probably) which bore an Attic inscription with the fol-
lowing epigram (6.19.6).

Iyl ayahy’ dvébnrav > Olvurmrio ék Xepovijoov

Telyos éNovTes "ApdaTov’ émfipxe 8¢ MiATiddns opiv.

The men from the Chersonese dedicated me to Olympian Zeus,
capturing the fort of Aratos. Miltiades commanded them.

The phrasing with the vague éx Xeporjoouv suggests a single state com-
prising all the varied ethnic components of the peninsula, whose focus
was their leader, Miltiades.

One cannot aspire here to resolve the many problems associated with
Athenian intervention in the Chersonese, but attention should be called
to the configuration of scholarly debate on this topic.® The seemingly
endless permutations both of chronological order relative to Athenian in-
ternal politics and of interrelations between the Philaids (or Kimonids)
and the Peisistratids bespeak the personal character of grand foreign pol-
icy at Athens in this period. To reach a decision, one must ascertain the
precise attitudes toward each other of two individuals, the incumbent ty-
rant in Attica and his counterpart in the Chersonese. The discrepancies
in the ancient sources between the expedition to the Chersonese as a
native initiative which came to involve the Athenian colonists, as He-
rodotus has it, and an Athenian colonial venture pure and simple, as
Hellanicus, the source of Nepos, made it, show an unusual plasticity at

'* See, for example, U. Kahrstedt, Beitriige 2ur Geschichte der thrakischen Chersones
(Baden-Baden 1954) 5-15; Will, Nouvelle Clio (1954) 424-38; Wade-Gery, Essays
165-68; N.G.L. Hammond, “I. The Philaids and the Chersonese,” CQ 6 (1956)
113-29, esp. 117-19, 122-28; W. Leschhorn, “Griinder der Stadt”: Studien zur einen
politisch-religiosen Phanomen der griechischen Geschichte (Stuttgart 1984) 75-83;
Tsaac 166-76.
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admittedly the earliest stage of attestation. ‘That variability is owed to the
predominance of individual motivations over corporate concerns.'!

All these projects were owed to dynastic initiative—I shall call them
patronal colonies.'? In a significant sense, the foreign policy of archaic
poleis like Athens (agrarian, primary-production states) consolidated
from the inside out. At first, relations between distant cities were me-
diated through the xenia of their aristocrats. In relations with immediate
neighbors, however, foreign affairs were strongly affected by subsistence
issues (such as access to land and other resources) and by feelings of affin-
ity and alienation, springing from religion, dialect, and other cultural
traits. Local policy was in effect an actualization of the sentiments of the
ordinary citizen. In the case of early sixth-century Athens, recurring hos-
tilities with Megara, a friendship with Corinth, and a mood of confron-
tation with Aigina were all part of an emergent, permanent regional pol-
icy. That regional policy could be independent of the life experiences of
Athenian aristocrats, who might happen to be intermarrying or exchang-
ing goods with particular peers in neighboring states.

Further away from the polis, where economic, cultural, and reli-
gious preoccupations were attenuated, the policy of a state like Athens
could only be a limited subset of a vast number of possible interactions

and initiatives (within a fragmented universe of many poleis). Patronal
colonization does not entail a rejection of the relevance of civic interests
in colonization in the face of dynastic motivations, but a recognition that
the early undifferentiated and primary-productive polis can only have
had a strategic or far-reaching foreign policy at all through the initiative
of powerful individuals.'?

' Viviers’ attempt (REFIC [1987]) to see the dissimilarites between the treatments of
Herodotus and Hellanicus in later propaganda, associated with Miltiades II and Ki-
mon, is congruent with this perspective.

12 This approach confesses its affinities with those like H. Berve, Miltiades: Studien
zur Geschichie des Mannes und seiner Zeit (Berlin 1937) 26-36, who, starting from the
case of the Sigeion expedition, emphasizes the personal and “tyrannical” aspeets of such
colonial ventures as against their “political” qualities. See also the authorities cited in
Viviers, AC (1987) n. 1, p. 5. Note the reservations in what immediately follows.

! Therefore the objections to the thesis of Berve can be given their due consideration,
inasmuch as there should be no choice between a personal and a “political” diplomacy,
but a recognition that the personality of powerful individuals is a modality through
which the polis may implement a grand policy. Gf. H. Bengtson, Einzelpersonlichkeit
urid athenischer Staat zur Zeit des Peisistratos und des Miltiades; SBAW (1 939) Abh. 1,
27-28; 8. Mazzarino, “La politica coloniale ateniese sotto I Pisistratidi,” RIL 72 (1939)
285-318. Yet efforts to make sense of the early colonial ventures as state policy are
pervaded with modcrmzmg (or mercantilist) assumptions about ancient economies.
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Let us take an example of the gradual emergence of grand policy. A
mainstay of Athenian policy of the fifth century was the Athenian right
to hegemony over the Ionians as their métropolis. The theme of Ionian
Athens is sounded as early as Solon, with his description of Attica as the
oldest land of Ionia (fr. 4a.2 W). A sixth-century practical manifestation
was the Peisistratid purification of Delos (Hdt. 1.64.2; Thuc.
3.104.1-2). We also see here, however, the implementation of a per-
sonal foreign policy. Herodotus juxtaposes the purification of Delos
with the subjection of Naxos and its surrender to Lygdamis, who had
helped Peisistratos seize power for the third time (Hdt. 1.61.4). Nor can
we separate from these actions the claim of the Peisistratids to be descen-
dants of the Pylian royal Neleidai (Hdt. 5.65.3; cf. Paus. 2.18.9). This
very same descent was claimed by the traditional, founding aristocracies
of Ionian cities like Miletos and Priene (Nic. Dam. FGH 90 F 53;
Strabo 14.1.3 C633; Paus. 7.2.10). Finally, we may notice that Delos is
close enough to Athens to activate Athenian local interests in expressing
hegemony over the nearer of the Cyclades. There is no distinct line be-
tween regional policy and grand strategy, and civic political designs
eventually expanded to absorb archaic dynastic themes.

The communities established in the period of patronal colonization
were not forerunners of the imperial cleruchies in my understanding of
the concept of the cleruchy. They possessed the institutions of indepen-
dent poleis, which was the dominant mode of colonization in this period.
SIG3 2 of 575-50, the tombstone of Phanodikos of Sigeion, certifies the
presence of Athenian colonists by the usage of Attic for one inscription,
but, at the same time, indicates the existence of a polis.!* In the Cherso-
nese, the Athenians were spread among a number of cities founded by
Miltiades (Krithote: Ephorus, FGH 70 F 40; Paktye; Kardia: [Skymn.]
699-70, GGM 1.223; see Appendix D). In addition, it is quite likely
that the native Dolonkoi, who eventually disappear from history as a
community, came to share in these settlements.

Note also G. Daverio Rocchi, “Motivi economici e pressioni sociali nelle origini dell
espanionismo ateniese,” RIL 105 (1971) 523-72; P. Zancan, “La politica estera di Pi-
sistrato,” ATV 93 (1933-1934) 1431-40.

" LSAG 72, 366-67; A.M. Cirio, “Due iscrizioni del Sigeo e la cronologia del poeti
¢olici,” BollGlass ser. 3, 1 (1980) 108-12; M. Guarducdi, “La stele di Sigeo,” ASA4 3-5
(1941 ~1943) 135-40. The combination of an Ionian inscription (n.b. Phanodikos was
ol‘igmally from Prokonnesos) and an Attic inscription has been taken to suggest a reim-
position of Athenian (Peisistratid?) influence over the site.
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As the sixth century closed, the older tradition of patronal coloni-
zation was giving way before the necessary integration of powerful
nobles into the network of the institutions of their home or original polis,
The last act of patronal colonization concerned Lemnos, which became
Athenian through its capture by the younger Miltiades, who sailed
against it from the Chersonese. Yet, although he may have retained
Imbros (Hdt. 6.41.2; D.S. 10.19.6; Nepos M:lt. 1.5, 2.4-5), Miltiades
then surrendered Lemnos to Athens (Hdt. 6.136.2-3: @s éAv Afjuvdy
T€ kal Tetoauevos Tovs Iledacyods Tapedwke "Abnvaiotat; “that [Mil-
tiades], capturing Lemnos and punishing the Pelasgians, had handed it
over to the Athenians”. See also Appendix B).'> Thus, although Kimon
(Miltiades’ son) was an active proponent of colonies (like Eion, Skyros,
and the earlier attempts at the Ennea Hodoi), he was not apparently an
oecist himself. He stayed in the background, priding himself rather on
his accomplishments as a siratégos. Sixth-century patronal colonization
was too redolent of archaic tyranny, and, especially in the case of Ki-
mon, of the trial of his father for tyranny in the Chersonese. If Viviers is
correct, the Cimonian version of the colonization of the Chersonese
made the operation look as much like a civic colonial venture as possible
(see n. 11 above).

The qualities which have been assigned to patronal colonization
will become clearer if we consider the nature of archaic colonization as
practiced elsewhere. At the initiative of the Euboians and Corinthians
(to name the pioneers in the colonial movement of the mid-eighth cen-
tury), colonizing exploited the emergence of the polis-form itself. By its
very nature, the polis is a form of social organization in which proce-
dures, relations between groups, and institutions themselves achieve a
structural and linguistic articulation. Eighth-century colonization could
exist only because the rules governing human behavior in Greek commu-
nities had left behind them the unself-conscious realm of tribal and
ethnic tradition, with its instinctive prerogative and obedience. Because
political relations in the polis can be explicated, they must convey an im-
pression of good order or elegance (harmonia, [eu] kosmia, eunomia) to
their observers. Against this background, early archaic colonies were
able to be (or perhaps expected to be) replicas of their mother-city.
Moreover, what can be specified can also be manipulated. Thus, we find
conscious manipulations of the make-up of the constituent groups within

_ ? Contrast this phrasing with Herodotus on Periander’s award of Sigeion in arbitra-
tion: ;-Eyemzr pév vov ot éyévero $m ‘Afnvalowt (“thus, then, did Sigeion come
under the Athenians™ 5.95.2). Gf. Viviers, AC (1987) 22.
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a colony to further the purposes of the founding city (such as relieving
pressure from below on the hereditary elite). A noteworthy manifesta-
tion is the promotion of sub-elite groups at home to the dominating posi-
tion in a colonial foundation by encapsulating them within a composite
démos. The manner in which the villagers of the rural town Tenea in the
Corinthia were established at the center of power at Syracuse, eventually
becoming the aristocracy of the Gamoroi, is a prominent example of the
lateral upward social mobility that is typical of early archaic colonization
(note Strabo 8.6.22 C380). Another facet of such manipulation involves
the management of the ramifications of economic differentiation. The
Euboian pursuit of metals in Italy, although supplies existed much
closer to home, is probably owed to a differential in the social costs be-
tween extraction in the motherland and in a colonial setting.

To argue that patronal colonies imitated the Athenian political
order goes beyond our evidence; rather, they appear to transplant Athe-
nian cultural traditions more informally, and not in the way that Syra-
cuse, for example, is a replication of Bacchiad Corinth. The political sit-
uation in Attica during much of the late seventh and sixth centuries was
too chaotic to permit the colonial expeditions by Athenians to implement
metropolitan policy in anything except the most general sense. Even the
Athenian occupation of the Chersonese, which seems to be a strategic
gambit following the attempt on Sigeion, takes on a much more adventi-
tious appearance when the initiative of the Dolonkoi is remembered. As
for manipulation of the social order of a colony in order to obviate social
tensions at home or to conduct economic activities which might be disrup-
tive in the mother-city, there is again little evidence (except for patronal
entrepreneurship like that of Peisistratos in the north). Our over-all im-
pression is that Athenian colonization was marked by fluidity.

Peisistratid colonization was in the tradition of the Kypselids of Cor-
inth, where the status of the colonies as satellites was mediated through
members of the tyrannical dynasty. It is important, however, to insist on
one significant difference for the Peisistratids and, @ Jortiori, for other pa-
tronal colonizers. The Kypselids were adapting a tradition of coloniza-
tion which had been pioneered by their Bacchiad predecessors. On the
basis of what is apparently general practice among archaic colonizers,
presumably their drotkot relinquished citizenship in their mother-city.
Yet, Athens did not have a body of tradition as did the early archaic colo-
nizers, so that the patronal colonizers of the sixth century need not have
been similarly constrained. In a gentilician social order, citizenship at
home in Attica was established through the standing of ordinary citizens
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with aristocratic gené, which is not so different a thing from the relation-
ship of an Athenian colonist to his homeland through an oecist and his
family (which has been postulated). Because the social and political rela-
tions of the patronal colonies were mediated through their ruling dy-
nasts, the status of these colonists only became a significant question in
Athens after Kleisthenes, when the concept of the Athenian citizen re-
ceived further consolidation (cf. the diapsephismos of Isagoras: Ath. Pol
13.5; 21.2-4). Ordinary political rights were expanded, and probably
moved toward sharper definition.

Two issues connected with the civic status of early Athenian colo-
nists deserve to be separated: the status of patronal colonists on their re-
turn to Attica and their status as Athenians while still abroad.'¢ Only the
first seems to have moved toward resolution during the first years of the
Cleisthenic order. The citizenship of colonists who returned to Attica
was probably determined by their continuing associations with persons
who remained integrated within the Attic tribal order (and that would
have been covalent with their social status). There can have been no
doubt about the citizenship of the ex-archon, the younger Miltiades, but
traditions on the parentage of Themistokles may indicate more ambi-
guity even for lesser aristocrats (and a fortior: for the mass of Athenian
colonists). His father Neokles may have married a woman of Athenian or
mixed extraction from the Chersonese.!”

!6See Ehrenberg, “Colonies” 116-21. Perhaps the reincorporation of the Athenians
sold abroad as slaves and repatriated by Solon after the Seisakhtheia provides a model
for the reception of returning colonists (cf. fr. 36.8-12 W; Plut. Solon 15.6). Unfor-
tunately, outside of the knowledge that Solon himself vouches for the fact of sucha
repatriation, we have nothing with which to reconstruct the political (and religious?)
mechanisms which were available.

!"Tn the source critic’s nightmare that is the genealogy of Themistokles, there exist
various traditions on the ethnic affiliation of his mother (Karian, Akarnanian, Halikar-
nassian), including'a tradition that she was a Thracian (Plut. Them. 1.1-2 [Ani#. Pl.
7:306], Mor. 753D; Aelian VH 12.43; cf, Amphikrates apud Athen. 13.576¢). P. Bick-
nell, “Themistokles’ Father and Mother,” Historia 31 (1982) 161-73, esp. 163-71 (who
also notes Hermippus Com. fr, 72 K) resolves this conflict by positing an original tradi-
tion in which she was a Kardiané from the Chersonese, D.M. Lewis, “Themistocles’
Mother,” Historia 32 (1983) 245, sees her marriage &f ayopas (i.e., as purchased slave:
Plut. Mor. 753D) as a distortion of an origin in the town Agora of the Chersonese
(Appendix D). The tradition that Themistokles was classed among the nothor ‘illegiti-
mate’, and reconciled them with the gnasiol legitimate’ (Plut. Them. 1.3) may have
nothing to do with his foreign mother (a retrojection of Perikles' dual line citizenship
provision). Rather the citizenship of those participating in settlement of the Cherso-
nese may have been questioned on their return to Attica and their children’s citizenship
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The civic status of those who stayed abroad was a related, but some-
what different matter, and can be approached only obliquely. The trial of
the younger Miltiades for tyranny over Athenians in the Chersonese
exploited such uncertainties (Hdt. 6.104.2; cf. Hdt. 6.39.2-40.1 for
traces of the trial’s partisanship). That the charge could have been
brought suggests a basic inalienability of Athenian citizenship. The ac-
quittal of Miltiades, however, may indicate that his authority in the
Chersonese could not simply be equated with magisterial authority (or
its tyrannical perversion) exercised over Athenians in Attica. This sug-
gests that the status of Athenian colonists of the patronal colonies was
still ambiguous. In Appendix B, evidence is collected that early fifth-
century Lemnians envisioned themselves as Athenians, We lack the vital
evidence on the Athenian government’s willingness or unwillingness to
countenance such pretensions. Yet, if I am correct that some inhabitants
of Lemnos and the Chersonese had their citizenship recognized around
mid-century, some support will have been given to such claims in the end.

In Sigeion, where Peisistratid domination lingered during the first
decades of the fifth century, the protocols of patronal colonization con-
tinued. That most of the colonists had lost any claim to be Athenian
during these years, perhaps because of Peisistratid control, is strongly
suggested by the appearance of Sigeion on the tribute lists (IG I?
263.1V.25 [450/49])."® This result, however, may not have been a fore-
gone conclusion. Aeschylus in the Eumenides of 458 has Athena claim
the Troad as her own by grant of the victorious Greeks at Troy to be her
gift to the Athenians (397-402). The scholiast thought that the poet was
encouraging the reconquest of Sigeion, but that would have been unnec-
essary in 458. Was he claiming that Sigeion was Athenian soil, a conten-
tion that might affect a determination of the rights of the inhabitants of
Attic descent? Moreover, Sigeion paid only 1000 drachmas in tribute, so
modest an amount for so strategic a city that Sigeion is sometimes cited
as a subject city paying support for an Athenian base in lieu of tribute.'”
Alternatively, there may well have been some persons recognized as
Athenian citizens at Sigeion whose presence lowered the assessment of

conditioned by an equation to the illegitimate (with unknown civic disabilities in the late
sixth century?),

*The honorific decree IG 17 17 has the same implication. Our evidence, of course,
comes from the period after 454, so that it is only Athenian attitudes around mid-century
foward the Sigeians that can be reconstructed.

" A, French, “The Tribute of the Allies,” Historia 21 (1972) 1-20, esp. 8.
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tribute, They would still have been so few that the basic tributary nature
of the town was not altered (cf. IG I* 17).

The legacy of early Athenian (patronal) colonization was two-fold,
It established various precedents which shaped the behavior of Athe.
nians of the period of Perikles. Interests that were taken in certain areas
remained in popular memory as strategic possibilities (the islands along
the route to the Propontis, both shores of the straits, the Thermaic Gulf,
and the region of Mt. Pangaion). Secondly, the Athenians would even-
tually be confronted with several populations of Attic derivation with
whom formulae for interaction would need to be devised. As Athenian
power came to encompass the places which had been venues of patronal
colonization, the issue of the status of the inhabitants started to be felt.
‘The movement toward tighter criteria for citizenship, which eventuated
in the Periclean citizenship law, was probably intimately related with
this process. In the case of some Lemnians, it was determined that they
were Athenian citizens, while others remained as pre-imperial colonists
and allies of Athens (Appendix B). The people of the Chersonese seem
to have been considered as mixed in extraction, with some tributaries
paying the phoros, a token of the absence of citizenship and non-recogni-
tion as colonists (?) (see Appendix D). There may, however, have been
an extension of citizenship after 448/7, when further reinforcements in
the form of Athenian epoikoi were dispatched.

B. ATHENS AND REGIONAL EXPANSION

The expulsion of the Peisistratids marked a new stage in Athenian ex-
pansion abroad. In one sense it may be envisaged as a first phase of civic
colonization, but to do so risks drawing false distinctions. The estab-
lishments on Salamis and at Khalkis could be considered colonies, but
are better placed in the same dossier as Athenian advances into southern
Boiotia, toward Aigina, and toward the Cyclades. Unlike patronal colo-
nization, far-reaching maritime or strategic aspirations set in motion by
Athenian dynasts were not on Athens’ agenda, but rather designs on
behalf of regional hegemony. Here two qualities become significant
(continuing even into later Athenian colonization)—Atticocentrism and
inclusivism.* By Atticocentrism, I mean the focus on Athens as a power

2 There was a strong tradition at Athens of an early liberality regarding citizenship.
ZThue. 1.2.6, p. 4.13-15 Hude: moAirat yuyvdpevor: of yp 'Abyvaior b makatby
€b0vs peredidooay molirelas, Horepov 8¢ odréry, ik Tb TARHos (“becoming citizens:
for the Athenians from their origins shared their citizenship, but later no longer did so,
on account of the size of their population”); also Suda 5.2, Tlepifoibas (m 1168 Adler):
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in central Greece whose borders must be secured and whose potentially
hostile neighbors must be neutralized. In order to establish a hegemonal
position in central Greece, the Athenians were compelled to proceed by
inclusivism, a cooptation or absorption of possible allies. Eventually, the
populist character of the Cleisthenic constitution made the Athenians
attractive friends, not only to the communities on the northern borders
of Attica, but probably also to the démos of cities with more oppressive
leading classes (like the Khalkidians as presented in Appendix C and
the Aiginetans).

While there has been a temptation in the past to view Salamis as the
first colony or cleruchy of post-Peisistratid Athens, that appraisal must
be carefully conditioned. Fifth-century Salamis was an appanage of At-
tica, never meant to be an independent community. Some inhabitants
(probably newcomers) of the settlement (no matter what they may have
been called) not only retained their Athenian citizenship, but also main-
tained an affiliation with the Cleisthenic tribes, as the case of Timo-
demos of Akharnai (to be discussed below) suggests.?!

The community was placed on a site long claimed as Athenian,
which had had a checkered history of habitation as various groups of set-
tlers had been dislodged or reinforced during the years of confrontation

vopos &'y "Abnunot Eévovs elodéxeafar Tobs BovAovuévovs @y ‘EAMjroy (“there
was a custom at Athens to welcome Greek foreigners who wished to immigrate”). This
naturalization of the genos Perithoidai is put in the time of Theseus, who was held by
Atthidography to have proclaimed that the city of Athens was open to immigrants: éru de
paddor kat avéfoar Ty o\ BovAduevos éxder wavras émi Tols loois, Kal TO
«Aebp’ Ire mdvres Aed» Kijprypa Onoéws ywéoar (“[they say] that, wishing to aug-
ment still further the city, he summoned all on terms of equality, and there was the
proclamation of Theseus ‘Coome hither all people’”: Plut. Thes. 25.1). See A. Billheimer,
Naturalization and Athenian Law and Practice (Diss. Princeton University 1917)
25-27. C. Patterson, Pericles’ Gitizenship Law of 451-450 B.C. (New York 1981) 70,
concludes a review of Athenian population in the first half of the fifth century by
positing the entry of a considerable number of non-Athenians into the full tribal system
before the citizenship law. In other words, she believes that what we have called in-
clusivism was an active force down to 450,

* Itis hard to see how we can make much out of Herodotus’ description of the force
used by Arisicides on Psyttaleia in 480 for determining the status of the Salami:ﬁans:
TapadaBior moA\ovs Tdr dwAiréwr of mapereréyaro mapa iy dkriy Tis Takapt-
vis X@ps, yévos Edvres "Abnwaiol , & rhy Worrdheay [vijoov] anéfnoe dywy. ..
(*taking along many of the hoplites who were stationed on the promontory of Sala-
minian territory, who were Athenians in nationality, leading them he disembarked on
the island of Psyttaleia® 8.95). The underlined phrase could even be an afterthought of
Herodotus, reminding us that the group available happened to be Athenian.
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with the Megarians.?? | have argued elsewhere that one of the two varj- 10 pua[clovra: Splaxpdy i | ho[mhiopévo]-
ants for the Solonian capture of Salamis has been borrowed from a Peisis- v 8¢ [r]ov dpxort(a Ta hémAa kpiv]-
tratid campaign which ended with the seizure of the Megarian port of ev : [ém]i Tés Plo]Ag]s
Nisaia.?® A second variant, also found in Plutarch, is probably the
original tradition on Solon’s capture, and it is rich in aetiological material
on Salaminian cults.** This tradition reports the following on Solon’s 500
volunteers: d0yuaros yevouévov Totrovs, v karasy@ot THy vijooy,
xvplovs eivat 70D moArevparos (9.2: “a decree having been passed that
these men would be authoritative over the polity, if they occupied the is-
land”). They were probably to be the citizens of a colony on Salamis, in
what, given Solon’s role in the affair, was something like a patronal colo-
ny. Yet, it is important to stress that, outside of religious cult, Solon’s dis-
positions for Salamis were evanescent, having been superseded by anoth-
er loss of the island (cf. Plut. Solon 12.5-6). The possession of the island
and the status of its inhabitants during the remaining years of the sixth
century are obscure, and it is only ¢. 510 when the ownership question
was finally settled in favor of the Athenians by Spartan arbitration.?
Thus, it is not surprising to find that an Athenian reorganization of
Salamis took place at the end of the sixth century, as demonstrated by
IG I 1, dated to 510-500.

The crucial word at the end of line 1 is missing. The possibilities which
have been suggested are ’AbBevadlos, kAepoyos, and oikorras.? Indeed it
is not impossible that the settlers on Salamis were called cleruchs in the
terminology of their own day. Support for the view that Salamis was the
first Athenian x?\npovxfa is, however, non-existent.?” There is evidence
that individuals with a previous connection with the island were includ-
ed among the settlers. Timodemos of Akharnai is the honorand of Pin-
dar Nemean 2, about whom it is observed kat par & Lalapuls ye péya
dara payarav|dvvards. év Tpola pev “Exrwp Alavros dxovaey . ..

(“and indeed Salamis can rear a fighting man. At Troy, did Hektor hear
Ajax”: vv. 13-14). One scholion, citing Asclepiades of Myrlea, suggests
that Timodemos was a settler (r&v Tipr Zalapiva kataxkAnpovynody-
rov ‘Afnraiwy: “lhe was] of those Athenians who received Salamis in
allotment”: ENem. 2.19).2® Thus, he could have been brought up on
Salamis—the ode is of an uncertain date—which was important to an-
cient commentators because the scholia show their confusion over how
an Acharnian could be a Salaminian. The same scholion reports that

iy ol = e S =

edoyaev Tou depor T[os é Tlarau[iv e : = : , :
olkéy ¢ Takapiv | 5 7 Melggs_—l..i“‘]s #14, pp,.ZG---z 1. Thf supplement Afevaios has received the support
5 & 3 el Loy i of B.D. Meritt, “Notes on Attic Decrees,” Hesperia 10 (1941) 301-37, esp. 301-7; see also
fn TeAEV kai trr,oariévm‘f}a; : 'f'[a 8’ € Zahapive p]- H.T. Wade-Gery, “The Sixth-Century Athenian Decree about Salamis,” C@ 40 (1946)
€ uifabow, éo ;1% DEK{. ot ;.uu‘f?c;]uevo, : é&]- 101-4; M. Guarducci, “L’origine e le vicende del 'yeryos‘ attico dei Salaminii,” REIC 76
v 8¢ peofor, dmorilvey 70 peoBopevop kal vb - (1948) 223-43, esp. 238-43; of. A. Wilhelm, “Altattische Schriftdenkmaler,” MDAI 23
19 (1898) 466-92, esp. 466-73, for the restoration eixérras. The less justified reading
rhepoyas is supported by S. Luria, “Zur Friihgeschichte des griechischen Alphabets: L.
Diefrithattischen Inschriften,” Kadmos 3 (1964) 88-107, esp: 103 (also arather anachiro-
nistic interpretation in other regards). See also U. Kahrstedt, Staatsgebiet und Staals-
angehirige in Athen, Studien zum iffentlichen Recht Athens, vol. 1 (Stuttgart 1934)
358-62, who sees the cleruchs as coexisting with an indigenous non-citizen population.
*? See Graham 168 n. 6; id., “The Salamis Decree,” PCA 53 (1956) 28-29.
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#2 See Figueira, Theognis 280-88, 291-92, 300-3.

 Plut. Solon 8.4-6; Polyaen. Strat. 1.20.1-2; Ael. VH 7.19. For a Peisistratid
variant: Aen. Tact. 4.8-11; cf. Front. Sirat. 2.9.9: Justin 2.8.1-6. See Figueira, Theog-
nis 281-84. ;

~#Plut. Solon 9.1-7; see Figueira, Theognis 284-86, and R. Legon, Megara: The
Political History of a Greek City-State to 336 B.C. (Ithaca 1981) 127-28.

# Plut. Solon 10 dates the arbitration to the time of Solon, but his Spartan mediators
(10.6) include both Kleomenes, who may be the famous king of that name (acceded
€ 525), and Amompharetos, perhaps the prominent commander at Plataia (Hdt
9.53-57, 71.2, 85.1; Plut. Arist. 17.3). For a redating, see Beloch GG? 1.2.312-314;
Moggi 1 and n. 10, pp. 32-33: Figueira, Theognis 300-2,

¥ In this eontext such language is particularly unhelpful. A lacunose text, 1G 17
30b:4-7 of 387/6, mentions cleruchs on Lemnos with a reference to rois és Zaha[piva,
but that does not take us very far. The settlers at Salamis may have had applied to them
rules on leasing, for instance (1l. 3-5), which were later adapted for fourth-century cle-
ruchs (30.b.4). In my reconstruction, these fourth-century cleruchs were quite unlike
their fifth-century namesakes, so that it remains uncertain what terminological or legal
context it was in which the rules for Salamis were devised. Moreover, we cannot be sure
that all Salaminians were subjected to a special regime of property or only those holding
property distributed at the end of the sixth century. For the later treatment of Sala-

‘minian _hoidings as orﬁina.r_y property, see IG 112 1579;3—*1.@, 1596.12-15.
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146 CHAPTER 5: EVOLUTION OF COLONIAL POLICY

Didymus had Timodemos descended from Ajax, which might suggest
that he belonged to the genos of the Salaminioi and had some ancestra
connection with the island.?® The recruitment of such a family would fit
better with resettlement of a disputed border region than with coloniza-
tion or the creation of an imperial cleruchy, as they are normally under-
stood. The pattern would parallel that which has been hypothesized for
the reintegration of the Aiginetan/Athenians in subject Aigina and, f-
nally, into the Athenian amouia.

The provisions discussed in the surviving portions of the Salamis
Decree are the liability to service and tax payment in Athens, restric.
tions on leasing, and the duty for the settler (to use the vaguest term) to
equip himself with arms 30 drachmas in value (under supervision or
control of the archon on the island: Ath. Pol. 54.8). Tax payment and
military service fit well with our reconstruction of the duties of Athenian
colonists later in the fifth century.’® If the restorations in lines 3-6 are
correct, the restrictions on economic options for land-holding are appro-
priate to any type of land distribution and entail that a community of
smallholders come into and stay in existence on Salamis, a capital re-
quirement in the vulnerable first years of the post-tyrannical order. The
hopla in question were probably hoplite equipment, and the arrange-
ments in the decree were designed to insure that the allotted land on
Salamis went to increase the available force of heavy infantry.

While some would posit the continued existence of a non-citizen
population on the site, which might be thought to give the appearance of
the later cleruchies, no solid evidence can be adduced in support of this
hypothesis.’! Any “indigenous” population, whose previous status may

** See Figueira, Theognis 302-3 on the background of the Salaminioi.

* See Moggi 3-4, who, however, regards the situation of Salamis outside the deme
system as more problematical than my argument, which will offer analogies in the
satellite, but citizen-communities of the northern border region.

*1 Cf. Kahrstedt, Staatsgebiet 358-62. A clearer trace would be expected of such a
group established so close to the asty. Credence is not then owed Kahrstedt’s view
(Staatsgebiet n. 3, pp. 357-58) that the epithet Salaminios when applied to a Leon (see
below) or a Moirokles (the late fourth-century politician) merely denominates residence
on Salamis (note Harpocration 5.0. MotpoxAfis; Suda 5.0, MupoxAds [u 1447 Adler]; of.
Dem. 19.293; Timocles fr. 4 K; Arr. Anab. 1.10.4). Note also the Asteria associated with
Kimon (Plut. Gim. 4.9; cf. Melanthius fr. 3 W), and perhaps the Salaminian women of
Arist, Lys. 56-59, There is no reason to think that Athenians called ‘anyone who hap-

pened tolive on Salamis a Salaminios, any more than they used demotics for residentsin

other cases. Euripides was born and lived on Salamis (Gen. Eurip. 3, 62 Meéridier). In
the lexicographers, his correct deme of Phlyeis is given (Suda s.v. DAvela [¢p 550 Adler];

Harpocration 5.v. @vels). It is only in a context affected by the comments in literature
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have been ambiguous and which may have been supplemented by set-
tlers like Timodemos, were (it seems) later considered citizens. For
example, the tombstones found on the island, none of which (unfortu-
nately) predate the fourth century, appear to be universally those of
Athenian citizens.*? The term Salaminios had two connotations in Afth-
century Attica; in cultic and genealogical terms it meant a member of the
genos Salaminioi (LSCG, Suppl. #19 with IG 112 1232). Yet, it was not
customary to refer to fellow citizens in the course of daily affairs by their
gentilician name. Fifth-century contemporaries referred to Leon, a
prominent figure of the Peloponnesian War, who was a citizen if not a
general, as a Salaminios.’® That he is never given a demotic may indi-
cate that he was a member of that community on the island before the
arrival of new Athenian settlers c. 510 and continued to live there. These
earlier Salaminians were citizens after the Athenian reorganization.*
Moreover, the existence of both these senses of the term Salaminios
makes it unlikely that non-citizen Salaminians existed who were also
called Salaminioi.>* The use of Salaminios to denote Leon reminds us of

that Euripides lived on Salamis that he is called a Ealapeivios (IG XIV 1207, from the
vicinity of Rome). He is, however, not called a Salaminios in any passage derived from a
contemporary reference. See Schmitz 87.

M. Moggi, “L’insedimento a Salamina di Antidoro Lemnio e degli uccisori di Mir-
rina,” ASNFP 8 (1978) 1301-11, esp. 1304 n. 13, noting 43 in G IT?/111%; Moggi 10-12.

' Plato Apol. 32C (Sacrates ordered by the Thirty to murder him); Xen. HG 2.3.39
(Theramenes criticizing his execution); cf. Andoc. 1.94. E, Meyer, Geschichte des Alter-
fums* (Stuttgart 1953-1958) 4.267-68, 5.20, equated Leon of Salamis with the general
Leon, who is well known from the Ionian War (Thuc. 8.23-24, 54.3, 55.1, 73.4-6; Xen.
HG 1.5.16, 6.16). The Leon who was a signatory of the Peace of Nikias and the
Laconian/Athenian alliance shortly thereafter may be the same man (Thuc. 5.19.2,
24.1). See A. Andrewes and D.M. Lewis, “Notes on the Peace of Nikias,” JHS 77
(1957) 177-80. If the murdered Salaminian Leon and the general are the same man, it is
possible that the murdered (and unnamed) general who is the speaker’s father in Lysias
1027-29 was also this Leon. W. J. McCoy has more recently argued this position (“The
Kentity of Leon,” 4/P 96 [1975] 187-99). McCoy notes that the murder of Salaminians
by the Thirty is otherwise attested (Lys. 12.52; 13.44) and that the seventh letter at-
tributed to Plato treats Leon as a citizen (324E-325A).

** It may be noted that the position of Leon as general might imply membership ina
irihe, if tribal afiliation was necessary for candidacy for general at this time. Those mem-
bersof satellite communities who sought active participation in the processes of governing
may have undergone a scrutiny in which they petitioned to be assigned a deme. In the case
of @ Leon, his original affiliation so dominated public perception of him that a
!}_}'P.ﬁ.lhclic.ai deme-name is never mentioned, Also, it is to be assumed that the procedures:
n Ath. Pol. 42.1, 55.3 had their analogues earlier in the satellite communities.

**The Salaminians who defected to Kassandros in 306 and who were later expelled
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148 CHAPTER 5: EVOLUTION OF COLONIAL POLICY

the references to the Athenian sculptor Myron as Eleuthereus. Further
confirmation for the existence of Salaminians who were citizens outside
the deme system is probably provided by Leukolophos, who appears on
a record of the polétai from the very end of the fifth century.®® He is
described as é¢ ZaXa[uivos (IG 11? 1579.8), without a deme name, ina
context that shows that he must be an Athenian citizen. In all these cases
(see below), this type of denomination signals a mode of citizenship out-
side the tribal structure.

Further confirmation of the special citizenship of the Salaminians s
provided by a scholion to Demosthenes (23.71):37

... 0Tk €Ty pevroL 0vde 7§ Sikalws aveAdvt "Abrvnow oikely. Tols Yoy
Mupplvny iy Hewriorpdrov Bvyarépa dvnpnrdar xal dAlovs Twhs
&ymeioavro modirelay kat dwpéav ékeebafnoay 3¢ Suws év Tatapin
> ~ A A o -~ -~ el -~ b ’ h ef I

oikely, d1a 10 ) ébetvar tijs "ArTixds émBalvely Tov EAws povevoarra.

... 1t was not permitted for even a justified killer to live in Athens. Thus
they voted citizenship and a reward to the killers of Myrrhine, the daugh-
ter of Peisistratos, and of some others, but they were ordered nevertheless

to live on Salamis, because it was impermissable that any killer at all dis-
embark in Attica.

While the historicity of this episode is of no particular concern for our
argument,’® the scholion does seem to attest to the existence of a non-
transient, citizen community on Salamis, whose rights were not com-
pletely equivalent to those of the Athenians of Attica. The significance of
the awards of citizenship on Salamis was that they were the next best
thing to a citizenship which could be enjoyed in Attica itself (in this case
impossible). The same paradigmatic role was played in some contexis
by the status of the Plataians, as we shall see in the case of those enfran-
chised after Arginoussai (see below).

Next for consideration are the communities along the northern
borders of Attica which became associated with the Athenian state.?? Let

seem to have formed a single community. See Paus. 1.35.2; Polyaen. 4.11.1 with Moggi
8-9.

* See M.B. Walbank, “The Confiscation and Sale by the Poletai in 402 /1 B.C. of the
Property of the Thirty Tyrants,” Hesperia 51 (1982) 74-98.

*7 See Sakkélion, “éx r@v dvexdorwy T warpiakis BiBAiobikns: Scholies de Déme-
sthéne et d’Eschine d’aprés un manuscrit inedit de Patmos,” BCH 1 (1877) 1-16,
137-55, esp. 138,

% Moggi, ASNP (1978) 1305-9 argues for historicity (with the killers Sigeians?).

~*”On topography, consider, on the environs of Plataia, W.K. Pritchett, Studtes in
Ancient Greek Topography: Part IV (Passes) (University of California Publicationsin
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us start with Plataia, the most important of them. The Plataians are
another case of Athenian regional expansion in this period. They first
sought protection from Kleomenes, king of Sparta, who directed them to
make an appeal to the Athenians, a result achieved by an act of sup-
pliancy at the altar of the Twelve Gods (Hdt. 6.108.1-6), The act of
surrender of the Plataians to the Athenians (Hdt. 6.108.4: &8{3ocay
odéas adrovs ‘they gave themselves’) subordinated Plataia to Athens.
Although the Plataians and Athenians presented their relationship with
each other as an alliance, this gesture of surrender was symbolic of Pla-
taian submissiveness toward Athens. It was repeated on the eve of the
battle of Plataia, when an oracle predicted success for the Athenians, if
they fought at Eleusis (Plut. Arist. 11.3). The Plataians merged their
territory with that of the Athenians by removing their boundary stones
facing Attica and tendering their land to the Athenians (Arist. 11.8;
dvedely Ta mpos THy Aty Spia tis [Tharaiidos kal T Xxwpay
émdodvar Tols "Abnpaiois: “to remove the boundary stones of Plataian
territory on the side facing Attica and hand the land over to the Athe-
nians”; cf. Plut, Alex, 34.27).40

The date of this “alliance” is controversial, because the date of 519
implied by Thucydides appears prima facie too early (3.68.5).%" It is also
a problematical time, when one considers two features in the narrative
of Herodotus: the presence of a Spartan army in central Greece, and the
availability of prominent Corinthians, who later in the incident serve as

Classical Studies 28, 1982) 88-102; P.W. Wallace. Strabo’s Description of Bototia: 4
Commentary (Heidelberg 1979) 26-27 (Oropos), 124-26 (Eleutherai); J.M. Fossey,
Topography and Population of Ancient Boiotia, vol. 1 (Chicago 1988) 29-42 (Oropos),
101-32 (Parasopia).

*Cf, L. Prandi, “Plutarco, Aristide 11,3-9 e la cessione del territorio di Platea,” in
La Béotie antique (Paris 1985) 211-17.

*' An emendation rendering 509 has a venerable pedigree. See G. Grote, A History of
Greece (London 1888) 3.385 n. 4; also H.-F. Bornitz, Herodot Studien: Beitrige zum
Verstindnis der Einheit des Geschichtswerks (Berlin 1968) 93 n. 168; M. Amit; “La
date de alliance entre Athénes et Platées,” AC 39 (1970) 414-26; G.S. Shrimpton,
“When Did Plataea Join Athens?” CP 79 (1984) 295-303, opts for 506 for Plataian
subjection to Athens and 479 for an alliance. A precondition for the events regarding
Plataia was Megarian adherence to the Peloponnesian League (Figueira, Theognis
298-300). Cf. Legon, Megara 141-45; R.]. Buck, 4 History of Boiotia (Edmonton
1979) 112-14. E. Badian opts for 519, although he believes that Herodotus thought the
conflict-over Plataia followed the expulsion of Hippias (“Plataea between Athens and
Sparta: In Search of Lost History,” in H. Beister and J, Buckler, eds:, Boiotika: Vor-
I¥ige vom 5. Internationalen Biotien-Kolloguium zu Ehren von Professor Dr. Siegfried
Lauffer [Munich 1989] 95-111, esp. 103 n. 16).
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150 CHAPTER 5: EVOLUTION OF COLONIAL POLICY

mediators between the Thebans and the Athenians. An emendation to
509 explains why Peloponnesian forces were present (they had just in-
tervened in Attica) and why the Plataians would have preferred the
Athenians to the Thebans: they chose to align themselves with an
Athens liberated from tyranny (not with the Peisistratids) rather than
with the Theban dunasteia ‘authoritarian oligarchy’: Thuc. 3.62.3).

The relationship of the Plataians with the Athenians involved a
form of citizenship. At first, this citizenship did not carry along with it
distribution among the demes and tribes. A second stage, although not
entirely without restrictions, did include deme membership, but not as-
signment to a phratry, a common limitation in fifth-century enfran-
chisements. That the Plataians shared Athenian civic rights by the time
of the Peloponnesian War is made clear from their remarks in miti-
gation of their loyalty to the Athenians before the Spartans, the fac-
tuality of which is accepted by the Thebans.? Moreover, this attempt at
exculpation would hardly make sense if the grant of citizenship were
only recent, for example, one made between 431-29.*° Nor does the use
by the Plataians and Thucydides of the language of alliance preclude the
simultaneous possession of civil rights by the Plataians.** Thucydides’
Plataians make best sense if they are adverting to an old grant, one prob-
ably as old as the alliance.**

Isocrates in the Panathenaicus does not really provide evidence
against this understanding (12.94). His intention is to contrast the Spar-
tan behavior toward the Plataians with that of the Athenians: IT\a-
Talwy B¢ TOLS mEpLyErourovs ToAITas émourjoavTo Kal TOY Hmapyv-
Twy avTols GmavTwy peredooay (“they made the survivors of the Pla-
taians citizens, and gave them a share in all their privileges”). Given his
rhetorical priorities, would anyone charge him with inaccuracy if it

2 Thue. 3.55.3: kai mpodotval adrovs ovkert v kakdv, EANws Te Kat ovs ev madwy
Tis Kai GUTOS Bebpevos mpoonydyero fuppdyovs kal molirelas peréAaBey, iévai bt és
8 mapayyeAAdpeva eikds v mpoBipws (“and it was no longer moral to betray them,
especially those from whom we benefitted and who, at our request, made us allies and
shared citizenship; it was seemly that we hearken eagerly to their instructions”); 3.62.3:
€yéveae &L T} Nuerépa rpwpla, Ss dare, "Abnvaiwy Foupaxor kal moAiras (“you be-
came, for protection against us, as you say, allies and fellow-citizens of the Athenians”).

*W. Gawantka, Isopolitie: Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der zwischen staatlichen Be-
2iehungen in der griechischer Antike (Munich: 1975) 174-75.

