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PREFACE

This volume is unlike any which has preceded it. Earlier volumes have
covered the whole of the Mediterranean and Near East. We hardly stray
beyond Greece, deferring developments elsewhere to Volume vi. We are
thus stressing that this is a period when, for the first and last time before
the Romans, great political and military power on the one hand and
cultural importance on the other, including the presence of historians to
describe that power, are located in the same place. By contrast, Persia and
the empires which preceded it were powerful but not articulate; the Jews
were articulate but not powerful. This gives the volume a coherence
which its predecessors and immediate successors lack.

Some of the coherence arises from the nature of our sources, which
make an Athenian standpoint hard to avoid. That point was noticed by
Sallust in the first century B.C.:

As I reckon it, the actions of the Athenians were indeed vast and magnificent,
but rather less substantial than report makes them. But because writers of genius
grew up there, Athenian deeds are renowned as the greatest throughout the
world. The talent of those who did them is judged by the powers of praise of
these outstanding literary geniuses. (Bell. Cat. 8.2—4)

In this volume we shift Sallust’s emphasis, and regard the efflores-
cence of literature (and art) as itself a major historical phenomenon to be
examined and explained. Much of the cultural achievement survives, for
us to assess by our own criteria. Fluctuations in the reputation of
individuals and of styles will continue, but they are not likely to diminish
the position of the fifth century, particularly at Athens, as the first Classic
age of European civilization, important not only for its own achieve-
ments, but for the power of those achievements to influence later
generations and take new forms in their hands. Even if the events of the
period had no intrinsic interest, they would still be precious for our
understanding of the cultural heritage.

The events themselves certainly do have great intrinsic interest. The
transformation of the Delian League, created to continue the Greek fight
against Persia, into an empire run in the interests of Athens, is a textbook

Xiii
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Xiv PREFACE

case in the history of imperialism. The development of Athenian
democracy, the beginnings of which we saw in the last volume, into an
experiment in direct government by a largish citizen body, produced
political concepts and political thinking which have remained of
permanent importance. That the volume ends with the collapse of both
the empire and the democracy raises perennial questions about the
reconciliation of political justice and political efficiency. These themes
are visible in many of our sources, but were most notably transmitted
and interpreted by Thucydides, one of the most gifted historians of any
age: it should be added that perhaps his most remarkable achievement
was to transmute even military narrative into a commentary on the
human condition.

On the international plane, events were shaped by the break, at first
gradual, which split the victorious Greek allies of 480~79. There were
always those, at both Athens and Sparta, whose ideal was continued
collaboration; but events were too strong for them, and our concept of
the century is shaped by the polarity between the Spartan alliance, land-
based, with a fairly narrow and specialized governing group at its centre,
and the Athenian empire, largely maritime and with a democracy at its
centre. Various later generations have found contemporary resonances
which have encouraged them to perpetuate the concept of this polarity.
The different nature of the power-bases certainly did much to shape the
course of the eventual struggle of the Peloponnesian War.

Some of the factors which made the cultural achievement possible are
clear. First, success in the Persian Wars was itself a heroic achievement,
which provided new epic themes and the impulse to celebrate them.
Secondly, as Athens became more important politically, it became more
likely to attract individuals who might find it a more stimulating
environment than their own cities. This was a cumulative process and
must have developed existing talent. Thirdly, the economic gains of
empire (not simply the tribute paid by the allies, important though that
was) made projects possible for the Athenians which had hitherto been
peculiar to kings and tyrants. Why the Athenian citizen-body itself
commanded a gene-pool of such potentiality is beyond us.

Though Athens dominates our sources for this volume, it is neverthe-
less called “The Fifth Century’ instead of the ‘Athens’ of the first edition.
But we have tried not to draw too sharp a line between Archaic and
Classical Greece; and there is a sense in which the last decade of our
period, with a weakened Athens and a renascent Persia, looks forward to
the shape of the fourth century. The more general title reflects the fact
that the story of the fifth century is not just an Athenian story. Even at
the cultural level, the temple of Zeus at Olympia had emerged, some
years earlier than the Parthenon, from a separate and different set of
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social and political circumstances. The great sanctuaries continued to
follow their own individual lines of development, and their festivals
created forms of literature not found at Athens. Developments in the
many minor Greek states were influenced by emulation of their larger
neighbours. Models of comfort and society elsewhere stimulated urban
development in more backward areas. Smaller communities saw the
advantages of combining into bigger ones, for example, Olynthus in 432
and Rhodes in 408. Exiles and migrants from long-established states
took their ideas of the good life to foundations like Thurii and
Amphipolis or areas like Macedon where urbanism did not exist.

This presupposed the polis as the Greek way of life. There were other
forms of political development, but they are harder to trace during our
period. Gelon’s creation of an extended Syracuse collapsed. Successive
kings of Macedon struggled to preserve and centralize their kingdom;
they too used urbanization as one of their principal tools. The Athenians,
who had exploited ties of racial relationship with their allies when they
created the Delian League, nevertheless did not use them to break down
citizenship barriers between one polis and another. Athenian citizenship
became more, not less, restricted during our period. Pericles boasted of
the advantages of equal opportunity for citizens at home, but neither he
nor the Athenian people saw merit in extending it further. Cleon may
have been right to say that democracy could not rule an empire. This
volume closes in uncertainty as to whether the Spartan oligarchy would
be more successful.

The framework of this volume is different from that of the first
edition. We have been more explicit on questions of historical method.
We have tried to achieve closer integration of Athenian external and
internal history. Separate chapters on drama, philosophy, historiogra-
phy and art have been replaced by an attempt to show the cultural
achievements in their historical, social and religious contexts. The
bibliographies in such intensely cultivated fields can make no real
attempt at completeness and mostly represent work directly referred to
by our contributors; we have slightly amplified the form of reference to
them used in previous volumes. We continue our practice of including a
map reference after a name in the index, instead of compiling a separate
index of names for each map.

The volume has been long in preparation, and scrutiny of our
attempts to keep it up to date may well reveal unavoidable inconsisten-
cies. Of our contributors, Professor A. Andrewes, who gave sage
counsel in the planning stage and thereafter, and Professor R. E.
Wycherley have not lived to see the completed volume; these are
personal losses as well as losses to scholarship.

We are grateful to Simon Hornblower for help in the closing stages of
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preparation, and for the patience, skill and care with which we have been
tended by the staff of the Cambridge University Press, in particular by
Pauline Hire. Professor Rhodes wishes to thank Dr O. P. T. K.
Dickinson, and, for financial assistance, the University of Durham. Text
illustrations, when not derived from a stated source, have been prepared
by Marion Cox. Fuller illustration will appear in the Plates Volume
which is intended to accompany both Volume v and the forthcoming
Volume vi. The maps have been drawn by Euromap Ltd; the index was
compiled by Barbara Hird.