4 8ee HCT'2.339-40; against Busolt, GG2 3.2.1038-40 with n. 2. See also L. Prandi,
-ﬁiﬁ?,ﬁﬂhe sulla concessione della cittedinanza ateniese nel V see. A.C. (Milan 1982)
69-71,

42 See also Shrimpton, CP (1984) 302.

B. ATHENS AND REGIONAL EXPANSION 151

turned out that he was referring to the act by which the Plataians were
enrolled in demes and tribes? For such a decree is attested, proposed by
one Hippokrates, the very measure which assigned the Plataians to
deme and tribe ([Dem.] 59.102-6).4¢

Nothing about the decree precludes its being an implementation of a
previous grant, because any distribution of the Plataians among the
demes could be expected to start with an affirmation that they were
citizens, if only to remove any fuel for litigiousness.*” In the first years of
the war, the Athenians were compelled to deal for the first time with a
mass influx of Plataians. They were careful to do justice to the rights of
their allies/fellow citizens, while making sure that no disloyal or suppos-
ititious Plataian crept into the ranks of the citizens. They set a limit to
the process, thereby preventing a loophole in the citizenship laws which
would allow future, automatic enfranchisements on the grounds of being
Plataian. Lysias’ Against Pankleon (23.1-4) seems to offer the instance
of a Plataian who claimed citizenship by virtue of this enfranchisement
and membership in the deme of Dekeleia.*® Finally, it may be noted that
Diodorus mentions the reception of the Plataians at Athens in 372/1
after their expulsion by the Boiotians explicitly in terms of isopoliteia.®®

¥ [Dem.] 59.104 Rennie: “Irmoxpdrys eimer; IAaraiéas elvar "Abyvalovs dmo rijo-
de Tijs Nuepas, emripovs kabdmep of EAAot "Afnvator, kal pereivar adrols drmep "Aby-
valols peTerTL TAVTWY, Kal lepdY Kal botwy, TANY € Tis lepwotyy 1 Tehert doTw ex
yévovs, unde rév dvvéa &pydvrwy, rois 8’ &k rodrwy. kaTaveipar 3k robs Iaraidas eis
Tobs Brjpovs kat 7as pudds. Emeiduy S& veunfdot, uy ebéorw ért "Abnvaie pndert yiy-
veadar [\aratéwy, un ebpopévy Tapa Tov diuov Tod Abqaiwy (*Hippokrates pro-
posed: the Plataians are to be Athenians from this day, with civil rights just like other
Athenians, and they are to share in all the privileges that Athenians share, both publicand
sacred, except if there is some priesthood or rite administered by an aristocratic clan, and
excepting the offices of the nine archons, though their descendants may share the archon-
ship. The Plataians are to be distributed among the demes and tribes. After they have
been distributed, it should not be permitted for any Plataian to become an Athenian, un-
lessthere has been a review before the Athenian people”). Even if we reject the psephism
asaconcoction of a scholiast, or opt for the more reasonable suggestion that it has been ab-
breviated, the succeeding section of the speech (105-6) guarantees its general content.

*' Therefore, the decree is not really at odds with the remarks of the Plataians in
Thucydides. Cf. Gawantka, Isopolitie 176-78, Note E. Szanto, “Plataeae und Athen,”
WS 6 (1884) 159-72, esp. 159-66.

*® Although there is no mention in Lysias of dependable records on the Pla_tajans whp
were enfranchised (cf. [Dem.] 59.105), his interest may have lain in directing the lis-
tener’s attention away from them. See Gawantka, Jsopolitie 177 n. 31,

DS, 15.46.6: 0f 3k TIharaieis €l *Abrjvas pera Texp@Y Kat YOVAKDY $uyovTes
s icomoAirelas éruyow Bia T xpnoTéryra Tob $7juov (“The Plataians, having fled
o Athens with their wives and children, achieved isopoliteia ‘equal rights of citizenship’
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152 CHAPTER 5: EVOLUTION OF COLONIAL POLICY

Once again, Diodorus’ text reads as if it was the first grant of citizenship,
when it was clearly a reactivation of previously existing rights.

One tendency among scholars has been to view Plataia as an inde.
pendent city allied with Athens, the citizens of which may have had
certain rights in Attica. There was enough independence for the Pla-
taians to describe themselves as allies of the Athenians (Thuc. 2.73.3;
Eoupayo, fvppayiay; 3.55.3: fvppayovs, cf. 3.56.7). Similar language
is found in Diodorus Siculus, using Ephorus as a source (12.41.2, 5;
12.56.6). In Diodorus’ treatment of the actual outbreak of hostilities
in the Peloponnesian War, a point is made of noting that the Theban
attack on Plataia was made on an autonomous city (albeit allied with
Athens) within a narrative context hostile to Theban pretensions
(12.41.2-3). With considerable justification, Badian has protested
against this view and presented the evidence for the subjection of the
Plataians and of others on the northern borders of Attica (with partic-
ular reference to the earliest stage of the relationship).*?

through the generosity of the people [or for the sake of their good services to the
people]”). As for the terms isopoliteia and sympoliteia, I shall use them loosely (and faute
de mieux) for the constitutional phenomenon under discussion. Diodorus uses the term
isopoliteia, which perhaps derives from Ephorus. The closest contemporary denomina-
tion of Plataian status is Hellanicus’ term ovpmoAtretw for the “Plataian” rights given
to freedmen at the time of Arginoussai (FGH 323a F 25). See n. 60 in this chapter. The
more sharply delineated forms of isopoliteia, which are chiefly attested from the Hellen-
istic period, may be considered crystallizations of the great variety of constitutional
arrangements that prevailed in the archaic period. As is argued in the text, a spectrum of
associations is represented by the Athenian examples alone.

*0 See Badian, Boistika 103-6, who notes Herodotus’ use of the formula Sibdrat
éwvron (6.108.1 bis, 2, 3, 4, 6). His equation of this status with dovAeia, however, ought
not to be followed. In the first place, it would be necessary to believe that Herodotus
thought membership in the Spartan alliance to be SovAeia, since in 6,108.2 é3(bocay ...
o¢éas abrovs is used of the Plataian request to join the Peloponnesian League. More-
over, the issue of the burial of the Plataian dead with the so-called slaves after Marathon
isirrelevant (Paus. 1.32.3). The status of the “slaves” sets no precedent for the Plataians.
War dead from the same slaves were later listed on a grave stele, listing casualties
against Aigina (Paus. 1.29.7). They had undoubtedly been freed, if not enfranchised; by
the time they fought the Aiginetans. See Figueira, QUCC (1988) 85 with ns. 73-74.
Just as after Arginoussai, these enfranchised slaves were associated with restrictionson
rights like those of the Plataians (Arist. Ran. 693-94 with scholia). That the declaration
of Plataian autonomy by Pausanias in 479 affected detrimentally the rights of the
Athenians vis-a-vis the Plataians is improbable in context (note Thuc. 2.71.4, 72.1;
Plut. drist. 11.8). See Figueira, BICS (1990) 82-84. Cf. Shrimpton, GP (1984) 301-3;
Badian, Boiotika 106-10.
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The satellite communities of the northern borders of Attica should
be described as possessing a special status. They seem to have been in
possession of the passive rights of citizenship insofar as they probably
stood vis-a-vis the Athenian legal system as Athenians.! The Plataiang
seem throughout the period to have possessed the right of intermarriage
with Athenians (Isoc. 14.51). They may have had the right of full natu-
ralization on the assumption of residence in Attica proper, following
examination by the Heliaia or Ekklesia and eventually by a dikasterion.
Our natural assumption should be that the decree of Hippokrates rees-
tablishes the previous status quo after its mass registration ([Dem.|
59.104: 1) evpopéve wapa Tob dijuov Tod "Abywalwy [“unless he is
reviewed before the Athenian people”]). This clause in the psephism
should be equated with section 106 from the speakers’s gloss on the
decree: ... dokipactdij év 76 SwaaTrpiew (... should be subjected to
scrutiny in a dikasterial court”). There is no particular reason to think
that this dokimasia sufficed either for ordinary grants of citizenship or
was a phase in a longer procedure of enfranchisement at this time (re-
gardless of the anachronistic paraphrase in [Demosthenes]).’? Rather,
even the pre-war dispensation gave the Plataians an accelerated track
for assimilation as full citizens.

On the other hand, there was no mechanism by which the Plataians,
meeting in their own assembly, could register their votes in a way that
affected Athenian decision-making, except through diplomatic chan-
nels. Thus, they were compelled to follow, without their own political

* Gschnitzer 86-88 struck the right note on Eleutherai with his comparison to Ro-
man cies sine suffragio. See also L. Prandi, “Problemi del confine attico~beotico; la zona
di Eleutere,” Contributi dell’Istituto di Storia Antica, Milan 13 (1987) 50-80, esp:
62-64. In contrast, Kahrstedt is thoroughly minimizing on the rights of all these groups
inhis “Beilage: Die athenischen Perioiken”, Staatsgebret 346-62.

S%CH, E. Szanto, Das griechische Biirgerrecht (Freiburg im Breisgau 1892) 33, 53
who treats the process of dokimasia as the conventional stage which is attested in later
enfranchisements. Osborne (Naturalization 3/4.160-61, 164-67) amplifies this idea:
the clause for such scrutiny appears in isolation here long before its permanent introduc-
tion in the late fourth century (not earlier than c. 318). See also Prandi, Concessione
64-65. This invidious singling out of the Plataians for additional scrutiny is highly un-
likely in the political and demographic context of the psephism. My interpretation, that
the legal action implied by the participle efpopéve is approximated by the speaker's
tokipan 6y, has the advantage of grounding the dokimasia in the text of the decree,
which Osborne’s theory does not. The term edpopéve, which does not otherwise appear
i!_ﬁ G P and IG 117/1112, is probably archaic terminology for the review of claims to
titizenship. y
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input, the lead of Athens in foreign affairs, which embroiled them in
Athenian wars with their neighbors, the precise context for Herodotug
and Thucydides’ hints about their subjection. In the case of Plataia,
the largest and most distant of the satellite communities of Attica,
the presence of this quasi-independence appears most substantial: the
Plataians alone appear on the Serpent Column, for instance (Meiggs-
Lewis #27.7).

Lest it be thought that the existence of citizens outside the tribal
system (as the Plataians must have been until the mass enrollment early
in the Peloponnesian War) is unthinkable, the case of the Samians en-
franchised en masse in 405/4 must be considered (/G I* 127). As the
essential clause is restored, assignment of the Samians to the ten tribes
was limited to those Samians in Athens: évat de Ty dwpetar Tapulwy
Tols fJkoow, kafamep adrol airdvra, kal véuar |[adros abrika pdla
Tos dpxovras és Tlus puAas dékaxa (“the privilege is to be granted to
the Samians who have come, just as they request, and the archons are to
divide them immediately among the tribes in ten groups™ Il. 33-34).%
Note that, even for the Samians who are present in Athens, there is no
provision for phratry enrollment.>* Several other groups shall presently
be shown to possess approximately the same status.

Let us next consider the enclaves of Parnes and the area north of
Parnes. The people of Eleutherai are said to have joined themselves to
the Athenians for the sake of citizenship and out of hatred of the The-
bans (Paus. 1.38.8; cf. ZArist. Ach. 243a Wilson). Their accession to the
Athenian camp ought to be placed at the same time as that of the Pla-
taians, their neighbors to the north, whose reasons closely approximated
their own.’® The cult of Dionysos of Eleutherai was introduced into
Athens with the ancient xoanon ‘primitive cult image’ of the god being
transferred by an Eleutherian named Pegasos (Paus. 1.2.5, 38.8).5 The
name of Dionysios Eleutherios, whose home city’s name played on the

53 Oshorne, Naturalization 3/4.182-83.
> Whether reg1strauon in the demes was provided for depends on the restoration
.. abTika pdAa & Tos rjuos .. . (Meiggs-Lewis #94.34, p. 285). It is possible that
demc - assignment was not automatlcally provided even for those present.

% See Prandi, Contributs (1987) 57-62. Badian, Boiotika 106, suggests 506/5, at the
time of the Athenian defeat of the Thebans and Khalkidians.

5 TArist. Ach. 2432 W mythologizes the story under the influence of the religious
axiom that the introduction of Dionysos must always be resisted. Artistic representa-
tions may have helped the process, such as that mentioned in Paus. 1.2.5, which seemsto
show Pegasos in the context of a meal for the gods.
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word for freedom, would have made a powerful symbol of the Eleuthe-
rians’ opting for the Cleisthenic constitution instead of the dunasieia of
Thebes.>” The association of the mythological conquest of this area with
the Athenian ephebate (see n. 7 in this chapter) indicates that the fate of
Eleutherai and its environs (the fort of Panakton) was prominent when
the Athenian military establishment was refounded under the new
(Cleisthenic order. Thus, these considerations associate the citizenship of
the Eleutherians with their joining the Athenians in the late sixth
century, which is exactly what Pausanias tells us.

The Eleutherians were not included in the system of demes and
tribes, but seem to have been in a real sense Athenian, as is demon-
strated by a casualty list of 440/39 which reports the dead from fighting
in the Chersonese and at Byzantion. Here, an Eleutherian follows the
list of other dead arranged by tribes under the heading ’EAevfepafer
‘from Eleutherai’ (/G I* 943.96 = Meiggs-Lewis #48).°8 This is not an
aberration, as we have a representation of the official commemoration of
Eleutherian dead, i.e., a stele bearing a casualty list is pictured.*® The
citation of Eleutherian dead in this fashion is not only useful for affirm-
ing their civic status, but because it shows that persons outside the tribal
system were nevertheless citizens (as just suggested for the Plataians and
for some Salaminians).®® One should reconstruct the casualty list on

" W.R. Connor, “City Dionysia and Athenian Democracy,” CérM 40 (1989) 7-32,
esp. 24-26, makes a case for the post-Peisistratid dating of the remains in the sanctuary
of Dionysios Eleutherios. The common insistence that the transfer of the cult must have
occurred under Peisistratos is owed to theories of the development of drama that see
Attic tragedy as largely a product of Peisistratid Athens and even of Peisistratid pa-
tronage. Nothing recommends it. Cf, e.g. A, Pickard-Cambridge, The Dramatic Festi-
vals of Athens?, rev. by J. Gould and D.M. Lewis (Oxford 1968) 57-58; H.W. Parke,
The Festivals of Athens (London 1977) 126-27.

58 Bradeen, C0 (1969) 149; id., “The Athenian Casualty List of 464 B.C.,> Hesperia
36 (1967) 321-28, esp. 324-25.

** A fragment of pottery (perhaps from a loutrophoros) shows stelai which' contain
Athenian casualty lists. Sec P. Wolters, “Eine Darstellung des athenischen Staatsfried-
hofs,” SBAW 1913, Abh. 5, 3-13. For the Eleutherian dead (éxs ’EAev[depiu]) see
U. von Wilamowitz-MoellendorfT, as cited in P. Wolters, “Der athenische Staatsfried-
hofs,” BPAIV 35 (1915) cols. 1422-24. The painter may have had a specific context in
mind, one which involved a battle where the Eleutherians had distinguished themselves.
The letter forms may suggest a deliberate archaizing, which perhaps also indicates that
there is an allusion to a well-known occasion.

* When these persons were not listed under the name of their community, it could be

that they as individuals were subsumed under the heading €yypadot and perfnrce with-

out tribal designation (IG 1% 949.76), as suggested by U. von Wllamowm-Moellendorﬂ'
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which appeared the Plataian dead from the Sicilian disaster (Pays.
1.29.12) along the same lines. This impression is reinforced by the case
of the famous sculptor Myron, who was from Eleutherai and is identi-
fied as an *EXevfepevs (IG I* 400=SIG® 51; 537; of. Pliny NH
34.19.57). Yet Pausanias refers to Myron as an Athenian, which he
undoubtedly was (6.2.2, 8.4, 13.2; cf. Athen. 11.486D).¢!

The evidence on Hysiai is less explicit. The Athenians are de-
scribed as exceeding the boundary allotted to them by Corinthian ar-
bitration in setting the line at the Asopos, facing Plateia and Hysiai
(Hdt. 6.108.6; cf. 9.15.3, 25.3).%> The border still lay in the same area
in 429 (Thuc. 3.24.2; cf. Paus. 9.1.6). Hysiai and Oinoe are described
as the furthest demes of Attica in Herodotus’ description of the Boiotian
attack of c¢. 506, when they were seized temporarily (5.74.2; cf. Eur.
Antiope fr. 1 Kambitsis).%> While Oinoe was a deme of the tribe Hippo-
thontis, the term deme for Hysiai cannot have its strict constitutional
connotation and must be taken in its non-technical sense of ‘communi-
ty’. At the same time, it does suggest that Hysiai was a citizen commu-
nity like Oinoe, and thus would have shared a similar civic status with
Eleutherai.

Thucydides describes the Oropioi as dr1jxoot ‘subjects’ of the Athe-
nians (Thuc. 2.23.3; 4.99.1).5* Yet, we cannot really be sure that he
would not have called the other northern borderers “subjects” by reason
of the disabilities impeding active citizenship which have been men-
tioned above. We do not know whether second-class citizenship and

“Demotika der Metoeken 11,” Hermes 22 (1887) 211-59, esp. n. 4, pp. 216-17. CL.
M. Clerc, Les méteques athiénzens (Paris 1893) 45-46; Bradeen, C 0 (1969) 150. The
phrasing of Hellanicus may follow official terminology when he describes the grant of cit-
izenship to the slaves that fought at Arginoussai: robs va vpaxnoartas dovAovs . .. ehev-
Bepwlijvar kat eyypagevras bs [MAararels cvpmoiredoacfar adrots . .. (“the slaves
who fought in the naval battle . . . were freed and, having been enrolled as Plataians, they
shared the same citizenship with them [the Athenians]. .. ”: FGH 323a F 25).

°t His son Lykios was described both as an Eleutherian (G I? 400, 537) and as a
Boiotian from Eleutherai, which is perhaps a token of the late fifth-century border
change (Athen. 11.486D). See L.H. Jeffery, “Lykios son of Myron: The Epigraphic
Evidence,” in ETHAH (Festschrift Kontoleon) 51-54.
_ % Erythrai was grouped with Hysiai, which was also called Hyria: Strabo 9.2.12
C404; Steph. Byz. s.2. “Ypla.

¢ Cf. Thuc. 2.18.1, 19.1 on the Peloponnesian invasion of 431; 8.98.1-4 on the be-
trayal of Oinoe to the Spartans in 411,

% See Gschnitzer 82-83. Cf. Busolt-Swoboda GSK 2.871 n. 1; Kahrstedt, Staatsge-
biet 346-51. There was an Athenian official charged with supervision at Oropos ([Lys.
20.6), but there was also-an arkhon on Salamis (Ath. Pol. 54.8).
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“subject” status were mutually exclusive for him.** The betrayal of Oro-
pos to the Boiotians by conspirators in 411 (Thuc. 8.60.1) is balanced by
the voluntary surrender back to the Athenians in the late 370s, as Iso-
crates emphasizes in the Plataicus (14.20, cf, 14.37).5¢ Oropos perhaps
fell into Athenian hands during the campaign of ¢. 506, when it could
have served as a helpful stepping-stone for land and sea operations
along the Euripos and against Euboia. Nevertheless, of all the border
communities lying along the frontier between Attica and Boiotia, Oro-
pos is the sole exception in that a good case cannot be made for the
possession of some form of citizenship by its inhabitants.

The settlement established at Khalkis was on a site that lay not far
from the Athenian border. Once again the decision to place the new
community betrays the operation of Atticocentrism. We need not repeat
the arguments about the inclusion of native Khalkidians in the settle-
ment, nor an explanation of the connotation of kAnpodxos in the account
of Herodotus (see pp. 44-45 above and Appendix C). Clearly, the com-
munity remained closely aligned with Attica. On the model of Plataia,
the settlement at Khalkis can probably be reconstructed as exhibiting a
type of isopoliteia or sympoliteia. As far as can be judged, Khalkis
bridges the two later, imperial categories of colony and cleruchy. Like a
cleruchy it was grafted upon a pre-existing community and drew on
resources within it that were diverted to Athenian use (exactly like the
fate of the later Lesbians). Yet, like some of the dmouxiau, it stood as an
Attic recreation of an earlier polis, one in which native Khalkidians
probably had their place alongside Athenians.

Although it has been tempting to classify the relations of places like
Plataia, Khalkis, and Oropos under the separate headings of ally, cle-
ruchy, and subject, it must be remembered that their statuses were gen-
erated out of the self-same inclination among the Athenians toward re-
gional security and hegemony. Contingencies coming out of the specific
military and political contexts, which involved early contact with these
communities, created the precise mixture of duties and rights accorded
to each group living outside the physical and ethnic borders of Attica, as
narrowly construed. There is no evidence for seeing over-arching le-
galities (or perhaps that should be legalisms) about citizenship as the

# It is possible that Thucydides describes the Oropioi as subjects of the A.tthi_ﬂf-S
because he is viewi ng the Boiotian attack on their territory from a Thcban- pers'p.ecti.\':’.f.--.
** Internal strife at Oropos led to its fall to the Thebans; note D.8. 14.17.1-3. See also

Dem. 5.10, 16, 24; 16.18, for Athenian moves to recover Oropos after it had been lost

onlce again,
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dominant factor in any fine distinctions on this spectrum of status. Ney-
ertheless, the predominant feature is a grant of a form of citizenship to
all those whose territory was annexed (except perhaps the Oropians).

The efforts by the Athenians to intervene in favor of the Aiginetan
damos constitute still another exercise in regional hegemony, similar to
those which have just been discussed. The Athenians had already ex-
pressed a claim to the ownership of the island, which was grounded in
terms of cult. It is likely that, if Nikodromos and his followers had
achieved success, Aigina would have entered the Athenian sphere of in-
fluence in a manner not dissimilar to the dependencies already men-
tioned. One can only guess at the particular formula which would have
been implemented, but it seems beyond doubt that it would have heen
analogous to one of the earlier dispensations, e.g., the outright annexa-
tion of Salamis, the isopolitera of Plataia, or the settlement of Khalkis
with Athenian newcomers. Thus, when the attention of the Athenians
returned to concerns of regional hegemony during the late 460s, they
reached out again to attempt a subjugation of Aigina, this time success-
ful. Their eventual solution to the Aiginetan question, an epoikic colony,
was consonant with the traditions of sixth- and early fifth-century re-
gional hegemonism.

The 480s were a period of transition in this hegemonism. I have
already noted how the Athenian claim to Aigina, which had been
grounded in a mythological cession through the assimilation of the de-
scendants of Aiakos to the Athenian people, became transformed into a
claim in ideological terms, which was expressed through a championing
of the Aiginetan damos. It is also striking how the intervention on Ai-
gina occurred at almost the same time as Miltiades’ expedition against
Paros, although these two different initiatives cannot be placed with
chronological exactitude relative to each other.®” As a personal initia-
tive, the campaign at Paros marks a real contrast with Athenian policy
on Aigina, which was reflective of nascent democratic imperialism.®*

Just as Miltiades signaled the end of the age of patronal coloniza-
tion both with his gift of Lemnos to the Athenians and by his avoidance
of a penalty for his tyranny in the Chersonese, his expedition to Paros
marked (in a way totally unintended) the termination of the first period

: ‘Sf For the chronological relationship of the moves against Paros and Aigina and their
political context, see Figueira, QUCC (1988) 59-62, 87-89.
68 Figueira, Historia (1986) 274-79, attempts to explain how Xanthippos and The-
mistokles were both proponents of strong measures against the Aiginetan oligarchs, but
differed over the strategy and organization of Athenian initiatives.
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of civic expansion abroad (Hdt. 6.132-36; Nepos Miit. 7; Ephorus,
FGH 70 F 63). First, consider the cryptic stated intention of Miltiades to
acquire for Athens an immense amount of gold: ... ob ¢pdoas e én’
v ¢moTparedaerar xwpny, GANa ¢as abrovs karamhovrieiy v of
dnwprar éml yap xopny TowavTny 87 tiwva dfaw 80ev xpuaby edmeriws
d¢pbovor oloovrar Aeéywr Towadra aitee Tas véas.*® The failure to re-
port the true goal of the expedition may indicate that the d2mos could not
be convinced candidly of the advisability of such an expedition against
Paros. Their vision in foreign policy did not yet extend to the central Ae-
gean. A promised treasure in gold does not look like a foray aimed at
Paros. Perdrizet’s suggestion was that Paros was a stepping-stone to-
ward the mineral wealth of Mt. Pangaion, where the Thasians, colonists
of Paros, had holdings (contemporary Parian interest in the nearby Stry-
mon valley is now independently attested).”® Using Paros, however, as a
stepping-stone to the north makes no strategic sense except in a rather
roundabout way, that is, as a counter to acquire Parian holdings (and
even that is a bit farfetched). A simpler answer may be that Miltiades
hinted at a colonial expedition in the grand manner of the Peisistratids
and his Philaid ancestors to convince the Athenians to supply a fleet. The
episode turns out to be a striking mixture of aristocratic highhandedness
that had missed its day, an Aegean policy not yet articulated, and an in-
adequate implementation on a tactical level.

The Saronic Gulf islands and the Cyclades constituted a marine hin-
terland of Athens, akin to the Boiotian borderlands north of Mt. Parnes.
Geographical effects were intensified by the change in the economic to-
pography attendant upon the concentration of Athenian seafaring ac-
tivity in the Peiraieus after the archonship of Themistokles in 493/2
(Thue. 1.93.3-4). Given the cultural ties between the Ionians of the is-
lands and Attica, it was natural that the Peiraieus should become a lead-
ing entrepot for exchange between the western Cyclades and the main-
land, Aigina lay athwart this emerging artery of trade, a factor made
more intractable by the continuation of hostilities with Athens (“The
Heraldless War”) and the Aiginetan skill at piracy.”* The miscarrying of

5 Hdt. 6,132: “. . . not telling them against which land the campaign would be con-
ducted, but saying that they would get rich if they followed him; for he would Iead_them
against a certain territory of such a nature that they might easily take off an immense.
amount of gold. Saying this sort of thing, he requested ships.”

"'P, Perdrizet, “Scaptésylé,” Klio 10 (1910) 1-27, esp. 6-8. The epigram for the
fallen Parian chieftain found near Amphipolis shows continued Parian interest in the
north in the late sixth or early fifth century. See Lazaridis, AE (1976).

" Figueira, Aegina 202-8.




=1

I
A
n
n
it
n
A
tl
3
P
tl
7]
0
d
n
P
A
1
F
tl
d
t!
5
3
1
2
v
k
c
c
E
£
1
5
1
I
C
t
]
1

160 CHAPTER 5: EVOLUTION OF COLONIAL POLICY

the expeditions against both Aigina and Paros through the lack of suffi.
cient resources to mobilize forces in excess of ¢. 70 triremes and to kee
them abroad for the necessary period of campaigning ended, if only tem-
porarily, the progress of Athens as a regional hegemonist. Yet, the pro-
gram of regional expansion lay accessible in Athenian popular con-
sciousness, with its legacy of ambitions in the Boiotian borderlands, on
Euboia, in the Saronic Gulf, and among the Cyclades.

Although one may be at a loss to coin a single term to apply to the set
of rights, responsibilities, and disabilities of Athenian dependencies, that
ought not to affect the reality of the status which was evolved in the first
decade of the Cleisthenic order. The precise formulations possibly
differed from case to case, as the Athenians pragmatically worked out a
fine balance between their inclusivism and their hegemonism. Salamis
may have exemplified the closest form of incorporation, including attri-
bution of some or all inhabitants to the tribal system (as suggested by
IG I1? 30.b.4-7). Plataia may have stood as a the model for a looser mode
of association. If the analysis above is correct, the settlement of the politi-
cal arrangements for these two sites would have occurred in ¢. 5096,

Furthermore, an understanding of the organization of Athenian re-

gional expansion is not only significant for the history of Athenian impe-
rialism. My analysis in Part I has suggested the existence of fifth-cen-
tury Athenian colonies whose citizens were liable for military service in
their own units and who continued to have the rights of citizenship.
Under catastrophic circumstances, such colonists could return to Attica
and resume citizenship in the context of the tribal order. These colonies
were not homogeneous, as Athenian &rotkor were sometimes united
with earlier inhabitants, who were persons with an admixture of Athe-
nian blood (e.g, in the Chersonese and, in a sense, on Aigina), and per-
haps sometimes even those without Athenian ancestry. Parallel features
for these conditions can be adduced from the period of Athenian regional
expansion in the early years of the Cleisthenic order. We may find it
suspect that we lack an over-arching legal formulation for the interac-
tion of Athenian imperial colonists and their meétropolis, but the applica-
tion to the colonies of the empire of practices evolved over a considerable
period of time in pre-imperial Athens for utilization with its satellite
communities—and utilized successfully—might explain the absence of
traces of a more systematic program of legislation.

CHAPTER 6: COLONIZATION DURING THE
ATHENIAN EMPIRE

ITH THE CAMPAIGNS of the Delian League, Athens entered

on its great period of colonization.! This colonization served the
joint policies of establishing Aegean security against Persian threats and
allied defection and of augmenting the resources of the démos, out of
which came the military safety of Athens and, in Athenian eyes, the
freedom of the Greeks.

A. BASIC FACTORS

Even more than by the resistance of their enemies, the employment of
colonization by the Athenians was conditioned and constrained by two
sets of underlying factors which need particular stress—what might be
called “the demographic/productive calculus” and “the strategic ground-
rules”. An appreciation of these conditions allows us to establish a back-
ground for understanding the place of imperial settlement abroad in
fifth-century politics.

1) THE DEMOGRAPHIC/PRODUCTIVE CALCULUS

Whenever the Athenian rationale for a particular colony is consid-
ered, one must remember that the Athenians had to weigh the specific
advantages of colonizing any place against the fundamental value of re-
taining population. In a society with limited technological means (such
as fifth-century Athens) the easiest way to maintain or to augment the
community’s total economic output and thereby political power was to
stabilize or to increase the number of persons resident in the territory of
the mother-city (and, in this case, especially the number of Athenian
citizens).? Because ancient populations could only grow slowly through

' On Table 4, which concludes this chapter, Athenian imperial colonization is .s.uf_l.l-
marized with a presentation of the data which affect the questions under consideration in
this chapter: date; treatment of the previous inhabitants; origin of the mlenists;. nal_ure
and size of Athenian participation; ancient references; terminology on colonization.
Table 4 and its accompanying notes may be consulted for material on the settlements
mentioned in this chapter and for cross-references to other discussions in thi.s .v.ol.ume. i

* The expression residents of Attica is used because metics and--siaﬁrésﬁ'wﬁtffi'_ 50 eco-
nomically valuable. When a colony contained a non-Athenian component which was re-
eruited in Attica, the Attic economy would be affected by the subtraction of such persons.
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natural increase, all Athenian citizens, even poor Athenians, were valy-
able to their city, and particularly valued in Attica, where they could be
drawn upon most easily for service to the state.> Relocation abroad of
poor Athenians increased the pool of resources from which they and
(consequently) the city might draw. Yet, the relatively undeveloped ad-
ministrative apparatus of the polis and the culture-wide primitiveness of
transportation limited the proportion of that increase that could be
tapped. Therefore, Athenians were to be used carefully.* In light of this
understanding, a distinction must be made between the Athenian spon-
sorship of a colony and the degree of involvement by Athenian citizens.
In this important sense not all Athenian colonies were colonies of Athe-
nians (note the non-Athenian colonies on Table 4).

At the same time, the benefits of Athenian citizenship, among
which the gratification springing from membership in an exclusive
group must surely be emphasized, grew in worth during the period of
the arkhé ‘empire’, and were thus likely to be shared less generously.
That attitude toward enfranchisements limited the role of naturaliza-
tion, the other means of adding to the citizen population. Hence the
liberality of the isopoliteia (in my sense) of Plataia and of the sharing (in
my view) of the Hippobotic land of Khalkis with poorer Khalkidians did
not come so easily to the Athenian démos of the empire, as it emerged as
fully sovereign and highly politicized.® Previous procedures never died
entirely, but the Periclean age saw their attenuation. The very success of
the techniques of earlier regional expansion encouraged the de-empha-
sis of naturalization during the empire.

These principles are easily demonstrable when we turn to actual
cases. For example, Thourioi and Amphipolis were foundations that
served important aims in Athenian foreign policy, but no colony can

® For some exploration of demographic factors affecting life in the polis, see Fi-
gueira, Aegina 47-52, 222-23; id., “Population Patterns in Late Archaic and Classical
Sparta,” TAPA 116 (1986) 165-213, both with citation of comparative material.

! This axiom may be illustrated by Ath. Pol. 26.1 (cf. Aris. Pol. 1303a8-10), where,
with a moralizing turn of perspective, the author decries the damage done to émetkels
‘sound men’ both of the wealthy and of the demos through incompetent aristocratic gener-
alship during (by implication) the 460s and 450s. The prominence of a shortage of the
“right” classes of the population in this passage shows that it probably derives throughan
intermediary from contemporary polemics. Among the expeditions ék karaAdyov ‘out of
the hoplite catalogue’ alluded to here, the ones which lost 2000 or 3000 Athenians (exag-
gerated figures?), would have been the expedition to colonize the Ennea Hodoi in 465.

3.Gf, on Plataia, Chapter 5, section B, and for Khalkis, Appendix C. See also the
discussion of the Periclean citizenship law in Chapter 7, section B.1.

A.1: THE DEMOGRAPHIC/PRODUCTIVE CALCULUS 163

have been worth the dispatch of the number of citizens necessary to
outfit cities on this scale.® Consequently, the role in their settlement
played by Athenians was relatively restricted. There was clearly an ex-
pectation that the institutions of a city like Amphipolis, modeled after
Athens, would lead to an identification of the allies settled there (many
recruited locally) with the Athenians and their political values (cf.
Thuc. 4.106.1 in Brasidas’ appeal to the Amphipolitans: of 3¢ oAXok
dkoboavres GANOLOTEPOL Ey€VoVTO Tas Yreuas, IANws Te kal Bpax b pty
‘Abnraiwy éumoliTedor, T0 de mAéow Ebppekrov .. .)." As for Thou-
rioi, even if the Athenians later claimed to have provided the largest con-
tingent (D.S. 12.35.2), these Athenians were but a minority (in the tribe
Athenais).® This minority of Athenians was probably surrounded by a

¢ On Thouriol, compare the policy inherent in the treaties with Rhegion and Leonti-
noi from 433/2 (IG I* 53-54), for which date see, most recently, D.M. Lewis, “The
Treaties with Leontini and Rhegion,” ZPE 22 (1976) 223-25. The Athenians at-
tempted to inhibit the emergence of Syracuse as a power of trans-regional significance.
Despite the absence of important collaboration between the Syracusans and Spartans,
the Athenians may have recognized that those two powers were natural allies. In general
on Thourioi see V. Ehrenberg, “The Foundation of Thurii,” AJP 69 (1948) 149-70;
H.T. Wade-Gery, “Thucydides the Son of Melesias,” Essays in Greek History (Oxford
1958) 239-70, esp. 255-58; ef. Kagan, Qutbreak 162-69: N.K. Rutter, “Diodorus and
the Foundation of Thurii,” Historia 22 (1973) 154-76, esp. 166~69. On the strategic
and economic value of Amphipolis, note Hdt. 5.23.2; Thuc. 4.108.1 (esp. on Athenian
revenues); cf. Strabo 7, fr. 34; see Isaac 36-40, 47-48.

"“The majority, hearing him, were divided in their attitudes, especially since the
Athenian component of the population was small, and the greater part was mixed in
extraction , .. ”

#The “panhellenic” character of Thourioi arises from the very nature of Athenian
colonization, and is not an outgrowth of changes in the political leadership between Peri-
kles and Thoukidides Melesiou or of changes in the intensity of Athenian imperialism.
The anly feasible technique for reacting to the Sybarite appeal was a composite colony,
an entity common in the West anyway. Pace Kagan, nothing is to be read into the Athe-
nian failure to intervene in the Thourian war with Taras (D.S. 12.23.2; Strabo
6.1.14-15 C264) and the dispute over the affiliation of the colony (D.S. 12.35.1-4). The
war shows the two states acting as surrogates for their métropoleis. The dispute is proba-
bly misdated by Diodorus to 434/3; it belongs after the beginning of the war, like the
death of Arkhidamos (c. 427) which follows immediately. If the Athenians had possessed
the practical ability to intervene in southern Ttaly directly and without stimulating coun-
feractions, they need not have concerned themselves with Thourioi in the first place. Al-
though Thourioi was not a very active participant in the Peloponnesian War, the city
was on the whole an asset to the Athenian cause (D.S. 13.3.4; Thue. 6.104.2; 7.33.5-6,
35.1). See Graham 35-36, 198-99. If the Athenians had escaped Syracuse, enabling
their fleet eventually to regroup at Thourioi, which is by no means a farfetched scenario,
the foundation of that city would be considered not me_réfy a success, but a master stroke.
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population recruited from those aligned with Athens. Many colonists
(even those from the Peloponnesos) may have been serving with Athe-
nian forees during the preceding hostilities with the Spartans and their
allies. Some will have been partisans of Athens who were unable to re-
turn home after the war to places where Atticism was dangerous, or
those whom the Athenians had no other easy means to reward.’

Thus, one may classify Athenian colonies by arranging them by
virtue of their Athenian character: fully Athenian colonies like Melos or
Hestiaia; epoikic colonies like Aigina, which had a more complicated
succession of settlers; composite colonies like Amphipolis; and non-
Athenian colonies like Kolophon. A whole series of places are attested as
foundations of imperial Athens, but there is no evidence suggesting that
Athenians were sent out as colonists to them. Sites on the Asian main-
land like Erythrai, Kolophon, or Notion do not seem to receive Athenian
settlers.'® An interesting exception is Sinope (Plut. Per. 20.1-2), but it
dominated the most strategic point for crossing over to the Crimea,
Here, however, the Athenians were settled among a much larger exist-
ing population in a place where Persian power could not easily be
brought to bear. Thus, the opportunity to strengthen Athenian influence
in that region was undoubtedly fortuitous.!! Not only is strategic value

? On the settlement of displaced supporters of Athens, see A. Andrewes, “The Oppo-
sition to Perikles,” J/HS 98 (1978) 1-8, esp. 7-8. On the colonists, see also Brunt 74.
There is no guarantee that even the tribe Athenais at Thourioi (D.S. 12.11.3) was com-
posed exclusively of those previously Athenian citizens, and not shared with other per-
sons of Attic origin such as metics and freedmen, formerly resident in Athens. The exis-
tence of the tribes Eubois ‘Euboian’, Ias ‘Ionian’, and Nesiotis ‘Islander’, which were
presumably drawn from those areas within the arkhz, bespeaks an Athenian willingness
to reward the démos of the Euboian cities and others. The appeal to the Peloponnesos for
colonists gave the Athenians a technique for winning favor among the Peloponnesian
dissidents without seeming to challenge directly Spartan hegemony (D.S. 12.11.3). The
volunteers may have come disproportionately from cities with significant pro-Athenian
groups (the tribes Arkas, Akhais, and Eleia).

!0 Erythrai provides support for the idea that these non-Athenian colonies (not Athe-
nian cleruchies) may have been intended to relieve Athenian garrisons. See ATL 3.257,
but skepticism is owed to the view that Athenian troops were withdrawn from Asia
under a stipulation within the Peace of Kallias.

' It is difficult to be certain whether to classify Amisos among the Asian colonies that

did not reccive Athenian colonists (no direct evidence shows civic participation), or with

Sinope as an example of Athenians reinforcing an earlier population (for citations, see

“Table 4). That Amisos was renamed Peiraieus could be taken to imply the introduction

of Attic settlers. Yet, we cannot exclude that they were non-citizen inhabitants of Attica,
for instance, metic or foreign sailors recruited from Perikles’ Pontic expedition. Note the
wse of a form of émaiiCo (émouiafeioray).
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balanced against the constricted supply of Athenian settlers, but Athe-
nians seem to go to places where they are least vulnerable to the Per-
sians, avoiding the Asian mainland, even after the waning of hostilities;
or where economic opportunities appear good (Amphipolis and Sinope).

Next, the non-Athenian segments of mixed colonies can be charac-
terized. Firm indicators are for the most part lacking, but some group-
ings are fairly obvious. Colonies can be panhellenic, i.e., active recruit-
ment of Athenian allies and friends throughout much of Greece, as in
the case of Thourioi; regional, i.e., local Athenian allies, as at Amphipo-
lis; or local, where érouxow supplement earlier settlers, as in the Cherso-
nese. Throughout these categories, the influence of self-selection must
always be recognized. Individuals ready to live in Athenian colonies
must have been persons to whom Athenian-style, democratic institutions
were attractive. Here, however, we are using criteria which, although
they are useful for our historical analysis, do not parallel Athenian ter-
minology: large Amphipolis with its non-Athenians and small, exclu-
sively civic Melos are both dmotxiar.'?> Colonies were classified accord-
ing to the political duties of their Athenian residents.

The upper limit to the commitment in numbers of their own citi-
zens which the Athenians were prepared to make in any single colony is
2000, if we accept Theopompus’ figure for the number of settlers at
Hestiaia. Unsurprisingly, the round number of 1000 (which would sup-
ply a reasonably sized military force to the new colony) appears three
times: 1) at Poteidaia; 2) in the Thracian settlement mentioned by Plu-
tarch (which may be Brea); and 3) regarding reinforcements for the
Chersonese (cf. D.S. 12.22.2 on Hestiaia). Hypothetically, 1000 may
also have marked the upper limit for the Athenian contribution to the
tomposite colonies.’® There is no evidence for the number of colonists
for most Athenian colonies, but none can shown to be demonstrably
larger than 2000 Athenians by any indirect proof. At the other end of the
scale of population, colonies of admittedly secondary strategic impor-
tance like Sinope and Melos, 600 and 500 respectively, could be small,
although there may well have been room for more settlers in each

' 8ee section B.1.d of this chapter for the evolution of Athenian terminology.

" The scale of large composite colonies like Thourioi and Amphipolisis indicated by
the II},G_BD settlers at the abortive foundation at the Ennea Hodoi in 465/4 (Thue,
1.100.3). As a ten-tribe system is a safe assumption for an Athenian colony, wemay have
a fl.int that the Athenians did not exceed 1000 at such a site, when we remember that the
tribe Athenais was one of the ten tribes at Thourioi.
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locale.'* A colony like Melos could not perhaps be reduced further, be-
cause it may have stood at a lower limit of size for viability both asa
polis and as a separate self-sustaining population.

My reconstruction of the nature of the imperial cleruchy should be
understood against the background of a balancing of the advantages of
drawing on additional resources through colonization with the debits as-
sociated with the loss (or distancing) of valuable manpower. Here we
must depend on the Thucydidean description of the Lesbian cleruchy,
which is the only portrait (however brief and elusive) of a cleruchy that
we possess. Cleruchies differed from the other entirely Athenian settle-
ments by their lack of the institutional apparatus and the economic su-
perstructure of a polis. Hence, the oft-debated question whether cleruchs
lived on their kleror is not only tangential to the nature of the cleruchy,
but can admit no general answer.!® Since cleruchies were not truly com-
munities in my view, the presence or absence of the cleruch from his
holding was conditioned by all the factors that affected the management
or enjoyment of the property of any individual outside the asty (like dis-
tance from Athens, the existence of other sources of income, the particu-
lar utilization of that property, and unconnected responsibilities in Atti-
ca). Under these conditions, the cleruchies on Euboia ought to have had
many more Athenians in semi-permanent residence, especially after the
beginning of the Peloponnesian War, when the Attic countryside was
less available. Hence we are justified in finding evidence for cleru-
chies in the settlement of Athenians at Euboian sites such as Eretria or

"4 M. Wagstaff and J.F. Cherry, “Settlement and Population Change,” in C. Ren-
frew and M. Wagstaff, eds., dn Island Polity: An Archaeology of Exploitation in Melos
(Cambridge 1982) 136-55, esp. 140-45, speak of a population of 5000 persons for the
whole island; Wagstaff, S. Augustsen, and C. Gamble, “Alternative Subsistence Strate-
gies,” ibid., pp. 172-80, imply a figure ¢. 400 persons (p. 179) for those supportable by
cereal cultivation in the area of the town of Melos alone,

*No one ought to doubt that the cleruchs assigned to Lesbos and elsewhere were
actually sent out (awémepyray: Thue, 3.50.2; cf. Paus. 1.27.5: [Tolmides] éorjyaye pev
& E#Botaw kat Nafov "Abnualwy kAnpotyovs). Given the primitive record-keeping and
communications systems of the day, it would have been impossible both to assign hun-
dreds (up to 2700) of allotments equitably and without material for future litigation and
to arrange for their cultivation, if the eleruchs never visited their holdings initially. The
crucial question is whether they stayed out. Lemnian “cleruchs” may not then bﬁ evi-
dence for or against residence; cf. Graham 181. For others who see cleruchs as residents,
note A.W. Gomme, “The Population of Athens Again,” JHS 79 (1959) 61-68, esp. 645
Gauthier, “Lesbos” 65-66; Meiggs 261. Cf. Green and Sinclair, 515-16. See also
Appendixes A and B.
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Karystos.'® At nearby Eretria, cleruchs may have spent proportionally
more time in residence, where, not coincidentally, Athenian property-
holdings outside the cleruchy are well attested, and intermarriage with
Eretrians was probably permitted (Lys, 34.3)."" The cleruchy on Lesbos,
relatively far from Athens and founded at a time when the cleruchs had
military duties elsewhere, was not a “settlement”: all that was left in sizy
was an obligation to pay rents to absentees.