D.

—
SRR
OO0 wmr-

NOTE ON FOOTNOTE REFERENCES

Works cited in the various sections of the Bibliography are referred to in
footnotes by author and date, followed by the appropriate section letter, the
number assigned to the work in that section, the volume number, page
references etc. Thus Pritchett 1965 (A 100) 1 5 is a reference to p. 5 of vol. 1 of
W. K. Pritchett’s Studies in Ancient Greek Topography—no. 100 of Bibliography A:
General.
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CHAPTER1

SOURCES, CHRONOLOGY, METHOD

D. M. LEWIS

As far as source material is concerned, the period covered by this volume
falls, for the writer of political history, into three sections, which present
sharply contrasting problems of method.! For the period from 435 to 411
B.C. Thucydides provides a firm framework. For the period from 478 to
435, he gives us some relatively full narrative on special points and a
sketchy narrative from 477 to 440; the only connected narrative of any
size is that by Diodorus Siculus. For 411 to 404 we have two connected
narratives, by Xenophon and Diodorus.

Thucydides,? son of Olorus of the deme Halimous, born perhaps
about 460, was related in some way to Cimon and to Thucydides son of
Melesias.3 Like Cimon, he had Thracian connexions, as is indicated by
his father’s name (cf. Hdt. v1.39.3) and his own statement (rv.105.1) that
he had possessions in the gold mines east of the river Strymon which
gave him great influence with the mainlanders of that area. Of his early
life we know nothing, but can readily infer his total immersion in the
intellectual excitement which the sophists were bringing to Athens.* His
military career begins and ends for us with his tenure of the generalship
in 424/3 (p. 427 below). After his failure at Amphipolis he was in exile
from Athens for twenty years (v.26.5), and this gave him the opportunity
to watch events, not less from the Peloponnesian side; he says nothing of
his ability to watch Athens. His intention of writing a history of the
Peloponnesian War had in some sense been formed from its beginning in
431 (1.1.1). How long he lived after 404, we have no means of telling.5

Our manuscripts call his book Historiai; there is no reason to think
that this, ‘Investigations’, would have been his title for what he probably
thought of as his xyngraphe or xyngramma, ‘Composition’. They divide it
into eight books (a division into thirteen books was also current in
antiquity). Of these, Book 1is introductory and catries the story down to

! For most of the topics covered in this chapter, see also Gomme, HCT Introduction.

2 On Thucydides in general see Luschnat 1971 (c 68), Dover 1973 (c 27), Hornblower 1987 (¢
52). 3 Cavaignac 1929 (D 13); Wade-Gery 1958 (A 121) 246—7; Davies 1971 (L 27) 233~6.

4 Finley 1942 (C 30) 36-73, and see pp. 359—62 below; cf. e.g. Macleod 1983 (A 82) 546, 125—31.

5 It has been argued by Pouilloux and Salviat 1983 (C 79) that he was still writing Book vii1 after
396; I do not accept their evidence (see also Cartledge 1984 (¢ 15) 2nd p. 44 n. 36).
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4 I. SOURCES, CHRONOLOGY, METHOD

the period immediately before the outbreak of war in 431. The remaining
books are organized by war-years, each divided into a summer and a
winter. This distinguishes the work sharply from that of Herodotus,
which has no open chronological scheme, less sharply from that of other
contemporary writers (he has at least Hellanicus in mind), who arranged
by other types of year, by Athenian archons or by the year of the current
priestess of Hera at Argos (v.19.2, cf. 11.2.1). Such arrangements he
thought imprecise (v.19.3, cf. 1.97.2); how great a degree of precision is
to be attributed to the beginning and end of his seasons is disputed.
There is general agreement that Book viri, which breaks off in mid-
sentence in late summer 411, represents a fairly early stage of compo-
sition; parallel narratives, sometimes hardly more than extended notes,
stand side by side without close correlation, and there are no speeches
worked up into direct speech; there is no reason to think that what we
have was written at all long after the events described. Book v, from
chapter 27 to its end, also has no speeches, apart from the Melian
Dialogue (v.85—113; see pp. 445—0), but, apart from this, what has
appeared incompleteness may be in some part due to the nature of the
subject matter.” For the rest of the work arguments tend to be subjective.
There are passages, notably 11.65.12, VI.15.3—4, which were certainly
written in or after 4o4, but there is no means of telling how much
continuous attention Thucydides gave to his manuscript or whether his
criteria of incompleteness would have been the same as ours.®
The introductory chapters of Book 1, intended in form to demonstrate

the greatness of the Peloponnesian War, give by the way a history of
early Greece, and carry an ever-growing weight of observation on
historical method. There are limitations, we are told (r.21), on the
amount of truth which can be asserted about the past; 1.22 passes to the
limitations of his work on the war. Speeches were hard to remember in
detail both by him and by his informants, and thete will be some
subjectivity (ws 8’ av é8dkovv éuol €xaoToL Tepl TV alel mapdvTwy TA
8éovra pdAiot’ elmeiv, ‘as I thought the several individuals or groups would
have said what they had to say about the situation’); that point is at least
clear, whatever the nuances of the qualifications;® correspondingly the
speeches in the work are normally introduced and concluded with
indefinite pronouns (e.g. o uév Keprupaior éxefav Toidde (1.31.4) . . .

6 For all this see Andrewes, HCT v, including pp. 4, 369~75, for arguments about the date of
writing, ignored by Pouilloux and Salviat (above, n. 5). But see Connor 1984 (C 22) 217-21 (hardly
tm:bzl:r)l;irewcs, HCT 1v 63, Connor 1984 (C 22) 44—7, but see Andrewes, HCT v 375—9.

8 See Andrewes, HCT v 363, 400~5.

9 For discussions of what Thucydides is saying here and his actual practice in speech-writing (not
necessarily the same thing), see: Gomme 1937 (A 49) 156—9 and HCT 1 146-8; Andrewes 1962 (C 5)

64—771; de Ste Croix 1972 (G36) 7-16; Stadter, ed. 1973 (¢ 95); Andrewes, HCT v 393-9; Macleod
1983 (A 82) 523, 68—70; Hornblower 1987 (c 52) 45~72.
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SOURCES, CHRONOLOGY, METHOD 5

TotadTa puév of Keprupaiow elmov (1.36.4)), by contrast with the definite
pronouns which introduce and conclude documents (e.g. 1v.117.3,
119.3; V.17.2, 20.1). The subjectivity allowed for speeches is explicitly
renounced for facts:

as for the events of what was done in the war, T did not think it right to write
them on the basis of eyewitness reports or my own opinion {008’ s éuot é8dxet
responding to ds & dv é8éxovv éuol above], but by checking every detail as
carefully as possible, both where I was present and when I heard from othets.
Investigation was laborious, because those present at each event did not say the
same things about the same event, but were influenced by their partisanship or
memory.

Only very occasionally does Thucydides underline uncertainty about
facts, but for the battle of Mantinea in 418, where he has occasion to
report a difficulty about finding out the truth (v.68.2), the indefinite
pronoun of uncertainty recurs (V.79.1 xatl 1) uév udxm T7ota Ty kai 67t
éyyvTara TovTwy éyévero, ‘and the battle happened in such a way, as near as
possible to this’).

Thucydides’ high competence and devotion to truth are not to be
doubted, and we can place much greater reliance on what he gives us for
the years 43 5—411 than on our materials for most other periods of ancient
history.10 The difficulty here lies in our dependence on what he gives us.
This is a great deal, but he has assimilated his source material and
concealed his workings. On the other hand, there has inevitably been
selectivity, and we should not expect to be told everything that
happened. Sometimes there is warning, as, for example, when all the
Athenian invasions of the Megarid from 431 to 424 are disposed of in
advance (11.31.3), not to be recalled until they are again relevant (1v.66.1,
slightly discrepant). Sometimes there is not, and we are left to wonder,
for example, whether there were indeed only three tribute-collecting
expeditions during the Archidamian War (11.69.1, 111.19, Iv.50.1), Of
whether it is not rather the case that these were regular annual events (cf.
Arist. Ath.Pol. 24.3) which Thucydides only reports when something of
interest occurred. These possibilities on the plane of simple military
operations turn into certainties when we contemplate the more political
developments which he chose to describe in general terms or to indicate
by a brief statement about hostility between individuals (e.g. 1v.27.5,
vI.15.2) when it seemed relevant. Nothing is said of the personal stories
about Pericles’ political difficulties in the years before the wat, even
though they were already current in the fifth century. The ostracism of
Hyperbolus (below, p. 442), which must have started as a major political
event, is not reported in its place. That Thucydides does not report an

10 For a recent investigation of why we feel this, see Connor 1985 (c 23).
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6 1. SOURCES, CHRONOLOGY, METHOD

event is not a reason for believing that it did not happen, and, if our
interests take us that way, we have a duty to try to fill the gaps. But when
he does report an event, it is only at our peril that we try to reinterpret it
and it will seldom be good method to do so.

These considerations are valid to an even greater degree for the period
479~435. The formal narrative of this period (1.89—118) is set in the
framework of the decision of the Spartan Assembly in 432 that the
Athenians had broken the Thirty Years’ Peace of 446. This decision is to
some extent (see p. 371) motivated by Spartan fear of the growing power
of the Athenians, since they saw that most of Hellas was already subject
to them (1.88). “This is how the Athenians came to power’ (1.89.1), and
we are plunged into a fairly detailed narrative of events of 478 and 477 in
a style perhaps nearer to story-telling than that in which the war itself is
described. When the story reaches 477 and the establishment of the
Delian League, we get a more extended second introduction, which
begins by saying that his motive for telling the story of the ‘Fifty Years’
(known to modern scholarship as the Pentekontaetia) was to fill a gap left
by all his predecessors except Hellanicus, and adds, almost as an
afterthought, that the story also demonstrates the growth of Athenian
power (1.97.2). There follows a fairly breathless survey of events down
to the end of the Samian revolt, notably short, after a reflective passage at
1.99 and a brief comment at 1.103.4, of material to direct the reader’s
mind in any particular direction, until a resumptive passage at 1.118.1—2
brings us back to the main narrative. This section on the Fifty Years is
supplemented by a separate account of the careers of Pausanias and
Themistocles (1.128—38), an account very close in style to 1.89—96, which
may reasonably be thought to be more vulnerable than normal Thucydi-
dean narrative to suspicions about the nature and value of the undetrlying
evidence.!!

The reference to Hellanicus’ work could point to a date of compo-
sition after 4006, since Hellanicus covered events of that year (FGrH 323a
F 25—6), but need not date more than the sentence in which it appears.
Further speculation is inseparably bound up with more general worries
about the extent of Thucydides’ changes of mind and plan.'? My own
conviction is that there was a relatively late change of plan and that
material originally written for other purposes has been incompletely
integrated into the work as we have it,!3 but the methodological
principle has to remain unaltered. Even those who suspect that we are
dealing with work by Thucydides which is incomplete and insufficiently
scrutinized depart at their peril from what we actually have.

11 Rhodes 1970 (cC 82); Westlake 1977 (C 108).

12 See Andrewes, HCT v 384—444, and below, p. 372.
13 But see Walker 1957 (C 106); Connor 1984 (C 22) 42—7.
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The work of Diodorus of Agyrium in Sicily (frequently Diodorus
Siculus), who was writing in the third quarter of the first century B.C., isa
very different matter.!* He covers the events of this volume, in Books
x1.38—fin., x11—x111 of his Bibliotheke. Despite some modern scepticism,!3
the position established by nineteenth-century scholarship!é still stands,
that his basic method was to summarize one previous author at a time,
and that for the fifth century that author was Ephorus.!7 Ephorus wrote
kata genos, one subject at aTime, and it is not clear how much chronology
he gave and how he organized it. As the work comes through in
Diodorus, it has been chopped up into ‘years’ which equate Roman
consular-years and Athenian archon-years; in reality, these were never
coterminous. The operation was conducted with little care or skill, and
the appearance of any event in Diodorus’ main narrative under a
particular year is not to be regarded as evidence for its dating.!8 There are
items at the end, more rarely at the beginning of years, which are derived
from a chronological handbook and are more likely to be reliable. But
the danger of trusting Diodorus’ competence can be seen most clearly
from the fact that he has read his chronological handbook as dating the
reign of Archidamus from 476 to 434 (XI. 48.2, X11.35.4), but still reports
his activity in the early years of the Archidamian War.