Because cleruchies could not stand by themselves, the cleruchy
needed the continued presence of an indigenous community onto which
it might be grafted. That well suited the years around mid-century,
when the Athenians were not engaged in a life and death struggle
against the Spartans. They could afford to modulate carefully the treat-
ment of recalcitrant allies or dissident aristocrats. Note how they
founded a cleruchy at Eretria (and perhaps Karystos), and made confis-
cations at Khalkis, but expelled the Hestiaians, who had killed the crew
of a captured Athenian warship (see Table 4 and Appendix C for refer-
ences). During the Peloponnesian War, the Athenians created one cle-
ruchy, the Lesbian cleruchy, and did that only after they had come peri-
lously close to executing and enslaving the surrendered rebels and their
families. That alternative would have compelled the creation of a Les-
bian amowkia (as it motivated a Melian colony later). Total war ren-
dered the cleruchy superfluous, as it fell between conciliatory policies
and terroristic measures.

Therefore, the institution of the cleruchy enjoyed the advantage of
the amoukia as a means of exploiting new resources to subsidize Athe-
nians, while avoiding the disadavantage of permanent physical remoy-
al of colonists from their fiscal and military responsibilities. Yet, the
possibilities for establishing cleruchies were limited by these very same

* The direct information on this topic is for the most part connected with specific
deruchies (e.g., chiefly, Mytilene and Eretria), and has been treated in the context of
individual cases. See also the note immediately following.

" For the telltale appearance of Attic funerary pottery at Eretria, see Green and
Sinclair, 522-24, and for private property holdings, note 525 n. 45. On the other hand,
there are also considerable finds of such pots from pre-war Corinth. See B.R. MacDon-
ald, The Distribution of Attic Pottery from 450~375 B.C. (Diss. University of Pennsyl-
vania 1979) 74-76; see also H. Palmer in C.W. Blegen, H. Palmer, and R.S. Young;
Corinth 13, The North Cemetery (Princeton 1964) 161-66. ! :

** A deruchy at Poteidaia, for instance, was inconceivable even early in the war. Note
how the Athenians criticized the generals who had allowed the Poteidaians to leave
under erms (Thuc. 2.70.4). Compare also the analogous case of Torone, as discussed in
note u on Table 4, :




168 CHAPTER 6: COLONIZATION DURING THE EMPIRE

positive qualities. Cleruchs could not fully exploit their £léroi and up-
hold their social and political duties in Attica if their new holdings were
too far away. Accordingly, the early cleruchies lay within easy trave]
distance of Attica by sea, on Euboia and in the Cyclades (Eretria, Kary-
stos?, Andros, Naxos), a situation which allowed the cleruchs to main-
tain strong connections with Attica.'” Unfortunately, this conclusion has
been obscured by the supposed cleruchies of Lemnos and the Cherso-
nese, for which positive evidence is lacking (see Appendixes B, D).?
This narrow geographical range for the deployment of the cleruchy
is matched by a limited chronological context. Excepting Lesbos, all the
other possible cleruchies fall within a few years of 450.%' Conventional

¥ The notes to the cleruchic section of Table 4 and the four Appendixes discuss pos-
sible cleruchies in detail. A few general remarks of a cautionary nature are necessary. A
methodological problem surrounds the identification of unattested cleruchies. Besides
the matter of determining whether an Athenian settlement is a cleruchy or apoikia (for
which see the individual settlements), difficulties concern the positing of the existence of
cleruchies on the basis of reductions in implied tribute (a standard method of the ATL
which was pioneered by Kirchhoff). While this method has corroborative force where a
settlement is otherwise attested, as applied in the case of Andros (implied tribute
lowered from 12T [=talents] to 6T c. 450: IG I* 262.1.19 [451/0]; 263.1V.22
[450/49]), or even stretched to include Naxos (modest implied tribute of 63T, first
attested in 447: 264.111.25), it cannot be used in reverse to establish firmly a cleruchy for
Karystos (a likely case; see Table 4). In general, note ATL 3.287; Meiggs 121-23. The
overall discrepancies between Thucydides and the tribute lists themselves on the total
amount of tribute (cf. Thue. 1.96.2; 2.13.3) amply justify the cautionary remarks of
French, Historie (1972) 1-20. Cf. section B.3 in this chapter. It must be remembered,
however, that attempts to discover the existence of colonies from the tribute lists essen-
tially track changes in tribute rather than its absolute level. One may note the term
“implied tribute” here as a reminder that calculation is from the arapy7).

*® Even if we admit their classification as cleruchies, my conclusion would merely be
somewhat less salient rather than wholly vitiated. Both Lemnos and the Chersonese lay
on the major commereial route to the Black Sea. Both places held existing communities
of Athenian colonists. In these cases, frequent and established interaction with Attica
would to an extent offset physical distance,

2t is true that many island states are missing from the first four tributes lists, a
situation which might be traced to dissidence in the aftermath of the Egyptian debacle.
See Nesselhauf 11-13; Meiges 109-11. Yet, such a reconstruction would indicate a
rather astonishing recklessness on the part of these states. They lay within easy retal-
iatory range of Athens, as shown by the Parian expedition of the early 480s and The-
mistokles™ exactions at Andros, Karystos, and Paros of 480-79 (Hdt. 8.111-12; Plut,
Them. 21.1-3), which both occurred at a time when Persia possessed much greater
effective power in the Aegean than in c. 450, regardless of what had happened in Egypt
Even then there are only two cleruchies founded when so many missing states are
supposed to have been restive. ATL 3.249-50 suggests that the islands were still
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thinking on the Athenian empire would trace this fact to the invention of
a new technique to cope with allied dissension taking place at this time.
Although the punitive explanation might hold good for Euboia—but
note that the cleruchies placed by Tolmides antedate the great revolt—it
is dangerously circular in the other cases. The only good evidence for
dissidence on Naxos and Andros (and for the doubtful cleruchies on
Lemnos and in the Chersonese, one might add) is the subsequent imposi-
tion of cleruchies themselves.?? Also, we must bear in mind that cleru-
chies were not placed on Samos or at Byzantion after the suppression of
their revolts.>> That leaves open the possibility that a contributing cause
to the absence of cleruchies after 445 was that the likely locations were
occupied at that time. These may have been nearby allied poleis in which
the elite had a history of hostility toward Athenian leadership.

The lower threshold in size for colonies could be and was violated
by the fifth-century cleruchies, which might be staffed by as few as 250
Athenian citizens. Most cleruchies were smaller than colonies as deter-
mined both from attested colony size and from indirect reckoning, Ar-
guably, their small size was permitted by the fact that they were not
independent demographic and social entities. Concomitantly, their
upper threshold in size could not be much higher or the cleruchs would
overwhelm the host community by dislocating its economy through
diversion of land for their own benefit. The Lesbian cleruchy serves as
an exception once again. It is much larger than any other cleruchy. Its
2700 cleruchs virtually equal the cleruchs of Andros (250), Eretria (500,
with Karystos?), Naxos (500), and even the doubtful cases of the
Chersonese (1000) and Khalkis (500?) put together. Leshos, however, is
an island much better furnished with resources than the other locations
for cleruchies.

Lesbos has been taken as exemplary for the internal organization of
a cleruchy. It stands, however, as an exception in all three geopolitical

contributing ships. Another alternative is that emergency levies of sailors (a more real
deficiency than money or ships) replaced tribute in these years.

2 0n the dates of the mid-fifth-century cleruchies, see Nesselhauf 120-40; Wade-
Gery, Essays 267-69; HCT 1.376-80; and the notes to Table 4.

. B See Schmitz 102-3, who notes that 600 oligarchs were killed or banished in 412
and their property confiscated (Thue. 8.21.1). That fact suggests no major confiscations
had been implemented after the revolt. Further, police measures were taken after Aigos-
potamoi (Xen. HG 2.2.6). For believers in a fifth-century cleruchy, of. Chapter 1, . 5%
M. Wagner, Zur Geschichte der attischen Kieruchien (Tibingen 1914) 19-22. See also
S!'iipley; Samos 115-16, who believes that land was confiscated for dedication for Athe-
nian cults, and then leased to Athenians (!), and not a full-fedged cleruchy.
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aspects which have been discussed. 1) It is chronologically separated
from the other cleruchies. 2) Although it lay on a major trade route, the
Lesbian cleruchy is relatively far from Attica, that is, much farther away
than any other well-attested cleruchy. 3) Finally, it is much larger.
What is more, there is every indication that the Lesbian cleruchy was
short-lived (see Appendix A). Therefore, it may be virtually a forced
conclusion that the cleruchy on Lesbos was a non-viable extension of
this institution. Doubtless, the scale of this cleruchic foundation drew on
the Athenian anger against the Mytileneans, but, more relevantly for
our interests here, it may have attempted to cope with the impoverish-
ment attendant on the high cost (possibly higher than anticipated) for
the Archidamian War.** The arrangement by which Lesbians paid a
fixed rent to the cleruchs may betray a stretching of tradition in order to
accommodate new exigencies, as it attempted to combine possession of
more distant k/eroi with civic responsibilities in Attica.

Nonetheless, the Athenians had to keep their attention fixed on the
overall contribution of Lesbos to the war effort. It is highly unlikely that
Athenian cleruchs, even if they had replaced all the Leshians one for one
(which they did not), could have achieved the same levels of output as
the original inhabitants. The wealth of any Greek polis is not simply a
product of material inputs, but of human resources and of that subtle
adaptation of man to environment, which is reached by attention and
exertions over time. The larger and more differentiated the polis, the
more these conditions would prove valid, especially when their replace-
ments were uprooted Athenian agriculturalists. In the long run, it was
probably more efficient for the Lesbians to exploit the resources of their
island, and then to have their output tapped either directly through
tribute and other payments or indirectly through the contribution of
ships and the levying of men, than to assign land to cleruchs (cf. [Xen.]
Ath. Pol. 1.15). Thus, it was not long before the Athenians dissolved the
cleruchy and made the Mytileneans autonomous.?*

* See Kagan, Archidamian War 143-46, 353-54, 363-64, who, however, has some-
what overstated his conclusions about what Perikles may have anticipated and what he
would have recommended about finances, had he lived. Cf. Gomme, HCT 3.687-89
with 2.432-36,

tilenean rebels in Antandros (Thuc. 4.75.1); the Melian expedition, where 6 Chian and
2 Lesbian ships are mentioned (5.84.1). As Thucydides could specify Methymnian ships
when he chose (8.100.5), a Mytilenean ship or two may have been involved. That same
force against Melos contained 1500 island and allied hoplites, probably including Chians
and Lesbians, given the participation of their ships. Appendix A lists the important
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In the total picture of Athenian colonization, the cleruchies were a
secondary category during the height of the arkhz, as colonies of various
kinds far outnumber them.?¢ This would still be true even if we accept
the existence of a cleruchy at Karystos, and shift to the other class a few
ambiguously attested colonies like Lemnos (where the “cleruchs” might
have been there already: Appendix B), Khalkis (where an expropriation
of an anti-Athenian elite is most likely: Appendix (), and the Cherso-
nese (where the colonists were probably émoucot: Appendix D). The
same predominance of the colonies would also exist if we counted the
total number of cleruchs and colonists or even the total number of Athe-
nian colonists, as cleruchies were so much smaller for the mast part.?” A
total of 5100-6100 colonists is attested (albeit with varying degrees of

military actions around Lesbos where Mytilenean forces could have aided Athens. 7G T3
67, possibly representing a treaty with the Mytileneans, contains clauses which prohibit
military activities against Athens (1. 7-10). These provisions parallel surviving clauses
of the treaty with the independent ally Halieis of 424/3 (IG I® 75.8-10). This parallel
and the nature of the clauses themselves ensure that Mytilene, as an autonomous ally,
was expected to provide military help. For the attribution of /G I’ 67 to Mytilene, see
B.D. Meritt, “Athenian Covenant with Mytilene,” 4/P 75 (1954) 359-68; cf. id., “An
Athenian Treaty with an Unknown State,” A/P 68 (1947) 312-15. Older attributions
are summarized in SVA4 2,167, p. 87; for more recent work, L. Braccesi, “Ancora su
G I* 53 (un trattato fra gli Ateniesi e il re Artas?),” ArchClas 25-26 (1973-1974)
68-73; B. Virgilio, “Il trattato Ateniese IG 12, 53, SC0O 21 (1972) 388-93, with 388 n. 2
for earlier identifications.

¥ Other classifications can be used for contrast. See, e.g., 1) Busolt-Swoboda, GSK
(1271-80), colonies: Thourioi, Amphipolis, Hestiaia, Astakos, Amisos; Sinope, Aigina,
Melos; cleruchies: Salamis, Khalkis (bis), Karystos, Skyros, Lemnos, Imbros, Naxos,
Andros; 2) Jones 169-73, colonies: Hestiaia, Brea, Aigina, Potedaia, Melos, Amphi-
polis and Thourioi (as special cases), and Lemnos, Imbros, Skyros (all ?); cleruchies:
Naxes, Andros, Karystos (?), Khalkis, Chersonese (2); 3) Werner, Chiron (1971) 21-23
n. 6 apotkiai: Brea, Hestiaia, Melos, Skyros; cleruchies: Aigina, Lemnos, Imbros,
Lesbos, For classification of colonies, ¢f. Will, Nouzelle Clio (1954) 459-60. We must
leave aside the exaggerated hypothesis of U, Kahrstedt, “Der Umfang des athenischen
Kolonialreiches,” NGG 31.2 (1931) 159-95, in which a large number of Athenian allies
against whom punitive action was taken are said to have become annexed by Athens
(e.g, Kythnos, Samos, Karpathos, the Samian Peraia, the Mytilenean Peraia).

¥ The number of cleruchs would be further diminished if an attempt is made to
emend D.S, 11.88.3 in order to harmonize it with the figures appearing in Plut. Per.
L1.5; moreover, to do so in such a way that the cleruchy to Andros is made to appear in
the lacuna in D.S. 11.88.3, and the grand total for Tolmides’ cleruchs was 1000 (500 for
Nla.xos and 250 for Andros). That would leave only 250 cleruchs for Euboia, and they
might have been split between Eretria and Karystos. M.B. Wallace suggests this ap-
proach in a draft of his piece “Athenian Settlements on Euboea”; I thank Professor
Wallace for permitting me to consult this manuscript.
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trustworthiness) for the Chersonese, Brea, Hestiaia, Melos, Poteidaia,
and Sinope. Unaccounted for are Aigina, Amphipolis, Skione, Skyros,
and Thourioi, as well as the earlier attempts at Eion and the Ennea
Hodoi (to count only major examples of probable civic participation),
The total for citizen involvement in fifth-century colonization probably
exceeded 12,000. In contrast, for the cleruchies (see Table 4), only 1250
are attested for Andros, Eretria (with another Euboian city?), and
Naxos, and 2700 (for a time) on Lesbos. As self-standing cities, colonies
were viable in almost any setting, while cleruchies (as has been sug-
gested) were restricted by size, context, and distance from Athens.

2) THE STRATEGIC GROUNDRULES AND THE RATIONALES
FOR COLONIZATION

The military interpretation of cleruchies and colonies is a mainstay
of scholarly discussion about Athenian colonization. In practice, unam-
biguous contemporary literary references to cleruchs and colonists as
garrison troops do not exist. The discussion on cleruchs on the territory
of Mytilene constitutes the largest body of debate on that subject. Ap-
pendix A concludes that the balance of this material lies against the
conclusion that cleruchs served as garrisons.?® As so often, scholarly
opinion is not some free composition, but a reflection of ancient sources,
themselves affected by propaganda. The Athenians doubtless preferred
to visualize their colonies as philhellenic defensive measures, as can be
surmised from Isocrates, Panegyricus 107 and Plutarch, Pericles 19.1
(for which see Chapter 1, ns. 37, 50).2° With the collapsing into each
other of the categories of amoikia and kAnpovy(a in the fourth century,
we can understand how cleruchs of the empire could then be considered
garrison troops. Nonetheless, even if garrisoning is a function that we
reserve for colonists, there are still problems with seeing Athenian colo-
nies as motivated exclusively or even primarily by their defensive role.
Once again Athenian rhetoric (as reflected by Isocrates and the Atthi-
dographers) is at odds with a reconstruction of the underlying realities.

2% See Chapter 1, n, 51 above.

* In contrast to this encomiastic refection of imperial self-justification, we may note
Isoc. 8.82, where the same type of propaganda is given an aura of arrogance: mapetoy-
yov rovs maibas ey v Té moNduw rerelevrnrdrown. .. Emdekytovres. .. Tois ¥
d\os “EXAnow 70 wAfiflos Ty 3pdavdy kak rhs coppopls Tas du T wAeovefiay
rabryy yuyvopévas (“they paraded the children of those who had died in war ... dis-
playing ... to the rest of the Greeks the multitude of orphans and the misfortunes that
had occurred on account of this arrogant policy of theirs”).
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Both ancient polemic and much modern theory misread the military
realities of the fifth century.

The most efficient way to defend the arkAé would be to occupy stra-
tegically valuable sites with small garrisons of second-class, allied, or
mercenary troops.’? Unfortunately, our evidence is only indicative of the
size and not of the composition of these garrisons.?! Thucydides took this
procedure of garrisoning for granted, simply referring to it in an abbre-
viated fashion at the beginning of the war: ... of Afnvaior dvAaxizs
KareaTTArTO KaTa YHY kai kara 6dAacaay, omep 01 Euerdor Sia
mapros 700 woNEpov puladew.>? Besides the deterrent value of these
garrisons, their fortified positions would serve to pin down and occupy
the attentions of any hostile force.”® Alerted by the trip-wire effect of at-
tacks on such garrisons, the Athenians could then use their naval superi-
ority to mount large-scale amphibious, expeditionary forces as a ri-
poste.** This, essentially, is the pattern of warfare which has been re-
constructed for Mytilene.

**The proverb ¢povpety 7 mwhovreiv (Zenob. 6.32=CPG 1.387) indicates the
remunerative quality of what was usually considered easy duty in imperial garrisons.

*' Amphipolis: Thuc. 4.104.4, with 106.2-3; Thrace: 4.108.6; Torone: 4.113.2, 5.4.6
(cf. D.8. 12.73.3); Eretria: Thue. 8.95.6 (see Chapter 1, n. 51); Methymna: Xen. HG
1.6.13, 15; Mytilene: Thue. 8.100.3 (cf. Appendix A); Methana: D.S. 12.65.7; Antan-
dros: 12.72.3; Mekyberna: 12.77.5; Byzantion and Khalkedon: Xen. HG 2.2.1; Khryso-
polis: D.S, 13.64.2; Selymbria: D.S. 13.66.4; Andros: 13.69.5; Thasos: 13.72.1; Del-
phinion on Chios; 13.76.4; Lampsakos: 13.104.8. In each case, the context in which the
garrison is mentioned indicates the existence of a small body of troops (sometimes in
addition to local inhabitants). Note also a possible garrison at Halieis in 424/3: [G I’
75.17. During the Peloponnesian War, another class of forts was made up of small bases
for the interception of raiders, e.g. Boudoron on Salamis (Thuc. 2.93.4-94.3; cf. D'S.
12.49.3-5), Atalante (Thuc. 2.32), and Minoa (3.51.1-3). See Figueira, RAM (1990)
24-26. IG 1° 174, a decree on behalf of Lykon of Akhaia, grants right of access for
commercial purposes to Athenian ¢po(v)pta (1. 17; cf. IG T? 175.9). For earlier garri-
sons, note Erythrai: IG I 14,14, 42(2), 46; 15.21, 24, 26, 38(?), 44; Miletos: IG I 21.75,
of. 84 (guard-ships); Samos: Thuc. 1,115.4. See also IG I? 16.11-12; 28.12-13; Eupolis
fr, 233 K. For exemption from phrouré ‘guard-duty’ or ‘service abroad’ granted to
favored individuals, see IG I? 159.11-12; 164.29-30. See Schuller, 32-36, and also
Nease, Phoenix (1949).

2 Thue. 2.24.1: “The Athenians mounted guards by land and by sea, just as they
were to keep watch throughout the whole war.”

** Note especially the provocative discussion of J.F. Guilmartin, Gunpowder and
Galleys (Cambridge 1974) 68-74, 95-112. For a discussion of some conditions of war-
fare in the period, see F igueira, RAM (1990) 22-27.

** In the aftermath of the battle of Kyzikos, Alkibiades and Thrasyboulos can be seen
to work consciously at restoring such a matrix of small garrisons. See the citations from
Kenophon and Diodorus Book 13 in n. 31 in this chapter.
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174 CHAPTER 6: COLONIZATION DURING THE EMPIRE

Larger garrisons would have used up significant amounts of mate-
rial and human resources, and they had to be scaled very large indeed to
counter incursions by means of active, extramural countermeasures.
Given the long borders of allied territory and the empire’s openness to
penetration from the sea, considerable forces would have to have been
devoted to the defense of many points. Moreover, troops without at-
tached squadrons of triremes were relatively inefficient in the projection
of power, tying down precious manpower. To scatter squadrons of
rowed ships, which must be tied to secure bases, was to risk defeat piece-
meal to any adversary who concentrated his smaller fleet first. Without
modern communications, Athenian squadrons could not be concentrated
to meet a larger threat. Instead, mobile, not static, smaller flotillas
“showed the flag”, like the squadrons of the argurologoi ‘silver-col-
lectors™® and of the Hellespontophylakes, who supervised traffic
through the straits.*® Furthermore, these forces insured that any rebel-
lion had its early cost. The dynamic and fluid, essentially maritime,
character of military power in the fifth-century Aegean rendered those
colonies most militarily significant which, like Amphipolis and Aigina,
could serve as springboards for offensive and counter-offensive opera-
tions (by either side), and not just as garrisons, even if they guarded the
targets of the highest economic value.*” When Lysander defeated the
Athenian fleet at Aigospotamoi, all the Athenian garrisons in the Ae-
gean were immediately reduced to military ciphers.

Had there not been other roles for Athenian settlements abroad to
play, they would have held no advantage over non-colonial garrisons in
most cases. Nevertheless, passive or static defense was always a secon-
dary role for the colonists, given the nature of the pofis with its union of
citizenship and combatant status. Regardless of what may have been the

% Thue 2.69.1; 3.19.1-2; 4.50.1; ¢f. Arist. Eq. 1070-71; for later in the war, note
Plut. Ale. 35.4; Xen. HG 1.1.8,12. ATL 3.69-70 and Meiggs 254 suggest sailings at the
new assessments, while HCT 2.202-3 opts for a more frequent occurrence, selectively
noted by Thucydides. Significantly, the first detachment also suppressed Peloponnesian
leisteia.

IG I* 61.35-40. Payments on the tribute list of 429/8 by cities in the Chersonese
may indicate their activities: [w]oAes aildle apyais|[éblooay Top pdpor (“these citics
gave the tribute to the authorities” IG 12 282.1.11-12; restored in 281.111.66 [430/29]).
See Meiggs-Lewis 180 on #65.

°7 See Figueira, RhM (1990) 23-27, That an extraordinarily skilled and lucky adver-
sary could be successful against the Athenian superiority in projecting strength through
seapower, as Brasidas was over Thucydides at Amphipolis, does not invalidate the ad-
vantages of the prevailing strategy.
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primary purpose of their dispatch, Athenian colonists acted to protect
the places in which they were established, just as Thucydides observes
explicitly concerning Aigina.*® Unsurprisingly, then, while a Major con-
notation of the term &wotkos was ‘secondary colonist’, the notion of mili-
tary aid was often fused with the idea of subsequent arrival: &rowor
were reinforcements too.

In a similar manner, colonization also functioned as an occupation
which deprived others of access to resources and militarily valuable loca-
tions. For example, the colonization of Skyros not only improved the
lives of the Athenian colonists sent there, but also took the place of a nest
of noxious pirates. The non-Athenian colonies placed in Asia forestalled
the emplacement of bases by oligarchs and pro-Persians. The denial of
resources as an aspect of colonization shades into a consideration of the
use of colonies as punishment, which in its typical formulation will indi-
cate the establishment of the colony to have been a means by which a
punitive shift in resources could be made permanent. (See section B.1.c
in this chapter.)

In view of the preceding, the locations of the imperial cleruchies
were singularly ill-suited even for the role of garrisoning, when this is
visualized as passive defense. Most attested cleruchies were established
near Athens when Persia was arguably still the primary threat to Athe-
nian naval hegemony.** The questionable sites of the Chersonese and of
Lemnos were already housing communities with Athenian connections
and so secure in their allegiance. The Chersonese needed reinforcements
against the neighboring Thracians, which took the form of an expansion
of the local pool of men of military age, and not a garrison for protecting
the arkhé. Finally, even in the midst of total war, the cleruchs of Lesbos
do not look much like garrison troops. With its political classes severely
depleted by execution, disarmed Mytilene was in practice best watched
by armed Methymna.

Military value under fifth-century conditions was a combination of
the primary military function, which was a colony’s strategic role in
large-scale fleet operations, and its secondary military function, i.e. the
benefit provided by its armed men for protecting its economic assets, for
deterring hostile forces, and for offering a modest check to ApaTeia.
In this light, Athenian settlements abroad varied over a considerable

*2.27.1: see p. 7 above. Note also Figueira, RRM 16-21.

*? C1. Schuller 22-23; Schmitz 80 for a connection with the defeat in Egypt.

“ For a classification of “colonies® according to power-political and strategic criteria
(not following Athenian official terminology), see the useful discussion of Schuller 14-31,
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176 CHAPTER 6: COLONIZATION DURING THE EMPIRE

range in their strategic importance. On Table 2, I organize these settle-
ments without regard to their identity as colonies and cleruchies ip
classes of strategic significance (perforce somewhat arbitrary). Within
the categories an attempt has also been made to list individual cases in
order of significance.

TABLE 2: THE STRATEGIC SIGNIFICANCE OF ATHENIAN SETTLEMENTS

Major Moderate Some Little
Amphipolis/ Skyros Brea Astakos

Ennea Hodoi Thourioi Karystos Skione
Chersonese Sinope Eretria/Khalkis Melos (at the time

(with Neapolis)  Hestiaia Lemnos of foundation)
Aigina Kolophon Mytilene
Eion Notion Naxos
Poteidaia Amisos Andros

Erythrai

B. IMPERIAL COLONIAL POLICY AND ITS EFFECTS

1) InsTrTUTIONAL ISSUES

Next, it is necessary to make an assessment of the other roles that
umperial colonization played besides defense. These several important
(and intertwined) purposes for colonies to fulfill are subsidization, rev-
enue, and punishment. As so often in the work of an ancient historian, a
consideration of intentions and results must be combined, because the

nature of the evidence forces a retrospective outlook on the problems
under discussion.

a) Subsidization

Both colonies and cleruchies served to subsidize Athenians, both the
poor, as the ancient sources note somewhat tendentiously, and often oth-
€rs, as my investigation above seems to establish (see Chapter 2, section
B). If subsidization of Athenian citizens had not been a primary aim of
colonization, the number of settlements and colonists sent out would
never have approached the levels that are attested. Coolonists had a mili-
tary value quite separate from the military role of their settlements,
being valuable to the Athenian state because the improvement in the
colonists’ material condition through exploitaion of klzroi qualified
them for hoplite service.

Unfo_rt.unatel-y, there is scant material for the reasonable hyputh'esis
that allotments in cleruchies were each able to sustain an Athenian
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within the zeugite census class. The only piece of direct evidence is from
the territory of Karystos in southern Euboia, where a cleruchy may well
have been created (see Table 4). There, on a farmstead on the Paxima-
dhi peninsula a wall enclosed an irregular area of approximately nine
hectares.*! It is likely that a farm of that size could support a family of
the zeugite census.*?

For indirect evidence, we must turn to the Lesbian cleruchy. Thu-
cydides reports that each of the 2700 allotments for cleruchs on Leshos
had the fixed rent of 200 drachmas per year. One line of interpretation
sees this as a granting of the type of kléros required for establishing
zeugite status (e.g. Jones and Gauthier, as reported in Appendix A).
While a system of equivalences between the agricultural output of the
Solonian census system and money was doubtless established at some
point, to combine cleruchic rent from Lesbos with rank as a zeugite one
must assume the specific equation of one medimnos ‘bushel’ of grain to
one drachma. Direct corroboration for this equivalence is found in a
highly questionable emendation of Plutarch’s Solon 23.2.42 Without evi-
dence on a system of equivalences, we are forced back on the anecdotal
material from the lives of Socrates and Diogenes the Cynic, where a me-
d@imnos of barley groats has the price of two drachmas in the late fifth or
early fourth century (Plut. Mor. 470F; D.L. 6.35). A number of facts
need to be remembered: these are retail prices; considerable inflation
took place during the Peloponnesian War; and barley groats are more
nutritious for the same volume than unprocessed barley. Thus, the
equivalence of one medimnos of barley for one drachma may not have
been very far off in the early 420s, but by the same token, the rents from
Lesbian k/ero: did not provide generous zeugite stipends.

‘'D.R. Keller and M.B. Wallace, “The Canadian Karystia Project: Two Classical
Farmsteads,” EMC 7 (1988) 151-57.

T J. Figueira, “Mess Contribution and Subsistence at Sparta,” TAPA 114 (1984)
87-109, esp. 100, estimates 7.2-8.6 ha. for the area of a Spartan kléros dedicated to
producing a citizen’s mess contribution. For other estimates of farm size, see A.B. Bur-
ford, “The Family Farm in Greece,” GJ 75 (1977-1978) 162-75, esp. 168-72; T.D,
Boyd and M.H. Jameson, “Urban and Rural Land Division in Ancient Greece,” Hes-
peria 50 (1981) 327-42, esp. 337.

"3U Wﬂcken “Zu Selons Suhatzungsklassen " Hermes 63 (1928) 236-38, emended
els pev y& ripsipara T@y Bvoup to . . . odaiwy. Cf. Kahrstedt,  Staatsgebiet 255 60 See

also C. Hignett, 4 History of the Atheman Constitution (Oxfﬁrd 1952) 143-44; P.J.
Rhodes, 4 Commentary on the Aristotelian Athenaion Politeia (Oxford 1981) 142. For
fourth- -century equivalences reflecting the progress of inflation, cf Pollux 8.129-30.
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178 CHAPTER 6: COLONIZATION DURING THE EMPIRE

Consider next some actual cases of service by Athenian colonists—
remembering that cleruchs did not serve in their own units. The Lem-
nians and Imbrians, pre-imperial colonists, saw the most attested service
(Thuec. 3.5.1; 4.28.4; 5.8.2; 7.57.2), and it is possible that such service
was virtually a profession for them. The Aiginetan colonists were also
active, as we have seen (Thuc. 5.74.3; 7.57.2; 8.69.3). The Hestiaians
and the Plataians in Skione are also attested in Sicily (7.57.2, 5). This
record compiled from Thucydides probably yields an underestimate of
the activities of Athenian colonists, whom the historian tended to note
only in a few catalogue passages in connection with major operations.
The colonists which have been noted are islanders, with whom the Pla-
taians at Skione on Pallene can also be classed, since Poteidaia at the
neck of the peninsula shielded them from threats by land. It is not an
accident that these groups are attested during the period of Athenian
naval hegemony; these colonists could safely leave home, as their towns
were immune to enemy harassment in their absence. Thus the Athe-
nians found it easiest to deploy them elsewhere.

Let us turn now to those who are not attested in the military cata-
logues of Thucydides. The other colonists in the north are generally ab-
sent from groups of Athenian allied forces, although there is a good
chance that the émoukot of Poteidaia made dedications from military vic-
tories, and the Aphytis Decree shows their military role in the region
(IG I® 62.8, with 61.27-28; see also Chapter 1, section B.3 above). The
colonists at Poteidaia, Amphipolis (until its loss), and the Chersonese
were probably kept at home to control their area or served with Athenian
forces in the region.** The exceptional reference perhaps proves the force
of the general rule: the inhabitants of the Chersonese were induced by
Alkibiades to accompany him on a campaign against Selymbria (D.S.
12.66.4). Hence, it is not coincidental that these colonies in the north also
ranked high in my rating of strategicimportance. The military advantage
in keeping them at home outweighed the colonists’ value as units in
expeditionary forces. The colonists in Asia (who were usually not Athe-
nian citizens) were not taken on Athenian expeditions (to the best of our
knowledge). Their value to the Athenian cause may have been their occu-
pation of their territory, which forestalled the aggression of Persia and
the pro-Persians (like the Lesbians in Antandros or the Samians in

Anaia: Thuc. 3.19.2;3.32.2;4.52.3,4-5;4.75.1; 8.108.4).

# Athenian use of Poteidaia: 2.79.7; 4.120.3 (’Abnvaiwy Tlorelbatay &xovran),
4.129.3; cf. 4.135.1 for Brasidas’ attempt on the town.
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The colonists on Skyros are remarkable for their complete invisibil-
ity in the surviving documents, and not only in military operations. Per-
haps the contingent of Skyrian colonists was not large. The same can be
said for the 500 sent to Melos, with several reservations. The Melians
were not on the island very long before Thucydides’ account breaks off.
With the breakdown of Athenian naval superiority in the Aegean, Melos
may have acquired greater strategic importance as a point from which to
monitor and intercept the movement of ships from Lakonia through the
southern Cyclades to Ionia (note Thuc. 8.39.3, 41.4), Indeed, the colo-
nists might have stayed at home for this very purpose. Moreover, its
liberation by the Spartans would have had considerable propaganda
value and was therefore to be deterred (cf. Thuc. 5.106-7, 109).

In order to understand how this process of subsidization worked
within the context of Athenian society, it will be necessary to provide
some background. The Athenian economy underwent a transformation
in these years, and it is important to understand the position of colo-
nization in the changes that were under way. Athens emerged from the
Persian invasion with a war-damaged economy which had previously
centered around primary production. Agriculture, some of which was
specialized—oil could be exported and not grain—and mining will have
accounted for the majority of that production. Besides supplying the
local market, pottery exports offset imports by the Athenians, and may
be illustrative of other craft industries of which the products were more
perishable, and so are poorly known to us. Yet there is no evidence to
suggest that Athenian citizens specialized in long-distance trade during
the late sixth and early fifth centuries. It is likely that the Peiraieus
cmerged from the 490s as an entrepot of only regional significance for
central Greece and the western Cyclades. Therefore, much of the value
which was added by the processing of Athenian craft-goods and by their
conveyance to overseas markets was realized by non-Athenian mer-
chants (Tonians at first, and later Aiginetans). They possessed the vital
knowledge about the purchasing patterns of distant customers and orga-
nized commerce in light of that understanding. Hence the label of pri-
mary-productive is appropriate in its application to the early fifth-cen-
tury economy of Attica,

While fishing, transportation, and local trade earned income for
coastal Attica, much of the Athenian impulse toward the sea after 500
was military and specifically defensive in character. Seapower was
necessary to protect the long Attic coastline in order to keep open a line
of access to foreign grain, to maintain contact with the earlier patronal
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180 CHAPTER 6: COLONIZATION DURING THE EMPIRE

colonies, and to exploit the legacy of economic interests bequeathed by
Peisistratid Athens.

Into this situation came the exciting opportunities presented by the
operations of the Delian league, a prospect which was doubtless all the
more alluring because of the damage inflicted on Attica by Persian
forces. There were wages and allowances for sailors and hoplites, and
chances for shares of booty for all social strata. In time, there were to be
the buildings paid out of the League’s reserve fund and the salaries for
Athenian administrators of the empire. A politicization of the Athenian
economy took place which was so pervasive that even today much of
modern scholarship is in thrall to its results, as though they were para-
digmatic for the very order of the polis itself. The settlement of Athenians
abroad was but an aspect of this overall politicization of life: citizens ac-
quired new economic lives through the dispensation of the state. It is
striking, however, to what a degree that new economic life was a recrea-
tion of late archaic Attica with its primary production. Cleruchic and co-
lonial kAfjpot appear to have been in the main agricultural holdings.

Thus, when we consider the subsidization function of colonization,
we must be clear about the ones who were its targets. Let us consider the
thetes first, since they must have been a large proportion of the bene-
ficiaries.*> It was not necessarily the thetic class of the asty, those who
provided the rowers for the fleet (as well as serving many of the subsid-
iary economic functions discharged by free men), for whom the subsi-
dization of colonization in @wouxiar would have had the greatest impact,
but rather the agricultural workers and occasional laborers of the coun-
tryside, those cultivating marginal (thetic) farms, and lastly the sons
who could only look forward to dividing the smallest zeugite holdings.
Hence the “Old Oligarch” made almost nothing of contemporary coloni-
zation, superficially so promising a subject for a critique of the Athenian
demos. He speaks vaguely of the Athenians acquiring and holding prop-
erty abroad ([Xen.] Ath. Pol. 1.14, 15), and offers one passing allusion to
overseas holdings (1.19). For one thing, the record of colonization would
have undercut his contention that the Athenians were neglecting their
hoplite force (2.1-2; cf. 1.2).

The relocation of many such workers abroad to new settlements
during the Pentekontaeteia may parallel a growth in the number of

5 Schmitz, who correctly emphasizes the role of all classes in cleruchies (under which
heading he groups all colonies), conveniently lists the authorities stressing the role of the
thetesin n. 121 on p. 106, among whom I note Busolt-Swoboda, GSK 2.1271; Jones 7.
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servile agricultural workers in Attica during the empire.*¢ The replace-
ment of poor free workers by slaves in the countryside was another as-
pect of the politicization of the economy which has already been men-
tioned. It is indeed possible that the profits of the empire provided the
capital with which to purchase slaves to replace thetes who themselves
profited from the empire by acquiring kléroi abroad.

Eventually, with the coming of war and the Peloponnesian invasions
of Attica, the pool of likely beneficiaries for such state intervention will
have grown greatly. In our analysis, the Aiginetan &rouxor appear to
have been just such a conservative rural population of modest means (see
pp. 31-32 above).*” Hence, as the war went on, it became a demagogic
ploy to suggest distributions of land (among other measures) to relieve
material suffering from the war.** The replacement role of these distri-
butions becomes obvious when Aristophanes mentions Euboia in the
context of demagogic indulgence of the démos; its function as a second At-
tica, safe from Peloponnesian attack, is emphasized by Thucydides.*

On the other hand, opportunities offered by cleruchies affected the
economic prospects of the thetes in quite a different manner. If we en-
visage the cleruchs as only notionally established in their cleruchies, and
legally authorized to lease out their allotment to a member of the indige-
nous community, the cleruchy becomes a device for the integration of the
landless into the hoplite class, not only those who were thetic agricul-
turalists but also men who were not agricultural workers at all. The

*Note Alkibiades’ reference to servile agricultural labor and rural productivity in
Thue. 6.91.7, wherein he urges the Spartans to fortify Dekeleia (with a brief reference
to the calamitous results following in 7.27.5). For slaves as agricultural labor in fifth-
century Attica, see M.H. Jameson, “Agriculture and Slavery in Classical Athens,” C/
73 (1977-1978) 122-45.

*! Similarly, when Aristophanes in the Equites chooses a colonial victim for Paphla-
gon/Kleon, it is a rich apragmon from the Chersonese (259-65).

* Arist. Vesp. 715-18:

GAN’ doTay pey delowa’ adrol, Ty Ef Boray Biddaoiy

Upiy, Kal oTToy DPLoTarTAL KATE TEVTIKOUTA (AEDLMVOVS
moptely. eogar §’ odTdmoTe Tor TANY FpONY TEVTE pedipvovs,
Kal TavTE WoALS Levias cﬁa’rywv, E"Aa_ﬂcy KaTe xoimxa. kptBy.

But whenever they catch fright, they offer Euboia
to you, and they promise to provide wheat by the 50-bushel load.
Yet they never actually give it to you; except five bushels just lately,
which, barely escaping a charge of false citizenship, you get by the quart of
barley-groats. _
¥ Thue 2.14.1; 8.95.2; 8.96.1-2; with Aris. Ath. Pol. 33.1; cf. Thue 2.26.1; 3.17.2;
728.1. See H.D. Westlake, “Athenian Food Supplies from Euboea,” GR 62 (1948) 2-5.
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Attic hoplite class was originally drawn from small-holders, as the Solo-
nian census system seems to imply. Status as a hoplite was the socially-
sanctioned norm, and would have been an object of thetic aspiration
quite apart from the material betterment intrinsic to social promotion to
the zeugite class. Yet such promotion would have been problematical for
those lacking the skills to farm the land. The cleruchy allowed the thete
to draw on agricultural production, but presumably left the way in
which that exploitation was managed up to the individual cleruch (ex-
cept on Lesbos).

Hence the politicization of the economy allowed for a bifurcation of
the archaic hoplite/smallholder unity and identity. With that, another
identity, the one between the solidity of the phalanx and the psycho-
logical solidarity of rural communities began to diverge. Politicization
served as a short cut toward harmonizing traditional Greek military
practices with a more complex organization of labor.*® Regardless of his
actual vocation the allotment of the cleruch allowed him to emulate mili-
tarily the farmer and hoplite. Therefore, there may even have been some
discussion about a total promotion of the thetic class to the zeugite
order.”! The proposal may have been resisted by Antiphon, acting in
favor of allied interests. Nonetheless, an underwriting of the thetes could
never take the form of a mere subsidization by payments, so tenacious
was the hold of traditional military mores. The link between hoplite
status and zeugite landholding was never broken to take the final step,
the creation of a class of professional soldiers.>

30 Therefore the arkhé was able to circumvent such strictures as those of Xenophon in
the Oeconomicus (4.2-5; 5.12-17; 6.4-10) about the banausic trades leading to the en-
feeblement of the military power of the city, and about the necessary connection between
agriculture and military prowess.

*! J.K. Davies (Democracy and Classical Greece [London 1978] 89-90) adduces Anti-
phon fr. 61 (XVIII) B/ T (Harpocration s.v. 87jres kat 8yricdy) as indicative of a general
promotion of thetes to zeugite status: "Avripdv &v 70 karh Pihivov ¢yl Tovs e fijres
&mavres omAiras motfiear (“Antiphon in his speech against Philinos says: to make all the
thetes hoplites”). Other fragments (63-64) display the technical vocabulary of allotment
of kAfjpor. The issue was perhaps the advisability of a program of directed upward mobil-
ity for the thetes, The same Philinos was the adversary in Antiph. 6.12, 21, 35-37, dating
¢ 419. A date during the Peace of Nikias for such a proposal would make good sense. Cf.
B, Keil, “System des kleisthenischen Staatskalendars,” Hermes 29 (1894) 321-72, esp.
337-38. See K.J. Dover, “The Chronology of Antiphon’s Speeches,” CQ 44 (1950)
44-60, esp. 55; A.E. Raubitschek, “Philinos,” Hesperia 23 (1954) 68=71.