Through Diodorus and from other evidence, we can form some
judgement of Ephorus of Cyme in Asia Minor, writing a universal
history in the third quarter of the fourth century.!® It is clear that he
relied substantially on good earlier sources for our period, successively
Herodotus, Thucydides and the author of the Hellenica Oxyrhynchia (see
below). Sometimes he added from other sources, sometimes he simply
reworked the material for his own purposes. These purposes are not easy
to see through Diodorus’ pethaps selective treatment of him, and we are,
for example, left uncertain whether he attempted a general account of the
political events and cultural achievement of the Periclean age. But there
is no reason to attribute to him a preference for truth over what was
stylistically appropriate and congenial to his own outlook. Sound
method will not construe a sentence of Diodorus closely to provide strict
evidence, and one should not be too hasty to assume information
independent of Thucydides if there is nothing else un-Thucydidean in
the context.

14 On Diodorus in general, see Schwartz 1903 (c 88), Griffith 1968 (c 38) 204~3, 237, ].
Hornblower 1981 (c y1) 18~39.

15 E.g. Laqueur 1958 (C 65); Drews 1962 (¢ 28); Casevitz 1972 (C 15) xiii—xv.

16 Volquardsen 1868 (C 103); Holzapfel 1879 (c 49).

7 For some qualifications about the history of the West, see CAH vi2, ch.s.

'8 Modern scholars, nevertheless, particularly for the fourth century, often act onan undeclared
principle that Diodorus is right except when he is demonstrably wrong.

9 On Ephorus in general sce Schwartz 1907 (€ 89), FGrH 11c 22-35, Barber 1935 (C 9).
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One continuator of Thucydides has already been mentioned, the
author of the Hellenica Oxyrbynchia. This work is represented for us by
three groups of papyrus fragments, two small, covering various events
in 409—407, one large, covering events of 396 and 395.20 The groups
cohere in style, in intelligence, and in their obvious relationship to
Diodorus. We are dealing with a continuator of Thucydides, presumably
starting with the year 411 (with some back-references), writing towards
the middle of the fourth century; the terminal date of the work cannot be
established. The only author’s name which we possess which can be
plausibly attached to it is that of the Athenian Cratippus, but even that
attribution is not without difficulty.2! The importance of the fragments
lies not only in their direct contributions, but also in the assurance which
they offer that a sober historian lies somewhere behind Diodorus. Much
recent work on the late fifth and early fourth centuries has been based on
a growing preference for Diodorus over Xenophon.22

Xenophon’s Hellenica is the only continuation of Thucydides which
survives complete. As we have it, it begins a few weeks after the end of
Thucydides’ account in 411 and runs down to 362. It is virtually
impossible to establish at what stages in Xenophon’s life, mostly spent in
exile from Athens in the Peloponnese and ending around 350, any given
section was written; differences in attitude and style appear to separate,
for example, the account of the Peloponnesian War to its end (11.2.23 or
11.3.9) from the account of the Thirty at Athens.2? At times more vivid in
detail than Thucydides, the work has had few whole-hearted admirers in
recent years, although its faults perhaps arise more from deficiencies of
information and intellectual grip than from pro-Spartan bias;?* Xeno-
phon can criticize Sparta and Spartans. The first two books have come
down to us with a spurious and inconsistent chronological framework;?5
Xenophon’s own attempts at chronological accuracy are sporadic and
inefficient.

Theopompus of Chios (¢. 380—¢. 315), a more intelligent, but less

20 The only complete edition is McKechnie and Kern 1988 (¢ 69). The large London group and
the smal] Florence group are edited by Bartoletti 1959 (C 10), with a commentary by Bruce 1967 (¢
14). For the Cairo fragments see Koenen 1976 (c 62).

2t The best discussion of authorship (based on the London fragments only) is by Bloch 1940 (C
11). For our direct information about Cratippus, see FGrH 64. He surely covered the right material
and had an interest in Thucydides. The difficulty about the attribution is that Dionysius of
Halicarnassus, though claiming knowledge of Cratippus (de Thac. 16), says that no one after
Thucydides wrote by summers and winters (#bid. 9 fin.); our author seems to have done this (1x.1).

22 For the fifth century, see Andrewes 1974 (D 2) and 1982 (G 6), Littman 1968 (G 25), Ehrhardt
1970 (G 13). For the beginnings of a reaction see Tuplin 1986 (c 101).

23 On Xenophon in general, see Breitenbach 1967 (¢ 13), Anderson 1974 (C 3). Delebecque 1957
(c 25) provides an over-confident attempt to analyse and date the composition of the Hellenica. See
also Hatzfeld 1930 (c 46), Maclaren 1934 (c 70).

24 Breitenbach 1950 (C 12); Sordi 19501 (C 93); Cawkwell 1979 (C 16) 15—46; Montgomery 1965
(c 73)- 5 Raubitschek 1973 (C 80) attempts vainly to defend it; see Lotze 1974 (¢ 67).
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SOURCES, CHRONOLOGY, METHOD 9

amiable figure, wrote two relevant works.26 The Hellenica, a continuation
of Thucydides from 411 to 394, is thought to be a relatively youthful
work; few fragments survive. We know rather more about two books of
his Philippica, which covered much of importance for the fifth century,
Book x, on the Athenian Demagogues, and Book xxv, on Athenian
Lies.2” The second and probably the first were largely polemic in
character, and Theopompus clearly took pleasure in saying what might
be unusual and unpopular. But he combined learning with an acute
appreciation of some types of political reality, and it is regrettable that
those authors who have transmitted his fragments had a marked
penchant for the sensational. As far as the nature of his narrative in the
Hellenica is concerned, there is important testimony by Porphyry of Tyre
(A.D. 234-¢. 302), an excellent judge, that it was heavily dependent on
Xenophon, but changed for the worse (FGrH 115 F 21).

So far we have been dealing with historians,?® bit this is not an
appropriate designation for the remaining major source for the fifth
century, Plutarch of Chaeronea (A.p. ¢. 50—¢. 120).29 Mistakes can be
made if he is taken to be writing history rather than ethical studies of
character, for which facts serve as illustrations, but he can allow interest
in his story to run away with him. We would be substantially worse off
without the one Spartan (Lysander) and six Athenian (Themistocles,
Aristides, Cimon, Pericles, Nicias, Alcibiades) lives which cover the fifth
century, since an enormous body of reading lies behind them; the older
fashion for believing that it was not his own reading is in disrepute.3
The Nicias indeed is relatively slight, adding not much more than a few
comic fragments to a reworking of Thucydides’ account, but the rest
draw on a large body of material, even to judge by the authors cited by
name. These range from intelligent fifth-century sources (Ion of Chios,
Critias), through scandal-mongers of the fifth (Stesimbrotus of Thasos)
and the late fourth (Idomeneus) centuries, to the fourth-century philoso-
phers, and significant detail is sought from all of them. It is normally
harder to determine the source of narrative passages, when the source
has not survived. My own inclination is to attach importance to

% The fragments are collected in FGrH 115. On Theopompus in general, see Von Fritz 1941 (c
33), Connor 1967 (C 20), Lane Fox 1986 (c 64). 27 A full treatment in Connor 1968 (C 21).

2 Of those not so far mentioned, Aristodemus (not later than second century A.p.; FGrH 104;
also P. Oxy. xxvit 2469) adds nothing to our knowledge of the Ephorean tradition. The work of
Pompeius Trogus (first century B.C.) is poteatially more interesting, but the Latin epitome by Justin
through which we mainly know it is so incompetently executed as to make certainties hard to find.

? For Plutarch’s historical methods, see Gomme, HCT 1 5484, Stadter 1965 (C 94), Pelling 1980
(c 78). Russell 1963 (c 86) is a particulatly valuable study of his dealings with a source we still
possess.

% The classical attempt to establish intermediate soutces is Meyer 1899 (A 87) 1-87, but see
Theander 1951 (C 99), Hamilton 1969 (C 41) xliii-xlvi, Frost 1980 (c 36) 40—50.
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10 I. SOURCES, CHRONOLOGY, METHOD

demonstrable use of Theopompus in the Pericles3! and to the large
number of places in the Alibiades and the Lysander where the narrative is
visibly closer to that of Xenophon than to that of Diodorus, without
being quite the same. On Porphyry’s showing, these may well depend on
Theopompus, despite Plutarch’s suspicions about his attitudes (Lys.
30.2).

Plutarch took his material where he found it and as he could use it, and
his judgement about the nature and aims of his sources is not impeccable.
In the Pericles (4.6-6.1), for example, he uses Plato for Pericles’ education
without noticing the marked irony of the original. On a larger scale, he
has to struggle with the disagreement of his sources about Pericles. He
solves the trouble that Theopompus thought him a demagogue and
Thucydides thought him a great statesman by positing a great change
after the ostracism of Thucydides son of Melesias (16.3). He is less happy
with the difficulty that, whereas Thucydides thought him a great
statesman, everyone else said that he had precipitated an unnecessary and
damaging war for personal reasons, and eventually leaves it unresolved.
Neither he nor Ephorus before him had the ability to evaluate justly the
evidence of Old Comedy and pamphleteers. We should not ourselves be
too confident that we fully understand fragments torn from their
context.

For the last quarter of the fifth century, the contemporary evidence of
comedy and oratory begins to be of value.32 The evaluation of comic
evidence is a complex matter, but it is frequently possible to distinguish
between a joke or a piece of abuse and the fact which makes the joke ot
abuse meaningful; Ar. Knights 465—9 is not evidence for Cleon’s
treachery, but it is evidence for negotiations with Argos (see p. 387
below). Similar situations arise in using oratory. One may sometimes
have to distinguish between a public fact, which must correspond to
something within the jury’s knowledge, and the assertion of a private
fact, which need not.33 In general, one should always try to envisage the
lost argument of an opponent.

One last literary category remains, that of the Azthides, the chronicles
devoted to Athenian history.34 Closely related to these is the Azhenian
Constitution of Aristotle.3> The earliest .A#this, composed by Hellanicus

31 Wade-Gery 1958 (A 121) 233—9.

32 Standing by itself is the Pseudo-Xenophontine Athenaion Politeia, sometimes known as ‘the
Old Oligarch’, a short pamphlet, of which the aims and date are disputed. On its aims see, e.g.,
Gomme 1962 (A 51) 38—69, Lewis 1969 (c 66).

33 Take, e.g., Lys. xx. That Polystratus was elected to office by his fellow-tribesmen (2) is a public
fact; that he wrote down nine thousand names (1 3) is not, but the second statement is normally given
more credit than the first. See Andrewes, HCT v 204—6 and p. 475 below.

34 On the Atthides in general, see Jacoby 1949 (¢ 57) and FGrH 11 B with commentary.

35 On all matters connected with this work, see Rhodes 1981 (¢ 83), who does not believe in
Aristotelian authorship. There is no doubt that it was written between 335 and 322 and was

attributed to Aristotle in antiquity. The present volume will be found to vary in its practice as to
how its author is referred to.
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of Lesbos, contained, as we have seen, events of the year 406, though its
composition may have started earlier. A number of successors followed,
notably Androtion, probably a main source for Aristotle and composing
in the 340s,3 and the third-century Philochorus.3” Their main import-
ance for us is chronological, since they arranged events by Athenian
archons. Not only direct quotations, but dates given in this form by
scholiasts are likely to go back to them. The temptation is to believe that
a date given by an A#his must be sound, at any rate for the fifth century,
but occasionally one may wonder how such a date could have been fixed,
even by Hellanicus. The Azhenian Constitution, well preserved, but not
without confusion and bias, not only presents special problems, better
discussed in relation to particular episodes, but sometimes makes one
wonder whether a well-preserved Asthis would enjoy the confidence
which the fragments currently command.

Much depends on the evidence which we think Hellanicus could have
found and whether he used it. Here we are dependent on our evidence
from inscriptions on stone. These suggest that some archival material
existed well before the end of the century, not necessarily that it was well
ordered and usable.3® Dectees of the people on stone only occasionally
bear archon-dates before 421.3° Building accounts, expense accounts and
records of tribute-payment*? are datable rather earlier, so that we areina
position to say that tribute-payment was recorded at Athens from spring
453 (IG 13 259) and that the first year of payments for the Parthenon was
447/6 (IG 1® 436). No one doubts that the amount on public record
substantially increased after the reforms of Ephialtes (see below, p. 70),
but towards the beginning of our period it is not easy to see how some
dates could be known for certain. And what applies to dates might apply
still more to the historical circumstances of a fact or decision, even if the
fact or decision was itself dated. Herodotus and Thucydides reflect much
oral tradition, and there was of course much more to be acquired, but,
when we consider the farrago of confused nonsense which Andocides
(111.3—9) could parade to an Athenian jury in 391 as fifth-century history,
we will not be disposed to place much confidence in oral tradition about
Athens’ external history.#

Thucydides’ disapproval (v.z20.2) of archon-dating systems rested on
the ground that to talk about the beginning, middle or end of an
archonship was not precise, though it must be admitted that we do not
necessarily get much further with placing events in his summers and

3% FGrH 324. See also Harding 1977 (C 44). 37 FGrH 328.