* For epibatar, an exception might be made during the Peloponnesian War. Thetic
epibalai are attested for the Syracusan expedition (Thuc. 6.43). They would presum-

-ably have served as thetic rowers otherwise.
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That both colonies and cleruchies served to augment the numbers of
Athenian hoplites shows the area of military organization felt to be in
need of remediation. The absence of allotments below the level of mainte-
nance for a zeugite (to the best of our knowledge) is not only eloquent
about social prejudices equating full political empowerment with zeugite
status (at a minimum), but also indicates that the provision for rowers
was not a perceived vulnerability before the Syracusan debacle. Naval
service had already undergone a professionalization quite different from
hoplite service. The fleet could draw on metics and members of the demos
of allied cities. The political loyalty of these two groups and what was
apparently an adequate supply of thetic rowers appear to have made the
diversion from thetic service to hoplite service non-controversial,

Furthermore, it is important to note how the utilization of colonial
troops is congruent with their pattern of recruitment. The cleruchies
contained a significant thetic component, which meant that they involved
anumber of men who were perhaps without experience of hoplite war-
fare and who had not passed through whatever ephebic training existed
in the fifth century. Units with numbers of such raw troops would have
had less value than more mixed units, so that we can understand why the
cleruchs seem to have served in their original tribal regiments. There,
their presence would be diluted among the majority of experienced pha-
langites, where they could learn from seasoned older men, neighbors, and
demesmen. The back rows of the phalanx were available to habituate
them gradually to service in a formation of heavy infantry. The discrete
military units of the colonists were much more viable propositions as in-
dependent forces. Significantly, since colonies drew from a cross-section

of Athenians, probably by an allotment, not only would there have been
men of the first three census classes available to offset the thetes, but the
wealthier colonists would also have provided individuals with experience
in command. Wealthier colonists and experienced zeugites will have
made the contingent of each colony a more seasoned hoplite unit. Colo-
nies like Aigina, which were founded after the beginning of the war,
would probably also have contained many experienced hoplites, dis-
placed from their homes by the Peloponnesian threat against Attica.
Attic colonies lay open in some cases (unless specifically prohibited)
to upper-class Athenians. This hypothesis has already been discussed
from the standpoint of its public rationale (Chapter 2, section B.2
above), and it is left now to consider the attractions of colonization. This
discussion can only proceed in general terms: we lack both an estimate
of the number of well-to-do colonists and any individual biographies.
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(outside of what can be surmised about Plato’s father Ariston). The
choice to participate in a colony was not a trivial one for a prosperous
Athenian. It was not just the addition of further property to his estate, if
it truly entailed the discharge of one’s civic responsibilities in the colony
rather than in Attica. Economic possibilities certainly existed through
absentee exploitation of kA7jpot by leasing, or, if that was restricted (cf,
IG I* 1.3-6 on Salamis), by slaves, but the dwotkos still had to do
military service with his fellow colonists. Because of its nearness to
Athens, the colony on Aigina may well have had a disproportionate
number of elite Athenians who submitted themselves for allotment,
Otherwise, participation in colonies by upper-class persons was proba-
bly a technique to maintain socio-economic status (a form of status in-
surance)—it mitigated the fragmenting of estates to a degree where sons
could not retain the census rank of their fathers.??

Subsidization amounted to more than simply a transfer of re-
sources. The most expeditious and least controversial way to subsidize
Athenian citizens was always to raise the tribute. With more tribute
coming in, the Athenians were in a position to create every manner of
salary or subsidy to better the material lot of their fellow citizens. Rath-
er, the subsidization intrinsic to the creation of colonies and cleruchies,
as has just been outlined, served to underwrite a socially valued lifestyle,
for the most part, that of the agriculturalist who could serve as a hoplite.
So tenacious was the hold of the paradigm of the farmer/hoplite /citizen
identity that it dominated Athenian colonization. In other words, merely
enriching Athenians was subordinated to a policy of encouragement of a
particular military ethos.

In the consideration of /G I* 1, which appears to regulate the eco-
nomic options of settlers on Salamis, we get a hint that land granted by
the state to its citizens was hedged around by restrictions concerning its
use. The Athenians wanted to create more soldiers, and so circum-
scribed alternative utilization of the resources made over to their settlers.
Not surprisingly, in /G II? 30, which involves the reorganization of the
fourth-century settlement on Lemnos, glimpses are caught of the same
type of restrictions, and there is a reference to provisions made in con-
nection with Salamis. Therefore, it is reasonable to surmise that land
allotted abroad was not alienable in the same way as ordinary private
property in Attica: for one thing, sale was probably restricted.

The subject of the inheritability of the kAfjpot of fifth-century cle-
ruchs is entirely terra incognita, although a tacit understanding of many

* See the discussion of Schmitz 94-96.
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scholars seems to be that such land-holdings descended like regular
property (notwithstanding limitations on alienation by sale). Gauthier,
however, makes a suggestion which is much more attuned to the social
preoccupations underlying the cleruchy.** He comments that “la terri-
toire clérouchique appartient a la cité athenienne, dnuoaia.” The ab-
sence of data is a function of the real nature of the imperial cleruchies
(except for Antiphon fr. [II] 7 [Blass-Thalheim]; see Chapter 2, End-
note A above). They did not involve enough Athenians to leave traces in
our sources. In addition, since cleruchs did not constitute true poleis (in
my view), there can be no certainty that cleruchic land was transmiited
through inheritance. Lifetime tenure of kAfjpot could not Jjeopardize
communal solidarity where no true community had been created. It
must remain a possibility that cleruchic holdings reverted to the Athe-
nian government at the death of the cleruch, or his disqualification for
any reason. A withdrawal of an entire cleruchy such as may have hap-
pened on Lesbos was, however, an entirely different eventuality.

Given the special nature of cleruchic land, it is virtually certain that
we are not justified in positing cleruchies merely on the basis of the
attested presence of Athenians on a site. It is no more likely that cleru-
chic land will have been confiscated and auctioned like private property
than that it could have been transferred by ordinary inheritance. Ac-
cordingly, Erxleben is nearly alone among recent commentators in his
argument that the confiscated properties recorded on the Atfic Stelai can
be used to identify the presence of cleruchs.’® The presence of large
estates in the hands of upper-class individuals (like Oionias [IG I
422.1V.375-78)) is proof against this supposition. Estates of large size
are unlikely to have been the result of any process of allotment. Nor can
secondary sale (or some other means of consolidation) have been a
mechanism for such a concentration of property. If it were that easy to
alienate a cleruchic holding, the Athenians will have had no rationale
for the cleruchy itself. They could have confiscated allied property, sold
it, and given the proceeds to poor Athenians.

6) Revenue

Settlements abroad like Amphipolis created or strengthened access
to resources such as the pitch, timber, and precious metals of the north-
ern Aegean. Colonies not only could support settlers (the subsidization

*“Clérouquies” 70.
**E. Erxleben, “Die Kleruchien auf Eubsa und Lesbos und Methoden der attischen
Herrshaft im 5 Jh.,” Klio 57 (1975) 83-100, esp. 90-91.
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186 CHAPTER 6: COLONIZATION DURING THE EMPIRE

discussed just above), but could also be exploited to enrich the mother
city by taxes. Unfortunately, this is a most obscure issue. Our most valy-
able piece of evidence is provided in passing by Thucydides in his narra-
tive on the fall of Amphipolis. In Thuc. 4.108.1, we are told: Exuf.iévng
8¢ Tijs "Apgtmodews oi "Abnvaior és uéya déos karéoTnoay, EA\ws e
kat 87u 1) moMis adrols MY @Pelypos Ebdwy Te vavanyneipwy TOpTY
Kkat xpnparTor mpoaodw ... (“with Amphipolis held, the Athenians
were brought into great fear, especially because the city was profitable
to them both through its conveyance of timbers for shipbuilding and
through its contribution of monies. .. [and because the crossing of the
Strymon was now open]”). What was true about Amphipolis was, one
must assume, also true about other colonial establishments of the Athe-
nians. Amphipolis stands out in our minds, merely because, in the first
place, it was the only Athenian colony to fall into enemy hands in the
period covered by Thucydides, allowing the impact of its loss to be
noted. Secondly, Amphipolis was a large colony set in an environment
comparatively rich in resources.

The value of Amphipolis and other colonies naturally raises the
question of Athenian resources at the beginning of the Peloponnesian
War. In Thuc. 2.13.3, Perikles encourages the Athenians in this fash-
ion: Bapoely Te éxéAeve mpootovTeY pev éfaxoriov TaAdyTwy Gs e
70 TOAV p6pov kar’ évavrov dmo Tév fvppdxwy TH woAet dvev Tis
GAAns mpoaodov . .. % The other testimonia on Athenian revenues in
this period look as though they belong to the same set of calculations.
Xenophon speaks of 1000T revenue from both home and abroad (4nab.
7.1.27: vmapxdvrwr S moOANGY Xpnpdrwy &v TH méAel kat mpooddov
otons kar’ éviavToy &md Te TOY évdijpwy kal Tis Hmepoplas od peloy
Xt\iwv TaAdvrev).”” Diodorus records 460T, which looks like an
Ephoran attempt to give the proportion of the external income provided
by the tribute (narrowly-construed) from the allies (12.40.2: kat ka6’
Ekaorov émavroy ék Tod Gpopov @Y cuppudywy dvedépero TéAavra
Terpakoota éirovra). st

Let us now consider various possibilities for the role of income from
colonies within the Thucydidean total of 600T. Gomme observes with

6 “He bade them to be heartened, since 600T generally [or for the most part] of
tribute were coming in each year for the city from the allies, disregarding the remaining
revenue, .. "

*7 “While there was a great amount of money in the city and the yearly revenue both
from internal sources and from abroad was not less than 1000T.”

*% “And each year from the tribute of the allies 460T was carried up.”
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justification that @s éart 70 woAY ought to mean ‘generally’ or ‘as a rule’,
citing in support Isoc. 4.154, 8.35; Plato Polst. 294E; Thuc. 1.12.2;
5.107; 6.46.4, and not taken with ¢dpov, meaning ‘for the most part
tribute’ as Nesselhauf argued.®® Nonetheless, the other fifth-century
attestations of @s émt 70 oA do not offer comparable word orders with
the phrase bracketed by a noun and its genitive, so that ‘for the most
part’ may not be entirely excluded. In any case, Gomme’s interpretation
might be taken to mean that all 600T was tribute. The maximum
calculated from the tribute lists (433 /2), however, is 388T,60

Ifthe 6007T is entirely tribute, as is recorded on the lists, it is possible
that Thucydides is offering data for a history of the collection of the
tribute parallel to the one we restore from the lists:! his figure for the first
assessment 1s 460T (1.96.2).%2 He starts and ends the Pentekontaeteia
with tribute much higher than that supported by epigraphical material.
Plutarch construed him in this fashion, with the tribute rising from 460T
initially to 600T under Perikles (A4rist. 24.4). This shows us, at least, that
the figures in Thucydides were transmitted correctly. Nonetheless, we
must resist this understanding of the Thucydidean numbers. The likely
record of accessions to the League and commutations from ships to
tribute might yield an addition of 140T, but they can never have done so
toabase as high as 460T. It is better to posit that the two figures describe
income from abroad but with different constituents.

Although it may seem an anathema to those who reconstruct the
Pentckontaeteia as a period of ever-growing Athenian authoritarianism
toward their allies, the possibility should be entertained that the amount
of tribute fell significantly after the Aristeidian assessment.*> While the
460T of the initial assessment were virtually all tribute, the 600T were

** Nesselhauf 117; Gomme, HC7 2:17. In Thue. 6.46.4, the phrase s éxl 70 moAd is
used several times to describe the Egestans using the same vessels to impress Athenian
envoys, which may be support for Nesselhauf’s connotation (kat mavrew ds éxrt 70 oAb
705 atrois).

CATL 3334,

! Meiggs’ suggestion (62-64) that Thucydides made a mistake about the nature of
the first assessment (i.e., made in money converted to ships), and the implication by the
editors of the AT'L (3.118-25) that dopat might be intrusive, are remedies born out of
desperation,

*2 Nepos Arist. 3.1; cf. D.S. 11.46.4, which has 560°T.

©CL. Meiggs 64-65. Yet the fall should be understood to be a genuine decrease, ar_:d
not a failure to record on the tribute lists a large amount of tribute first assessed from
Places which never really belonged to the League. Even Cyprus, an unlikely subject for
assessment, probably would not make up the difference. See Meiggs 56-58.
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not tribute in the same sense but included other items. Thus, when com-
mutations from ships to tribute are also considered, the burden on the
allies was much lighter by the time the first tribute list was inscribed at
Athens.

Various options have been proposed as parts of assessed tribute
(such as subsidization of local bases, payments directly to officers, and
payments in kind) never registered on the tribute lists. Unfortunately,
direct evidence for such transfers of resources has not been discovered,
and objections can be raised in detail for each class of transfers of this
nature. Definitive resolution of this question is impossible in this con-
text, but it is important to note what ramifications this line of argument
has for the income from the colonies. If the 600T of 2.13.3 is all tribute,
income from the colonies would belong to the 400T left over from Xeno-
phon’s 1000T.** That would give a fairly limited upper threshold for
the amount of money which one could estimate for colonial income, if
everything other than allied tribute had to be entered in a sum of 400T.

Another line of analysis has similar results for the revenue from
colonies, although it gives a very different picture of Athenian resources
in general. One might include the value of the ships contributed (per-
haps even the Athenian ships) in order to generate the requisite trans-
fers of resources “off the books” of the tribute lists.®® This understanding
suggests a rather odd mode of proceeding for a naval league, that is,
assessing the amount of money, rather than ships, needed, and next di-
viding the money between ships and cash. This hypothesis also has diffi-
culty coping with the Thucydidean passages where the tribute seems to
be juxtaposed with contribution of ships (1.99.1; 7.57.4). For our pur-
poses, in this case, colonial revenue would once again have to reckoned
to belong to the difference between 600T and 1000T.

Neither of these two approaches is satisfactory. Let us try once
again to include other sources of income from abroad in the 600T.
While Gomme does not believe that &s émrt 70 oA can mean “for the
most part,” he does adopt so elastic a definition of tribute that it gives the
same result as Nesselhauf’s explanation; in the present state of the de-
bate on this subject our best option is to follow his lead. Gomme observes
that Thucydides must have included other allied revenue in his total of
600T in 2.13.3.°° He introduces five classes of income from the allies

4 See French, Historia (1972); also HCT 1.273-79.

#See, eig., ATL 3.234-39; M. Chambers, “Four Hundred Sixty Talents,” CP 53
(1958) 26-32; S.K. Eddy, “460 Talents Again,” CP 63 (1968) 184-95.

S HOTPH70, e
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in addition to the tribute of the list of 433 /2, which classes are to be
considered forms of phoros: 1) the indemnity payments from Samos;®7
2) cities paying in the same category as Thera; 3) colonial income;
4) payments for support of Athenian bases;*® and 5) an increase in trib-
ute voted in 432/1.5°

As for class 1, equalling ¢. 50T, it is somewhat incongruous that
Perikles would have listed an indemnity of limited duration under the
heading of regular income. The money for the Samian War had already
been spent, so that any indemnifying monies ought to have been charged
to replenishing reserves and not regular income. The significance of
class 2 is lessened because Thera was not paying at all in 431 (Thuc.
2.9.4). The island was later tributary (IG I* 281.11.54 [430/29] re-
stored; cf. 282.111.23 [429/8]), so that the other sum (an indemnity?)
which it paid with Samos (/G I’ 68.22 [426/5]) cannot have been great.
One must assume that other such indemnities were handled in the same
way. Nor can the others with bilateral treaties with Athens, who sup-
plied military forces in addition to the monetary payments, have con-
tributed much money (class 4). Class 5 again cannot have yielded much
money. Although we must reckon from the fragmentary texts associated
with the next assessment period, after 430/29 (IG I? 282-83), it is
reasonable to hypothesize that there could not have been large increases
in the level of assessment, made out of the normal cycle, only to be imme-
diately reduced. The increases of places like Byzantion ( + 10T) and Se-
lymbria (+ 8T, 5100 dr.) in the Hellespontine region and Torone
(+6T) and Skione ( + 3T) in the Khalkidike were balanced by holding
steady or reducing other assessments—those, it would seem, of smaller
cities.”® Moreover, Perikles ought to have subtracted the 40T which
were lost in the revolts in the Khalkidike. These payments were hardly
regular income even in the most sanguine view. At the most, even if my

*"To justify this classification, he notes that Samos is listed among the fimore-
Aets. ., qbrﬂpou in 7.57.4. Yet, there is no guarantee that tribute was not paid during the
war years, of which we have no record, so that Thucydides is literally correctabout their
tributary status. On the indemnity of the Samians: Thuc. 1.117.3; D.S. 12.28.3; Plut.
Per. 28.1-2; of. Douris, FGH 76 F 67. For records of payments: IG I’ 68.21-22
(426/5); 369.42 (423/2); 370.18-19 (418/7) restored; 371.16 (414/3) restored. The
annual amount appears to have been 50T, as suggested by ATL 3.327 n. 7, 334-35.

** See the objections stated above and note A7 3.88. A

*8uch an increase is hypothetical. No evidence demonstrates that assessments were
changed before the normal reassessment for 430,/29. ts

"E.g, Maroneia (~7T);: Samothrace (—4T); Dikaiopolis in Khalkidike (2T, 5000
dr). See Meiggs 31011, 531-32; of. ATL 3.311-13, 352,




190 CHAPTER 6: COLONIZATION DURING THE EMPIRE

reservations on these groups are minimized, classes 1, 2, 4, and 5 are
not likely to have exceeded c. 75T (c. 50T from Samos; ¢. 10T in allied
indemnities/contributions; ¢. 15T in gross increment from higher
assessment).

Thus, in this deciphering of the 600T of external income of the
Athenians, a considerable sum must have been supplied by direct in-
come and by colonial income, ¢. 135T at a minumum in my reckoning.’!
Furthermore, unless one is prepared to collapse Gomme’s option into
the other hypothesis in which the tribute lists leave out a sizeable pro-
portion of the monies contributed by the allied cities, a considerable
amount of the difference between the sum appearing on the tribute lists
and the 600T of Thucydides will have been contributed by colonial in-
come. It is only in such a hypothesis as this that an important place can
be found for colonial revenue.

This series of speculative arguments cannot be considered as a proof
of the importance of income from places such as Amphipolis. They do,
however, supply us with a hypothetical context for a reading of Thuc.
4.108.1, which makes plausible the Athenian 8¢os ‘fear’ when the city
fell to Brasidas, and why Amphipolis was so &¢éApos. If the list of pre-
war colonies is considered, it may be noted that outside the Chersonese,
no other colonies had the economic potential or size of Amphipolis from
the standpoint of their base in natural resources.”? If one posited 100T
of income from the colonies, at least half or 50T would have to come
from Amphipolis. The revenues drawn by the Odrysians from tribute
from the coastal cities of Thrace substantiates the scale of such transfers
of resources (Thuc. 2.97.3).7

If colonies had to pay a certain sum each year, that sum would
probaby have been equated with tribute and would have been most

! By direct income is understood the income from land such as the territory confis-
cated from the Hippobotai of Khalkis and revenue derived from mining operations in
Thrace, if they were not all brought under the control of Amphipolis.

"% Note that Aigina, with its commercial possibilities, and craft-productive base, had
not yet been colonized when Perikles spoke.

" Sitalkes and Seuthes I received 400T, supplemented by gifts and levies in kind
(Thue. 2.97.3). The role of their taxes on cities is illustrated by the case of Abdera
(Thue. 2.97.1), also a tributary of Athens, assessed 15T or 10T during the 430s (e.g+
1G P 279.11.69 [433/2]; 280.11.46 [432/1]). ATL 3.310-11 notes the ancestral tribute
mentioned in a treaty of 357 (Tod, GHI #151.15-16). Abdera and Dikaia seem to have
been assessed 75T in 425/4 (/G I® 71.111,153-54 [restored]). This assessment may well
be the combined tribute previously paid to both Athens and the Odrysians, which the

Athenians may have felt emboldened to iry to levy as Sitalkes weakened (Thuc. 4.101.5).
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keenly resented by the Athenians present in the settlement. There would
also be no trace of such payments and the procedures by which they
were fixed. T'wo other options are more likely: specified revenues from a
colony were earmarked from the time of foundation, and payments in
kind were contributed on certain products like grain and timber. These
revenues would probably be derived from indirect taxes, and possibly
from income on resources, the exploitation of which was retained by the
Athenian government rather than attributed to colonists. In the discus-
sion of /G I* 47, a decree concerning the establishment of a colony, it has
already been noted that the Athenians were legislating about the em-
poria ‘harbors’ or the emporika “harbor taxes’ of the colony (see Chapter
2, Endnote B above). I conjectured that arrangements were being made
for the rendering of a part of the income from the harbor to the Athe-
nians (and from other indirect taxes), perhaps with the provision that
the excess over a set amount could be used by the colonial authorities.
Reservation of taxes for the métropolis was a less provocative regime
than the system of tribute, because any lessening of revenue was imme-
diately passed along to the Agégeman. For tributaries, assessments re-
mained the same, despite contracting revenues, until a case of hardship
could be made in Athens. An exploration of the remarks of Thucydides
on colonial revenue makes the existence of such stipulations probable,
whether or not they were specifically provided for in /G I* 47.

The taxes on the harbors are excellent candidates for such a reser-
vation by the central government for its own use. The freedom and tran-
quillity of the seas which made trade viable was, after all, guaranteed by
the allied fleet. The place of harbor taxes as the most lucrative and
administrable of indirect taxes is indicated by the Athenian decision to
replace the phoros with a 5% tax on imports and exports (Thuc. 7.28.4).
We have already noted the activities of Thorykion as eikostologos on
Aigina. The way is perhaps open to hypothesize that the 5% tax was
collected in all colonies even before 413.7* In that case, the shift from
tribute collection to the tax was not only simpler to administer, as Thu-
cydides suggests, but was also conciliatory, as it raised the subject states

"4 This would mean that Thorykion could have sent naval supplies to the Pelopon-
nesians before the defeat of the Syracusan expedition. Then his act would fully deserve
the attention given to it by Aristophanes, as the enemies of Athens would be far more
restricted in their opportunities to import supplies at this time. Thorykion could then
have served as a taxiarch of the Aiginetan epoiko: during the coup d’état of the 400 (th_e
chronological order suggested by the scholia), which would provide another strong moti-
vation for the poet’s animus against him.
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to equivalence with the Athenian colonies.”® Moreover, the tax turns out
to be a canny gesture of self-preservation in its historical context. The
mildness of the 5% tax, when it is seen from this perspective, explains
why there is no extant denunciation of it by either external enemies or
by oligarchic dissidents at home. If the tribute system was then re-
stored—or an attempt made to restore it—in the intransigent atmo-
sphere after the battle of Kyzikos, Aigina as a colony might have been
allowed to retain the etkostz.”® For colonies, the reimposition of tribute
was a signal for a return to the status quo ante.

Akin to the revenue from indirect taxes would be requirements that
a portion of the production of natural products had to be contributed to
Athens. Thucydides speaks of the value of Amphipolis because of the
conveyance of ship-timbers from there. Alternative supplies were as a
rule available through commerce, so that he may be referring to the
shipping of timbers from Amphipolis at no cost or at a low fixed price,
Those colonies which were fertile may have supplied wheat to Athens. It
ought to be recognized that compulsory sales at a price fixed by the
hegemonal state are a form of taxation.

Concerning other taxes which colonial Athenians might have paid
to the government in Athens, the case of the xenoi in the Khalkis Decree
may be noted, those who are implied to be paying taxes to Athens (/G IP
40.52-57).77 This datum could be combined with the evidence from the
Hestiaia Decree for an eisphora in that colony (/G I 41.38). The li-
ability of all Athenians to pay the eisphora would establish another
means for the Athenian state to draw on the foreign property of Athe-
nians. One advantage of this hypothesis is that it removes the incon-
gruity of property within Attica being subject, while external property
was not. Since much of this external property was extra-colonial, it is
hard to see how it could be exempted from the eisphora. Accordingly, if

"® That conciliatory policy would be parallel to the greater willingness of the Athe-
nians to grant autonomy during the Ionian War. See Figueira, BICS (1990) 69-71.

" This reconstruction solves the notorious problem of how the eikosté could continue
on Aigina while the tribute system was revived, as Xenophon notes in the case of the sur-
render of Khalkedon (HG 1.3.9) and is indicated by a late assessment after Kyzikos (/G 12
100). There, Miletoteichos, unknown on earlier tribute lists and in the neighborhood of
Kyzikos (IIL5), and other towns, known from Graterus (FGH 342 F 6-8, cf. 3; note
Antiphon’s trial in F 5) appear. See B.D. Meritt, “Greek Inscriptions,” Hesperia 5
(1936) 355-411, esp. 386-89; ATL 1.120, 208;3.91-92: Meiggs 369-70, 438-39.

77 Whitehead, ZPE (1976) 254-56, is correct in his doubts that these taxes can be
situational, but he should not be followed in his suggestion of some unknown general tax
on Athenian citizens.
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it was feasible to tax individual holdings abroad, why not then the klzroi
of colonists?’® The state had a good idea of their initial value. Cleruchic
holdings, which may not have become private property, may well have
been entirely exempt, as they were in the fourth century.”

The vastly expanded pool of resources from which these eisphorai
were drawn might help to explain why Thucydides did not believe it
necessary to mention each exaction after noting the first in 3.19.1.8° The
amount raised by the first eisphora of the war in 428 was 200T, which,
while it would be a sizeable sum in the fourth century, might not have
been all that noteworthy, given the extent of Athenian holdings abroad
in the fifth century. It is only in the fourth century when the base of
property on which the tax is levied becomes substantially narrowed that
the eisphora is experienced as a grievous burden. 3!

¢) Punishment

The third rationale for colonization is its punitive effect; it punished
those whom the Athenians held as disloyal to their commitments. The
Athenians maintained the integrity of the system for collection of tribute
as a proportionate and non-punitive mechanism for support of their
(and the league’s) fleet. The tribute system does not seem to have been a
tool of punishment, although public antipathies must have played a role
in assessment.®? That left indemnification, which seems to have been

"8 The eisphora as an occasional tax would not affect Thueydides® and Xenophon’s
figures for regular revenue.

" Dem. 14.16 speaks of the exemption of cleruchic land from the trierarchic symmo-
ries (cf. Harpocration s.v. kAqpo@iyot). The more numerous eisphoric symmories seem
to have taken in a much wider segment of the population (Cleidemos, FGH 323 F 8).
See Jones 141 n. 26. The fourth-century cleruchs had a set of military responsibilities
quite different in kind from their fellow citizens in Attica.

9 This point is all the more convincing when it is realized that there were many
eisphorat during the war: Lys. 12.20; 25.12; 30.26 (all contain phrases like modXas
eloopas). Note that Lys. 21.1-4 does not establish that there were only two eisphorai
between 411 and 404. It attests two eisphorat while the speaker was a trierarch abroad,
perhaps between 410/9 or 408/7 and 405/4. See Figueira, QUCC (1988) 58-59. See
also the note immediately following,

*! Diodorus notes the burden of the eisphorai during the Tonian War (13.47.7, 52.5;
64.4), but that 'scarcely affects our conclusions about Athenian resources at the begin-
ning of the war.

*2 The cases of Aigina and Poteidaia are sometimes cited. Aiginetan monetary oHipHC
and anecdotal evidence from building projects, elite tombs, and literary patronage ndi-
cate that 30T was not prima facie extortionate. See Figueira, degina, passim. Arguably,
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used in the case of the Samians and perhaps Byzantines, and confisca-
tion of property as the available methods for punishing rebels and re-
covering the costs of the military operations against them.®’

Before the war, only those exceptional rebels, the Hestiaians, who
murdered Athenian sailors, were expelled, to be replaced with colonists.
The same fate was visited on the Aiginetans at the beginning of the war.
The Mytilenean debate marked a turning point, inasmuch as andrapo-
dismos was the first policy on which the assembly decided. The execu-
tions, enslavements, and expulsions that followed in connection with
other cities led to the creation of colonies. The attraction of colonization
lay in its combination of punishment with the other motivations which
have been previously discussed.

It is the role of the cleruchies in punishment that is more prob-
lematical. Once again, it is the Lesbian cleruchy that provides the clear-
est indications, but even these are not unambiguous. After the decision
was rescinded to conduct an andrapodismos, the Athenians had the
choice of either exacting an indemnity and tribute or of imposing a cle-
ruchy. An appraisal of the role of punishment in their motivation must,
however, be balanced against their need to subsidize hoplites in such a
manner as to leave them free for service with Athenian forces. More-
over, the cleruchy was short-lived, so that the overall feasibility of the
project might be called into question, at least in comparison with the
combination of autonomy and compensation that seems to have been
tried next (Appendix A). Most of the other supposed cleruchies are only
doubtfully motivated as acts of punishment. As has already been re-
marked, Lemnos and the Chersonese, both dubious cleruchies, give no
signs of disaffection during the Pentekontaeteia. Furthermore, dissen-
sion in the Cyclades around 450 is a surmise based on the existence of

this assessment eventually became onerous and was lowered during the 430s. Yet, an
excessive assessment is not necessarily a punitive one, since the Athenians doubtless
harbored exaggerated beliefs about Aiginetan wealth (cf. the Athenian story in Hdt.
9.80.1-3: Figueira, QUCC [1988] 81). Faced with credulous hegémones, the Aiginetans
would have had trouble convincing the Athenians of hardship. As for Poteidaia, the
timing of the increased tribute of 15T is uncertain, with no guarantee that it was not
implemented in period V, 438/7-435/4 (IG I® 277.VL5 [435/4]), well before the

confrontation between Athens and Corinth. In any event, pressuring an ally through

increased assessment is not punitive in the sense that is meant here.

#On the Samian indemnity, see n. 67 in this chapter. An indemnity from the
Byzantines has been hypothesized to reconcile the fgures from the inscriptions with
literary testimonia on the cost of the war (IG I* 363.1-5, with Isoc. 15.111; D.S.
12.28.3-4; Nepos Tim. 1.2). See ATL 3.334; Meiggs 192-93.
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the Andrian and Naxian cleruchies. Even the cleruchies in Euboia—at
Eretria and, presumably, at Karystos—seem to antedate the major re-
volt: they are as likely to have been the cause of disaffection as its result
or punishment.

It is to be remembered that the confiscations of Perikles at Khalkis
in 446 are explicitly described as annexing the land of the Khalkidian
aristocrats. This episode points toward the hypothesis that earlier inter-
ventions on Euboia were of the same nature. Possibly, the policy started
with the first reduction of tribute at Karystos, perhaps amid moves
aimed against the aristocrats who had kept that city out of the Delian
League in the first place (cf. Thuc. 1.98.3; Hdt. 9.105). Then, Tolmides
may have expropriated anti-Athenian oligarchs for his cleruchies in
Eretria and, once again, probably at Karystos. Hostages taken from the
Eretrian aristocracy are later attested from 442/1 (Phot., Hesych., s.v.
*Eperpiakos katadoyos; cf. Macar. 4.16 = CPG 2.168).

Moreover, there is no solid evidence for fifth-century denunciations
of cleruchies. Cleruchies as punishment become more credible only when
cases like Aigina, Poteidaia, and Melos are given that classification. I, for
one, am not prepared to save the punitive role of the cleruchy at the cost of
abandoning the arguments above in favor of classifying these entities as
colonies. Furthermore, it is striking that these very same cases are cited in
lists of the atrocities of the empire, but it is never as cleruchies that they
are explicitly denounced (see Chapter 7, section B.1 below).®*

The punitive aspect of the cleruchy is complicated even further if the
incidence and scale of the punishment are considered. Here, changes in
the level of tribute become the only significant indicators. Is the lowering
of tribute a function of the subtraction of the underlying productive assets
from which the funds for the tribute were generated, or does the cleruchy
absorb approximately those funds which would have been paid in
tribute? Surprisingly, it is the latter which is closer to the truth.

Let us say that tribute is assumed to represent 5% (on a crude
analogy with the 5% tax on trade), so that a tribute of 3000 drachmas
means a product or output of goods and services of 10T for that city. Let

8 Diodorus Siculus makes this point in general terms, although he uses a fourth-cen-
tury sense of cleruchy to do so, when he describes the disadvantage for the Athenians
relative to the Spartans ¢. 380 in the following terms: ’Afyvaior ¢ dia ras 7y
(kara)modepovpévwn Khgpovyias 33éfovy & Tois "EAAgow (“The Athenians were in
disrepute among the Greeks because of their cleruchies over those they had defeated in
war”: 15.23.4).
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us reduce that tribute to 1500 drachmas or 0.25T. Following the under-
standing of the cleruchy in which basic assets are significantly diverted on
its founding, we must estimate that the underlying output of 10T hasalso
been halved to 5T. So, in the case of our imaginary city or in the actual
case of Andros, whose tribute fell from 12T to 6T, that reduction isa part
of a drastic shift in resources, which appears extremely punitive.

One might respond that the picture just drawn is a credible one, as
the Athenians confiscated 3000 landholdings from the rebel Lesbians,
These may have constituted much of the holdings of a class of dominant
landlords, many of whom will have been among the 1000 executed reb-
els. Yet, the result of that vast confiscation was hardly apocalyptic. Each
of the kleroi was to generate 2 mnai or 200 drachmas in income, so that
all 3000 kleroi would provide 100T in annual revenue. One hundred
talents is admittedly a tremendous sum, but it looks a lot nearer to the
sum that Lesbos would have been expected to pay in tribute at this time
than to a large fraction of the total output (the GDP or gross domestic
product) of the Lesbians.?> In other words, the cleruchy had subtracted
resources approximating the foregone tribute; it had not irretrievably
absorbed a large percentage of the underlying assets which would have
produced that income.

Andros may be considered next. The island received 250 cleruchs.
If the same 200 drachmas per cleruch was to be the yield of their &lzroz,
8.3T would be the annual shift in resources to Athens. That figure is
again comparable to the amount of tribute, 6T, which had been re-
quired previously and was now subtracted from the original total of
12T. Other examples are more hypothetical. Karystos is a possible site
for a cleruchy, the maximum size of which is 250 cleruchs. Its tribute
fell from 12T to 5T in two stages. If the 200 drachmas per cleruch was
the anticipated subsidy, 7T would subsidize 210 cleruchs. The pre-cle-
ruchic tributes of Naxos and Eretria are unknown, but their post-cleru-
chic assessments of 6T, 4000 drachmas and 6T, respectively, suggest re-
ductions comparable to those undergone by Andros and Karystos.®

** The wealth of Lesbos is illustrated by its naval strength (cf. Thuc. 3.13.7). There
were 70 Lesbian triremes at Lade (Hdt. 6.8.2). There were 55 Lesbian and Chian ships
at sea during the revolt of Samos; in what was hardly a full mobilization (Thuc, 1.116.2,
117.2; D.S. 12.27 4, 28.2). Moreover, one would be quite surprised if the Lesbians were
not richer in the 420s than they had been in the 490s. Note that the Samian fleet had
increased somewhat (Hdt. 6.8.2; Thuc, 1.116.1),

~ °°In Appendix D, a reconstruction of the colony sent to the Chersonese is offered,
following Plutarch’s description of these settlers as epoikoi. The virtual elimination of
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In light of these calculations, the probable Attic cleruchies appear
to have been only mildly or moderately punitive, since a significant part
of the output which was committed to the cleruchs was offset by a reduc-
tion in annual tribute. We are measuring, however, punitive effects on
the whole polers subject to cleruchies. There is a good chance that the
cleruchies founded c. 450 by Tolmides expropriated property from the
anti-Athenian oligarchs of the cities which were involved.?” The Athe-
nians may have confiscated the properties of their oligarchic enemies
and allocated them to their own citizens. Because there had been no
revolt and no communal guilt, the “dissident” states were allowed to
survive and a cleruchy may have been an ideal means for extracting a
compensatory income from the weakened economies of those cities near
Athens whose leading class had been disaffected. With the brutalization
of Athenian foreign policy through the stresses of total war with the
Peloponnesians, such opportunities for moderation disappeared. Myti-
lene is the only cleruchy founded in the period covered by the main nar-
rative of Thucydides.

Nor should we make a mental construct of the mid-fifth-century
cleruchies in isolation from other measures which the Athenians might
have taken to ensure the continued cooperation of these cities, such as
encouragement of democratic institutions or even distributions of elite
land to poorer subject citizens.®® With the latter possibility, the cleruchs
sent to sixth-century Khalkis might be juxtaposed. The critical dispar-
ity, however, between the imperial cleruchies and late sixth-century
Khalkis is the transmuting of inclusivism. The imperial cleruch is
grafted onto an indigenous community, while the sixth-century cleruchs
to Khalkis appear to have fused with the original inhabitants.

tribute from the area suggests something more than the addition of 1000 settlers; rather,
4 reevaluation of the citizenship of previous inhabitants. For those who believe in the
existence of a cleruchy, however, the reduction in tribute would render the following
result on the issue of punishment. The Khersonesitai paid 18T and the Alopekonnesioi
3240 drachmas before the reinforcement, and, after the addition, all the cities paid a
total of 2T, 1300 drachmas. At the level of 200 drachmas per settler, the reduction in
tribute would subsidize c. 490 “cleruchs”.

87 The Canadian excavation at Karystos may well add somie interesting data on the
subject of the interaction of cleruchs (if there truly was a cleruchy there) and natives. See

‘Table 4,

* The tribes Eubois and Nesiotis at Thourioi, however, suggest the provision of
colonial £l2roi to Euboians and islanders.
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d) Terminology
The semantics of the official language of any polis must reflect the

constraints under which that polity is operating, i.e., the very social and
military conditions which we have been scrutinizing. The lines of de-
marcation inherent in Athenian terminology on colonization concern
both the public utilization and political activity of the limiting variable
for the employment of colonization as a tool of empire—the restricted
supply of Athenian citizens.

Athenian terminology divided settlements abroad into two cate-
gories, the dmotkiar and the kAmpovytat, in accordance with the criterion
of whether or not they could be said to constitute respectively dependent
poleis or merely arrangements for the collective and perhaps conditional
apportionment of property to individual Athenians. This terminological
distinction followed a crucial difference in the business of administra-
tion, whether the settler would serve in Attica in the tribal regiments or
serve Athens and pay Athenian taxes from a colony.

Among the dmoukot, the émowkor could be distinguished—the latter
reinforced a previously existing community—using a diachronic mode
of classification (as compared with the synchronic distinction between
dmoikos and kAnmpodyos). As has been hypothesized above, the term
&moukos involved a contention that the &motkia had some continuity with
a preceding entity. Particularly problematical, as the foregoing discus-
sion reveals, are cases like Aigina and Poteidaia, where the “subse-
quent” colonists constitute the first wave of settlers. In those instances,
the colony has an existence before its colonization, as paradoxical as that
may sound. Hence the epoikic colony challenges us to find the specific
modality of that continuity. An extensive reconstruction has been of-
fered for Aigina, but clearly different, albeit parallel, answers must exist
for Poteidaia (see Chapter 1, p. 27 above) and the Chersonese (see Ap-
pendix D). Moreover, in the case of Aigina, much has been made of the
polemical aspect of such a denomination. Here, it is also important to
stress my secondary theme, that the term émotkos may have had a con-
tinuing applicability in Athenian colonies, because it differentiated the
colonists from other Athenians who might own property on the site as
well as from non-Athenians who remained in residence.

If, however, the epoikic colony partakes of a continuity with an ear-
lier community, the cleruchy differs from the small, exclusively Athe-
nian colony in possessing from one perspective an even greater degree
of continuity. Its predecessor still exists in its presence. Regardless of
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whether one follows the view that cleruchs provided garrisons or the
position argued above that the colonists (and especially the émotxot)
sometimes performed this function, it must be recognized that Athenian
colonial terminology did not attempt systematically to classify colonies
on the basis of strategic considerations. For example, modern scholars
may classify colonies as serving strategic goals against non-Greek pow-
ers or consolidating Athenian hegemony in their empire, but such dis-
tinctions cannot be resolved into Athenian official language. As the
record of behavior toward Aigina shows, Athenian imperial rhetoric and
symbolism legitimized Athenian possession of territory outside Attica.
Official colonial terminology assumes that legitimacy, and specifies the
civic rights and responsibilities of settlers. In practical terms, we do not
explain Athenian rights to the control of Aigina through the term érot-
xos, but it is through the claims about Aigina that one accounts for the
application of the term érmotkos.

The surviving references to Naupaktos help to illustrate the nature
of this dividing line between power-political concerns or strategic real-
ity, on the one hand, and a constitutional or legal terminology on the
other. We might be tempted to classify Naupaktos as an Athenian
colony. It fulfills the same general military function as the non-Athenian
settlements placed on the mainland of Asia, which can be called amoixia
and were staffed from pro-Athenian allies. There was, however, the sig-
nificant difference that Naupaktos was also a strategic gambit against
Spartan hegemony in the Peloponnesos. In some ways the vocabulary
about Naupaktos even parallels the language used generally for col-
onies. Thucydides speaks of the Athenians settling the Messenians there
(Thuc. 1.103.3: és Navmakrov karekioav) and Ephorus used similar
language (cf. D.S. 11.84.7; 14.34.2; 15.66.5). There are even some hints
that the Messenians reinforced an earlier (Lokrian) population, some of
whom remained on the site. From this perspective, the Messenians
could even have been considered emotkot.

In the remainder of his narrative, however, Thucydides is careful
never to refer to these settlers as colonists. For him, they are usually the
Messénioi, and never the expected Naupaktioi. Note particularly these
formulae: Meoarvior of év Navmakre (2.9.4) or ot ék rijs Navmakrov
Meaarjpor (4.41.2; of. 7.57.8). His avoidance of the ethnic Naupaktioi
is that much more striking, since the Messenians themselves had no such
absolute inhibition against using it. It is noteworthy, however, that on
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inscriptions the Naupaktioi at Naupaktos are not Messenian settlers,
but the previous inhabitants with whom the Messenians had joined.5?

Thus, paradoxically, what may be considered the finest strategic
foundation of the Pentekontaeteia did not trigger the utilization of colo-
nial language. The Athenians were giving their allies, the Messenians,
enjoyment of Naupaktos (in return for alliance), but the true homeland
of the Messenians was Messenia in the Peloponnesos (Thuc. 4.41.2: @s
és marpida TavTyy). Since this true nature of the Messenians was not al-
tered by residence in Naupaktos and there were no Attic settlers there
whose rights and privileges needed determination, the Athenians need
not have envisaged (and did not envisage) Naupaktos as a colony. In fact,
it was counter-productive for them to do, since that nomenclature would
distract the Greek world from the Spartan enslavement of Messenia and
the Athenian championing of Messenian liberty, both of which were
symbolized by the presence of the Messenian fugitives at Naupaktos.

It is equally true that what we have called the punitive character of
Athenian colonization not only cross-cuts any geopolitical or strategic
classifications, but also lacks reflections in Athenian colonial terminol-
ogy. In the first place, there is nothing to indicate that Brea (for in-
stance), presumably an intrusion on an unsettled (or unconsolidated)
site in non-Greek territory, and Hestiaia, founded upon the home of an
expelled Greek population, differed in any official or institutional, and,
hence, terminological sense. Secondly, the fact that cleruchies (in my
view) were less punitive than dmowkiat was a byproduct of strategic or
Judicial decisions and not recognized in its own right by some official
formulation. So rich an island as Lesbos would never have been left
largely deserted (any more than Melos was). Had the Mytileneans been
subjected to execution and enslavement, an amoikia would have been in
all likelihood placed on Lesbos. As it was, when that andrapodismos was
rejected, a cleruchy was installed. It is significant of the ideological
parameters within which Athenian colonization took place that the de-
bate between Kleon and Diodotos in Thucydides makes no mention of
either alternative. It focuses instead on issues involving the justice of the

* Meiggs-Lewis #74.1-2: Megodviot kat Navmdxreor aréder Adt]’ Ohvpmiot de
Kdray &m0 Tdp Toheplor. A similar titulature can be restored on a Messenian monu-
ment at Delphi; see G. Colin, Fouilles de Delphes 3.4.1 (Paris 1922) #1, pp. 1-5
163-65. The Naupaktioi may well be the holdovers from the previous regime. See Tod,
GHI 1,147; Meiggs-Lewis p. 224. Evidence for such a fusion is contained in an un-
published inscription, reported in AD 19.2 Chron. (1964) 295; A.P. Mattheou, Horos 1
(1983) 84,
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proposed actions, and on the deterrent or counter-productive quality of
an andrapodismos. i

2) Tue Errects oF COLONIZATION ON ATHENIAN MANPOWER

Colonization enhanced Athenian military strength in two of its as-
pects, manpower and financial resources. The latter topic has already
been discussed, as it also helps to explain the causes of imperial coloni-
zation. In one sense, increases in Athenian manpower have also been
approached previously, as subsidization. The same topic, however, is
open to further investigation from another perspective, inasmuch as evi-
dence on the effects of colonization exists in the figures for the Athenian
forces during the Peloponnesian War. The establishment of both érot-
xiar and kAmpovyiar assigned kAfjpor to Athenians. There is evidence
from Karystos and Lesbos, where the allotments were probably suffi-
cient to render their holders hoplites (see pp. 176-77 above and Appen-
dix A). The suggestion has been made that the cleruchies were limited to
the thetes (or barring that, perhaps to the thetes and zeugites: Chapter 2,
section B.1 above). "Amoukiat were open to all the census classes. There-
fore, the promotion to higher census class was a stronger influence
among cleruchs, although it must be remembered that they were far out-
numbered by colonists. According to this reconstruction, the cleruchs
were called upon for service in the Athenian tribal regiments rather
than their own units. The dmotkor served in units made up of their fel-
low colonists, just as we have seen the Aiginetans, Hestiaians, and oth-
ers mobilized.