38 On public archives in the fifth century, see Boegehold 1972 (p 8).

39 Mattingly 1961 (E 45) 124, and 1963 (E 47) 272 n. 73, thinks that virtually none do.

# Strictly speaking, payments of tribute were not recorded on stone. What we possess (edited in
ATL; see also IG 1 259—90) are records of the one-sixtieth (a mina in every talent) which went to
Athena.

4 But W. E. Thompson 1967 (C 100) thinks that Andocides was dependent on Hellanicus. On
oral tradition see now Thomas 1989 (A 114).
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winters.#2 We could add that events separated by one archonship,
though describable as ‘in the third year’ (7pite ére:, with inclusive
count), might be anything from 14 to 34 months apart. Nevertheless,
archon-dates have the advantage for us that we do possess a continuous
list of Athenian archons which we can relate to Julian years from 480 to
292 B.C.*3 and that there is therefore a chronological system in use in the
fifth century which we can relate to our own.#
Athenian archon-years were lunar years starting with a mid-summer
new moon. As lunar years, they needed the frequent intercalation of a
thirteenth month to bring them and their festivals into line with the sun;
they therefore varied in length, having 354 0r 355, 383 or 384 days. Fora
long period in the fifth century, ending in 407 or 406, the Council of Five
Hundred operated on a solar year, normally of 366 days, not cotermi-
nous with the archon-year; such years, designated by the name of the first
of the ten secretaries of the year, were occasionally used for dating
purposes (IG 12 46.19-20, 364, etc.). We may assume that the dating of
the Atthidographers was intended to conform to a real Attic year. It is
most unlikely that Diodorus understood what he was doing enough to
intend anything of the kind, even for events relating to Athens; other late
historians, notably Arrianand Josephus, also used the sequence of Attic
years for general chronology. Even in Attic contexts, things might
sometimes go wrong; for example, Alcibiades’ return to Athens in 407
(see p. 487 below) cannot have been in the archonship of Antigenes (407/
6) (Schol. Ar. Frogs 1422).
A fixed point for the start of our period is provided by Herodotus’
confidence (virr.s1.1) that Athens was captured in the archonship of
Calliades (480/79). This gives us 480 as the year of Salamis,* 479 for
Plataea and Mycale, and we can be reasonably confident that Pausanias’
campaign to Cyprus and Byzantium (Thuc. 1. 94—5; see p. 35 below)
belongs to 478. There is equally no doubt that the Peloponnesian War
started in 431; this is confirmed not only by Thucydides’ archon-date
(11.2.1), but by the eclipse of the sun (27 July) which he places in the same
summer. The interval which he asserts (11.2.1) had elapsed since the
Thirty Years’ Peace seems to place that in winter 446/5.46
For the years from 478 t0 446 we are much worse placed. As we have
seen, we have contemporary evidence for dating the start of the tribute
record at Athens to spring 453 and of work on the Parthenon to the Attic
year 447/6, but neither of these events is recorded by Thucydides, so that
42 For discussion of the beginnings and ends of Thucydidean seasons, see van der Waerden and

Pritchett 1961 (B 17), Meritt 1964 (G 29), Gomme, HCT 111 699—715, Andrewes, HCT 1v 18—21.
43 The framework for this is provided by Diodorus and Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ Dimarchus.
4 How closely we can get to Julian dates by month and day is another matter; see below, n. 52.
45 Correspondingly the eclipse of Hdt. 1x.10.3 is that of 2 October 480.

4% He will have been thinking more precisely at #1.2.1 than at mw.z1.1, where he carelessly
transposes the fourteen years into a different context.
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we cannot relate them to his account. No relevant eclipse appears in the
tradition, and the only useful event datable outside the Athenian system
is the death of Xerxes, recently firmly dated to August 465;47 Diodorus,
who places it under 465/4 (x1.69), got it right.

Despite Thucydides’ complaint (1.97.2) that Hellanicus’ treatment of
the period was short and chronologically imprecise, his own dates, as he
has left them, are insufficient for a complete chronology of the events
which he describes, and events which he does not mention present even
greater difficulties.®® He frequently simply links events with temporal
adverbs. Often he does speak in terms of years, but interpretation of the
word ‘year’ has varied. Given his general attitude, conscious use of
archon-years can be ruled out, but it sometimes makes a difference if one
takes a year to be analogous to the use in the main body of the work, a
twelve-month period covering a summer and a winter, or if one takes it
to be a campaigning season. A slight variation on the campaigning-
season concept would be to think of the period from one winter public
funeral to another. That possibility is particularly relevant to us, since we
possess a funeral monument of the Erechtheid tribe with the names of
those who fell ‘in Cyprus, Phoenicia and in Egypt, at Halieis, Aegina and
Megara, in the same year’ (700 avTob éviavrod; M—L 3 3). This should be
the first year of the Egyptian expedition, 460 or 459 (see below, p. so1).
More trouble arises over doubts as to whether events are recounted in a
rigid order*® or with forward and backward references; at least one
resumptive passage seems to break the order at 1.109.

A vital clue comes from elsewhere in Thucydides’ work. In1v.102.2—3
it is asserted that the first attempt to settle the site of Amphipolis was
made by Aristagoras of Miletus (cf. C.AH 1v2. 485—06), that the Athenians
came thirty-two years later and met with disaster at Drabescus (cf.
L.100.3 and p. 46 below), but came again in the 27th year under Hagnon
and finally founded Amphipolis (see p. 145 below). In what terms these
time-intervals came to Thucydides we cannot know. Fortunately, we
have a date for Hagnon’s foundation, 437/6, twice transmitted, once
apparently from an A#his (Schol. Aeschin. 11.31), once from Diodorus’
chronological source (xi1.32%). The disaster at Drabescus consequently
belongs about 465/4,5! with uncertainty about the correlation between
the archon-year for Amphipolis and whatever form of year Thucydides

47 A Babylonian eclipse text has ‘Xerxes’ son killed him’ against a date equivalent to somewhere
between 4 and 8 August (Stolper 1988 (B 15) 196-7). The accession of Artaxerxes was known in
southern Egypt by 4 January 464 (Cowley 1923 (A 21) no. 6); the year is referred to as the 215t year of
Xerxes and the accession year of Artaxerxes.

4 The most useful comprehensive treatments are those by Gomme, HCT 1 389~413, ATL 11
158-80, Hammond 1955 (B 5); see also Deane 1972 (8 4), Bayer and Heideking 1975 (8 2), Badian
1988 (B1). 4 Asheld by ATL 11 162.

% Note that the main narrative event given to the year cannot belong o it.