The results of imperial colonization can be seen in the armed might
of the Athenians at the beginning of the Peloponnesian War. The very
existence and nature of the increase in Athenian hoplite strength during
the fifth century is subject to vigorous debate among scholars, and a re-
assessment of that controversy cannot be evaded.

The evidence of central importance is provided by Thuc. 2.13.6-7:

XPlipaot pév ody obirws é8dpavvey adrovs: bmAitas e Tpioythiovs Kal
puplovs elvar dvev 6y év Tols ppovplots kat T@Y wap’ émariw éfaxtoye-
Mov kal poplwy. TosodTor yap épvacaoy To Tp@TOY 6moTE 0f TOAEMIOL
éoBdNoter, &mé Te TV mperBuTdToy Kal TOY VEWTATOY, KAl HETOIKGY
dgoL omAlTaL Toar.

Thus he encouraged them with their fiscal situation. Moreover, (hr;'en—
couraged them) that there were 13,000 hoplites without those in the forts
and those for defense, who numbered 16,000. So many men were defend-
ers when the enemy made their first incursion and (were) from [or both
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from] the oldest and the youngest, and (were) metics as many as were hop-
lites. (These translations will be discussed below.)

The critical problem in understanding Thucydides is how to con-
strue the significance of his ratio between the 13,000 men, whom we can
call the frontline troops or the field army, and the 16,000 on guard (év
rols ¢povpios) and for defense (map’ émarfiv), whom we will call re-
serves (on the basis of this context). A number of problems spring imme-
diately to mind. The proportion of frontline troops (45%) appears
rather low, and raises the question why the main army could not draw
strength from the other categories of troops. Some reason must be gener-
ated to explain the infeasibility of such a manipulation, which appears
so superficially advantageous.

The field army and the men between 50 and 60 were members of
the tribal taxeis ‘regiments’ and were listed on a katalogos ‘roster’ of
those eligible to serve as hoplites.”® Individual commanders utilized the
over-all catalogue of hoplites to form their own catalogues for particular
campaigns.’! The field army was some chronologically delimited section
of this katalogos. There were apparently 42 age classes, for which see
Ath. Pol. 53.4, 7, and the names of the year classes were used to denom-
inate the ages of the men mobilized for any particular campaign, That
meant also that the state had the capacity to muster in an organized

** M.H. Hansen, “The Number of Athenian Hoplites in 431 B.C.,” SO 56 (1981)
19-32, esp. 24-29; id., Democracy and Demography: The Number of Atkenian Citizens
in the Fourth Century B.C. (Herning [Denmark] 1986) 83-89, is unconvincing against
the idea of a single roster of hoplites. Cf. Thuc. 6.43; 7.16.1, 20.2; 8.24.2; and Xen.
Mem. 3.4.1, where the term éx karaAdyov is official and formulaic. This is unaffected
by individual commanders making rosters for particular campaigns (Thuc. 6.26.2, 31.3:
subsequently used in planning, and in establishing liability for a particular campaign),
where the verb karaAéyw is also used (see also Lys 9.4, 15; 14.6). Dem. 13.4 shows the
nature of the list: Tovs pev & NAwig ... robs ¥ dmep Tov kardloyow (“those at prime
military age. .. those over the age of service from the catalogue?). [Dem.] 50.6, 16 on
naval conscription dees not offer counter-evidence.

*! See note immediately preceding, D.S. 11.84.4 shows how an enterprising com-
mander worked around the general katalogos to create an ad hoc katalogos: 6 d& To\-
pidns owetdwy 7] JLOVOY. TOvS TeTaypErovs XtAlovs éfayayely eis Ty erpareiar,
mpooiky ExdoTe TV véwy Kal T pduy BiapepovTwy EXeyer Gs peANe kaTaléyew
abTor: kpeirrov oy épnoey Behovriy orparedew pGANov 7 ik TBY KaraAdywy
5vqyxaa3ﬁirm dokety (“Tolmides, being anxious to lead out on the campaign not only
the 1000 men assigned, approached each one of those men who were of prime military
age and superior in bodily strength and said that he intended to enroll him [verb:
raraXéyw]; accordingly, he said it would be better for that person to campaign as a

volunteer than appear to be compelled through means of the rosters [r&v karaAdywy]).
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fashion men up to 60. We cannot be entirely sure, however, that even
older men could not be drawn upon in an emergency, despite their hav-
ing left the active karaloyos (Pollux 2.11; ¢f. Dem. 13.4?). Even the
oldest men (r&v mpeoBurarwr) would after all have had some value as
defenders of fortifications, and in desperate circumstances even women
and children fought from the walls. Therefore, some calculations for
men over 60 are listed for the sake of comparison. I have argued else-
where that Spartans served from 20-65 or in 45 year classes, of which
the normal levy was, at first, 30 classes and later 35 year classes.?”? We
have no reason to think that their Athenian adversaries did not utilize
roughly similar standards, serving, it seems, up to age 50.%3

Young men had an apprenticeship of two years before joining the
katalogos, where they served turns on campaign. They can be classed as
ephebes, and were brigaded as peripolai for an apprenticeship in border
forts, and not yet incorporated into their tribal regiments. Aeschines
(2.167-68) describes the military apprenticeship of a young Athenian—
two years as an ephebe and peripolés and then service in expeditions Tas
év Tols émwvipots (‘by year classes’: Ath. Pol. 53.4, 7; Harpocration s.v.
oTpateia év Tols émwyipois; Philochorus, FGH 328 F 38) and &v rols
pépeat (‘sequentially’, either ‘assigned to different positions in the for-
mation’ or ‘in turn temporally’; cf. Suda s.v. repfpeia [+ 344 Adler]).?*
That a similar regime prevailed for the ephebes in the fifth century is
signaled by Eupolis fr. 341 K (cf. Arist. dves 1174-79): kal rovs mept-
moAovs amiéy’ els Ta ppodpia (“and the border-guards go out to their

92 TAPA (1986) 167-68.

? Jones (163-64) sees a field army containing men aged 20-39, based on the
Thermopylai call-out of 347 to age 40 (Aesch. 2.133), and the similar mobilization in
the Lamian War (D.S. 18.10.2). Cf. the earlier thesis of J. Beloch, “Griechische Auf-
gebote I,” Klio 5 (1905) 341-74, esp. 358, The first force was limited in size because of
the topography of Thermopylai and tried to achieve a higher quality in a period when
citizens served less assiduously, so that middle-aged men had lost conditioning. In the
second case, home defense—three tribes were held for border defense—may have argued
for a large reserve. These cases where a call-out to 40 is specified may have been excep-
tional, Socrates, Lakhes, and Demosthenes all served in their 40s (Socrates: Plato 4pol.
28E; Plato Laches 181B; Sym. 221A; Lakhes: Plato Lackes 181B, D, 186C; Demosthe-
nes: Aesch. 3.159, 253; Plut. Dem. 20.2; Mor. 845F). M.H. Hansen, Three Studies in
dthenian Demography (Copenhagen 1988) 23 n. 12, notes Arist. Ach. 600-3 with grey-
haired soldiers (40-50 year olds?). P.]. Rhodes, Thucydides: History II (Warminster
1988) 271-74, opts for men over 39 as volunteers (e.g., Socrates at Delion). :

*# See A. Andrewes, “The Hoplite Katalogos,” in G.S. Shrimpton and D, J. McCar-
gar, ed., Classical Contributions: Studies in Honor of Malcolm Francis McGregor (Lo-
cust Valley NY 1981) 1-3.
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outposts”). Eupolis is quoted by the scholiast to Aesch. 2.167, who
equates the peripola: with the ephebes. A fragment of Philochorus from
the fourth book seems to refer to the same system (FGH 328 F 38).%%

Consequently, it is hard to visualize a population with a likely dis-
tribution of ages from the figures offered here, if we apply an appro-
priate paradigm from a model life table.*® Perikles’ remarks in Thucy-
dides suggest the existence of a main body of 14,200 men, who seem to
have served from age 20 until they turned 50. According to Perikles, this
body of 14,200 men included 1200 cavalry and 13,000 hoplites.?” If we
assume that these 14,200 men are all the members of the top three
census classes who were aged 20-49, then the number of older and
younger men can be estimated from the model life table. There ought to
have been a total of c. 4330 men who were either 18 to 20 years of age
(the youngest men) or between 50 and 60 years of age (the oldest men).
If, for the sake of comparison, we group all the men over 50 with the
young men 18-20, then those two groups would total c. 7164. The
young men 18-20 will have numbered c. 1191 out of these totals.

Next, two categories of manpower seem to deserve special consider-
ation, those in the ¢povpia and those assigned to émaréis. The division
is confusing, since those who are in ¢podpia ‘fortifications’ ought also to
be those engaged in emaAfis ‘defense of a wall’. If Thucydides is not
simply being redundant here, one of these phrases has to carry a
“marked” connotation. It is unlikely that the special sense is attached to
émaréis, which looks straightforward (cf. 7.28.2). Moreover, there is
the problem of justifying a large number of men as guards in the forti-
fications within Attica. As has been observed, the young men 18-20
guarded Attica as peripolai. For the others charged with garrison duty,
the only evidence is the figure of 2500 (Ath. Pol. 24.3).%

Since the older and younger men cannot have provided more than a
part of the 16,000, we are compelled to look for other classes of troops to
make up the difference. Thucydides supplies us with one such group, the

%% See also Xen. Poroi 4.47, 52; Ath. Pol. 42.4. Cf. Thue, 4.67.1; 8.92.2. Note HGT
2.34.

**A.J. Coale and P. Demeny, Regional Model Life Tables and Stable Populations
(Princeton 1966) “Model South”, mortality level #4 with a static population. For this
model, see Figueira, TAPA (1986) 168 n. 10,

’" The hippotoxotai ‘mounted archers’ are grouped with the regular cavalry, as in
Thuc. 2.13.8. No evidence suggests that they were thetes (Lys. 15.5-8, 11; Xen. Menm.
33.1). See G.R. Bugh, The Horsemen of Athens (Princeton 1988) 221-22. They must
have been young men in their prime (of zeugite census), considering their function.

** Rhodes, Ath. Pol. 306.
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metics (about which more below). Now we have to consider whether
there is not another class of reserve troops encoded in his classification
here.

Let us consider the idea that the meaning of ppodpia here is ‘Athe-
nian settlements guarding the arkhé’, for which parallels will be ad-
duced. One objection to this interpretation must be faced squarely,
namely that it necessitates the prepositional phrase with dnd being
rather loosely connected to the sentence, as my translations would indi-
cate.”” The three phrases, beginning rocodrot, &nd, and perolkwy,
could even describe three categories in the reserve: those on guard
(which will include colonists), the youngest and oldest, and the hoplite
metics. Another suggestion (which I do not press) would be to connect
7000070t .. épvAacooy with the ¢podpia, and the prepositional
phrase with dmo and the phrase with peroikwr oot with 7&v map’
éraléw.'*® An additional attraction of this interpretation is that the
16,000 reservists no longer have to be imagined as on guard en masse in
Attica during the first invasion. Thucydides’ paraphrase of Perikles is so
compressed and telegraphic (reminding Thucydides’ audience of what
they knew all too well from the life-or-death conditions of daily life) that
a conclusive translation may be in the end irretrievable.!®!

*? Hansen, SO (1981) esp. 19-24, asserts both that the preposition &= is equivalent
to a partitive genitive, so that the reserves were not the whole class of old men, young
men, and metics, and that the whole group did include thetes. So, necessarily, the oldest
and youngest were not necessarily hoplites. The preposition &ro, however, could stand
for a genitive of composition (cf. 8.44.1). Yet clearly émAir@w should be understood with
éfaxioy Moy kal pupiwv. Thus we are no closer to explaining how there could be
16,000 reserves. Hansen's further point about the equipment of the peripoiai, who were
zeugites and hoplites in training, in any case, is not probative against the hoplitic
character of the 16,000, as we can assign the phrase 7@v év Tois ¢povplots to the
colonists. There is no evidence that a reserve levy of light-armed thetes existed for
positional defense, let alone one composed of old and young thetes (men inexperienced in
close combat), without a significant contingent of thetes in their prime. The argument
that the thetes 20-49 were manning the fleet grossly exaggerates the anticipated inten-
sity of constant or background naval activity. Cf. Jones 163; HCT' 4.264; Andrewes,
Classical Contributions 1-3.

1% This interpretation would at least avoid the dilemma of A.W. Gomme (*The Athe-
nian Hoplite Force in 431 B.C.,” €O 21 [1927] 142-150, esp. 148 and passim), who has
to equate his unfit and his garrison troops in the reserves with the “youngest and oldest”.
Nevertheless, he, in contrast to others commenting on the passage, has faced squarely the
problem of the number of categories of reserve troops here. _

1 Beloch, Kiio (1905) 367—68, argued that the words dmoixwy kat would have to be

inserted before peroikwy in order to justify including colonists.
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Emendation is not a feasible alternative:'°? Diodorus seems to indi-
cate that Ephorus, probably using Thucydides as a source, had 12,000
and 17,000 respectively: ywpis 8¢ T@v X ppdrwy TOVTWY CTPATIOTAS
amedelkvvey Dmbpyew T MONEL XWPlS TUUPAXOY KAl TOV €V Tois

dpovplots Svrwy dnhiras pev pvpiovs kat dtayiliovs, Tovs &’ év Tols
dpovplots dvras kal ToUs peToikovs DIApXEWw TAelovs TOV puplwy
émTaxioyiioy ... "% In the first instance, Diodorus’ figures are valu-
able because they obviously descend from Thucydides, and guarantee
his text as it stands. We may also note the simplified categories, which
suggest a disinterest in the specifics of fifth-century military organi-
zation.'®* His figure might even be taken to suggest that an Attic source
had the actual Zatalogos numbering between 12,000 and 13,000, and the
reserve between 16,000 and 17,000. A size of 13,000 for the field army is
also validated in the numbers for the invasion of the Megarid in 431,
when 10,000 citizens supported by 3000 metics attacked, while 3000
troops were still in the north (2.31.1-2). The number of frontline troops
is perhaps also confirmed by the deployments of summer 430: Perikles
took out 4000 hoplites and 300 cavalry against Epidauros (2.56.2), and
Hagnon later used the same force at Poteidaia (2.31.2, 58.2). Mean-
while, Phormion was possibly still in the field with 1600 troops (2.58.3).
At the same time, the original expeditionary force of 3000, with which
Arkhestratos and Kallias were besieging Poteidaia, was in the Khalki-
dike (2.31.2; cf. 1.61.4). That this impressive exercise in the projection
of military power took place while the plague was raging deserves the
attention given it later by Thucydides in his comparison with the citizen
component of the first Syracusan expeditionary force (6.31.2).

Further confirmation that emendation is not the solution is found in
the casualty figures reported by Thucydides for the great plague
(3.87.3): 300 from the cavalry and 4400 ¢£ r@v rafewv from the regi-
ments’. In order to be comparable, these losses must involve the cavalry
numbering 1200 and the 13,000 hoplites of the field army, plus the
superannuated men from the reserves, who certainly will have belonged

192 Emendation has had its proponents, most notably K.]. Beloch, Die Bevilkerung
der griechisch-romischen Welt (Leipzig 1886) 66; id., Klio (1905) 366-72; Busolt-Swo-
boda, GSK 2.764-65; 1584 n, 1.

193 12.40.4: “In addition to these funds, he reported that there were available to the city
12,000 hoplites apart from allies and those who were in the fortifications, and those in
the fortifications and the metics were more than 17,000.”

194 See Meiggs 449-51. '
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to the taxeis (50-60: 3138).'% Using the estimates for Athenian popu-
lation proposed above, the men 20-50 currently serving in the tribal
regiments and the men over 50 kept on the rolls of the taxeis would
together number c. 16,138 (20-60). This calculation would yield rates
of mortality from the plague of 25% (300 from 1200) for the cavalry and
27% (4400 out of 16,138) from the taxeis.!% This estimate seems to
bring confirmation both to the authenticity of the extant figures of Thu-
cydides on military strength in 431 and to the hypothesis about the con-
stitution of the laxers which we have adopted. The casualty figures seem
to encapsulate a ratio of the frontline troops to the older and younger
men similar to the one posited above. Any attempt to draw in much more
of the 16,000 to the taxeis would have to explain why the mortality
among the cavalry was so much higher (in the face of a likely correlation
between wealth and resistance to disease).

Barring emendation, there has been a tendency to make a series of
ad hoc adjustments for the sake of making the numbers credible. Gomme
has been the most assiduous practitioner of this approach, and his views
can be treated as characteristic.!®” He suggests that both exempt office
holders and the unfit were shifted from the frontline troops to the re-
serves. He estimates that these two groups totaled 3000 individuals aged
20-49, He also adduced a considerable number of additional metics (for
which, see below). Perikles’ figures, however, represented a rounding
off of the hoplite levy of men 20-49. Obviously, some individuals on the
rolls would be officially engaged elsewhere during a particular call-out,
but these would be different people at different times. The Athenians
would scarcely make adjustments in the katalogos to account for such a
transient figure in an overall enumeration of military assets. Moreover,
all officials were available in the event of a levy en masse, as is possibly
indicated by the presence of the bouleutai at the battle of Tanagra (Plut.
Cim. 17.3-5).

195 When we consider which members of the reserve must be included in the taxets, tltze
metics, the dependent citizens (like the Eleutherians), and the colonists (the latter twoin
their own units) must be excluded. Thus, the men 50-60 are left as the only members of
the reserve in the faxeis. Cf. Jones 165-66; Gomme, [FS (1959) 64.

1% Hagnon’s loss to the plague of 1050 out of 4000 in the Khalkidike (or 25%) offers
another confirming datum (2.58.3). ;

197 Gomme, G (1927) 142-150; The Population of Athens in the Fifth _‘"’d Fourth
Centuries B.C (Oxford 1933) 4-7, 12-14; “The Population of Athens Again,” /HS 79
(1959) 61-68; HCT 2.35-37. Gomme ends-up with 17,000 hoplites and 1000 cavalry
aged 20-49, with 3000 office-holders and unfit, 1000 on guard, and in addition, 6500
metics; and 6500 men aged 18-19 or 50-59 (HCT 2.36). Compare Jones 162-63.
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As for Gomme’s estimate of several thousand unfit, there is no evi-
dence for such a liberal classification of disability (note only Lyec. 1.40),
nor is there any evidence for the shift of less fit men out of their year
classes into the reserve, a procedure which, one suspects, would have

been received as invidious. All those ambulatory were probably required
for regular service with their contemporaries (for the dispensation for

the truly incapacitated, note Aesch. 1.102-4; Lys. 24 with reservations).
The rigor of enrollment is indicated by the prominent place of eye-
disease as an exception to service; note Arist. Ran. 190-92 (Aesch.
1.102-4; cf. Hdt. 7.229.1-2)."°® The rear ranks of the phalanx harbored
those very people who were less capable. Aristophanes butt, the glut-
tonous and effeminate Kleonymos, was probably unfit in Gomme's
terms, but he served, earning the poet’s ire for throwing away his
shield.'” Aristophanes’ other main butt, Kleisthenes, was probably also
unfit (e.g., Ach. 117-22; Nub. 355; Lys. 1090-92). The poet would
surely have lampooned his “legitimate” exemption from service, if one
had existed.

My argument in favor of colonists as a part of the 16,000 is prefer-
able to either of these approaches.!!® Notwithstanding emendation and

1% See B. Baldwin, “Medical Grounds for Exemption from Military Service at
Athens,” CP 62 (1967) 42-43.

109 See Ach. 88-90, 844; Eq. 956-58, 1290-99; Nubes 972-80; Aves 289. For the
shield-throwing, see Eq. 1369-72; Nubes 353-54; Vesp. 15-27, 592, 823-24; Pax
444-46, 670-78, 1295-1304; Aves 290, 1470-81. Service from the katalogos was to be
enforced severely, as Aristophanes notes in Eq. 1369-72:

"Emei bmAirys vrebels év karaAdyw
obdels kaTa omovdas pereyypagijoeras,
GAX’ odmep v T0 mp@Tov dyyeypdierar.
Tobr’ édaxe Tov mopmraka rov KXewvduov.

[Demos]: When a hoplite is entered on roster (katalogos),
no one will reclassify out of favoritism,

but he will stay registered, where he was at first.
[Sausage-seller]: That bit the shield-strap of Kleonymos.

At best, evidence for avoidance of particular expeditions can be seen here. In general,
note L.C, Storey, “The ‘Blameless Shield’ of Kleonymos,” RAM 132 (1989) 247-61.

MOE, Cavaignac noted the role of “cleruchs” for Athenian military strength in “Les
classes soloniennes et la répartition de la richesse 3 Athénes,” Viertelsjahrschrift fir So-
zial- und Wirtschafigeschichte 9 (1911) 1-30, esp. 18. Cf. Patterson, Citizenship 67-68.
Jones 168-69, 173-78 attempted a reconstruction along lines similar to mine by including
cleruchs among the faxeis or the reserves. In my view, the cleruchs belonged to the faxeis,
and it should be the colonists (vetaining their citizenship) who must be in the phroursa. To
Jones, the colonists were deleted from the ranks of the citizens. CF. WHGT 2,38
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historicizing postulation, there are still over 10,000 reserve soldiers who
need to be accounted for. It is my suggestion that there were understood
among the men in the pArouria thousands of Athenian colonists as well
as a considerable number of metics. We should also remember that a
secondary form of citizenship was possessed by those like the Eleuthe-
rians and perhaps the pre-Cleisthenic Salaminians, who stood outside
the tribal regiments and may therefore have been mustered to reserve
service.

The range for the number of colonists and citizens of satellite com-
munities can be specified by considering the number of metics, which
can be calculated as follows. The 3000 who joined in the invasion of the
Megarid in 431 were probably a large proportion of the metic hoplites
aged 20-49, although a few others may well have been serving in the
fleet. The force of metics aged 18-60 would then be, at least, 3915. This
estimate may underrepresent the metic hoplites somewhat, as the 3000
who were brought into the Megarid could have been surrogates for the
3000 Athenian hoplites in the Khalkidike.!!'! An upper threshold for the
number of metics at 5,000 can be adopted. To be sure, one can expand
the number of metics to fill up all the disparity between the frontline
troops and the reserve, but the number of metics necessary to absorb
most of the shortfall in reserve troops could be (in one estimate) in excess
of 12,000. The interpretative disadvantages of this hypothesis more than
outweigh its contribution, as outlined immediately below.!!

1) A large force of hoplitic metics would necessitate the creation of
all-metic units, which would be an incongruity for non-citizens and a
counter-productive innovation for the Athenians, as it would encourage
the metics’ cohesion and eventual emergence as a political force ([n..]
which never occurred).!!® The metics may have had their own taxets, or-
ganized after the tribal affiliation of their citizen prostatai, although
skepticism is warranted. Rather, they most probably were mustered in a
single levy, which was added to the last rows of a phalanx formed by
the civic tribal regiments. Indeed, the privilege of being fully brigaded
with the Athenian tribal regiments may be found encoded later in Attic

! Tones 164-65. Cf. Gomme, CQ (1927) 147. ‘

2R P. Duncan-Jones, “Metic Numbers in Periclean Athens,” Chiron 10 (1980)
101-9.

13 Rather than deploy greater numbers of metics abroad with the citizens, the Athe-
nians in the fourth century were tempted to release them from such service, if Xen. Porot
2.2-3 is not entirely idiosyncratic.
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honorific decrees in the formula ras o-rparerfas* oTpareverfar peTa
‘Abnraiwy (e.g., [G 112 287.6-7, 351.30-31, 360.19-20).114

2) A large proportion of metics in the reserve would mean that
metics would probably have to be deployed toward the front ranks of any
phalanx which was formed from these troops. That degree of exposure to
mortality is again incompatible with the lack of citizenship. Doubtless,
some “patriotic” or adventurous metics chose to volunteer for positions of
danger.!'* Thucydides describes the army of Myronides in the Corin-
thiad in the early 450s as “the youngest and the oldest” (1.105.4). If the
Athenians had had many metic troops at this time, Myronides would
probably have used them, and so Thucydides would have mentioned
them. The metic corps may have been a Periclean innovation of the 440s
or 430s. It then becomes a question of how large a corps of metic hoplites
could have been created during the Thirty Years Peace.

3) No convincing rationale has been offered for the refusal to make
better use of the metics in reserve, if they numbered 10,000-12,000 be-
fore the War.!'® The impression given by the deployments of 428 is that
the metics could not make so large a contribution to Athenian strike
forces (Thuc. 3.16.1). The Athenians sent 100 ships as a raiding force
against the Peloponnesos, at a time when they had 40 ships at Lesbos
and 12 at Naupaktos (3.3.2, 7.3). They embarked all available men,
citizens and metics, except for the Hippeis and Pentakosiomedimnoi.
Clearly, 10,000-12,000 metics, or however many were left after the
great plague, could have manned this fleet by themselves, without need-
ing the citizen and allied rowers. The very necesssity for mobilizing
Athenian zeugites as rowers shows that the Athenians did not have a

' On this privilege and on metics in the Porof of Xenophon, see P. Gauthier, Un
commentaire historique des Poroi de Xenophon (Paris 1976) 59-62. See also A, Maffi,
“Strateuesthai meta Athenaion”: Contributo allo Studio dell’Isoteleia,” RIL 107 (1973)
939-64; D. Whitehead, The Ideology of the Athenian Metic (Cambridge 1977) 82-84.

115 Some metics were clearly eager to serve: Xen, Hipparch. 9.6: voui(w d¢ xal perol-
kwv $ihoripeiobar Gy rwas els immikoy kabioTapévovs (“I believe that some of the
metics would be honored to be enrolled in the cavalry”). Note Isocrates’ hostile remarks
on the way in which the Spartans exposed their Perioeci, second-class citizens, to danger
at the front of the phalanx (12.180). See Figueira, TAPA (1986) 199, 204-5.

!¢ The argument that the metics were not suitably trained troops (Duncan- Jones,
Chiron [1980] 105) might have some force with regard to 431, but the Athenians had
had ample time by 428, let alone by the end of the Archidamian War, to provide “the
training that would have turned them into front-line troops,” or, at least, satisfactory for
the rear of the phalanx, a role comparable to that of the Spartan Perioeci. Extraor-
dinarily, the Athenians did not simply negate the effects of the Plague by enfranchising
the requisite number of their supposed 12,000 metic hoplites.
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massive reserve of metics to man this fleet. There would have been no
reason to leave so a strong force of metics behind, if one existed, inas-
much as it was in the interest of the Athenians to man as many ships as
possible in what was explicitly a show of force,

4) The difficulties of raising a force of soldiers from middle-class or
more affluent metics should not be underestimated. Their motivations to
serve in the absence of the privileges of citizenship were attenuated. As
they usually did not hold landed property, their ability to avoid classifi-
cation in the zeugite class on the basis of “invisible” property was
stronger than that of the citizens. Many such metics may have been
skilled specialists in naval matters who might have been allowed to con-
centrate on service in the fleet, regardless of census status (Thuc.
1.143.1; [Xen.] Ath. Pol. 1.12; ef. Thuc. 1.121.3; 7.63.3-4, with scho-
lia). Sheer avoidance of service in war by travel overseas was probably a
factor. We may note how the well-connected and patriotic metic Kepha-
los, the father of Lysias, made sure that two of his sons were more safely
situated at Thourioi, and how no stigma appears to have attached to that
action (cf. Plut. Mor. 835D; D.H. Lys. 1).

In the pandemic levy of 424/3 for Delion, which included Athe-
nians, metics, and xenot (4.90.1, 94.1), the implied number of Athenian
hoplites was 7,000. There is no problem about this force being all that
was available out of the 13,000 of the field army (after the plague and its
crippling sequelae and nearly 8 years of war), supplemented by some
foreigners, metics of prime military age, some older men, and even some
colonists.!!” The Athenians had other commitments, including especial-
ly the deployments in the north to counter Brasidas and the men with
Demosthenes in the Corinthian Gulf (4.76.1-2; cf. 400 hoplites in
4.101.3). It is also unknown whether the hoplites with Lamakhos,
whose force had been shipwrecked in the Pontos, were available
(4.75.2). Then there were the other garrisons of the empire, including

!"" The tribal regiments in 431 numbered 16,138, from which we subtract 4400 imme-
diately as plague mortality, leaving 11,738. Net casualties of the war will have brought
this number below 10,000. Hansen, Demography 14-28, offers a study of casualties
during the war, with deaths before Delion of 1400, which is still too low. Hansen cites
Bradeen, Agora 17, #23 (pp. 29-33) of 410/9, but does not sufficiently stress its
ramifications for the background rate of mortality. As Hansen observes, Xenophon
enumerates only 400 Athenian dead at Ephesos in that year. Yet, there is space for 360
names on the surviving fragments, and tﬁe;nﬂ_.'p:inu;nﬁnt' may have contained as many as
900-1400 names. See Bradeen, Hesperta (1964) 43-55.
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the bases recently established at Pylos and Kythera (4.41.1-3, 54.4) 118
One unappreciated effect of the war was a weakening of the field army
to the advantage of the reserves. For instance, the Athenians had
founded colonies at Aigina and Poteidaia early in the war. Settlement in
these two cities may have saved many hoplites from impoverishment
through war damage, but also with the result (in our reconstruction) of
augmenting the reserves at the cost of frontline troops. Insofar as re-
servists were colonists, some will have been abroad in areas less affected
by the disease. Even if they did not have duties elsewhere, the Potei-
daians and Aiginetans could not be easily mustered in a pandemic levy.
They tended to be used, as has been argued, on overseas expeditions
after the Peace of Nicias.!'? It is clear why the Athenians could not call
together a huge force of colonists out of the reserves without betraying
the nature of their plans to the Boiotians.'??

Thus, if we discount the metics and assume, rather, that thousands
of colonists, many of whom will have been men 20-49, are included in
the phrouria, Thucydides’ numbers return to a range of demographic
feasibility. Even if garrisoning sometimes freed them for distant service,
as it did at Syracuse, colonists of the hoplite census could hardly be
counted on for the field army, the force of men immediately mobilizable
in defense of Athenian territory proper. Hence, it should not surprise
anyone that Perikles was not prepared to march out with 29,000 hop-
lites against the Peloponnesian army, for there were hardly that many
heavy infantry in Athens.

Naturally, having colonists = ¢povpor and colonies = ¢potpia
creates a confusion with the garrisons and forts proper of the arkhe, to
which we have found Thucydides make allusion in the course of his
narrative.'?! Yet, it is not Thucydides that is giving this account of Athe-
nian resources in 431, but his paraphrase of Perikles that provides the
information. As has been suggested in connection with the term émoukos,

118 Border forts and the perimeter defenses of asty and Peiraieus absorbed several
thousand mostly reserve hoplites.

12 Cf. Duncan-Jones, Chiron (1980) 106-9 and Gomme, CQ (1927) 149; the latter’s
view is closer to my own that the figures from 431 and from Delion are reconcilable.

20 Why they would not have drawn on large metic reserves present in Athens is
inexplicable. Cf. Beloch, Klio (1905) 358-62, for whom the levy at Delion inyalidates
the pre-war figures.

121 Gomme recognized that overseas garrisons were included in the defensive troops,
but believed that their numbers ought not to be exaggerated (HCT 2.33-34): his esti-
mate was 1,000. Unfortunately, he did not see past the literal garrisons to the notional
garrisons that were the colonies: On garrsions, see n. 31 in this chapter.
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Thucydides ignored claims inherent in Athenian colonial rhetoric. even
when he uses the appropriate terminology. Thus Thucydides tends to
note cppoépoc and ¢povpia functionally in his history, while Thucydi-
des’ Perikles uses ¢povpia to mean colonial settlements. In other words,
Perikles taps that very same rhetoric that we have seen in Isocrates
(4.107) and Plutarch (Per. 11.6), wherein the claim is made that the
Athenians sent settlers abroad to defend vulnerable places.

The colonists were not customarily mobilized en masse in Attica.
Thucydides does make the point of observing rosodrot yip éptracaov
70 mp@TOV GTOTE 0L MOAEMoL éorBdNote . .. ‘so many were on guard
when the enemy made their first incursion’ and then goes on to give the
length of the perimeter defenses of the city and Peiraieus along with the
Long Walls (2.13.7). Accordingly, Perikles may have made a point of
concentrating an unusually large number of the Athenian citizen and
metic reserves (but well below 29,000) in the city at the time of the first
invasion (of which there had been ample warning) as a show of strength.
There is no reason to think that the physical defenses of the city needed
such massive manpower in normal circumstances, and certainly a high
level of manning was not continued during the Archidamian War.!??

Some confirmation of this connotation of the expression ‘in the
guard-posts’ is available. Xenophon speaks of Lysander sweeping the
Athenians from the Aegean after Aigospotamoi (HG 2.2.2):

Avaavdpos b€ Tovs Te dpovpovs Ty ‘Abnvalwy kat el Twd Tov dANoy
tbor *Abnvaioy, dmémepmey eis Tas "Abivas, didovs ékeloe uovor wAéou-
o Gopaleiar, dAXof ' of, eidis 8t dow &v TAclovs cuAAeyBoy eis
70 doTv kat Tov Ilewparl, farroy TOY émrndeiwy évdeiay éveodat.
Lysander sent away both the guards of the Athenians and any other Athe-
nian he happened to see anywhere to Athens, giving them immunity to
sail only there and nowhere else, knowing that, to the extent that more
would gather in the city and the Peiraieus, the more quickly there would
be a dearth of necessities.

The colonists were included in this operation, one assumes under the
title of phrouroi, since we later hear of Lysander restoring the Aigine-
tans, Melians, and others (HG 2.1.9). We may note how Plutarch de-
scribes the very same phenomenon (Lys. 13.3-4).
¢ 3¢ Todrov mAéwy & Aboavdpos éml Ths moAes "Abnvaley pev ofs
émriyel ékéheve mdvras els "Abijvas &mévar pelreabar yap ovdends,

"2 The powerful agitation to march against the Peloponnesians becomes somewhat
more understandable on these terms (Thuc. 2.21.2-22.1).
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Thereafter, Lysander, sailing against the cities, commanded any of the
Athenians he encountered that they all depart for Athens; for he would
spare no one, but would slaughter anyone whom he would take outside
the city. He did these things and he drove them all in flight into the town
because he wished that a great famine and dearth quickly come into being
for the city, in order that they not, being well-equipped for the siege, give
him difficulties.

A comparison of the two accounts appears to establish that phrouro
could include colonists.

The existence of large numbers of colonial hoplites in reserve would
also provide an explanation for another (connected) problem in the in-
terpretation of Athenian demography. Thucydides explains Arkhida-
mos’ intention to subject Acharnai to special occupation and pillage on
the basis of the Spartan belief that the Acharnians would instigate an
Athenian sortie (2.19.2-20.5). Among their number were 3000 hoplites,
which in my estimate would constitute about 12% of all hoplites aged
18-60, if 3900 metics are subtracted.'?? Surely, if this figure stands, the
manpower figures in 2.13.6-7 are also likely to be correct. This percen-
tage of hoplites, however, may be compared with Acharnai’s representa-
tion in the Council of the 500 of 4.4%, suggesting that the Acharnians
were heavily over-represented in the Athenian hoplite force.!?* Some
adjustment in the percentage of the Acharnians is possible, on the

1238, Dow, “Thucydides and the Number of Acharnian Hoplitai,” TAPA 92 (1961)
66-80, esp. 66-70, reports several attempts at emendation. See also F. Polle, “Zu Thu-
kydides [1T 20,4],” NJkB 33 (1887) 109-11, who suggested moAirat instead of omAiray
Beloch, Kio (1905) 369-70; Miller-Striibing, Aristophanes 639-59. The problem with
these attempts is that any change large enough to make a difference is so great that it
robs Thucydides of any intelligible point—including Gomme’s emendation rendering a
figure of 1200 (HCGT 2.73-74). Thuc. 2.20.4: o ’Ayeprils péya uepos dvres s
moAews—rpioxikior yap dmAirar éyéwovro; 2.21.3: of e 'Axapyils oiduevor mapa
odlow abrois ovk éAayloTny poipav elvar "Abnpvalwy . . .. Dow posits a mistake on the
part of the historian. See also D, Whitehead, The Demes of Attica: 508 /7-ca. 250 B.C.
(Princeton 1986) 397-99,

124 The other data roughly support the proportion of bouleutas: Dow TAPA (1961)
T1-76.
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grounds that Acharnai was somewhat under-represented in the bowu/z,125
Yet, under-representation in the boulg will not offset all of such a great
disparity in the proportion of Acharnian hoplites relative to the entire
hoplite force when compared with their proportion of the councillors.

If the thetes of the countryside were as prominent in Athenian colo-
nies as hypothesized above, it becomes possible to understand why so
many Acharnians were hoplites. The deme is far enough away from the
asty to account for a relative lack of participation by its inhabitants in
the economic activities of the city and Peiraieus and in the manning of
the fleet and other ships. Yet, its position adjacent to the plain around
the city may have made it a home to thetic workers in agriculture in the
pre-imperial period. At the time of the Cleisthenic reforms, Acharnai
was the largest center of population in rural Attica. Highland areas of
Parnes were possibly a part of the deme, and held a population involved
in ancillary extractive activities (like the production of charcoal). These
Acharnians had been tempted for allotment in colonies and for cleru-
chies in some number, because their lifestyle so well fitted the economic
and social orientation of colonial life. Thus 3000 of the frontline troops
and reserves were now hoplites. By the same token, the Acharnians did
not have good opportunities for upward mobility by other means so that
there were few Acharnian Hippeis and Pentakosiomedimnoi (a minor
factor in explaining the over-representation in any case). Can it be mere
coincidence that one of the first Athenians whose settlement abroad is
attested under the Cleisthenic order is Timodemos of Acharnai? Fur-
thermore, although another coincidence cannot be ruled out, the largest
deme contingent of cleruchs in the catalogue on IG II* 1952 is once
again from Acharnai (Il. 26-39).12¢

The reconstruction of the Athenian army in 431 shown on Table 3
yields a population for the city which is demographically credible.’’

12 See W.E, Thompson, “Three Thousand Acharnian Hoplites,” Historia 13 (1964)
400-13.

126 Despite the selection of one gednomos ‘surveyor’ from each tribe (/G I° 46.10-11),
an equal partition of land in every colony and cleruchy among the ten tribes secms im-
practical, The allocation to the ten tribes of territory at Oropos after the battle of Chairo-
neia is not evidence for such an equal division. Not only is this the recovery of a border
region, but the land in question is marginal land, to be held by the tribes in commort, and
not land assigned to klzroi (Hyperid, Eux. 16-17). Cf. Foucart 336.

127 Of. M. H. Hansen, “Demographic Reflections on the Number of Athenian Citizens
451-309 BC,” AJAH 7 (1982) 172-89. As we have argued, there is no rééx't?_:n_to-'think.
that the Athenians considered cleruchs as lost to the manpower (pp. 182-83). Hansen
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TasBLE 3: THE ATHENIAN ARMY IN 431

NUMERICAL STRENGTH COMPOSITION

Field Army
14,200
1000 cavalry
200 mounted archers including 929 (20-497?) to 1250 cleruchs
13,000 hoplites

+ 600 archers

Reserve Army

16,000 hoplites including 1200 ephebes 18-20
3100 men 50-60 (with some cleruchs)
3900 + metics 18-60

6500-7800 from colonies/satellite communities

2000 from Hestiaia
1000 + from the Chersonese
1000 + from Brea/Amphipolis
600 from Sinope?
? other citizens on Lemnos, Chersonese
? from Skyros
? from Eion
? from other colonies
? Eleutherians, Salaminians, etc.

Note how the pandemic army of 13,000 at Tanagra of the early or mid-
450s could have evolved (with modest natural increase) into the Peri-
clean levy of 431, especially when we remember that the former was ac-
tually deployed and the latter represents a total strength (Thuc. 1.107.5).
We must subtract all the cleruchs, most of the colonists, and probably
the metic force from total strength in 431, in order to reach the levy
at Tanagra. Moreover, some troops will have been with the fleet in the

attempts to undermine Gomme’s figures for the Athenian population in 431 in favor of a
higher population in 431 (cf. Demography pp. 24—25). He could be right in his estimate
of 60,000 adult male Athenians, which he reaches by estimating the population neces-
sary to sustain wartime mortality. The major item, however, in his wartime loss of
population are three bouts of plague deaths (each of 5200). For the plague, he adopts a
mortality of 33% in general, while 20-27% seems more likely, but only for frontline
troops. Some Athenian troops who were living abroad and formed a part of the reserves
may have been less affected. In contrast, his military casualties seem too low (except for
Sicily, which may be on the high side). A final major problem concerns his failure to
make adjustments for a relaxation of the citizenship law during the Tonian War.
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Corinthian Gulf and even a few still guarding the passes in the moun-
tains blocking the route of the Spartans homeward (Thuc. 1.107.3). Still
others will have been guarding the walls of Athens, Megara, and Aigina,
and there were probably garrison troops in the arkhé from the reserves
other than colonists in the Aegean.

TaBLE 4: ATHENIAN COLONIZATION (478-404)

Notes to this table are indicated by superscript bold letters and follow the Table
immediately. Epotkor are only designated as such where the terminology is
explicitly attested. Other examples of reinforcement cited below may also have
involved epoikoi.

COLONIES

Location Date  Natives Athenian References
Participation

unknown (some Athenians?)®  Plut, Cim. 7.3: olxfjoas; 8.2;

ar
OLKLTAVNTES

Exnea Hopot  476/5 unknown (some Athenians) EAesch. 2.31; Plut. Cim. 7.3,
8.2: oixtoravres; cf. Epho-
rus, FGH 70 191,10 =
POxy 13.1610 fr. 6

Thue. 1.98.2: driorap; D.S.
11.60.2: kriorny "Abn-
valow . .. karexAnpovynoe;
Plut. Cim. 8.3-7: Gktoay;
Thes. 36.1-2; Nepos Cim.
2.3-5: agros civnbus di-
visat; of. ZAristid, 46.241,
3.688D; TArist. Plulus
627; Paus. 1.17.6; Ephorus,
FGH 70191.10=P0xy
13.1610:40r. 6

Sk¥roOs 4?6,"'5h expelled all Athenian

Exnea Hopot  465/4  local Greeks Athenian with Thuc. 1.100.2-3:
reinforced(?) maore allies olk7jTOpas . . . OIKLODYTES;
(like Amphipolis);  kre{opevov; 4.102.2;
Thue. 1.100.3: dmatkovs; DS, 11.70,5:

10,000:in all olxfTOpas . . . KATAKATO0U-
xijravres; 12.68.2: ixrjro-
pas; Plut. Cim. 8.2; oixloay-
res; Nepos Cim. 2.2: in colo-
niam; ZAesch, 2.31;¢f. Hdt.
9.75; Isoc. §.86; Paus.
1.29.4-5;IG 1* 928 = SEG
10.405¢
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Ennea Hopor??453/2

CHERSONESE

NEaPOLIS
(Chersonese)

Kororuon$

h

Brea

TaouriorJ

k

Hestia

448-46 reinforced

after reinforced ?
448-46

447/6  reorganized

¢. 446-45

446/5 reinforced

expelled

local Greeks
reinforced(?)

1000 epoikai®

non-Athenian
non-Athenian

Athenian
(1000: Plut.?)

panhellenic
(>Athenian 10%:
1 of 10 tribes)

all Athenian
(2000: Theopompus)
(1000; D.S. 12.22.2)

L Aesch. 3.3!6: KATpoTy oL

Plut. Per. 11.5: kAfpotiyous;
19.1: émoixovs; D.S.
11.88.3: karexAnpovynoe;
cof. Andoc. 3.9: rds . .. GANas
dmouwklas; Aesch. 2.175:
wheloras ... arowias; also
Meiggs-Lewis #48 = IG I2
943 and G 17 41 _-"f

Appendix D

IG 1% 37.23: [oixér]opes; 42
(cf. 20): oirioral

IG 1? 46.9 (= Meiggs-Lewis
#49): 7és drowias (12, 33,
37-38); 46.18: 78y &molkoy
(cf. 23, 29, 46); Hesych. s.u.
Bpea (Cratinus fr. 395 K):
75 eis Bpéa dmoixias;
Steph. Byz. 5.v. Bpéa: amor-
ktav; Plut. Per. 11.57: ovp-
owktjeovras; ef. Hesych.
IMhakia!

D.S. 12.9.1: kreofijvar;
10.3-5: r#js amotxiashis,
TV dToikiay, KaTowkely,
kricay; 10.6; kricavres;
Strabo 6.1.13 ©263: ére-
xovy; Plut. Per. 11.5; avol-
xiopevns; Mor, 835C-D;
amotctav; D.H. Lys. 1: 74
amouxtas; cf. Plato Euthyd.
271C: arexyoay

Thue. 1.114.3: adrot rqv
yijp Eoyov; 7.57.2; dmowoy;
Philochorus, FGFH 328
F 118: atrobs rijp xopay
€xew; Theopompus, FGH
115 F 387: oixfjoar; ZArist.
Nubes 213 &mowiobér-
Toy; DS, 12.22.2: &roi-
Kkiav ... olk7jTopas . . . KaATE-
kAnpotynoay; of. 12.7.1;
Plut. Per, 23.4: karaKioe.
CF IG I® 41
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ASTAKOS

EryTHRAI™

Unknown™

AMPHIPOLIS

Asisosd
(later Peiraieus)

Sivope®

Nearoris®
(Campania)

AIGINA

mid-430s reinforced

mid-430s  reinforced

after 443, reinforced

or 430s

some Athenians?

440s reorganized non-Athenian

440-259 Athenian

Some 1000 + ;

437/6  territory -
confiscated

(Brea settlers

many allies

reinforced)

some Athenians?

600 Athenians

433/2 reinforced some Athenians

expelled (Thue.) epoikor
or reinforced?

Strabo 12.4.2 C563: kriepa;
Memnon, FGH 434 F 12:
émwrritoy; o, D.S.
12.34.5 (Aéravov?):
EXTLOAY

IG 12 396: rés dmoulxias

1G 1P 47.A 5-6: amotkos, 10:
hot @motxor, 15: hlo éwot-
ros, B 6: olkéoovras, B 11:
éroikéaer (restored), B 14:
arolkos

Thue. 4.102.3; ékreorar;
ef. 103.3-4, 106.1;
Thue. 5.11.1; e dmowiay;
D.S. 12.32.3: 76w olkyro-
pov; D.S. 12.68.2: olkyro-
pas . .. dvexrijoarro;
TAesch. 2.31: ovvokicas;
Polyaen. 6.53P: &mouwxi-
av ... oixiras (kricoal in
hexametric oracle); Steph.
Byz. 5. ‘Ayvavea: krio-
pa; Plut. Per: 11,522
FUVOIKTTOVTaS

Theopompus, FGH 115
F 389 = Strabo 12.3.14
C547; érvourfeloar; Plut.
Lucuil: 19.7: 1 mohs "Aln-
valwy dmotkos; App. BM
(83) 373: cvvwxicfar

Plut. Per. 20.1-2: cvyxa-

= '
TOLKEL . .. FELLAUEVOUS

Strabo 5.4.7 C246:
endrnoay .. . TS Kat
Abnvaiwy

Thue. 2.27.1: ewotxovs oiky-
ropas; cf. Thue. 5.74.3;
Thue. 7.57.2: amokot;
Thuc, 8.69.3: Ty émoikwy;
D.S. 12.44.1: olxyrd-
pas. ... KarekAnpotynray;
Plut. Per. 34.2: kAnpou-
ylas ... Biévewpe; Strabo
8.6.16 C375: karexhnpot-
xmoay; LArist. Ach. 654?} :
() 7@p. . KAGpovX AT aY-
o (ii): KekATPOUXTIREY;
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PoTEIDATLA 430/29 expelled (Thue) Athenian epoikor
1000 (D.5. 12.46.7)

NoTioN

ADRAMYTTION

421

Torone??Y 421

MELos 416/5

CLERUCHIES

Location Date

ANDROS 453-48

ErETRIA™ 453_48

[Evroia]

Karvstos?

Naxog

Lemyos??

or reinforced?

Kolophonians/
displaced allies

Delians

andrapodismos  Plataians

andrapodismos

andrapodismos 500 Athenians

with traitor(s):
IG XI1.3.1187Y

Numbers

250

250 (probably with
Karystos)

unknown

Theogenes, FGH 300 F 2
xarekApwoe; Anon. Pro-

log. Plat. Phil.; kAnpovyou;
D.L.3.3; xi\v]llpot:‘xm.l

Thue. 2.70.4: érotxovs , ..
raraxrar; D.S. 12.46.7;
olk7jTopas . . . KaTekANpol-
yneray; of. Meiggs-Lewis
#66; émolky

Thue. 3.34.4:

olKLETRS . . . KATWKLTAY

Strabo 13.1.51 C606: "Ady-
vaiwy dmowkos wokes; of.
Thue. 5.1, 5.32.1, 8.108.2¢

Thue. 5.32.1: rijp yijp a-
ratedow ebooay véperdal;
D.S. 12.76.3: olkeiv mapébo-
cay rois [TAaratebow:; of.
Isoc. 12.63; Aristid. 13.177,
1.290 D, with scholia,
3243 D

cf. Thue. 5.3.2-4; D.S.
12.73.3

Thue. 5.116.4: adrot
@xiaay . . . droikovs;
cf. Plut. Alc. 16.5-6; [An-
doc.] 4.22: éfavdpamodi-
(eofal

References

Plut, Per. 11.5%:
KATpoTYOYS

D.S5. 11.88.3: Brevepe (?);
Paus, 1.27.5: kAgpotyouvs;
of. IG I? 39; IG X11.9.934:
Tépevos ‘Abnuains

ZArist. Nubes 213¢:
xh?}poéxqo’av

See note y for discussion
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See Appendix C

Thue. 3.50.2: kArjpovs. . .xAy-
potyovs; IG I 66.17: khe-
[pdlyos; of. 66.25; see also
IG 12 67

a Meiggs 68-69 observes that Eion was not tributary.

b Ehrenberg, “Thucydides” 145 argues that it was an epotkia, not a cleruchy, on

the basis of Thucydides’ use of (kar)olki(ew (note 1.12.4; 3.34.4; 4.102.3). See,
however, Casevitz, Vocabulaire 168-73. Note Bartsos, Athena (1972-1973)
586-87, who makes an argument for a cleruchy. The appointment of an Athe-
nian krioTys also implies an Athenian colony (D.S. 11.60.2). That the Athe-
nians both held on to Lemnos, Imbros, and Skyros (by virtue of the King’s Peace:
Xen. HG 5.1.31) and renounced their cleruchies in 378/7 (D.S. 15.29.8) points
to the same conclusion. Cf. HCT 1,281,

¢ See HCT 1.297; Bradeen, Hesperia (1967) 326-28; id., Agora 17, #1, p: 6;<f.

F. Jacoby, “Patrios Nomes: State Burial in Athens and the Public Cemetery in
the Kerameikos,” JHS 64 (1944) 37-66, esp. 41, 55 with n. 85. Meiggs 416,
followed by Isaac 26-27, argues that the casualties suffered by these colonists
cannot be recorded on this inscription.

QOur total dependence on this scholiast has engendered several responses. One
is to note the absence of the great disaster at Drabeskos from his list and to
change the scholion’s archon-date from Lysikrates (453/2) to one of the sound-
alike archons of 467-64: Lysistratos, Lysanias, or Lysitheos. Leagros, who is
mentioned in the scholion, is described in Hdt. 9.75 as being killed with Sopha-
nes of Dekeleia at Daton (n.b. not at Drabeskos). Isoc. 8.86 equates these two
defeats. See Busolt, GG 3.1.1989-99 with n. 5; R.K. Unz, “The Chronology of
the Pentekontaeteia,” CQ 36 (1986) 68-85, esp. 71. Badian, EMC' (1988)
298-300, would preserve the date on the grounds of the distance of Daton from
the Ennea Hodoi and of an allowance for a period of military success before the
final defeat. The presence of two Athenian generals, however, so long after the
founding the colony is difficult to understand in this case. If we choose to distin-
guish the Drabeskos disaster from one at Daton in 453/2, one might argue that
Drabeskos was far enough away from the Ennea Hodoi to be left off the scho-
liast’s list of disasters there. Leagros’ expedition could then become the Brea
expedition, the destruction of which would explain why the colony is never men-
tioned again.

D.S. 11.88.3: (Perikles) pera 3¢ radra éAOwy eis Xeppéranaqzﬁ xthios T&"w
TONTBY KaTexAypovynoe THY Xwpav. dpa dé TovTolS wpa;rfop_ﬂ_'ouer)Lf::iqi
6 €repos arparnybs els Ty Edfotay mapehdov E\dois xidiows moditais = =

i Tdr Naflor yfv dulvews (“After these events, [Perikles], going to the
Chersonese, allotted the land to 1000 Athenian citizens. At the same time as:these
actions, the other general, Tolmides, crossed over to Euboia, for another 1000
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citizens . .. divided the land of the Naxians”). For the existence of a lacuna, con-
sult Chapter 6, n. 27. The use of kaTexAnpovyxnoe does not entail the existence of
a cleruchy (see pp. 41-42, 55-56 above). CI. ATL 3.290; Meiggs 160. The date
of the expedition is established not only through changes in tribute payments (for
which, see Appendix D), but through the two tribute payments to Tenedos,
which suggest operations in the Chersonese mounted {rom that island (G I3
265.11.107-8; cf. the Abderite payment to Eion: 1.105). See ATL 3.59-60, 305;
Meiggs 159-60.

f The inscription is linked to the settlement of the epoikor in the Chersonese, as it
contains the repeated formula, éy Xeppov[éoor... (1L 1, 3-8). It also includes,
however, év Tvpodi[at ... (1. 9), referring to the city of that name on the Propon-
tis, well outside the Chersonese. Alternative explanations would be confiscations
or the levying of a tax on the foreign holdings of Athenians. Cf. SEG 10.302,

g ATL 3.282-83, Meiggs 162 detect the establishment of a colony in reductions in
tribute in 446 for Kolophon (/G 1> 261.V.10[452/1]; 266.1.10 [446/5]), Lebedos
(262.11.32 [451/0]; 266.1.13), and Dios Hieron (265.11.13 [447/6]; 270.14
[442/1]). The colony can be seen to fall into our category of non-Athenian
strategic colonies, as there is no mention of Athenians on the site in Thuc.
3.34.1-4. Cf. Meiggs-Lewis #47, pp. 124-25. ATL 3.282 suggests some Athe-
nians among the settlers (cf. Schuller 23 n. 79). D.W. Bradeen and M.F.
McGregor, Studies in Fifth-Century Atiic Epigraphy (Norman, OK 1973)
98-99 support the existence of a colony involving non-Athenians, citing their
reading in 1. 8 of [. .] é[x]s @AXes [r]oAe[os ... (printed in IG 13 37).

h The name Brea is Thracian (Strabo 7.6.1 C319). ATL 3.287-88, Meiggs 159
n. 3, 196 suggest that the establishment of Brea can be seen in the reduction of the
tribute of Argilos in 446 (IG I° 259.1V.22 [454/3]; 266.11.30 [446/5]) and that
the settlers at Brea (which goes unmentioned by Thucydides) were probably
transferred to Amphipolis (with a further reduction of tribute for Argilos:
279.11.54), whose citizens participated in the colonization: Nesselhauf 133; ATL
3.308-9. Cf. Antiphon fr. 25 B/T. Arguments also exist, however, in favor of a
location of Brea in the Khalkidike; for recent discussions, see Woodhead, C0Q
(1952) 57-62; D. Asheri, “Note on the Site of Brea: Theopompus, F 145,” AP
90 (1969) 337-40, with citation of earlier work; Kagan, Ouibreak 389-90;
Werner, Chiron (1971) 56 n. 130; Isaac 51-52. Its (necessary) subsequent ab-
sorption into Poteidaia is more problematical, given the silence of Thucydides (cf.
Chapter 1, section B.2 above). If Brea was not in Bisaltia, the identification of the
colony sent there becomes quite mysterious (cf. Plut. Per. 11,5). The operations
for which the Abderites paid tribute at Eion (recorded in 447 /6) might relate to
an installation in the Strymon Valley of Brea (IG IP 265.1.105). See ATL
3.59-61. To conclude, the Thermaic Gulf location is the less likely of the tweo.

i xopa mapk Ty Opdrny, els fv &mowkiay Emepyrav "Abnvalot (“a place in Thrace
to which the Athenians sent a colony”). The Plakie in Hdt. 1.57.2 is a different
place, presumably, on the Asian shore of the Hellespont east of Kyzikos and in

Mysia.

j
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See Chapter 6, notes 6-8.

k CL D.5. 12.7.1, 12.22.2 (1000 colonists); Plut. Per. 23.4; Theopompus, FGH

1

115 F 387 (2000 colonists). The second figure is probably preferable owing to the
considerable territory occupied by the settlement (see Erxleben, Klio [1975]
88-91). The absence of any attestations of Hestiaia as a cleruchy is striking.
IG T* 41 indicates the status as an apoikia, given its references to boulz, nautodi-
kai, demos, dikastéria, kuriai ekklésiai, arkhon. Some of these terms must be
taken to refer to local organs of government based on metropolitan institutions,
rather than mere references to Athenian authorities. That argument, however,
will not be convineing for those who see cleruchies as possessing the full institu-
tionality of a polis. To them, I should note the absence of a document equivalent
to /G I* 41 with explicit cleruchic language. Thucydides’ insistence on the Athe-
nians themselves occupying Hestiaia might in itself be taken as an indication that
the settlers retained their citizenship: 1.114.3; ‘Eoriaiis 8¢ éfoikioavres adrot
iy yfip éoxor (“uprooting the Hestiaians they themselves occupied the land”);
8.95.7: ravrnw be abrol 'Abnvator elyov (“the Athenians themselves possessed
this region”). The possibility that the settlers still had liability for the eisphora
would point to the same conclusion (/G I® 41.38; note M. Cary, “Athens and
Hestiaea,” [HS 45 [1925] 243-50, esp. 243-44; see also Graham 171-72).
Ehrenberg, “Thucydides” 146, opts for a mixture of a cleruchy and dwouxia, but
only on the frail support that a fixed number of colonists is a feature of cleruchies.
See also McGregor, Hesperia, Suppl. 19 (1982) 101-11.

Astakos: ATL 1.471-72; 3.288 and n. 68. Astakos disappears from the tribute
lists after 444 /3 (IG I* 268.1.33; cf. 267.1.33), which may support colonization at
this time by Athenian epoikoi. See also Schuller 30-31. It is also possible, how-
ever, to place the colony at the same time as Perikles’ Pontic expedition. See be-
low note r on Sinope.

m ATL 3.282-84 notes that this inscription, a dedication by colonists on the

Acropolis (probably on their departure), might refer to Erythrai. Only the first
two letters of the name, Ep, are legible (cf. Raubitschek, DAA #301,
pp. 323-24). The authors support this contention by noting both that the tribute
of Hairai (JG I® 265.11.52 [447/6]; 266.1.12 [446/5]), a neighbor of Erythrai,
was reduced and that the syntely of Erythrai and the smaller cities of her
peninsula was dissolved, with a reduction in tribute (265.1.58-64; 268.}[.27—28,
1127 [444/3]). The alternative of Eretria is less attractive for 'Ehc site of an
apoikia rather than a cleruchy. Cf. Meiggs 162-63. Note that evidence for the
residence of Athenians on that site is immaterial, as cleruchs (whether or not th.?y
formed a discrete community) can be expected to have lived at r}earby Eretria
(especially during the Peloponnesian War). Cf. Green and Sinclair, 522-25,

Consult Chapter 2, Endnote B,

Amphipolis, Aigina, and Poteidaia fit the range ?l"'t‘lates_. AHﬁSDS,.Slﬂﬂp'G;- al_ld
Neapolis in Campania would be less likely possibilities, on the basis a? _pg; dls-
cussion above. This must be a citizen colony, but not perhaps an exclusively civic
foundation.
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p FPolyaenus describes the foundation of a cult of the hero Rhesos on the site by
Hagnon, the oecist of Amphipolis. The cult was another religious justification for
Athenian occupation of the site. See I. Malkin, Religion and Colonization in
Ancient Greece (Leiden 1987) 81-84.

q Amisos (contemporary with Sinope): see ATL 3.116 with n. 8; Chapter 6, n. 11.

r For a date in the 430s, see Meiggs 197; Kagan, Outbreak 387-89. Gf. ATL
3.114-17. P. Ferrarese, “La spedizione di Pericle nel Ponto Eusino,” Contributi
dell’Istituto di Storia Anlica, Milan 2 (1974) 7-19, summarizes the earlier schol-
arship, but rejects the historicity of the expedition. J.J.E. Hondius, “Novae in-
scriptiones atticae,” Mnemosyne 49 (1921) 2014, esp. 202-3, restored év Ziv]d-
mewin an Attic casualty list from before the Peloponnesian War (Bradeen, 4gora
17, #17.3, pp. 20-21, rejects this restoration).

s Strabo describes bodies of subsequent settlers, including Athenians, at Naples.
Lycoph. Alex. 732-37 describes games at Naples, which Timaeus informs us
were founded by the Athenian general Diotimos (FGH 566 F 98). The scholion
of Tzetzes to Lycophron (at 733) says that Diotimos inaugurated the games
while war was underway with the Sicilians. This is probably Diotimos, son of
Strombikhides, who was sent as stratzgos to Corcyra in 433/2 (Thuc, 1.45.2;
1G T° 364.9 = Meiggs-Lewis #61). It is possible that Diotimos continued on to
Sicily, where he intervened at Neapolis. His actions there show the interest of the
Athenians in Magna Graecia, which is also demonstrated by the treaties with
Rhegion and Leontinoi of the same year (/G I? 53-54). One ramification of the
Athenian involvement at Neapolis was their access to Campanian mercenaries,
such as those they later used at Syracuse (D.S. 13.44.2). See J. Bérard, La coloni-
sation grecque de Ultalie méridionale et la Sicile dans Uantiquité: L’histoire et la
legende (Paris 1941) 70-71.

t Adramyttion is never listed on the tribute lists, and its status as a colony is only
mentioned in Strabo. Thuc. 5.1 records a grant of the town by the satrap Pharna-
kes to the Delians expelled by the Athenians (cf. D.S. 12.73.1). The Delians
were later restored by Athens in 421 (5.32.1). Perhaps some Delians chose to
retain a presence at Adramyttion, which was then recognized by the Athenians as
a colony, in the same spirit of reconciliation. Adramyttion continued to be a
Greek polis: Aristotle wrote about its constitution (Aris. fr. 484 Rose; cf. Steph.
Byz. 5.0. "Abpapvrrero). In Thuc. 5.32.1 the restoration of the Delians follows
the establishment of the Plataians at Skione,

Thue. 5.3.6: kal & pev KXéwv dpvdaxip karacrnoduevos tis Topduns ...
(“and Kleon, having left a guard on Torone...”); D.S. 12.73.3; ... s bt
mo\ews amohmior Ty ixaviy dpovpay émhevee pert Tijs duvdpews ...
(... [Kleon], leaving a sufficient garrison for the city, he sailed away with his
army ... "). Torone is the only victim of andrapodismos which is not explicitly
said to receive a colony, which, nevertheless, is still a possibility.

v Graham 173 argues for a cleruchy on the basis of an exact number of settlers
being specified (see note k above). See also Bartsos, Athena (1972-1973) 587-89.
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w Plut. Per. 11.5: (Perikles) mpos B¢ Tovrots yiMovs pev oreiher eis Xep-
povnaor kAnpevyovs, eis e Nafow mevTakooiovs, eis § "Avdpoy <robs>
Hploets TovTwY, €is 5 Opaxny xiMlovs BiodAras ovvotoovTas, dANovs §’ els
*IraXiay <dv>ouilopevys TvBapews, v Oovplovs mpoonydpevaay (trans, on
pp. 63-64 above). The settlers at Thourioi were not cleruchs in the 5th-century
sense, and the status of the settlers among the Bisaltai is discussed in note h
above. The term kAnpovyovs cannot be taken literally in this passage. Plutarch’s
focus is not on the legal standing of the settlements, but on their partisan effect in
bringing the dmos over to Perikles in his struggle with Thoukydides Melesiou.
See Chapter 2, section B.3 above. Yet, a cleruchy remains a strong possibility on
the basis of a reduction of tribute (implied tribute lowered from 12T to 6T ¢. 450
IG T° 262.1.19 [451/0]; 263.1V.22 [450/49]).

The presence of Attic funerary pottery and particularly children’s choes at
Eretria may confirm an assumption of property rights by the Athenians on the
site through a cleruchy. Consult note m above for the residence of cleruchs at
their cleruchy; see also pp. 166-67. Note Chapter 1, n. 51 on the Eretrian garri-
son. The finds of this pottery fall off markedly at just about the same time as the
defection of the Euboians in 411. See Green and Sinclair, 522-24. At a site so
close to Attica, continuing residence by some of this group of cleruchs does not
entail the conclusion that such residence was compulsory elsewhere. For other
measures taken at Eretria, see /G I? 39.42; Phot., Hesych., 5.. ’Eperpiaxos a-
Tahoyos; cf. Macar. 4.16 =CPG 2.168. See also note | above. Note Meiggs
121-23 who opts for action in 450 by Tolmides. Cf. ATL 3.294-99, dating to
447 /6 (too late, in my view) and Green and Sinclair, 518-20, who prefer the date
of 448 /7.

y A cleruchy at Karystos may be indicated by reductions in the city’s tribute; from
12T in 454/3 (IG I* 259.11.16) to 7.5T in 451/50 (262.1.23), and then to 5T
from 450/49 (IG I* 263.1V.27). See B.D. Meritt, “The Tribute List_of 454/3
B.C.,” Hesperia 41 (1972) 403-17, esp. 411, 417, cf. Erxleben, Klio (1975)
85-87. The double reduction is problematical: there cannot have been two clcrlu-
chies. The larger of the two reductions seems too early for a cleruchy (except with
avery early date for Tolmides’ actions). One hypothesis would be to see an Athe-
nian-sponsored intervention against dissident aristoerats/oligarchs as a cause fpr
the first reduction. Euboian exiles were fighting on the side of the Boiotians in
447 /6 (Thue. 1.113.2). A cleruchy could then be motivation for t_he scgond reduc-
tion. The recent excavations and survey work on the Paximadhi Peninsula have
not yet provided a conclusive answer, although there is some su.pport fE'II‘ a cleru-
chy in the upsurge of farming activity on this peninsula, with its rel?tlzely poor
land but strategic location (Wallace, “Athenian Settlements on Euboia, unpub-
lished manuscript). See M. Wallace and D. Keller, AR (1985-1986) 21-22; AR
(1986-1987) 14-15; EMC (1988); also note m above on residency anr_l c_lcrughic
status. Nevertheless, a constitutional change, supported by Athens, might be an-
other reason for either or both of the alterations in assessment.




CHAPTER 7: THE BIRTH AND DEATH OF
IMPERIAL COLONIAL PRACTICES

HE HISTORY of Athenian imperial colonization in the charac-

teristic forms in which it has been reconstructed in the previous
chapters was a relatively short-lived phenomenon. We have endeavored
to show its roots in patronal colonization and in the regional expansion
of the post-Peisistratid regime. It lasted from 478 to 404, and as shall
soon be seen, its heyday may even be considered to extend only from
mid-century to the Syracusan expedition.

A. THE GENESIS OF THE PERICLEAN COLONIAL POLICY

It is an inevitable result of the shape of our evidence that much that per-
tains to the origins of Athenian imperial colonization has already been
discussed from different perspectives. We have no specific witnesses to
individual or factional proposals for founding colonies which were actu-
ally implemented in Athenian policy. Nor do we possess records on the
content of debates in the assembly which preceded the dispatch of Athe-
nian settlers. Thus, the discussion above about the function of Athenian
colonies as mechanisms for subsidization, punishment, and revenue en-
hancement must postulate that these aspects of the colonies in question
were intended. For example, it is an indispensable assumption that the
Athenians devised a specific colonial policy during the period 476-38 in
order to allow them access to the resources of the Strymon valley. There
1s no method, however, to weigh the various purpoeses of colonization
against each other, because contemporary reflections on decision-mak-
ing in this area are in default. Concomitantly, the results of colonization
have been traced in the increased revenue of Athens and in a consid-
erable augmentation in the number of Athenian hoplites. We are there-
fore forced to adopt rationalizing approaches, insofar as we must take
for granted that behavior which would be purposive from the standpoint
of a modern consciousness had the same character in antiquity.

The ancient commentary on fifth-century colonization, when it is
not contained in passing remarks about the fifth-century arkhe (see
Table 1), is composed mainly of several passages in Plutarch’s Pericles,
which have been considered above for their information on colonial ter-
minology and the classification of colonies (see Chapter 2, section B.3
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above). Perhaps the most charitable observation which could be made
about the partisan and Atthidographic sources on which Plutarch and
his intermediaries drew is that they lacked critical distance from the
topic of fifth-century Athenian policies.! That is hardly a surprising
predicament, given the implication of Periclean policy in the coming of a
war which resulted in catastrophic human, financial, and material
losses for their mother-city. Yet, Perikles was so profoundly associated
with the artifacts of that golden epoch of Athenian history that Attic his-
toriography could not be insensitive to the greatness of the man who was
so powerfully portrayed in the first two books of Thucydides.? The At-
thidographers emphasized the role of Perikles, and that exaggeration
has been amplified still further by the inevitable personal focus of the
Plutarchean mode of biography.

Therefore, Plutarch’s biography oscillates between praise for Peri-
kles as exercising an aristocratic restraint on the appetition of the demos
and blame for him for debauching the Athenians. Both tendencies can be
viewed in the two chief passages which attribute motives to Athenian
colonization (9.1-2; 11.4-6). Just as moral judgment is ambivalent to-
ward Periclean colonization, chronology is ambiguous (cf. Table 4).
Changes in evaluative perspective are attuned to the shifting temporal
context: the nature of stimuli which motivate or elicit colonization
affects any appraisal of the phenomenon itself. In Pericles 11.3-4, it is
Perikles’ need to achieve supremacy over Thoukydides Melesiou that is
the triggering factor in the emergence of the populist policies of that
statesman. The list of colonies provided as illustrations, however, are a
(loosely connected) selection of imperial settlements of disparate type,
including the Tolmidean cleruchies and the reinforcement of the Cher-
sonese. Even if we do accept for the sake of argument that Perikles was
the moving spirit behind Tolmides’ establishments, this activity took
place 450-48, and thus looks rather early for a reaction to the initially
successful agitation by Thoukydides against the reallocatiop of the
reserve to the building program (cf. Plato Meno 94B-D; F’:t. 'Anon.
Thuc. 6).> In contrast, the expedition to the Chersonese is given a
philhellenic and laudatory slant in Per. 19.1, without a hint that it had a

! See E. Levy, Athénes devant la défaite de 404: histotre d’une crise idéologique (Paris
1976) esp. 59, 71-72. PR =

21t is immaterial whether his exploitation of Atthidigraphy was direct or t}}_m}ig:h
Ephorus or Theopompus, who reconstructed Athenian history either from Authides or
from Athenian and allied political material of the imperial period.

3 Wade-Gery, Essays 243-45, 269-70.
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partisan rationale. The expedition to the Chersonese belongs in chapter
11 as merely one out of a list of colonies, not because it specifically madea
good fit with the point being made. Per. 19.1 follows the transformation
of Perikles in Plutarch’s biography from a proto-demagogue to an aristo-
cratic statesman, who kept the passions of the mob in check (15.1-2).

The mention of colonies in Per. 9.1 is juxtaposed with a description
of Perikles’ rivalry with Kimon, which includes the suggestion that he
needed to offset the wealth of Kimon through populist policies designed
to transfer resources to the demos (9.2-3). Thus, disconcertingly,
Athens’ imperial policy of colonization could have had its genesis not in
the mid- or late 450s with a renewed struggle against Kimon, but in the
460s and the conflict over the reform of the Areiopagos (9.4-5), which is
otherwise associated with the leadership of Ephialtes (Ath, Pol.
25.1-26.2). The third passage in the life which explains what motivated
Athenian colonization is 34.1, where Perikles soothes the animosity
toward him because of the first Peloponnesian invasion of Attica
through the implementation of cleruchies, including the settlement on
Aigina. In this passage, he is again the great man enduring the abuse of
enemies like Kleon (33.8) and checking the rashness of the Athenians in
order to save Athens from itself: wAqv v7’ 0ddevos Ekwrfn T@v ToLo0V-
Tov 0 Ilepikdf)s, GANG mpaws kal cuwnf) THr adoflav kat THv dmwéx-
fetar PLaTapevos . .. AAN éueivey olkovpdy kat S xepbs Exwy TV
Sy wohw.

Unfortunately, although the tendentiousness of such accounts of the
origins of imperial colonization may be de-emphasized, it will not, in the
absence of other evidence, be possible to replace ancient reconstructions
that put the career of Perikles at the center of the causes for imperial
colonization. All that can be offered is the compiling of a dossier of
prime evidentiary items which bear on the question of the genesis of
mmperial colonizing. As so often in research in ancient history, the par-
ticular line of analysis which I am about to propose is intrinsic to the
entries which I am prepared to include in my dossier.

Colonization down to the death of Kimon was dominated by at-
tempts to settle the Strymon valley, with the single exception of the set-
tling of Skyros after the expulsion of the Dolopes. This colonization was
carefully justified by mythological precedents, especially concerning

* “[Perikles] was moved by none of such things [the attacks on him at the beginning of
the war], but mildly and in silence, bearing the disrepute and hostility . .. but he re-
mained at home and held the whole city in check.”
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Theseus and Rhesos at the Ennea Hodoi and Theseus again at Skyros.
At the end of the 450s, a series of actions were taken all of which ad-
dressed the issue of participation in the body of Athenian citizens, and
new patterns of colonization were intimately related to them.

1) There is Perikles’ citizenship law of 451, which limited citizen-
ship to those of citizen descent on both sides.> The citizenship law de-
serves its place here because it dominated Athenian policy toward popu-
lation in this age of empire. If colonization is a form of manipulation of
human assets, then the rules governing the definition of those assets are
of capital importance. The law is curious for its anomalous character. At
a time when economic and strategic factors were drawing people to At-
tica, and when Athenian democracy was presenting itself as a paradigm
for polis-life, the citizenship law curtailed the naturalization and accul-
turation to the status of Athenian that seems a natural outgrowth of
these influences. The limitation of naturalization was balanced by an
apparent increase in the number of metics, and perhaps by a consolida-
tion of the status of metic itself.* Here, however, was a law apparently
motivated by an excessive number of citizens at a time when a burst of
colonization was attempting to increase the number of Attic hoplites.’

2) In my reconstruction, the first cleruchies were established by
Tolmides on Naxos, Andros, and Euboia c. 450. If the term kAnpotyos
had been a part of the Attic political vocabulary prior to this time, it had
connoted merely a distribution of land like that which had taken place at
Khalkis in the late sixth century (Appendix C). Now kAnpovyia was
given the specific meaning of allocation of land te a group of Athenians
who did not fuse with the community in which their holdings were
placed (see Chapter 2, section A).

5 Ath, Pol. 26.4, cf. 42.1; Plut, Per, 37.3; Ael. VH 6,10; Suda s.v. Snuomotyros (5451
Adler); cf. Craterus, FGH 342 F 4 (= Harpocration s.z. vavrodikat). See AW.
Gomme, “The Law of Citizenship at Athens,” Essays in Greek History and Literalure
(Oxford 1937) 67-88 (= CP 29 [1934)), and, most recently, Patterson, Gitizenshup
Law, esp. 97-107; K.R. Walters, “Perikles’ Citizenship Law,” CA 2 (1983) 314-36.
For background, J.K. Davies, “Athenian Citizenship: The Descent Group and the Al-
ternatives,” Cf 73 (1977-1978) 105-21.

¢ See the Endnote to this chapter,

7 Ath. Pol. 26.4: St Tb mAfifos Téy wohr@y (“on account of the great number of
ditizens”). The hoplite katalogos provided objective figures on the numb_er _o.f Athe::ia.n.
heavy infantry, but these clearly were not the excessive numbers, The troubling mAfjfos

is likely to have been based on a highly subjective and partisan estimation of population

change, dramatized by isolated conspicuous incidents.
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3) The implied tribute assessments of Lemnos and the Chersonese
were significantly lowered (see Appendixes B, D). While this develop-
ment has traditionally been associated with the dispatch of cleruchs, no
such expedition is attested for Lemnos at this time. For the Chersonese,
the change in the assessment of tribute seems disproportionate with the
arrival of only 1000 epoikoi.

Several other developments in imperial policy are attested clearly
for the first time in this same period, although their appearance might
well be deceptive. Plutarch mentions epoikot to the Chersonese in such a
way that the term carries its special meaning of ‘reinforcing settlers’.
The epoikoi as reinforcements have also been found in the foregoing
analysis at Aigina, at Poteidaia, and perhaps at Amphipolis. It is also
true that Thucydides terms the settlers at the Ennea Hodoi in 465 epoi-
koi. That term accurately describes their function, but there is no as-
surance that the colonists to that site were called epoiko: contempora-
neously with their colonial expedition.

Secondly, if the Erythrai Decree is correctly dated to the late 450s,
we find the obligation to make contributions to the Panathenaia imposed
on an allied city, but perhaps one that was also recognized as a colony.®
Again there is no guarantee that such a stipulation did not exist before
this time, but the first appearance of the provision in the Erythrai
Decree, where it is perhaps not fully worked out, is followed not much
later in the Kleinias and Brea Decrees. At Brea, once again, a colony is
concerned, but in the Kleinias Decree a more general obligation seems
to be at issue. Just as one might anticipate from the appearance of such
clauses in the Erythrai and Brea Decrees, there is specific evidence that
the participation of the allies in the Panathenaia was connected with
their symbolic assimilation to Athenian colonists.® Thus the Thoudip-
pos Decree can be restored to show the very same stipulation equating
all allies with colonists for the Panathenaia.!® The requirement that the

8 IG I° 14.2-8 (Erythrai); cf. 34.40-43 (Kleinias Decree); 46.15-17 (Brea), with the
requirement of a dedication of a phallus at the Dionysia, which is perhaps a further
stipulation.

? Arist. Nubes 386a Holwerda: macar ai dwo rav "Abyvdy amotkiofeioar moAes
‘all the cities colonized from Athens’; af dmotkor maorar "Afqvalwy moles ‘all colonial
cities of the Athenians’. Cf. J. Tzetzes, EArist. Nubes 386 Holwerda.

19 This decree; /G I* 71, of 425/4, has been restored in part to read: j86[v xat
navhon|\[iay andyev és Tavablévaia ra pelyara] hanmdoas wepmovrov |3l év] rét

mopwél [rabdmep dmolifoe (57-58: “all the cities are to contribute an ox and a panoply

for the Great Panathenaia; they are to participate in the procession just like colonists”).
Hence, participation in the procession at the Panthenaia was grounded in the equation
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allies contribute first fruits to Eleusis (/G I® 78.14) also promoted a
recognition that Athens was the seat of agriculture and thereby of civili-
zation. When Herodotus’ Athenian informants told him (just around
mid-century) that the Aiginetans had once owed dues for the wood for
the statues of Damia and Auxesia (fertility goddesses), they were mak-
ing a related claim.!!

The scholia to the Panathenaicus of Aelius Aristides offer a valuable
reflection of Athenian ideology on the subject of colonization (13.103.16,
3.47.12-48.10 D). Here, we learn that the autochthony of the Athe-
nians—they were colonists of no others—means that they possessed a
fire in the hearth of their pryfaneion ‘town-hall’ that had never been
moved. Hence the Athenians still maintain their ancient politeia ‘polity’
and conduct politics kara 79v ¢beow ‘in accordance with nature’. Be-
cause of the lack of autochthony, other peoples possess a vofov moAireior
‘bastard polity’, language which is striking in light of the focus of the citi-
zenship law on illegitimacy. Accordingly, it turns out that the Athenians
can give to their own colonists a share of that religiously potent fire from
their unmoved hearth, while others (except the Arkadians) cannot.!?
Thus, fire, the very basis of civilization, must be traced back to Athens,
which becomes the mother-city of all other poleis. The spirit in which
cults of Athena Polias were created in allied cities (for which, consult
Chapter 4, section B.2) seems to be close to the primacy claimed by the
Athenians in the mythology surrounding “the unmoved fire.”

All these decisions suggest a determination to fix the status of Athe-
nian citizens vis-d-vis others, be they residents in Attica or allies. The
citizenship law shut off mixed marriage and discouraged naturalization
as a means to increase Athenian numbers and so Athenian military
power. The establishment of cleruchies balanced the loss of that avenue
to an increased number of hoplites by opening another. If the total num-
ber of Athenians could not be easily increased, cleruchies would raise the

of subjects with colonists, See B.D. Meritt and A.B. West, The Athenian Assessment of
425 B.C. (Ann Arbor 1934) 63.

i1 Colonization and protection of the Greeks became so bound up in Athenian seli-
understanding that it was possible for Isocrates to imagine an Athenian-led war against
the barbarians, a struggle which resulied in the colonization of the Aegean islands and
Tonia (5.166-67, 190). Unsurprisingly, this version of the Ionian migration has a con-
clusion with a distinctly Afth-century twist. The Dorian occupation of the Peloponnesos,
which is treated as a Spartan settlement of the cities there, forced the Athenians to break
off their philhellenic activity and consider their own interests.

‘2 See Malkin, Religion 114-34,
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proportion of hoplites within that population in such a manner that they
could be most directly utilized by the state. The status of Atheniansas a
demographically circumscribed group preempted the expectation or
possibility that the cleruchs would fuse with natives and create hybrid
polities. In other words, the citizenship law created the psychological
climate that guaranteed an acceptance both by the cleruchs and by the
members of the host community of their segregation from each other.

The early Athenian settlements abroad had left a complex legacy
both of cultural affinity with the Athenians and of uncertainty about
status. The tributary status of Lemnos and the cities of the Chersonese
seems to indicate that claims to Athenian citizenship had not been en-
couraged or were at least simply unresolved (see Appendixes B and D).
Circa 450, in another act of compensating for the effects of the citizen-
ship law, a one-time recognition of the claims to citizenship of persons
on Lemnos and perhaps from the Chersonese may have occurred. The
communities like Lemnos, with their composite citizen-bodies, prefig-
ured the imperial colonies like Amphipolis and the epoikic settlements,
with their mixed populations.

Developments of mid-century bespeak a transmuting of the tradi-
tion of inclusiveness that had once existed to an embracing of outsiders
on an expanded spectrum of statuses. The wall between citizenship and
foreignness, however, was presently designed as unscaleable for all that
the institutional ground sloped up toward it. Metics, for example, had a
recognized and protected place in Athenian society, with the eventual
possibility of additional grants of specific quasi-civic privileges. The
symbolism of allied status endeavored to transform what had been a mil-
itary alliance into an organic unity bound by genetic links. Participation
in the Panathenaia, Eleusinia, and Dionysia suggested a cultural filia-
tion between the Athenians and their allies in which Athens became the
symbolic origin of the most basic features of human life.

One might be tempted to call these circumstances the “Periclean”
colonial and civic order on the basis of his place as the dominant poli-
tician of the period, based on his known sponsorship of the restriction on
citizenship, and from Plutarch’s broad assignment of colonies to his ini-
tiative. For Athenian colonial practices, however, that characterization
must be forwarded cautiously. First of all, there is only a tenuous con-
nection between Perikles and any cleruchy in the strict sense in which
that institution is defined in this work. Did he have any role in the
cleruchy(ies) on Euboia established by Tolmides before the Euboian
Revolt? The reconstructions in the notes of Table 4 and in Appendix C
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suggest that no cleruchies were founded by Perikles after he had sub-
dued the island.

There were, in fact, two spasms of dissension on Euboia. The first
may have been preempted before serious irruption by Tolmides in the
late 450s or very early 440s (D.S. 11.88.3 has 453/2). An intervention
would be consonant with his bold strike against western Boiotia that
later miscarried in 447 or 446 at Koroneia (Thuc. 1.113.1-3; Plut. Per.
18.2-3; cf. Xen. Mem. 3.5.4: Paus. 1.27.5; D.S. 12.6.2; Plut. Ages. 19.2).
His chief punitive action was the appropriation of land from anti-Athe-
nian oligarchs(?) to support cleruchs, probably at Eretria and Karystos.
The Euboian fugitives who later fought at Koroneia may have been dis-
lodged in the turmoil connected with this intervention (Thue. 1.113.2).
Since cleruchs were not garrison troops, it is not surprising that these cle-
ruchies offered no deterrent or impediment to the later total revolt of
Euboia (Thuc. 1.114.1, 3; D.S. 12.7; cf. Plut. Per, 22.1; Andoc. 3.3).

The results of the eventual Periclean subjugation of the island were
the confiscations at Khalkis and the establishment of a colony at Hes-
tiaia (Thuc. 1.114.3; Plut. Per. 23.2; Arist. Nubes 211-13 with scholia;
Philochorus, FGH 328 F 118; see also Appendix C). Various police
measures were taken at Khalkis (e.g. IG I’ 40.76-79), and further
punitive measures imposed on Eretria may be attested by the appear-
ance of the Eretrians in the Khalkis Decree (446/5): ...moérfat Tov
hdpkov *Abevaios kat Xa |kidéas, kabamep Eperpiedot épaedioar|o
ho déuos ho ’Afevaiov ... (“...the Athenians and Khalkidians are to
make an oath just like the Athenian people decreed for the Ere-
trians . .. ”: IG I? 40.41-43). However, security measures in Euboia did
not end with the suppression of the great revolt. The proverbial expres-
sion “Eretrian catalogue”, a list of aristocratic hostages detained by the
Athenians which is dated to 442/1, shows continuing efforts to disci-
pline the inveterate and provocative anti-Athenian aristocrats of the is-
land (Phot., Hesych., s.v. ’ Eperpiakos karaXoyos).

Thus, in situations where Perikles clearly dominated the disposi-
tions made by the Athenians, they did not impose a cleruchy. Neither
Khalkis after the Euboian revolt (Appendix G) nor Samos after its rebel-
lion received a cleruchy (Chapter 1, n. 59 above). Does this failure to im-
pose cleruchies imply that Perikles did not find them appropriate"taols. qf
policy? The later cleruchy at Mytilene followed fairly closely on that
statesman’s death (at Kleon’s initiative?). Does then the hypothesis of the
narrow range of application for the institution of the cleruchy (outlined
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above in Chapter 6, section A.1) become merely our discovery of the oper-
ation of a Periclean inhibition against its utilization, at least when we
view Athenian policies from the perspective of individual leaders?

With the deployment of a range of amoukias for different situations,
we are on firmer ground. Perikles is linked with the use of moderately-
sized, all-citizen colonies as punitive measures against recalcitrant ene-
mies such as the Hestiaians, Aiginetans, and Poteidaians. He was also
prepared to put a small contingent of Athenians in Sinope in what could
be interpreted as a philhellenic gesture (for similar possibilities, see
Table 4). His supplementary settlers (like those to the Chersonese) were
called epoikot, a term which I have attempted to explain in all its po-
lemical thrust.