5t The date of 453/2 given by Schol. Aeschin. 11.31 cannot be right, despite Badian 1988 (B 1).
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is using, and this should also give us an approximate date for the
neighbouring events, the revolt of Thasos (p. 44 below) and the
beginning of the Helot Revolt (pp. 108—9 below).

The periods before and after 465/4 each contain one major problem.
Thucydides has been universally followed in his belief (shared with
another fifth-century author, Charon of Lampsacus) that, when Themis-
tocles fled to Asia, Artaxerxes was already on the throne; fourth-century
and later authors brought him to the court of his old enemy Xerxes.
Accepting this presents problems if Thucydides’ casual allusion to the
siege of Naxos coinciding with Themistocles’ flight (1.137.2) is taken
seriously. Thucydides’ statement (1.103.1) that the Helot Revolt ended in
its tenth year is in hopeless conflict with any belief in the rigidity of his
chronological order. These and smaller problems are dealt with in the
narrative chapters or in the Chronological Notes at the end of the book;
it will be seen that we frequently run short of events to fill the period. We
are still far from having agreed solutions on major matters. Scholars may
legitimately disagree by up to five or six years about the date of the battle
of the Eurymedon or the end of the Helot Revolt, and for the death of
Pausanias the margin is even wider.

When Thucydides’ main narrative starts, the problems change char-
acter and arguments may concern weeks rather than years. There are
events in the Peloponnesian War for which very close dates in the Julian
calendar can be plausibly argued on the basis of the inter-relationship
between the two Athenian calendars and on epigraphic evidence,’? but
the historical consequences are seldom substantial. Problems do multi-
ply after the end of Thucydides because of the nature of the sources. It
may be hoped that we do now know whether Alcibiades came back to
Athens in 408 or 407 (below, pp. 503—5), but it takes a complex argument
to get the answer. This volume may sometimes be found surprisingly
sceptical or critical of Thucydides, but chronology is only one index of
the difference between having his guidance and losing it.

52 Meritt’s successive tables of Julian equivalences for the late fifth century (1928 (C 146) 84—122;
1932 (C 147) 174—9; 1961 (C 149) 202—19; 1971 2nd 1978 (G 30) ) have been criticized by Pritchett (e.g.
1957 (C 157) 293—300), on the ground that we cannot control the amount of irregular intercalation
the Athenians may have indulged in, but see Dover, HCT 1v 264-70.
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CHAPTER?2

GREECE AFTER THE PERSIAN WARS

J.K. DAVIES

Throughout Books vir-1x Herodotus refers to those who resisted the
Persian invasion as ‘the Greeks’.! His shorthand is understandable, but
over-simplifies: ‘those who, being Greeks, submitted to the Persians
without compulsion’ (Hdt. vir.132.2) were no marginal group, not to
speak of those Greeks who stood aloof, or had pressing business
elsewhere, or were already willing or unwilling Persian vassals.2 Yet his
phraseology is important: copied by Thucydides in his survey of the
development of ‘what is now called Hellas’ (1.2.1), and even by the
otherwise chauvinistic writers of Athenian funeral speeches,? it reflects
both the language of war-time diplomacy (Hdt. vir.130.3, 132.2, 148.1)
and the poetry of the post-war decades, especially Aeschylus’ Persae and
the epigrams of Simonides. Plainly, to Greeks of the time ‘the Greeks’
were an entity, and ‘Greece’ much more than a geographical expression.
To attempt to define the nature of that entity is therefore not just a task of
historical analysis. It is also, at least in part, a matter of reconstructing a
collective consciousness, and the two tasks are separate but not
independent.

To identify the Greek world as a cultural system is at first sight fairly
easy. One can define it first and foremost by language. For all the
divergences of phonology and vocabulary among and within the four
major dialect groupings (Attic/Ionic, Arcado-Cypriot, Aeolic, and
Doric/North-west Greek), the dialects were mutually intelligible: the
main perceived gulf was not between dialects but between Greek and all
other languages. The pan-Greek use of Doric and of Homeric Ionic as
literary dialects plainly attuned ears well enough, and Aristophanes
evidently saw little point in jokes of mutual incomprehension when
depicting Athenians’ conversations with Megarians, Thebans, and
Spartans (Ach. 729ff and 86off, Lys. 98off and 1070ff). His evidence
therefore counts, even though his concern was with dramatic colour
rather than with philology and though comparison with epigraphic
evidence has revealed some false forms.# Again, without mutual compre-

! ATL w1 97 n. 12: Brunt 1953—4 (A 10) 145f. Hdt. vii.145.1 is exceptional,
2 Gillis 1979 (4 46) 59—71. 3 Strasburger 1958 (C 98) 23f. 4 Elliott 1914 (J 35) 207

15
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16 2. GREECE AFTER THE PERSIAN WARS

hension, institutions such as the Panhellenic Games, oracles, Amphic-
tyonies, inter-city diplomacy, or the campaigns of a multi-city alliance
would have been impractical, not to speak of cross-border or maritime
trading: the particularisms of the writing systems for numerals, of month
names, or of calendars in general, though tiresome, were not insuperable
handicaps.>

In contrast, the boundary between Greeks and others had long since
crystallized in the word barbaros.6 Significantly, its first known use refers
to language, that of the ‘barbarian-voiced Carians’ (Kapav BapBapo-
dwvwy, Hom. I/. 11. 267). Significantly too, it was this word, the very
formation of which betrays a primarily linguistic perception of the
boundary, which came to prevail, rather than the wholly obscure loan-
word karban|karbanos used on occasion by Aeschylus (S#ppl. 118, 914;
Ag. 1061). Barbaros retained its linguistic connotation throughout the
fifth century and beyond, but as early as Heraclitus it was also carrying an
extended semantic load: ‘eyes and ears are bad witnesses for men, since
they have barbarian souls’ (D-K 22 B 107). Heraclitus’ point, purely
epistemological, was that by itself the evidence of the senses lacked Jogos
(rational cohesion), but the implication was that those who lacked
certain essential qualities were thereby ‘barbarian’ those who were
(linguistically) unintelligible were well on their way to being seen as
unintelligent (thus, rightly, Diller 1962 (a 24) 40), and by the early fifth
century the attribution of cultural superiority to Greeks by Greeks was
coming to provide a second, highly subjective definition of Greek
cultural unity. Aeschylus and Herodotus document it in various ways,
which reflect as much the need to explain Greek success in the Persian
Wars as the ethnographic interests and compilations of the previous
generation. True, Herodotus in his philobarbaros mood was quite capable
of contrasting the anthropomorphic simple-mindedness of Greek theo-
logy unfavourably with the greater sophistication of the barbarians (sc.
Persians).” Likewise, ethnographic juxtapositions could yield compari-
sons which were neutral, or explicitly dodged value judgements (as in
Herodotus’ report of Darius’ experiment confronting Greek and Indian
funeral customs, 111.38), or even made Greeks come off worst (Hdt.
L.133.2,153.1—2,1v.79.3). However, the bias of judgement is represented
rather by the claims of superior Greek ‘areze, the product of wisdom and
strict law” which Demaratus advances in his conversation with Xerxes
(Hdt. vir.101—4, esp. 102.1 and 104.4). Examples to the same effect were
the failure of Danaus’ herald and daughters respectively to respect Greek