Criticisms of the empire for creating a démos which was habituated
to pofodopia are forgetful of Athenian colonization (note Plato Gor-
gias 515E; Plut. Per. 9.1; cf. Ath. Pol. 27.2-3). In most colonies, replicas
of Athens as a primary-productive society were created. Except for the
exigencies of the Peloponnesian War, there is no reason why these Athe-
nians should necessarily have sought government service for payment.
The same criticism may, however, rightly touch Perikles, who also con-
centrated on augmenting Athenian income. Clearly, the functions of col-
onization had broadened in his hands, going beyond the mere subsidi-
zation of larger numbers of hoplites and punishment (the Cimonian col-
onies and the Tolmidean cleruchies) to encompass wider strategic con-
cerns (witness Thourioi) and more systematic economic exploitation
(note Amphipolis). Hence the absence of a role for the cleruchy, an insti-
tution which exemplified colonization as a technique mainly for the en-
hancement of the number of hoplites. Perhaps Perikles believed that any
socially constructive behavior could simply be subsidized by the state,
assuming that public resources could be raised to a high enough level.
Perikles’ attitude toward his own estates seems to show a functional,
non-ideological appreciation of agriculture: he sold his annual produc-
tion and bought what he needed (Plut. Per. 16.3-4). His colonies not
only furnished k/éroi to subsidize Athenians, but also opened up sources
of revenue which could be used to pay the citizens at home.

Perikles probably sponsored the two great mixed colonies of Thou-
rioi and Amphipolis. It is odd, however, that the proposer of the citi-
zenship law with its exclusivist spirit created situations where Athe-
nians were necessarily placed on a level of proximate equality with non-
Athenians in the political life of these new polers. Furthermore, the citi-
zenship law seems out of place in a democratic tradition which was
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mythologically traced as far back as Theseus’ appeal to immigrants to
come to Athens (Plut. Thes. 25.1). The tradition continued in the Solo-
nian law of enfranchisement (Plut. Solon 24.4) and in the Cleisthenic
grants of citizenship (Aris. Pol. 1275b34-39). After the Peloponnesian
War, it 1s the stalwart restorer of democracy, Thrasyboulos, who once
again calls for increased enfranchisement (see n. 18 in this chapter). The
Athenians of the empire not only broke with this tradition, but with the
norm for Greek democracies of liberality in grants of citizenship (as
established by Aris. Pol. 1319b6-11; cf. 1278a26-29).

Perikles is not only the proposer of the citizenship law, but later of
its rescinding. Plutarch presents this as the result of the death of his
legitimate sons in the plague, but surely it should have been possible
to achieve the naturalization of his son by Aspasia through a special
psephism.'* Perikles’ presentation of the suspension of the law in per-
sonal terms then becomes a political technique to gain sympathy for a
radical change by dramatizing a single instance of the effect of such a
suspension. That effect was the one most likely to arouse compassion.
The war demanded that the city increase the number of its citizens to
sustain the conflict, so that the citizenship law had to be relaxed. It is,
however, striking that no source describes anyone putting the question
to the démos in that manner. In contrast, Lysias will adduce the military
argument against Phormisios in 403 (34.4) to the effect that limiting the
franchise deprived the state of soldiers. Lysias, however, was speaking
after the fall of the arkhe.

A fragment from Book 4 of Graterus’ collection of Attic decrees may
represent one of the procedures in place after the liberalization of the
criteria for citizenship during the Archidamian War (FGH 342 F 4).'*
It describes a procedure by which any Athenian might initiate charges
before the nautodikai, if anyone who was born from two xenot par-
ticipated in a phratry. So the Athenians had available a procedure to
protect the phratries from infiltration by aliens, although those with
one citizen-parent (mainly, perhaps, m&troxenoi ‘persons with foreign

' Plut. Per. 37.2: frijoaro Avbfvar rov mept rév 60wy vopov, bv m’.rri:s‘ cio-e‘m;l-
Vo el mpdrepoy, & pi) mavrémacww onpla Sadoxds . . . ékhimot Todvopa Kal Tb yevos
(“he requested that the law concerning illegitimate children which he himself had passed
previously, be abolished, lest his name and line fail completely thmugh':'gbsenc:e"pf suc-
cession”). GF. Per. 37.5. Aris. Pol. 1278a26-34 links liberality in grants of 'e?t:;ens‘hlp
with oliganthropia, which almost certainly strikes the right note for this contett. =

¥ For the date, see Jacoby, FGH 3b (Suppl.), Komm. 101-2; Prandi, Concessione
43-46, who compares the situation of Herakles as portrayed in the Aves of Aristophanes
(1649-72),




236 CHAPTER 7: IMPERIAL COLONIAL PRACTICES

mothers’) could be raised as Athenian. A reference to this procedure in
the Daitaleis of Aristophanes speaks to its currency during the 420s.!5

An essential question is unfortunately unanswerable in the present
state of our understanding. Was the citizenship law seen by Perikles and
his faction as the one element of exclusivist rigor in an imperial order
that encouraged an interaction, if not an homogenization, of citizens and
others? Or was the citizenship law merely an outgrowth of a general
mood of selfishness on the part of the démos?'® It was then perhaps not
conscious policy-making on the part of the leadership, but simply an
official reaction to a groundswell of public passion triggered by the sight
of so many obvious aliens pretending to citizenship in order to claim the
public largesse.!”

B. THE LEGACY OF FIFTH-CENTURY COLONIZATION
1) TERMINOLOGY
The terminology of fifth-century Athenian colonization was the
natural outgrowth of the political and ideological conditions of the Peri-
clean age and the empire. As we have seen, the terms kAnpovyos and
kAnpovyta described a peculiarly imperial mode of subsidizing Athe-

nian citizens from resources belonging to allied polers. Another impor-
tant concept, that of the émoikos, helped in one aspect to promote the
Athenian claim that their colonization subserved the raison d’étre of
Athenian hegemony—protection of the Greeks from interference by
non-Greek powers. The crucial terminological divide between the xAn-
podyo and the amotkot (which included the émotkor) specified the man-
ner in which the state was to draw on its citizens financially and mili-
tarily. The care in differentiating these statuses was paralleled by the
compartmentalization of the civic political repertoire; that repertoire
stood apart from the non-citizen roles through the fiction that what was

'3 Fr, 225 K, cited by Harpocration s.v. vavredikat in the same gloss with Craterus.
Cf. Cratinus fr, 233 K, from the Cheirones.

' For a goed exploration, see Patterson, Gitizenship Law, 133-36.

7 Plutarch connects the law with the controversy over the distribution of a gift of
grain from the Egyptian Psammetikhos in 446/5 (Per. 37.4; Philochorus, FGH 328
F 119; cf. ZArist. Vespae T18a-b Koster). Yet the gift of grain was six years after the cit-
izenship law, and the causative or relevant link is difficult to establish, as Jacoby argued
(FGH 3b [Suppl.], Komm. 471-82). It is likely that Plutarch has confused a category of
provocation leading to the law with this particular incident, because the distribution of
446/5 was the first opportunity for large-scale punishment of supposititious citizens
after the law. See also Patterson, Citizenship Law, 96 with n. 63, 122-23,
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Athenian was aboriginally Athenian (¢f. Thue, 1.2.5-6). The psycho-
logical and material motivations toward monopolizing the benefits of
citizenship sustained this whole spectrum of political distinctions.
There coexisted alongside the imperatives of Athens as an Aegean
imperial power another set of responses to an older politico-military
ambience, one pervaded by regionalism and inclusivism which never en-
tirely died out. The use of the term €moiwkos was redolent of this tradi-
tion, i.e. this vocabulary of public gestures, and clothed Athenian colo-
nization with a populist and philhellenic aura of continuity. Yet Greek
insensitivity to such pretensions resonates throughout the narrative of
Thucydides, who must so attune himself to the valuative norms of his
panhellenic audience as to risk periodically a seeming betrayal of his
identification with Athens. With the series of devastating blows to the
Athenians that ran from the Syracusan disaster through the siege of the
city, the imperial institutional order crumbled, to be replaced by a regres-
sion to the policies of inclusivism. Two symbols of these changes (born of
necessity) which bracket the period in question are the desuetude of re-
strictive legislation on citizenship during the Ionian War (after its earlier
relaxation during the Archidamian War), and the grant of citizenship to
the Samians.'® In the latter we see especially the substitution of a concept

18 Extensive evidence on liberalization of naturalization documents the high rate of
passage of non-citizens into the citizen body. The best attested case is the enfranchise-
ment after Arginoussai (Arist, Ran. 693-96; Hellanicus, FGH 323a F 25; cf. Xen. HG
1.6.24; D.S. 13.97.1; Justin 5.6.5-6). More general evidence is provided by Andocides,
who speaks about Thessalians and Andrians made citizens because of the aporia of men
(1.149) and about the frequent grants to foreigners and slaves (2.23); by the comic poet
Metagenes (fr. 13 K); by Isoc. 8.88 on the naturalization of non-Athenians to compen-
sate for war dead; and by Lysias, in his references to the enfranchisement of Nikoma-
khos the anagrapheus ‘secretary’ (30.2; cf. 30.6, 27, 29). Finally note the generous atti-
tude toward naturalization envisaged in Arist, Aves 764-68. The effects of this liberality
can be discerned well into the fourth century (Dem. 57.30, cf. 60-61; Isaeus 8.43), with
the application of the reaffirmed and more stringent legislation limited to the period
after 404/3 (Athen, 13.577B-C; ZAesch. 1.39; Eumelus, FGH 77 F 2). Liberalization
of legislation on illegitimacy prevailed during the same period ([Dem.] 43.51). The lat-
itude given men to formalize relations with two women simultaneously also seems to
come from this period: note, e.g., Athen. 13.555A-B; D.L. 2.26, with Hieronym. Rhod.
fr. 43-44 W; Suda, 5.z, Aevrapdpel (A 377 Adler); Gell. NA 15.20-26. For full cita-
tions, especially on the two marriages of Socrates (cf. Aris. fr. 93 R), see L. qudbur){,
“Socrates and the Daughter of Aristides,” Phoenix 27 (1973) 7-25. Even after the demo-
cratic restoration, the policy of liberalism had its adherents, as shown by the proposal of
Thrasyboulos to enfranchise all those non-citizens returning from the Peiraicus (Ath.
Pol. 40.2; cf. Aesch. 3.195; POxy #1800, frs. 6-7, vol. 15.142). IG II* 10 ( =Tod, GHI
#100) records a grant of rights to those who fought against the Thirty, which may
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of affinity based on institutional and ideological convergence for a genetic
and exclusive vision of the bonds that unite a community in common
interests.!” The Samian enfranchisement contributed to the paradigm
for the fourth-century cleruchies, which were composed of people
possessing both local and Athenian civil rights.*

The stage was set for the emergence of a new terminological system
in the early fourth century. Its leitmotif was a collapsing of the distinc-
tions between dwoikos and kAqpotiyos into each other (as has been ar-
gued on the basis of Isocrates and the reflections of Atthidography in later
authors). The term kA7podyos came to predominate officially over dmou-
kos in the fourth century for reasons which will become apparent when
we consider its associations among the Greeks (for references, see Chap-
ter 2, Table 1). While cleruchies transferred resources from the allies to
the Athenians, they did so without the obliteration of allied communities.
Naturally, the andrapodismos of places like Skione and Melos was in-
tensely troubling for those who had dealings with the Athenians and pro-
vided one of the leading accusations against their hegemony.?! Despite
potentially exploitative connotations, kAnpotyos and related terms at
least did not conjure up wholescale massacres and enslavements.

include a large number who were made citizens; see D. Whitehead, “A Thousand New
Athenians,” LCM 9 (1984) 8-10; see also D. Hereward, “New Fragments of IG 117 10,
BSA 47 (1952) 102-17. On all the measures rewarding the opponents of oligarchy, see
Rhodes, Ath. Pol. 474-77.

1% The Samians were enfranchised in 405/4: IG I1? 127.12-13 (cf. IG II? 6417).

0 There is no trace of arrangements like that for the non-citizen Lemnians living
alongside Athenian citizens. Note Hyperid. Lye. fr. 14.17 Jensen on the benevolence of a
hipparch on Lemnos: ot BovAdpevos moliras dvdpas émt kepaAqy elowparrey TOY
ptofop Tols inmeboww amopws Saxelpévovs (“being unwilling to levy pay for the cavalry
from his fellow-citizens individually, as they were in economic distress”). Even in the
larger and more diverse Chersonese, the presence of allies was in the form of separate
cities like Elaious, an autonomous city (/G 11* 43.B27; 228 [341/0]; of. 126.13-17
[357/6]); see Kahrstedt, Chersones 25-37. Fourth-century cleruchies were explicitly
poleis of (the) Athenians: Hyperid. Lyc. 15 Jensen: ddo modeis 707 dperepoy adrdy
(“two cities of you yourselves”); Liban. drg. Dem. 8.1: rovrovs méumew émolkovs els
Tas éfw modets Tas éavrdv (“to send these men as epoikoi to cities abroad of their own”).
Cf. Inscr. Delos #78.14-15; IG 11* 672.8-9, 35 (279/8). Note esp. IG II* 950.9-10
(c. 165/4): miow Abnpraiots kat rols olkoVow ras n[dAles Tas 'Abnvaiwy (*for all
Athenians and those living in the cities of Athenians”).

B ¥en. HG 2.2.3; Melos, Hestiaia, Torone; Aigina; cf. Isoc. 4.100 (cf. 109-10):
Melos; Skione; 12.63 (cf. 89): Melos; Skione; Torone; D.S. 13.30.6: Skione; Melos;
Plut, Lys. 14.4: Aigina, Melos, Skione. Cf. Aristid. 32.404, 1.602 D.
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Moreover, although the status of any single Athenian as a cleruch
holding lands abroad may have had legal significance in Athens in mat-
ters such as military service and inheritance, that cleruch may have been
largely indistinguishable to the allies from any other Athenian land-
owner (once the distribution had been made). Cities presumably ac-
quired Athenian landowners through other means, such as grant to or
purchase by favored Athenians (like proxeno: and other patrons), judg-
ment or confiscation by Athenian courts ([Xen.] Ath. Pol. 1.14-15; cf.
Arist. Aves 1431, 1453-60), foreclosure on or compensation for mort-
gaged land (cf. SIG® #193), or separate purchase by Athenians, them-
selves individually wealthier through the profits of the empire. All such
transfers were perhaps equally invidious to the allies, and were thereby
rescinded and forbidden for the future en bloc by the decree of Aris-
toteles founding the Second Confederacy (/G 11° 43.25-31, 35-46).

The concept kAnpovyia necessitated a condition of continuity, since
cleruchies were emplaced in the presence of continuing allied commu-
nities. The cleruchs of the fourth century were dispatched to sites which
were settled by the Athenians during the arkhe, establishing another
mode of continuity. Starting with Lemnos, there seems to have been a
population on each site which had continued from the fifth century,
when it had coexisted with Athenian citizens. Fourth-century cleruchs
and the pre-cleruchic populations did more than simply coexist: they
appear to have formed a single community. The use of the term kAnpod-
xot for fourth-century colonists helped to convey the idea that the
fourth-century settlers were not dmowkor being dispatched to new foun-
dations, who might have dispossessed the original inhabitants. Rather,
they were settlers reclaiming earlier possessions of Athens in the com-
pany of a continuing population. The only possible exception is one
which may substantiate the rule: if the colonists sent to the Adriatic in
325/4 under the leadership of Miltiades were @motkot rather than cle-
ruchs, that might be by virtue of their dispatch toa “yirgin” site, one un-
touched by earlier Athenian settlement.?* The Adriatic colony might be

22 §1G* 305 = Tod, GHI #200 mentions the escort by Miltiades, the a:'f'zisce's of an
Athenian apoikia in the Adriatic, of epoikot (IL. 223-25). Whether the original settlg:s
were apoikoi or cleruchs is unknown. On matters of purpose and placement, see A. Gltt.l,
“La colonia Ateniese in Adriatico del 325/4 A.C,” PP 9 (1954) 16-24; L. Braccesi,
Grecita adriatica? (Bologna 1977) 286-304. There is perhaps a d_gl_i_bc__rz_atc aEterpE t.n.
harken back to earlier glories in the choice of Milltia_des of Lakiadai of the l?thl_.lﬁldfﬂ. as
oecist (16061, 166, 223-24). See Foucart 332. He was, however, _.?.j.prs}_ﬂ_!_ﬂ}:m-mﬂ!r
vidual (D.S, 20.40.5; Plut. Demetr. 14.1, cf. Davies, APF #8429.XV, p. 309).
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corroboration that fourth-century cleruchs were associated conceptually
with recolonization.

This semantic transformation, wherein fifth-century colonists be-
came fourth-century cleruchs, appears to have been, in the main, com-
pleted by the Peace of Antalkidas in 387/6. At that time, when Lemnos,
Imbros, and Skyros were recognized as Athenian possessions (Xen. HG
4.8.15; 5.1.31), the Athenians reorganized their settlement on Lemnos.
A fragmentary inscription, the surviving provisions of which deal pri-
marily with a regularization of land holdings and an adjudication of
suits therefrom, repeatedly refers to cleruchs.?” Hence, the Athenians
could not use the terms kAgpoBxot and kAgpovyia to refer to the type of
overseas landholding which they voided in the Decree of Aristoteles that
founded the Second Confederacy. They were at the time holding places
like Lemnos, which in contemporary parlance were inhabited by cle-
ruchs. The portrayal of Athens and its overseas possession as a commu-
nity of cities traditionally Athenian fits well the international climate of
the Peace of Antalkidas and its autonomy provision.

The assumption by the word kAnpotyos of its new connotation may
have occurred in a short period of time. As late as 392/1, Andocides was
arguing for peace with Sparta on the basis of a renunciation of some
external possessions in these terms: ¢pépe, aAda Xeppovnoov kat Tas
amotkias Kal T8 EykTuara kat ra xpéa iva drordBwpmer (3.15: “Well,
then, are we acting in order that we may recover the Chersonese, the
colonies, the landholdings, and the debts?”).2* Note that it is the apoi-
kiaz, correctly cited, that are at issue; they are not called kAnpovyiar, as
would be expected in later fourth-century usage. If there is a reference
to cleruchic property, it is probably incorporated within the word éy-
rkrijpara which, as has just been suggested, is a functional description.?*

2 See IG 1I* 30 in the edition of Stroud, Hesperia (1971) 146-204, esp. #23,
pp. 162-73; note lines 4, 20, 22, 33,42, 47.

* Andac. 3.12 advises the Athenians to be content with Lemnos, Imbros and Skyros:
Adjuvor 8¢ kal "IpBpow kat Tkbpov Tore (after Aigospotamoi) uew Exew Tobs Exovras,
viy 8¢ fuerépas elvar .. (“the inhabitants were holding Lemnos, Imbros, and Skryos
then [under the terms of the peace with Sparta after Aigospotamoi], but they are now
ours”).

** Diodorus presents a more ambiguous pattern of usage. D.S. 15.29.8 drew on a
source which could describe the renunciation of averseas landholdings at the foundation
of the Second Confederacy as a renunciation of cleruchies (paralleling ffth-century
usage). D.5. 15.23 4, however, speaks of general hostility among the Greeks toward the
Athenians (c. 380) on account of their cleruchies. Are these fifth-century colonies or
cleruchies?

B.2: PRACTICAL POLITICS 241

Since the Decree of Aristoteles expressly excluded foreign holdings
by the Athenians in allied cities (which neatly precluded a reintroduc-
tion of the fifth-century-style cleruchies), the Athenians could apply
relatively unthreatening cleruchic language to almost all their overseas
possessions, when they chose. In accordance with the conversion of the
category of dmoukou into that of kAnpoTixot, émrotkot previously classed as
a type of dmotkor now became a sub-category of kAnpodyot/dmowkot.
This relationship is expressly demonstrated by Poteidaia, where settlers
known by inscription to have been classified as cleruchs can also be
called émouwxor; this also seems to characterize the situation in the Cher-
sonese.?® This denomination was also appropriate for reasons which
were paralleled in the fifth-century colonies, because the Poteidaians
had invited in the Athenian settlers, so that, in a sense, they acted as
reinforcements (Tod, GHI #146.4-10). Similar thinking probably es-
tablished the epoikic character of the cleruchs on Samos.*” We may note,
however, that kAnpovyia does not appear as a term from official lan-
guage in any fourth-century document (see Table 1).

2) PracticaL PoLitics

The Athenians had already renounced their fifth-century cleruchies
by forbidding the possession of land in allied cities when they founded the
Second Confederacy. They did not, however, renounce their ancestral
colonies, now cleruchies according to current, fourth-century usage.
After all, they were holding Lemnos, Imbros, and Skyros at this very
time. As Andocides had noted in 392/1, there was a strong constituency
at Athens for campaigns to recover other fifth-century possessions (3.1 5).
Undoubtedly, a part of this constituency was composed of former col-
onists and other Athenians with interests in those locations. Therefore,
in Athenian eyes, former colonies were legitimate targets of Athenian

2 1 ibanius Decl. 17.69 can be compared with Tod, GHI #146; cf. Dem. 6.20. The
settlers can, of course, also be seen as @mroukot, for which see Dem. 6.20; cf. [Dem.] 7.10.
For the Chersonese: Liban. Arg. Dem. 8.1. On the incorporation of Poteidaia into Athe-
nian hegemony by Timotheus in 364/3: Isoc. 15.108, 113; Din. 1.14, 3.17; D.S,'IS,Sl.,é.

1 Craterus, FGH 342 F 21, cf. Zenob. 2.28 (CPG 1.40); [Plut.] Paroemiae 1.59
(CPG 1.330); Comm. dAnon. in Aris. Rhet. (ad 1395a18) CAG 21.2.128 H Rabe. Cf
Douris, FGH 76 F 96. Other references to the capture of Samos: Isoc. 15.108, 111; Din.
1.14, 3.17; Polyaen. 3.10.9-10; Nepos, Tim. 1.2; see also the references on pp- 27-29
above. For the presence of the cleruchs, ST _Gz‘_ 276; IG II’__416.4-, . 1.437.29-51,
1443.89-93, 1628.17, 109, 119, 3207.20-21; M. Schede, l5‘Au'.=.. _dcm.Hera_lon w.l-l .a_l;
mos,” MDAI 44 (1919) 1-46, esp. #4, pp. 3-4; G, K_laﬂ'enbach-,__“S_anggp.}_ie.'l.l_';.schr.lftm.lz,s.
MDAI 51 (1926) 26-40, esp. #5, pp. 36-38. See also Chapter 2,n.36; Chapter 6,n.23.
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military operations. At several points in this volume, the Athenian settle-
ments at Poteidaia, Samos, and the Chersonese have been noted as suc-
cessful examples of recolonization. On the other hand, the protracted and
ultimately exhausting struggle to recover Amphipolis shows a case where
the Athenians overstepped their resources.?® This was a struggle for colo-
nial reclamation in the same mode as the more successful initiatives just
mentioned. Moreover, the Athenians made several determined efforts to
recapture Aigina, and there is no reason to doubt that the result of such a
success would have been a recreation of an Athenian Aigina.?’

The legitimate possessors of these former holdings were (again, in
Athenian eyes) those Athenian citizens who had been dispossessed when
the cities fell to the adversaries of Athens at the end of the Peloponnesian
War. In the case of an Aigina or a Samos, the rightfully authoritative
demos had amalgamated itself with the Athenian dzmos. In the words of
Demades, Samos was an amopp@ya ‘fragment’ of the Athenian polity
(Demades fr. 28 De Falco; see Chapter 1, n. 60). It is in this very context
that Isocrates in the Panegyricus (4.107) emphasized the role of Athe-
nian cleruchies as a phulaké ‘protection’ for the territory of allied cities,
a theme which was to sound through Atthidography (as demonstrated
by Plutarch’s Pericles).”® Hence, when Demosthenes later speaks of the
capture of Samos by Timotheus in 366/5, he refers to it as a liberation
from Persian influence (15.9: 7jAevbépwae). Cleruchs and epoikoi were
considered by the Athenians the guarantors of that liberty, not an in-
fringement upon it.

As former colonies (outside Athenian control in 378) such as Samos,
Poteidaia, Amphipolis, and Aigina were considered by the Athenians to
be their possessions, Athens did not ally itself with these states within or
without the Second Confederacy. Euboia provides a test case for this
phenomenon. In our reconstruction of Athenian interventions there, one

% Amphipolis: Dem. 2.28; 23.14; f. Dem. 4.12; 5.25; 6.30; 19.22; [Dem.] 7.24,
27-28; Aesch. 2.21; Polyaen, 3.10.8. Isoc. 8.22: py yap oiecfe piire KepooBAémrny
vmep Xeppovijoov prjre ikimmon Hmép "Apdirdrews ToXeprioew, 6ray Bwow fHuds
pmderos 7@y GAXorpiwy édtepdvovs (“Do not think that either Kersobleptes, on behalf
of the Chersonese, or Philip, for Amphipolis, would go to war, when they see that we are
secking none of anyone else’s property”). In Isocrates’ fanciful suggestion of Athenian
and Macedonian cooperation to turn Amphipolis into a cleruchy, he calls his suggested
Athenian recolonizers émotxot (5.6).

8 Xen. HG 5.1.1-2, 8-12: Polyaen. 3.11.12; of. Aris. Pol. 1306a4-6. See Figueira,
RRM (1990) 36-37, 46-49.

**C.D. Hamilton, “Isocrates, /G ii? 43, Greek Propaganda and Imperialism,” Tradi-
tio 36 (1981) 83-109, esp. 95-96, 98, 105-6.

B.2: PRACTICAL POLITICS 243

notes confiscations of Hippobotic land at Khalkis, probable cleruchies at
Eretria and Karystos (perhaps again on land confiscated from the elite),
and an expulsion and colony at Hestiaia. The Euboians must have
viewed any revival of Athenian hegemonism with a cold eye. According to
Diodorus, it is only after the Athenians had renounced their cleruchies
that the Euboians (among others) joined the new alliance—for that very
reason (15.29.7-30.1; note &1 70 elpnuévyy airiav).’!

Hestiaia, however, deserves classification among the apoikiai, to
which, along with Aigina, the Athenians had not renounced their claim.
While the rest of the Euboians eagerly joined the confederacy, Hestiaia
stood aloof, out of loyalty to Sparta and enmity to Athens (D.S. 15.30.1).
Accordingly, Khabrias attacked the Hestiaians and established a fort to
deny them the use of their territory (D.S. 15.30.4-5). Yet, rather than
the natural continuation of this process toward either a subjugation of
the city or an Athenian defeat, at some point not long afterward the
Hestiaians joined the confederacy (/G 11> 43.B18). There is no trace of a
Hestiaian cleruchy. Rather, Hestiaia seems to have moved from the
category of former colony and legitimate target for reconquest to the
class of autonomous city. That very change, coupled with the change in
Athenian policy, serves to emphasize the clarity of the categories. Athe-
nian foreign policy thus demonstrated its prudence (for the moment) by
foregoing the hope of recovering Hestiaia in return for strengthening the
allegiance of its allies on Euboia and elsewhere.

As far as it goes, it is a correct position to hold that the fourth-
century cleruchies did not transgress the agreements which were con-
stituent to the formation of the Second Confederacy.>* The very scale,
however, of their earlier overseas holdings caused colonial irredentism
of the Athenians to subvert the nature of the alliance, while it techni.cally
upheld the protections for its signatories.>* The confederacy proclaimed

31 See, e.g., R. Morstein Kallet-Marx, “Athens, Thebes, and the Foundation of the
Second Athenian League,” CA 4 (1985) 127-51, esp. 130. . :

32 The position that the cleruchies infringed guarantees of autonomy associated wlt_h
the Second Confederacy has never been fully argued, to my knowledge. Fnu:;'art 396 :rlas
perhaps the first to recognize that the dispatch of cleruchs was not a violation ofG.jF -
nian engagements at the foundation of the Second Confederacgf (cf . Graote, !_JIESCB
8.282-83). J. Cargill, The Second Athenian Confederacy: Empire or Fre:e.A: wr;;g
(Berkeley 1981) 146-52, has criticized the recent statements to thc oc?ntrlary (scc Z;sp.m
n. 13). Cf, e, Sealey, Phoentx (1957) esp. 9%; T.T.B. Ryder, Kgx_r_te_-;_f:i‘;wna en
Peace and Local Independence in Ancient Greece (Oxford 1965) ‘84,_ 89

33 There were not only, of course, the actual ﬁfth-cent-u;?f m}a;pe%-?_:mt;.al_sqtht:-{p%a}ter
of the equation of all allies with colonies in certain religious settings. We find in an
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its fidelity to Greek freedom and autonomy (/G II* 43.10) and its inten-
tion to strengthen the koiné erréneé ‘common peace’ (11. 12-13). The invi-
tation to join was open to all Greeks and non-Greeks not ruled by the
King (Il. 15-18), and active diplomatic means attempted to realize this
aspiration (D.S. 15.28.2). Yet, the Athenians would not ally themselves
for the most part with their former colonial holdings, which breached
the principle of the alliance’s openness.

The Athenian right to reclaim colonies furnished an escape clause
from the rigors of the Decree of Aristoteles founding the confederacy, as
is demonstrated by Athenian intervention on Samos. The case of Samos
was clearly troubling from the start, as the démos was warned before the
sending of the cleruchs, when Kydias noted that all Greece was watch-
ing Athens’ actions.>® Despite the analogies already noted between
Samos and other cities to which the Athenians had a claim, Samos was
preeminently a polis both with a long and glorious history of indepen-
dence and with rich cultural, religious, and institutional traditions.
While the most significant political grouping during the Ionian War
had sought close political ties with the Athenian demos, after the sup-
pression of the island’s defection from the Delian League there were still
substantial forces resisting the influence of Athens. The result should
have been predictable—Samos could not settle into the role of a
Lemnos—and the sequel to the first dispatch of cleruchs was an expul-
sion which may have appeared to the Greeks in general to be a dispos-
session of the rightful inhabitants, as the proverb about an Attic paroikos
‘neighbor’ indicates (Craterus, FGH 342 F 21).

Even if the allies accepted the Athenian definition of their legiti-
mate rights abroad, the reclamation of colenies disrupted acquiescence
in Athenian authority as the Aegéman of the confederacy. Athenian irre-
dentism was profoundly disquieting to the allies as a tragic squandering

agreement with the Parians of 373/2 the re-institution of the colonial paradigm for
allies, with its tendering of phalloi to the Dionysia and of cow and panoply to the Pan-
athenaia (SV'4 268.2-6; [Prienz #52-5 for another appearance of the provision; cf.
IG 112 16?2.274-_79), According to S. Accame, La lega aleniese de IV A.C. (Rome 1941)
229-44, line 6 of SVA 268 may be restored darowkot 7]oB B1juov Tod "Abyvaiwy.

** Davies, Historia (1969) 331-32, sensibly observes that the apprehensions of
Kydiasi (Aris. Rhet. 1384b32-35) before the dispatch of the Samian cleruchs may have
been actualized in the friendly reception accorded Epaminondas’ naval foray in 364
(D.S. 15.78.4-79.2; of. Byzantion in Tod, GHI #160.10). He appealed to Chios,
Rhodes, and Byzantion in a preview of the approach made by Mausolos.
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of Athenian energies.”® Given the military capacities of the Athenians at
this time, close sieges were difficult to carry through, a fact explaining
the accolades heaped on Timotheos for taking Samos. Maritime block-
ades, interdictions, and raids were the more appropriate techniques for
achieving the surrender of a former colony. This very range of opera-
tions can be detailed in the Athenian attacks on Aigina. For the major
seafaring poleis, economic losses resulted from the interception of their
citizens and vessels, no matter how gently—and gentleness was not the
capital virtue of Athenian commanders strapped for funds—operations
were conducted. Moreover, recolonization would shift the balance of
power in the Second Confederacy toward the hegemonal state. Such
efforts distracted the Athenians from the task for which the allies had
contracted the treaty of the league with them, namely the preservation of
security and of autonomy in the Aegean.’® The drain on resources,
which the attempts, especially these against Amphipolis, necessitated,
stimulated Athenian rapacity. That expressed itself in exactions, which,
even if they spared the allies, threw general economic conditions into
confusion. An exploitation of the syntaxeis ‘monetary contributions’ of
the confederates no doubt caused resentment, even when there was a
need to tap allied money to support Athenian sailors in legitimate opera~
tions.?” That abuse, however, probably pales beside the damage caused
by the drive to recover the colonial empire and the need for money to
subsidize this project (although it may be hard for us to separate these
expenses in the present state of our evidence).

When the causation of the Social War is considered, it is easy to doc-
ument how Athenian aspirations toward the recovery of the fifth-century
colonies acted corrosively on allied identification with Athenian policy.*®
Demosthenes portrays the conjunction of the Chians, Byzantin?s, afld
Rhodians with Mausolos in the following terms: fjTtaoayTo pev yap
fpds émBovAedew atrols Xiot kal Buldvriotkat © Po"Bwa o e
Chians, Byzantines, and Rhodians accused us of having designs against

% For example, Demosthenes admonishes the Athenians not to ‘allcrw their dcsirekto
gain Spartan support for recovering Oropos to force a wrong choice about the crucial
balance of power in the Peloponnesos (15.18, ¢f. 11, 13, 16). : .

3§ N. Hornblower, Mausolos (Qxford 1981) 203-5, summarlzcs.mhe‘fmaﬂ prcb-
lems in policing the seas against piracy in general, and in particular countering Alexan-
der of Pherai. _

37 Note Dem, 8.29; Isoc. 8.29, 36, 46; 15.123; f, Plut, Phoc. 7.1-2, 11..1-_ ;

3¢ Hornblower’s chapter on Mausolos and Athens provides a careful ibalant_lng of the
initiatives of the Carian dynast and the underlying grievances of Athenian allies (Mau-
solus 183-218).
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them...”); Tod kouloacBar yap Ta Duérep’ buiv Pplovioavres Ty
favrdy ENevBeplav drolwhékaat . .. (15.15: “[the Rhodians] begrudg-
ing your getting your own property, lost their own freedom...”).?* In
other words, what appeared as the reclamation of property in Athens
seemed to be self-aggrandizement to the stronger naval allies.
Nonetheless, there are not only hints here of the attitudes of the
dissident allies, but also a sense of the force of the Athenian belief in the
justice of colonial reclamation. These points become even more apparent
when the De pace ‘On the Peace’ (Or. 8) of Isocrates, a speech written in
the midst of the Social War in 356, is considered.*® The general position
taken by the speaker is that the impulse toward a maritime arkh? has
been productive of the greatest evils for both Athens and Sparta
(8.64-66, 69, 74, 101-5, 142). To be sure, Isocrates does warn in the
same speech against excessive territoral aspirations: o pev ylp mpoc-
dokiav éumolotaLy ®s KAl TAS KTITELS Tas €V TAls mONeow koptovueda
kai TRy dtvauw avainyropefa waAw Ny WPOTEpor ETVYXAVOuEY
éxovres (8:6: “the former impart the expectation both that you will get
back your holdings in the cities and that you will recover the power
which you chanced to have previously . .. 7). A rhetorical antithesis later
in the speech points toward the same conclusion: in pursuit of empire,
the Athenians had been denied access to their own countryside, in return
for their overseas holdings (8.92: avri 8¢ ro? yewpyetr ras xwpas
aXAorpias).*! These statements appear both to be an exaggeration and
to lack the proper focus on allied grievances. Isocrates’ remark about
“possessions in the cities” suggests a complete reclamation of the cleru-
chic holdings of the fifth century, which exaggerated mainstream Athe-
nian ambitions. Nonetheless, Isocrates may well be representing the
views of a hegemonist segment of Athenian political opinion, but it was
irredentist aspirations falling well short of a recovery of cleruchic land
which had motivated the suspicions of the allies. Isocrates is notably
careful about including a direct equation between the condemned impe-
rialist impulse and the recovery of colonial holdings. Timotheos’ re-
covery of Samos is praised effusively in the Antidosis (Or. 15), which

3% See the useful discussion of G.L. Cawkwell, “Notes on the Failure of the Second
Athenian Confederacy,” [HS 101 (1981) 40-55, esp. 52-55.

*0 See most recently J. Davidson, “Isocrates Against Imperialism: An Analysis of De
Pace,” Historia 39 (1990) 20-31,

ALCE 30: pn T@Y dAAotplev; 34: 70 AaBelv i Tdy alorplwy; 84: ThY B¢
alXorpéwy, which has the appearance of a “code phrase”.
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appeared just a few years later, in 354/3.%* Even in De pace, Isocrates
can speak enthusiastically about recovering the Chersonese (8.22, 24).

De pace was an attack on Khares. Cawkwell notes in conjunction
with 8.6 a badly confused statement on the outbreak of the Social War in
the anonymous Hypothesis to the speech. It alludes to an attempt by
Khares to capture Amphipolis, which is represented in pejorative terms
as an effort to enslave (karadovAacagfar) an autonomous (adTovo-
povuevny) city. The Hypothesis then links the attempt on Amphipolis
with an attack on the Chians, Rhodians, and other allies. Khares was
actually sent to the Chersonese in 357, as Cawkwell observes (Dem.
23.173; cf. Aesch. 3.85).** According to our understanding of the
broader process of disruption engendered by the reclamation of colonies,
if the author of the Hypothesis is drawing from a lost anti-Athenian
account of the outbreak of the Social War, it is possible that collateral
damage to the citizens of Chios, Byzantion, and Rhodes, caused by the
effort to recover Amphipolis, was treated there as a series of deliberate
acts of aggression against the naval states within the confederacy.

To the Chersonese, Cawkwell adds Amphipolis; both places be-
longed to the claims to ownership begrudged (in the Demosthenic/Athe-
nian view) or suspected (from their own perspective) by the naval
states.** The active pursuit of the recovery of Amphipolis began in
368/7 (Aesch. 2.27-28; Dem. 23.149).*° Cawkwell finds the first si‘gn (_;f
allied disquiet in the Mytilenean embassy to Athens of 368, which is
reflected in an Athenian decree (Tod, GHI #131). To Amphipolis and
the Chersonese, Samos should surely be added as a most sensitive Athe-
nian claim to an earlier holding, especially when we remember the
troubled unravelling of the original settlement of the cleruchs among a
population of remaining Samians. .

After the initial expedition to establish the Samian cleruchy, there
were perhaps two waves of reinforcements, one in 362/1 (ZAesch. 1.53)
and a second in 352/1 (Philochorus, FGH 328 F _154). That first
group of reinforcements may have disrupted the relations between the

42 See the citations in n. 27 in this chapter.

3 Note Cawkwell, JEHS (1981) 52. o G

44 Cawkwell, JHS (1981) 52-54. See the passages on Amp.:.hrpohs in n. 28 in this
chapter; Dem. 23.153, 156, 158, 160 on Athenian ambitions in-the Flhcrsonc;g, Note
also the term 74 Spuérepa in Dem. 4.7, a code-phrase for c‘o]oniﬁtl ho}dmgs; cf 836

45 The claims to Amphipolis and the Chersonese were recogh ze@ by a Grt_:_ek..{l!;ggir_‘;;f
no later than 369: Amphipolis: Aesch. 2.32; Dem. 19.2 53; [Dem] 729,({ Dtmé 5. -0 1;
Chersonese: Dem. 9.16. See Accame, Lega 155‘—_5?;- G.L. Cawkwell, The Commo
Peace of 366/5 B.C.,” CQ 11 (1961) 80-86, esp. 80-82.
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pre-cleruchic Samians and the cleruchs. It is possible that the expulsion
of Samian citizens which provides the corroborating detail in the expla-
nation of the proverb parotkos Attikos (Craterus, FGH 342 F 21; Dou-
ris, FGH 76 F 96) is to be connected with the second wave of rein-
forcements in 352 /1 (Philochorus, FGH 328 F 154).4¢

The first reinforcements may have intensified allied doubts over the
propriety of the cleruchy, even among those allies who had initially ac-
quiesced in its establishment as a necessary step to protect the eastern
Aegean against satrapal interference. Furthermore, some Samians may
have become restive in reaction when they saw the disaffection of the
Chians, Rhodians, and Byzantines. Nepos does in fact report a move-
ment against Athenian control of Samos (7im. 3.1), and it is certain that
the rebels launched a major attack on the island (D.S. 16.21.2-3), which
imposed a blockade that had to be broken by Athenian forces (Frontinus,
Strat. 1.4.14).*" Attempts by pre-cleruchic Samians to join the gtnerai
movement against the Second Confederacy may have been suppressed by
the cleruchs and Athenian forces, serving to justify (to the Athenians) the
expulsionin 352/1. Attic colonies were in any case primary targets of the
rebel fleet during the Social War; note D.S. 16.21.2: "IuBpov pév ka
Afjuvov otoas "Abnraiwy émopbnoay . . . moAdas de¢ kat dAAas vijrovs
ovoas v’ 'Afnvaiovs kakomoujoavres xpruara flpoirav els Tas Tod
molépov xpeias (“they ravaged Imbros and Lemnos, which belonged to
the Athenians . . . raiding many other islands under Athenian control,
they gathered money for the necessities of war”).

It is not an exaggeration to see the Athenians as faced with a choice
o_f two modes of naval hegemony in the Aegean, one a hegemony exer-
cised with the collaboration of the commercial and naval states, and the
other a hegemony over a far-flung network of recovered colonies. The
allure of the lost colonial holdings of the fifth-century empire must have
been strong indeed, to impel them toward the disasters of the Social War

¢ If Hereward, 4/4 (1956) 172-74, is correct that IG 112 1952 is not connected with
the Samian eleruchy, another, otherwise unattested, cleruchy must have existed in the
fourth century. If that were so, it would have an incalculable effect on allied perceptions
of Athenian recolonization.

*7See Shipley, Samos 155-57, who suggests that an attack of Iphikrates on the Sa-
mian countryside is to be associated with the allied attack on the island (Polyaen.
3.9.3‘6_). If he were correct, the nature of Iphikrates® actions would certify that rebel
Sg;‘mans who occupied a significant slice of territory were cooperating against the Athe-
nians in the Social War. :
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and the war over Amphipolis. Yet, the strong impulse to recover Amphi-
polis had its foundation in memories of the rich flow of revenues which
had come from that city to Athens before its fall to Brasidas. It would
have been better to face Philip II from the start with the help of the Rho-
dians, Chians, and Byzantines rather than to conduct a war to recolo-
nize Amphipolis. The cause of Amphipolis not only contributed to the
Social War, but, as it was the unrealized goal of Athenian irredentism,
led the city ever onward in continuing efforts so wrongheaded that it is
astonishing that the struggle was carried to the point of fiscal exhaustion
(cf. Dem. 10.37) after 1500T had been spent (Isoc. 7.9; 8.19; Dem. 3.28
with scholia; [Dem.] 13.27; Aesch. 2.71).

Nonetheless, the motivations for the attempts at a recovery of the
fifth-century colonies were deeply embedded in the Athenian social
order. The Athenians reacted to their economic circumstances after the
Persian War by turning their backs in the mid-fifth century on the eco-
nomic opportunities of their leadership in the Delian League. It fell to
the metics and xenoi to exploit the new chances for entrepreneurship.
The Athenian economy differentiated, but only insofar as it was a com-
posite Athenian/metic organism. One outcome of this process is too
notorious to need much comment, namely the éuutofos dfjpos. As has
already been observed, the recreation of replicas of late archaic and early
classical Attica abroad in the Athenian colonies, established on confis-
cated territory, was another facet of politicization. Irredentism drove a
wedge between the Athenians and their natural allies among the com-
mercial cities who wanted tranquillity of the seas and guarantees of
their own autonomy. The exhaustion of Athenian military and mone-
tary power after the Social War was the true cost of the failure to re-
nounce the politicization implemented through colonization. Sadly, the
Athenians had come to that fork in the path of their economic develop-
ment so long before the 360s and 350s that it is not surprising that they
lacked the willpower to embark upon a different policy.*?

48 Lest my condemnation be too extreme, it is worth noting how feeble the proposed

alternatives were. It would have been preposterous to follow Isocrates in his belief that

peace (which had much to recommend it for other reasons) wc_mid have go_t.tt?n._ back
Amphipolis and the Chersonese (8.22). Xenophon in the Poros of 355/4 criticizes a
policy of injustice toward the cities (1.1), but essentially o

ffers just another set of political
schemes for subsidizing citizenship (and mostly slow-working ones at that).
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ENDNOTE: The Origin of the Metic Status

Whitehead ({deology 140-48) presents the generally accepted view that the
status of metic was probably an innovation of the Cleisthenic reforms. Caution
is warranted, as the relevant evidence for metics before 451 is not without
complications. A funerary inscription from 510-500 appears on the surface to
offer evidence for the existence of the metic status in this period (P.A. Hansen,
Carmina epigraphica graeca [Berlin 1983] #58, pp. 37-38; cf. SEG 22 [1967]
#79). Anaxilas of Naxos is described as follows in 1. 3: Nayeio 8v rieokow
"A@evdior peréowkoy . .. (Baba, corr. perdowor). Yet, perdoikos may have its
original, non-technical meaning of ‘immigrant’ or ‘settler’. That the Athenians
were honoring Anaxilas—a Peisistratid immigrant or mercenary(?)—for his
sophrosuné ‘moderation’ and arefé ‘virtue’ may suggest that he fell in combat in
the first years after the fall of the tyranny, at a time when his status was still
unclear. That he had not yet received a deme assignment is as likely a surmise
as that a class of metics existed at this time. See also F. Willemsen, “Archai-
schen Grabmalbasen aus der Athener Stadtmauer,” MDAI 78 (1963) 104-53,
esp. #11, pp. 141-45 (ed. prin.); K. Baba, “On Kerameikos Inv. I 388 (SEG
XXII, 79): A Note on the Formation of the Athenian Metic Status,” BSA 79
(1974) 1-5.

If the “Themistokles Decree” is to be treated as a combination and rework-
ing of the provisions of genuine decrees, the fact that it contains the phrase Tobs
Eévolus Tobs oikovvras *Abnuijor (Meiggs-Lewis #23.7, with 1. 13, 30) may
suggest the absence of mefoikot as an official denomination in the 480s. That
point might still hold even if we deal here with nothing more than a learned
fabrication. The decree of the deme Skambonidai, which dates before 460, men-
tions that the metics are to participate in the meal connected with the sacrifice to
the hero Leon (/G I° 244.C8; see also LSCG #10, pp. 18-21). Whether these
metics were equivalent to Periclean metics is unknown. This apparently gener-
ous gesture may not have been reflective of general practices, but may indicate a
special dispensation by the demesmen of Skambonidai for the immigrants living
in their district.

For the earlier aliens, one may compare Aristotle’s statement that Kleis-
thenes included foreign and slave metics in the tribes (Pol. 1275b34-39; cf. Ath.
Pol. 21.4) and Diodorus’ statement that Themistokles passed atelia for the
metics (D.S. 11.43.3). The wars of Cleisthenic Athens and the Persian Wars
probably created a sequence of enfranchisements which made the period of per-
manent residence by aliens (who intended to stay) in Attica a relatively short
one. Hence a vagueness about resident alien status may have existed but may
also have been non-problematical. It may well be, then, that both the imper-
meability of citizenship from the metic class and the expectation that a consid-

erable number of such persons would be permanently in residence was an inno-
vation of mid-century.

APPENDIXES

A. MYTILENE

It is difficult to discuss the Mytilenean cleruchy in the context of an appendix
without the appearance of dogmatism, but its critical place in arguments on
Athenian colonization forces such an effort. One must start from the provision
made by the Athenian government that the Lesbians were to farm the kléro:
assigned to the cleruchs for a set annual rent. Whether this was an unusual or a
customary practice in cleruchies is not eertain, but it still needs to be explained.
Allowing each landholder to manage his property was otherwise the normal
arrangc;ncm for allotted land in both annexations and colonies (as far as we can
discern from the surviving evidence). The reason for havir_lg_ t_he Lesbians f arm
the land was presumably to free the cleruchs for other activities. The Att_u:man
government’s provision for this contracting may have been intended to insure
that just this result took plac, i.e,, it insured that no cler_uch}ransgressed the
popﬁlar will by becoming involved in the cultivation of his kléros. Yet, the at-
traction in this mass organization of cultivation wou‘ld ais(_) have been that it
was adminstratively simple, and avoided the cleruch’s having to exercise any
managerial function regarding his kléros. A contracting arrangement Ithat is
prcdi;ated both on freeing the hands of the cleruch am? on minimizing his
managerial responsibilities implies an absentee ownership and enjoyment of
the klzros. See Chapter 6, section A.1.

The absentee ownership of the Lesbian cleruchs appears to have been
compatible with the status of cleruch. To believe otherwise is to conwcfi Thu;y-
dides of unacceptable abbreviation in 3.50.2. Hence thegc cleruchs (?nh pro E-
bly cleruchs in general) were not chiefly garrisons for t_he places of the estab-
lishment of their cleruchies. Twenty-seven hundred is, in any case, t00 lar}gl_e}al.
garrison for any single position in the arkhe, let alone d1safrmed Mytilene w 1;:)
had had 1000 of its leading classes executed (the assertion to the cgntl:ar}rthy
Meiggs 261 is unsupported). The performance of the rebel forcias urmf c.;i
actual campaign shows that the 1000 exec_uted must repre;ent a“ g.rget pr ;; =
tion of the total hoplite strength of Mytilene. See J. Wllscmg,] trategy
Tactics in the Mytilene Campaign,” Historia 31 (1981) 144—61’; o

Attempts to find traces of later military intervention by ; £ et
ruchs are unconvincing. Compare, for the attacks of the Myti en;,;nz o3_g?5 1
on their city’s former possessions on the mainland, Thue. 4.52, t;l a;t ml:l.S:I
where it is a tribute-collecting force, supplemented by allied ‘;mfps S nuy
intervene; for the revolt of Methymna in 412, Thuc. 8.22-23; ;tl]“mns e
Eresos and elsewhere, Thuc, 8.100.3-5, whef‘e.a squadron frozm38‘ s
venes; for the events sm“rol.mdcilnijr xggzir'éo;:sianl,;::;:&f{g lxigél:i;g..s:xggestz i
der’s subjugation of the island, gt SR e B
the ¢pouima of Thuc. 8.100.3 at Mytilene @upotpav vrer ,-f‘?}ﬂ:f”;*f::;m)
at Methymna in Xen. HG 1.6.13, 15 (ravs e ey () ;{;:f,‘;ﬁ Gf‘e ond
should be considered cleruchs. See HCT 2.328-29; Jones 174705 LI
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Sinclair 516; Schuller 23-24 n. 81. Cf. Gauthier, “Lesbos” esp. 65; Erxleben,
Klio (1975) 99-100; Wagner, Kleruchien 22-25 (cleruchs withdrawn during
the Sicilian campaign).

Indeed, a factor militating in favor of mandated absentee ownership, and
for the specific conditions for cultivation by the Lesbians in return for rent, may
have been the cleruchs’ inability to cultivate the &/gr0i (even if they chose to),
because they were needed for service elsewhere with Athenian forces. The es-
tablishment of the Lesbian cleruchy during time of war and its relative distance
from Attica distinguished it from the cleruchies founded ¢. 450; the settlers in
the latter may have spent more time on their k/éroi. The 2 mnai annual rent to
the Lesbian cleruchs may be the minumum income for a member of the zeugite
census class, which provided hoplites (Jones 7, 169 with 142 n. 50; Gauthier,
“Lesbos” 74-77). The provision for such pay would be especially useful, if the
cleruchs were liable to call-up with their tribal regiments for general service
(see above Chapter 6, section B.2).

Moreover, we should hold (with A.W. Gomme, “IG I? 60 and Thucydides
II1 50.2,” in G.E. Mylonas and D. Raymond eds., Studies Presented to David
Maore Robinson [St. Louis 1951-1953] 2.334-39) that IG I 66-67 (which
Gomme dates to winter 425/4 by virtue of Arist. Eq. 830-35) cancels the cle-
ruchy by restoring to the Mytileneans their autonomy (66.11) and returning
their land (66.11-12, 18; 67.3-4). The clause with ¥és drrawddolow
(66.25-27) perhaps signals the terms under which cleruchs exchanged their
rights to their holdings in return for certain considerations (cf. Thuc. 4.81.2).
The phrase éyovras or oikévras wdvra ta] odlerépal avrd(y, which Tod
(GHI #63, pp. 135-36; followed by Gomme) restored in 1. 12, contributes to
the same conclusion, In general, see also Schuller 24 n. 82; Brunt 82-84. See,
more recently, S. Cataldi, “La restituzione della terra ai Mitilenesi e le rinno-
vate fupfBolat tra Atene e Mitilene,” ASNP 6 (1976) 15-33. Contrast Meritt,
AJP (1954) 362-68, which minimizes the scale of the changes envisaged in this
document, relegating them to a period of adjustment at the founding of the

cleruchy (one connected with the decision to lease the land back to the cleruchs).
See also G.E.M. de Ste.-Croix, “The Character of the Athenian Empire,” His-
foria 3 (1954-1955) 1-41, esp, 18 n, 4.

The autonomy mentioned here and the reinstatement of sumbolai ‘recip-
rocal economic agreements’ are incommensurate with an expropriation on the
scale of this cleruchy, which must have affected many more than the survivors
of the executed elite (note D.S. 12.55.10). See HCT 2.329-32, where a reflec-
tion of the generous terms is also seen in Arist. Eg. 830-35, to which may be
added Antiphon 5.77: 7ols 3 dAXots MuTihavaiows Gdewar édwkare olkely THY
oderépar atrdy (“you gave immunity to the rest of the Mpytileneans to inhabit
their own land”). Cf. also Erxleben, Kfio (1975) 93, Beister 406. Moreover, if
1G 12 67 is truly a treaty between Mytilene and Athens, it would prove to be
mportant evidence in favor of the substance of the grant of autonomy to the
Mytileneans, as it might be taken to imply the restoration of a Mytilenean
military establishment (see Chapter 6, n. 25 above). '
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The revolt of Mytilene forever altered the relations between the Athenians
and Lesbians. Even when Mytilene recovered its autonomy, it was not the pow-
erful state which it had been previously. The first choice of the Athenians for
punishment had been an andrapodismos, which would in all probability have
been followed by a colonization of the island. The next choice was to subsidize a
large number of citizens as cleruchs. If my interpretation is correct, they then
chose to set other obligations in return for the termination of the cleruchy in
IG 1% 66. Finally, IG I 67 may have arranged some of the further duties of
autonomous Mytilene. After the fatal decision to revolt, the Athenians were
bound to be indemnified and assured of the future support of the Mytileneans.
That constant disposition explains both the briefness of Thucydides’ treatment
of their actions after the revocation of the andrapodismos, and his failure to
mention the later Athenian dispositions for Lesbos: it belongs to matters which
he expected his audience to take for granted. (Cf. jonca: 1?5—?6 for an argument
against substantial changes on the grounds of Thucydides’ silence.)

B. LEMNOS

For Miltiades’ capture of Lemnos, one may consult Hdt. 6.136.2, 140. Imbros
is less well attested. It is assumed that its history during the classical period
paralleled that of Lemnos, with which it is often linked (e.g., Hdt. 6.41.2;
Thue. 3.5.1; Xen. HG 4.8.15; 5.1.31). It is possible, however, that Iml.:rros was
kept at this time in the possession of Miltiades IT, when Lemnos was given over
to the Athenians (Hdt. 6.41.2; D.S. 10.19.6; Nepos M_z!.ﬁ. 1,5‘, 2.4-5). The ear-
liest evidence on the political status of the Lemnians is provided by a casua_lty
list found on Lemnos, which must be dated before the Persian \:’Vars, that lists
the dead by Cleisthenic tribes (/G XII Suppl. 337). See C. Picard ar:’d A.J.
Reinach, “Voyage dans la Chersonése et aux'ﬂes de la mer de Thrace,” BCH
36 (1912) 275-352, esp. 329-38. This notation could suggest th{«lt the Lem-
nians still considered themselves to be Athenians, but whether in turn thi.lt
would indicate a claim to be Athenian citizens (belongil}g to the Clelsthc_mc
tribes of Attica) or merely Athenian in a cultural and religious sense (b_elongmg
to Cleisthenic tribes of Lemnos) is indeterminable. Mqreover t_he altlttjde to-
ward such a claim to citizenship on the part of the Athenians themselves is quite
uncertain. . _

A contemporary dedication at Olympia b‘y the Athenians of ipmls [rgm
Lemnos can be brought into the diseussion: f\&?pamt Tov &y Aqn_,-[u]_. ee
E. Kunze, “Eine Waffenweihung der Athener in Qiyr{lpla, in Festschrift fu:i‘
Carl Weickert (Berlin 1955) 7-21. To this n_iedicgtl?n may lz)e 5;;3mpeli1rreh
another from the Acropolis with a fragmentary inscription (IG;I 453), w gf
will, however, accommodate the restoration: [—n—avfﬂia}av &y AEEF'W}S 93)-
AG Bather, “The Bronze Fragments of the AIE:[‘Opl:illS, JHS 13 (1892_'Athe'-‘-
124-30, #48, p. 128. Once again an implicit claim that the Le_mn:-_a_lls_are e
nians might be understood here. It is also noteworthy hof,f:much Iﬁ:l;;ri ;:1:riié¥'
Athenian the Lemnians present themselves when compared with ¢
settlers in the Chersonese (Paus. 6.19.6).
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This line of reasoning, however; has been challenged by Jeffery, LSAG
299-300, who postulates a non-attested (Lhough not, of course, impossible or
even perhaps unlikely) participation of Athenian troops in aid of Miltiades’
seizure of the island. She points to the possibility that the casualty list and the
Hecatompedon inscription (/G I? 4) were inscribed by the same hand. The
casualties on Lemnos and the dedicators of the spoils are then Athenians of
Attica not of Lemnos. In response, one might argue that recent colonists to
Lemnos might have had an experienced Athenian stone-cutter supply the
Olympian and Acropolis dedications at the same time. Moreover, a newly dis-
covered inscription makes it likely that these Athenians will have been colonists
to Lemnos and not just Athenian troops aiding in the capture of the island (4R
[1985-1986] 17; Ergon [1984] 54-55). The inscription is on a Corinthian
helmet dedicated to Nemesis found at Rhamnous: “Pauvéoiot ot év Aéuvolt
alve[fecav Nepléoer. Surely the simplest understanding of the dedication is
that it was made by a group of Athenians from Rhamnous—the deme of
Philaidai was also in the northeast of Attica—who had joined Miltiades” expe-
dition and shared in its victory. They stayed on at Lemnos, but their self-identi-
fication as Rhamnousians must mean that they still thought of themselves as
Athenians. Once again the Athenian perspective on the issue is lacking,
although all these dedications imply a considerable degree of acquiescence in
these Lemnian self-representations.

The case of Antidoros of Lemnos, who deserted from Xerxes to the Greeks
at Artemision and received an estate on Salamis (Hdt. 8.11.3), adds little more
on this point save that Antidoros ended up as an Athenian citizen. Did he move
from one area where the inhabitants claimed an Athenian identity to a depen-
dency of Attica where citizenship was conceded? See Moggi, ASNP (1978)
1301-11. None of this evidence conflicts with the judgment presented in my
main argument that the precise status of Athenian colonists was fluid in this
period. Typologically, the Lemnian settlers may be classified with the other
colonists in the patronal foundations of archaic Athenian colonizers. Nonethe-
less, they belong chronologically and in the understanding of their Athenian
personality to the period of Athenian regional expansion, during which the
inhabitants of newly-incorporated territories received a form of civic status in

Athens. A similar dispensation may have been the expectation of the Lemnians.

For' the status of the Lemnians and Imbrians from 480-50, there is the
evidence of the tribute lists, where the Lemnians appear first as a unit—they
are later split between their two communities, the Hephaisties and the Myri-
naioi. Their appearance on the tribute lists (/G I?> 261.1.3 [452/1]) seems to
show that these Lemnians were not Athenian citizens. A further complication is
that the Lemnians were colonists and yet paid tribute. Cleruchies appear to
have exempt from the tribute system. See, e.g., A. Kirchhoff, “Uber die Tribut-
pflichtigkeit der attischen Kleruchen,” APAW (1873) 1-35; Graham 177. If
the colonists at places like Aigina, Amphipolis, Brea, and Skyros remained citi-
zens, it may be by virtue of the presence of Athenians retaining citizenship that
these communities were non-tributary (and not merely by virtue of their coloni-
al character). In contrast, tribute payers like Erythrai, Notion, and Kolophon
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appear to be colonies without the participation of citizens. Hence the non-tribu-
tary status of imperial colonies becomes probative for deciding negatively on the
citizenship of the Lemnians before 450. Cf. Ehrenberg, “Colonies” 135-37.
The Imbrians are missing from the tribute lists of 454-50, so that they conceiv-
ably were classed with the Chersonese with its higher assessment before 448.
See Meiggs 424. The Imbrians are later recorded as paying tribute of 3300 dr.
(IG 1* 265.11.112) and 1T (270.V.36). :
We have read Thue. 7.57.2 to indicate that the Lemnians and Imbrians
were Athenian colonists and have identified them with those providing contin-
gents of troops during the Peloponnesian War. In connection with these troops,
a casualty list, /G I* 947, may be noted. Here, under a heading, AHMNIQN
EI" MYPIN[HZ], the Lemnian dead are listed under the names of Cleisthenic
tribes. They are probably non-citizen colonists. On the casualty lists of Lem-
nians, see Bradeen, CQ (1969) 149. s
That the Lemnians paid tribute of 9T in 454-50 (IG I° 261.1.3 [452/1]),
and the Hephaisties and Myrinaioi thereafter separately paid 4% T (265.1.96,
I1.111, 113 [447/6]; 268.V.31 [444/3]) has been taken to suggest the dispatch
of cleruchs (Kirchhoff, APAW [1873] 30-35; ATL 3.46-47; see also Graham
178-80). Another Lemnian casualty list, /G I* 948, assumes a different f’ormat
from JG 12 947. Here the dead are under tribal heading, sub-headed Aqjuptot.
This document might be an excerpt from an Athenian casualty list containing
Lemnians who had Athenian citizenship. One of them was probab ly ]E.uan‘}c_tos?
known from a late fifth-century hypothecary horos (M. Segre, “Iscrizioni
Greche di Lemno,” ASAA 15-16 [1932-1933] 289-314, #12, pp. 306-9; REG
[1949] BE #135). Cf. A.J. Graham, “The Fifth-Century Cleruchy on Lem-
nos,” Historia 12 (1963) 127-28. i _
It remains an open question, however, whether the citizen Lemnians wel:e
a favored group of the earlier settlers or new settlers dispatched dur'mglt e
empire. The historical context might urge assent for the former alternative. li is
unlikely that political changes at Lemnos (to be _agsomated w;th a cleruc yj
would have been needed because of the so-called crisis of the empire (c9nnecFe
with the movement of the treasury in 454): there can never have been dlsserisgo;
there (it was later a location for sequestering Samian hostages: ‘Thuc. 1_.1 1:
D.S. 12.27.2; cf. Meiggs-Lewis #56.4) and there were no gnu-A"chemando zt
garchs to dispossess. But a reinterpretation of Athenian mtlzgnshqfa atten ar;f
on the citizenship law of 451/0 might have led to the reevaluation ‘(: a gr%ul{)ere
Lemnians capable of proving citizenship even under the new criteria. i
was then no cleruchic community on Lemnos but rather Atl_'leman t_:ltl;gnsce -
Euainetos) living among allies, as eistherF in the ark'h& The 1n21h :ns o
individual recognitions of claims to citizenship by Lcllnmans was p:raterl) o
even, so that it now made sense to assess the two Lemman. towns ét;p Nessgﬁmﬁf
ATL 3.292: Graham 179-80; Meiggs 424-25 for a clerutifY- - AN _
> “Colonies” 135-36 applies the térm
n. 3, pp. 127-28. Although Ehrenberg, - R
“municipal cleruchy” to Lemnos in the Periclean period, it is hard to jus

e : Y ruchs of the fourth-century had
a characterization. The explicitly declared cleruchs &gft hal: t;)-l'e_ Sl

some features in common with Roman munictpid,
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cleruchy’ is best reserved for them. The first, to my knowledge, to make the
comparison explicitly was Foucart (380-81).

C. KHALKIS

Despite Herodotus’ reference to the colonists at Khalkis as cleruchs, it is diffi-
cult to equate them with the cleruchs of imperial Athens, who received k/éroi
assisting them to hoplite status. For a start, let us note 5.77.2: pikijoavres d¢ kal
TouTOoVS TeTpakiayAlovs KATpoty ovs emt TOV inmofoTéwmy 1] Xwpn Aelmovay
(“conquering these [the Khalkidians], they left 4000 cleruchs on the land of the
I‘Iﬂippobotai”);r 6.1{).(}.1: TOVS TeTpaktoythliovs kAnpovyéovras T@y immoBo-
TEWY Xa)\fué:}emv v xopny (“the 4000 men holding in allotment the land of
the Khalkidian Hippobotai”). M.B. Wallace reminds me (per ep.) that the
4000 of ¢. 506 and the 4000 of 490 cannot be the same people, as they are
separated by 16 years. This suggests that the number 4000 was a conventional
figure for a levy of the whole community of Khalkis. Not only would this be by
far the largest cleruchy or colony, but their number, 4000, is larger than 01’123
would have expected, given the population of Athens c. 506. Allowing Herodo-
tus to round his figure up to 4000 and to include the youngest and the oldest
does not give us much help, as we would still be left with 3000 + “cleruchs”.
Any such judgment is largely subjective, but a number over 2000 looks prob-
lematical. There were, after all, no more than 10,000 Athenian hoplites at
Marathon (note Justin 2.9.9; Nepos Milt. 5.1, both probably drawn from
Ephorus; cf. Paus. 4.25.5, 10.20.2), and they are likely to have been drawn
from an unusually wide range of individuals. It is hard to believe that 4000 of
them could have been from Khalkis alone.

Moreover, in the crisis context of Marathon, it is also hard to believe that
the Khalkidian hoplites were not among the 10,000 at Marathon, i.e., that they
were not used at all. One may also consider that the number of Khalkidian
Ihopl{tes at .Plataliia was only 400 (Hdt. 9.28.5). One remedy would be to
imagine a situation where cleruchs received thetic allotments, but that would
mcreiy add to a list of the disparities with the imperial cleruchies. Moreover
tht?re is the difficulty of thinking that Athens ¢. 506 could afford to send 400{3;
citizens of any class off to Euboia. The settlers at Khalkis still had responsibil-
ities to the Athenian state, as they were ordered to march in aid of the Eretrians
(Hdt. 6.100.1); this fact implies the existence of a satellite community similar to
those on the northern frontier of Attica which are investigated in Chapter 5
section B above.

_The cleruchs’ relationship with the Khalkidians is also hard to account
for, if these are cleruchs like those of imperial Athens. How could so many
cleruchs have taken up residence on a city’s territory (as Herodotus states that
these cleruchs did) without absorbing or fusing with that pre-existing commu-
nity? T.herc is, after all, no indication that all the Khalkidians had been ex-
pelled, Just that the property of the Hippobotai was expropriated. In the other
known cleruchies (as on Lesbos), difficulties in envisaging how mundane activi-
ties such as buying and selling or public safety were conducted and supervised
in a cleruchic setting may be deflected by supposing that the majority of the

3
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cleruchs were not present at one time and that the non-Athenian community
was much larger. So the Athenians who were present utilized the services of the
larger surviving non-Athenian community. That will not, however, work for a
large resident community of 4000 Athenians at Khalkis. Cf. Beister 405; for a
closer approximation of the Lesbian cleruchy by the Khalkidian cleruchy, see
Gauthier, “Clérouquies” 70-71.

In response to these difficulties, a reconstruction of the Khalkidian “cleru-
chy” should exploit its dissimilarities from the mid-fifth-century cleruchies.
The settlement at Khalkis was a reestablishment of Khalkis with the status of a
satellite community adjoining Attica. Khalkis was a self-administered entity
whose citizens possessed some variety of duties and presumably rights in Attica.
The Plataians and the Eleutherians would then be relevant parallels. In their
expedition to aid the Eretrians at the time of Marathon, the Khalkidians are
deseribed by Herodotus as Athenians, which they would have been, but only in
the same sense as were the Eleutherians (Hdt. 6.100.2-3). The new Khalkis
combined Athenian newcomers with members of the pre-existing Khalkidian
démos (like Salamis?), all settled on and sharing the confiscated lands of the
Hippobotai, the Khalkidian aristocracy. One might conclude that Herodotus
may then have mistaken the whole male population of Khalkis for its Athenian
and hoplite component. Before we charge him with error, however, it should be
noted that he does not call the cleruchs Athenians when they are left at Khalkis
(5.77.2), and that the appellation “Athenians” for the inhabitants of a satellite
community may well have been correct.

Four thousand would be a reasonable size for a levy en masse of the new
community, mobilized on behalf of Eretria. Not all need to have been hoplites,
since even light-armed troops could help defend the impressive fortifications of
that city. The same 4000 men would nicely fill the 20 Athenian triremes loaned
to the Khalkidians for the campaigning season of 480 (Hdt. 8.1.2,46.2). In 490,
after they received their warning at Eretria, the Khalkidians withdrew to the
next nearest Attic dependency, namely to Oropos (Hdt. 6.100.3), where some of
them may have waited out the war, helping to defend Oropos. Others may have
returned to guard the city of Khalkis itself. The hoplites of Athenian derivation
out of the 4000 might even have served in their original faxeis at Marathon.
This pattern of deployment would explain why Herodlotus does not mention
any Khalkidian presence at the battle or anywhere else in the campaign.

With the great increase in the morale of the démos z}ttendant on Marath(?n
(Ath. Pol. 22.3), many Khalkidians of Athenian derivation may have stayed in
Attica or have filtered back during the 480s. At the same time, some of the
Hippobotai must have recovered their positions at Khalkis, because the_:y were
later expelled once again by Perikles, and the early 480s are thg most likely
context for the Athenians, distracted by the failures at Aigina apd-. }’amf:, to
have permitted this. Yet, Khalkis remained aligned-tvit.h Attica, w;.th its s;ﬂors
manning those 20 Athenian ships against Xerxes in 4.8(_]..111 th‘gsc years, th
indigenous Khalkidian démos, remaining Athenian settlers, .a-rsd. t.he: returning
Hippobotai may have all have been players in a complex (albeit unknown to
us) political interplay.
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The attempt to draw Khalkis and other Euboian cities closely into the
orbit of Athens is probably reflected in the fact that some or all Euboians pos-
sessed the special dispensation of the right of intermarriage with Athenians
(beginning at an unknown date: perhaps 451/0 or 431/0), even after the prom-
ulgation of the Periclean citizenship law. That may reflect an earlier admixture
of Athenian citizens (Lys. 34.3). Nevertheless, like many descendants of the
sixth-century settlers on Lemnos, any descendants of the Khalkidian settlers do
not seem to have had their citizenship recognized in the period of Perikles. Cf.
Green and Sinclair 520 n. 31.

In conclusion, the Athenian dispositions at Khalkis ¢. 506 were intended to
create a satellite community, which was augmented by Athenian settlers, Even
if we accept Herodotus’ terminology as correctly (and non-anachronistically)
applied, Khalkis was still not a cleruchy in the sense in which the term was
employed both by Thucydides and by the Atthidographers (via Plutarch) for
Naxos, Andros, and Lesbos.

As for a later cleruchy on the site of Khalkis, one founded by Tolmides (or
Perikles), for instance, the evidence does not stand in its favor. The “Chalcis
Decree” (IG I® 40.52-57) provides no evidence for the existence of cleruchs at
Khalkis. Cleruchs can hardly have been the xenoi whose existence is implied
here, the ones paying taxes in Athens and thereby exempt from the force of the
requirement established in these lines to pay tax at Khalkis. See U. von Wila-
mowitz-Moellendorff, Aus Kydathen (Berlin 1880) 87-88; f. ATL 3.297;
Brunt 88; Meiggs 567. D. Whitehead, “JG 12 39: ‘Aliens’ in Chalcis and Athe-
nian Imperialism,” ZPE 21 [1976] 251-59) argues that the xenoi who pay tax
at Athens were not Attic metics, but were Athenian citizens—resident aliens in
Khalkis—and so also not cleruchs. I should not go so far as he has in treating
them as stigmatized by virtue of their residence in Khalkis, since there is no
assurance that the same individuals did not also hold property and possess resi-
dences in nearby Attica, from which they discharged their Athenian civic
duties—oixdvres would not be an impediment to such dual holdings. Once the
hypothesis of secondary residence is accepted, even Attic metics cannot be en-
tirely ruled out (though their presence is doubtful). Cf. P. Gauthier, “Les
XENOI dans les textes athéniens,” REG 84 (1971) 44-79, esp. 65-76. The
Athenian government may not have had any interest in specifying who these

xenoz were, which would not have been the case if they had been cleruchs.

Then there is Aelian VH 6.1:

"Afnvaiov kparijcavres Xadkdéwy karekAnpotynoay abrdy iy yijp és
Bioxthiovs kApovs, Ty “ImmoBbrwy kakovulvny xdpay, repévy b¢ avi-
kav 77 "ABnvé év 7@ Anrdvre bvopalopéve Téme, Thy bE Aoy éulobw-
oav keTa Tas orilas Tas wpds Tf Bacilelw aTod Eornruias, almep oDy Th
TéY pobworewy dropvipara eiyov.

Upon conquering the Khalkidians, the Athenians divided their land into 2000
allotments, i.e., the so-called land of the Hippobotai, and they dedicated pre-
cincts to Athena in the place named Lelanton, and they leased the remainder
on stelai that stood in the Royal Stoa, which held account of the leases.
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Aelian describes the confiscation of land for 2000 k{éroi, which, after land was
put aside for temené for Athena, were rented out, with the records kept in the
Stoa Basileios. We cannot be completely sure, despite the disparity in the num-
ber of colonists, that Aelian is not referring to the settlement of 506. See (with
reservations) M. Manfredini, “La cleruchia Ateniese in Calcide,” SCO 17
(1968) 199-212. Yet Plut. Per. 23.4 records a second, Periclean ejection of the
Hippobmai. Aelian may well be describing actions taken after Perikles’ subju-
gation of Khalkis (probably in autumn 446). Certainly, the leasing out of land
with records preserved in stone suggests the procedures of the full-fedged
democracy and the arkhé, rather than late sixth-century administration.

Let us make a start at an interpretation of this passage by considering the
views of those who would read Aelian as a straightforward description of a
cleruchy. Swoboda, Serta Harteliana 30-32 imagined that Aelian’s arrange-
ment paralleled the dispositions made later in connection with the Lesbian cle-
ruchy (cf. Wagner, Kleruchien 12-15, who differs over identification of the
lessees of cleruchic land as Athenians). There is a great deal of difference, how-
ever, between mandating that cleruchs must lease their land back to the indige-
nous population (who would often have been the previous owners) under fixed
conditions, and simply letting the land contractually, presumably to anyone
bidding in an auction which was held in Athens (for that is where the records
were kept). It is the latter for which Aelian really vouches. Since such cogﬁsca-
tions do not involve the assumption of rights by individual Athenians, as juxta-
posed with the Athenian state, there is no reason to consider them parts of an
act of colonization, See also Gauthier, “Clérouquies” 70-72. ‘

Kahrstedt, NGG (1931) 164-68 made Khalkis a prime exap‘gplc in an
elaborate hypothesis wherein what appear to be tribut_arylf communities did not
only surrender land for cleruchs (unlikely for Khalkis, in any case), bgt lost
their entire territory to the Athenians. This is the fore_runner of the “pg!ezs ohne
territorium” theory of Hampl, and its implementation would certainly have
been witnessed in surviving fifth-century polemics as reflected in Thucydides._, if
this was what the Athenians were really attempting. Any prag’ucal exploration
of the nature of the kAnpouxia or the &motkia must posit the axiom that an act of
settlement endows individuals with property rights or rights Of_tllsqu'E_lCt over
property, which is a different thing from the as.sumptic-n of political rlgdhts iy
the Athenian government over the fates of allied states. ‘In_ other words, the
power to draw revenues or even to transfer resources is not in itself oolomzatigcr;.

Nor can we adduce additional evidence which would urge that tl_-n: Atthi L-
ographic source of Aelian explicitly described a cleruchy. Against A'};l
3.295-96, the scholion to Arist. Nubes 213¢ (Holwerda) does not prove the
existence of a further (necessarily Periclean) cleruchy emplaced after‘_t?{;\ mel:.-?:
ures of Tolmides (probably at Er‘etrria, and very po_smt,;lyﬁa_t Eiary;tfg;ﬁe:n ;]gn ::.
xnoav d¢ avrip (Euboia) "Afnvatot kparnoarTes abrijs ( tl_'“f At eftaiﬁ =
quering Euboia allotted it”). The chr_ono!o__gy of _thc_ schf:rhz?stl_:_s un_lc,réadin. e
the verb e"nc)\qp_aéxnaﬁqr is probably consistent either with a litera go

Aelian on the Athenian confiscation or even with the establishuent of Hestiaia
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as a colony. In that regard, ZNubes 213f refers to Perikles’ subjugation of Eu-
boia and colonization of Hestiaia, citing Philochorus, FGH 328 F 118.

Finally, the possibility of a cleruchy at Khalkis as attested in Aelian might
be made on the basis of the emendation of To 8¢ Aotwov ‘for the future’ for o
8¢ hovmny ‘the rest’ (ATL 3.296). That conjecture would remove the possibility
of the contracting out of the non-temple land in Euboia. The existence of an
inscribed fragment recording the leases of temple property in Euboia (IG 12
376 = IG T* 418) is not telling in favor of the emendation. We cannot be sure
that stelai recording the rental of the other type of lots did not once exist. The
survival of records was undoubtedly affected by the Athenian intention at the
foundation of the Second Confederacy to destroy stelai containing measures
prejudicial to allied rights (JG 112 43.31-35).

It is true that Andoc. 3.9, where it is claimed that the Athenians held two-
thirds of the island, may suggest larger holdings than the colony Hestiaia, the
cleruchy at Eretria, and a possible cleruchy at Karystos. The passage is, how-
ever, hyperbolic in tone, since the claim kal Xeppovnaov Te eixouer kat Nafoy
(“we were holding both the Chersonese and Naxos”) is surely exaggerated, as
tributary communities existed in both locations. Public land that was leased (as
I have suggested for Khalkis) would also qualify as Athenian holdings. If we
grant the historicity of the poverty of the children of Aristeides, despite signifi-
cant counter-arguments (outlined in Davis, APF 51-52), the grant to Lysima-
khos, son of Aristeides, could have thus come out of such a holding (see Plut.
Arist. 27,1-2; cf. Dem. 20.115; which have nothing of a cleruchy in them any-
way). Cf. Erxleben, Klio (1975) 87-88. There were also the considerable pri-
vate holdings of the Athenians on Euboia to be taken into account (cf. Kahr-
stedt, NGG [1931] 166-68). Isoc. 4.108-9 points out that the Athenians could
have occupied all of Euboia but held off.

It is preferable to follow Nesselhauf 133-40, who argued persuasively that
this passage speaks of a confiscation of land added to the public domain. Meiggs
567 also inclines in favor of a confiscation of the oligarchs at Khalkis rather
than a colony or cleruchy. This solution will nicely accommodate the reduction
of the Khalkidian tribute from 5T (IG I’ 264.1V.23 [448/7]) to 3T (269.V.31
[443/2]; 270.V.32 [442/1]; ATL 1.36; cf. Meiggs 242). Either the dispatch of
cleruchs was later than these arrangements or Khalkis had no cleruchy at all. It
is important to note that Khalkis dees not manifest finds of Attic funerary pot-
tery comparable to those associated with Eretria. See MacDonald, Distribution
46-47. Therefore, Khalkis must stand far below Eretria or Karystos in the like-
lihood that it possessed a cleruchy. The cleruchs to Euboia all went to Eretria
and/or Karystos. (See also Schuller 23 n. 79.)

D. CHERSONESE

As has been observed in the text, the tyrants of the Chersonese ruled over a
mixed polity, which comprised previously existing Greek cities, colonies
founded by Miltiades the Elder, and the Thracian Dolonkoi. A dedication men-
tioned by Pausanias probably indicates the existence of a single dynastic state,
although possibly not a single polis or some other sort of integrated polity. The
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focus of this state was the person of the tyrant (6.19.6). On the topography and
organization of the archaic Chersonese, see Kahrstedt, Chersones 5-10; and for
more on topegraphy, see most recently Isaac 187-97. The composite political
entity, the Khersonesiol or Khersonesitai, may have outlived the authority of
Miltiades the Younger as its tyrant (cf. Hdt. 4.137; 6.38.1). It is attested in
Hecataeus (FGH 1 F 163) and may be taken for granted in Herodotus’ account
of the Athenian siege of Sestos (9.118.2). In addition, their existence ¢. 500 is
indicated by rare tetradrachms with the legend XEP. See C.M. Kraay, Archaic
and Classical Greek Coins (Berkeley 1976) 158. The Khersonesioi were a
mixed population, including, alongside an Athenian component, Hellenized
Dolonki and perhaps Ionian settlers—the lion device of the XEP-coins copies
Milesian coinage amd may show that Kardia, a Milesian/Klazomenean foun-
dation, was the mint. Kahrstedt (pp. 15-18) sees a gradual break-up after the
departure of Miltiades, although for some time this break-up may be masked
by membership in a syntely (or tax-unit within the Delian League).

The Khersonesitai paid a tribute of 18T down to 448/7 (e.g., IG I’
260.X.6: see ATL 1.440-41, 3.28; perhaps including Imbros [Meiggs 416]).
Their capital (or one of their chief centers) had been the town of Khersonesos
mentioned by Hecataeus (cf. EArist. Eq. 262a-b J/W). It is probably to be
placed between Paktye and Kardia along the wall built by Mi}ti_ades I. The
Khersonesitai &n’ *Ayopés, who are later found paying 1T as tribute (/G I’
270.11.13; 277.V.9-10), may be the inhabitants of another town, now sgnderpd
from the other Khersonesitai, or may be merely the citizens of the capital city
Khersonesos (cf. Hdt. 7.58.2; [Scylax] 67, GGM 1.55-56). See F. Gschnitzer,
rev. Kahrstedt, Gnomon 30 (1958) 147-48. Cf. Ehrenberg “Colonies’.’ 123—25.
The tributary responsibilities of the people of the Chersonese, m_mb_m_cd with
their mixed character, may be linked to a refusal to recognize their citizenship
before 450. =

After 448 /7, when Perikles intervened in the area ar}d conveyed additional
Athenian settlers (Plut. Per. 11.5;19.1; D.S. 11.88,13),:'111)11'[; was redlzceg ar;i
the cities of the peninsula were assessed separately: Alopekonncsos (reauc
tribute of 1000 cfr,, previously outside the syntely: /G %3'263.\/.14 [450/49],
270.11.14 [442,/1]); Khersonesitai of Agora (1T); Limnaioi (2000 dr: 265}&97.
[447/6]; 500 dr.: 270.11.11); Elaious (3000 dr.: 2‘65‘1.100); Madytos (5(](1\1 I
270.11.12); Sestos (500 dr.: 270.11.10); Neapolis (300 dr.: 2_70,_11.25). ott;
ATL 3.45-46, 206 n. 56. See also Nesselhauf 126-28. The dcch‘nc in the sum o
the tribute of all the cities from 18T, 3250 dr. to 2T, 1300 dr. is the largest re-
duction in tribute proportionately at the foundation of a cleruchy or at thei
reorganization of a settlement. It suggests somethi_ng more than the ac!dltulm 1
1000 new colonists; rather, a rethinking of the entire status of -t‘he peninsula. t
reassessment of the status as Athenians of some of the previous 1nhab1_ta;1h 3
could have taken place. The important town of Ka}"dm“neve_r appearsdon the
tribute lists, although Kardia may well have earlier (-:Ol'i'tl‘lb%ﬂtd‘un ;;t thc'
broad heading of Khersonesitai. Its absence from the later lists 1mphe§ 4 ah g;
town became a center of Athenian habitation in the th:rsonese. I_f eniaug q,
the 1000 epoikor went to Kardia, so as to establish it as completely non

tributary, then the lower tribute of the other communities of the peninsula may




262 APPENDIXES

be owed to a recognition of the citizenship of some of their inhabitants. The
appellation of Neapolis as an’ "Aé7v@p may indicate a community of Athenian
derivation for a part of the colonists. Yet Athenian-sponsored colonization of
non-Athenians, as the community was tributary, cannot entirely be ruled out
(ATL 3.289). That supposition, however, might not be taken to affect the de-
termination of the status of all Athenians in the Chersonese. A preferred hy-
pothesis for Perikles’ settlers would be that 1000 epoikor joined a populati{;n
of Athenian descent, a part of which had had its citizenship reconfirmed at
this time.
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pre-imperial Athenian expansion.
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257, 258-59 (see also Mytilene)
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Lokrians; 15-16, 22-23, 27, 200

Lysander: 174, 213~-14

Mantineia (battle of): 11

Mausolos: 244n, 245

Megara: 108, 112, 125, 136, 143-44,
205, 217

Melesias (see Thoukydides)

Melos: 34n, 68n, 113, 164, 165-66,
170n, 171-72, 176, 178, 195, 213,
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258
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Miltiades IT: 135, 136n, 138, 140-41,
158-59, 253-54, 261
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nomy of: 170-71, 252-53 (see also
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Naupaktos: 22-23, 199-200

Naxos: 19n, 25n, 60n, 137, 168, 169,
171-72, 186, 195, 196, 220, 229, 258,
261

Neapolis (Campania): 219, 223, 224
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Notion: 67-68, 75, 164, 176, 220, 254

Qinoe: 156
OROPOS: 156-58, 245n, 257

wapowkos (Attic): 27-29, 244, 247-48

Panathenaia: 116, 230-32, 244n
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136n, 137, 139-40, 141, 142, 144,
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114, 125-26
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152, 16667, 178-79, 197, 216n, 234,
237-38, 242, 244; Archidamian War:
31, 83n, 170, 205-14, 228, 237-38

Periander (Kypselids): 132-33, 138n,
139-40

Perikles; 19, 64-66, 69, 111-13, 114,
186-89, 195, 204, 205, 207, 210,
212-13, 221-22, 224, 285, 227-35,
257, 258-62 (see also Athens, citizen-
ship law)

peripolai (see ephebate)

Persians: 164-65, 175, 178, 242

Pheidiades: 58

Philip I1: 48, 249

Phaiax: 15-16, 27

Phorbas: 133n

Phrynon: 132-33

Pindar: 84-85, 88-92

Pittakos: 132-33;

PLATAIA; T1-72, 148-52, 155-58, 160,
162, 178, 224, 257

Plato: 57-59, 100

Plutarch: 45-46, 62-66, 226-28, 232,
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Poteidaia: 14-15, 19, 24-27, 31, 34, 39,
67, 68, 72n, 75-76, 128, 165, 167n,
171-72, 176, 178, 193-94n, 195, 198,
206, 212, 220, 223, 230, 233, 241, 242

Pytheas: 94-95

RHAIKELQOS: 17n, 134
Rhodes: 244n, 245-46, 247-49

Salaminioi (genos): 83-84, 104, 105n,
146, 147

SALAMIS: 44, 142-48, 155, 138, 160,
171, 173n, 183, 209, 216, 253, 257

Samos: 27-30, 52, 69n, 119, 154, 169
{71n, 178, 189-90, 194, 196n,
237-38, 241, 242, 244, 246-48, 255

Selymbria: 173n, 178, 189

Sestos: 37n, 261

SIGEION: 132-34, 136n, 137, 138n,
139, 141-42

Sinope: 164-66, 171=72, 176, 216, 218,
223,224

Skione: 70-71, 171-72, 176, 178, 189,
220, 224, 238

Skyros: 67n, 138, 171-72, 175,176, 178,
216,217, 221, 229, 240, 241, 254

Social War; 245-49

Solon: 133n, 137, 140n, 144
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Strabo: 21-22n, 42, 55 Thrasyboulos: 173n, 235
synotkism: 17 Thucydides: 149-50, 154, 156-57, 174n,
Syracuse: 12-13, 163n, 206, 212, 224, 188-90, 193, 200, 202, 204-5, 227,
237 237; on Athenian colonization: 30-31,
36-39, 128, 178; on colonial terminol-
Tenos: 13, 99n ogy: 7-11, 14, 15-20, 24, 30-31, 40,
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Themistokles: 83, 140, 140-41n, 159, Timotheus: 242
250 Tolmides: 166, 171n, 195, 196, 202n,
Theogenes: 56, 87-88, 101 221-22,225,227,229, 232-33, 258
Thera: 189 Torone: 167, 173n, 189, 220, 224, 238n
Theseus: 16n, 133n, 142-43n, 229 tribute: 3-4, 141-42, 168n, 170, 184,
Thorykion: 76-77, 94-99, 191 185-89, 191-92, 253, 254-55; as-
Thoukydides Melesiou: 85, 92, 114, sessment: 67-68, 114-15n, 168n,
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Thourioi: 37, 45, 59, 62, 162-65, (see also etkost#)
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