5 Dow 1952 (A 28); Samuel 1972 (B 11) 57-138.

6 Juthner 1923 (A 70); Bacon 1961 () 2); Schwabl 1962 (A 110); Backhaus 1976 (j 1).

? Hdt. r.60.3 with the unemended text vindicated by Burkert 1963 (§ 13) 97-8 and Lloyd- Jones
1971 (J 70) 180 0. 45.
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gods and the sanctuary their altars offered (Aesch. Supp/.893ff), and to
understand that a king was not necessarily a despot (#:d. 365—75), or the
portrait in both Aeschylus and Herodotus of Xerxes’ blasphemous
failure to understand or respect the divine ordering of the world. Small
wonder that for Anacharsis ‘the Greeks were all occupied in the pursuit
of every kind of knowledge, except the Lacedaemonians: who, however,
alone knew how to converse sensibly’ (Hdt. 1v.77.1). No doubt such
claims were the idle invention of the Greeks themselves (Hdt. 1v.77.2),
but they reveal well enough the profile which, complacently but with
some justice, they thought they presented to the barbarian world.

Certain shared norms, inherent in shared customs and common values
as expressed in a common language, provided a third facet of Greek
cultural unity. Hybris (offensive behaviour damaging the honour of
another), afe (blind guilty rashness and its destructive consequences),
timé (honour), dike (justice), arete (virtue, excellence), charis (grace, obli-
gation, favour), and other complex or loaded words denoted values and
expectations which would willy-nilly be shared by all Greek speakers
and which did to some degree constitute a single interlocking system of
thought and belief. Together with institutions such as blood-guilt,
recognition of suppliants, monogamous marriage, chattel slavery, patri-
linear and patrilocal descent, and inheritance without right of primoge-
niture, they could be thought of as the ‘nomoi (laws/customs) of the
Greeks’.8 Granted, the phrase should not be pushed too hard. The
divergences among Greek states in legal practice, principle and authority
were too great to allow the Greeks to be a ‘people of the Law’ in the way
the Jews became. Nomos could denote alike the customs of human
society in general, those of non-Greek societies, or those of a particular
Greek polity.? Nevertheless, the contrast between Greek freedom under
law and the arbitrariness of a monarch, thought to be characteristic of
non-Greek societies, was plainly felt and expressed.

Lastly, and in some formal sense, cult and ritual helped to define
Greek cultural unity. Not transparently so, for in many ways Greek
religion was not sui generis. The components of Greek ritual — prayer/
benefit/gratitude, altar/shrine/temple/temenos, ofterings/procession/festi-
val/contest, purificationforacle/mysteries, polytheism more or less
ordered — were not peculiarly Greek, nor was the Greek mixture of them
unique (Egyptian religion was a closely analogous system, to name no
other). Nor could Greek be clearly distinguished from non-Greek gods.
The origin of many was outlandish or opaque enough, while Pindar
himself provides evidence in just our period not only of the rapproche-
ment between Greek and non-Greek deity which identified, e.g., Zeus

8 E.g. Hdt. vi.8682; Thuc. 1.41. Other references in Ostwald 1969 (o 64) 33-7.
9 Finley 1966 (a 37); Ostwald 1969 (D 64) 20—56.
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18 2. GREECE AFTER THE PERSTAN WARS

with the Egyptian oracle-god Ammon, but also of Greek receptivity for
foreign gods such as the Great Mother.!0 Nevertheless, what matters in a
polytheistic system is not the individual gods so much as the interlocking
structure, and that was specific to Greek culture. It was admittedly a
loose-knit structure, reflecting the interplay in the Dark and Archaic
periods between local multi-functional deities on the one hand and on
the other the greater theological tidiness diffused through the panhelle-
nic shrines and the literary tradition,!! but precisely for that reason it
managed to accommodate the attachments of deities to specific Greek
localities within a framework which defined the relationship of the major
deities to each other. This framework, inevitably genealogical with gods
so anthropomorphic as the Greek, not only unified into a divine family
the powers of the natural and psychological worlds which the gods were
imputed to command, but also (and thereby) integrated with the divine
order all the social groups and activities which the gods collectively or
individually could be invoked to protect. Here above all the Greekness
of the system was to be found. Just as the family of Olympian Gods had a
uniquely Greek locus, or as the cult titles applied to each deity in its
various capacities — Zeus Horkios (of the oath), Athene Ergane (of
craftsmanship), Hermes Enagonios (of the contest), and so on — were
nearly all transparently Greek, so too the deities and institutions to
which they gave cohesion and protection — lineage, village, ‘tribe’, polis,
occupational group, age-group, or hazard-group such as seafarers or
women in labour — came to define each other, and to define Greek space,
symbolically. ‘In this way the sacrificial community is 2 model of Greek
society’ (Burkert 1985 (k 16) z55). That such definitions could exclude
non-Greeks from this or that festival or sanctuary (Hdt. v.22) is a
measure of the system’s success in creating Greek consciousness; that
they could also exclude certain sorts of Greek!? reminds us that other
boundaries could also be important.

II

If we now think of the Greek world of the 470s not as a cultural system
but as an economic system, its unity is much less perspicuous, for there
are intractable problems involved in relating description to theory in the
domain of Greek economic history. Detailed discussion of them is
reserved to a later chapter focused on Athens (chapter 8g), since the shifts
in behaviour which have provoked much of the recent debate took place

10 Classen 1959 (k 18) (Ammon); Bowra 1964 (J 9) sof; Nilsson 1967 (k 69) 747f.

1 Vernant 1974 (s 118) 103ff = Vernant 1980 (A 119) 92ff; Burkert 1977 (k 13) 331—43;
Sourvinou-Inwood 1978 (x 86).

12 Hdt. 1.143.3-144.1, v.72.3; DGE 773; Alty 1982 (4 1) 13.
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there and are best attested there. In the present context, the complexities
emerge best if we distinguish at least three levels or modes or sectors of
economic activity. The first and fundamental one consisted of the
exploitation of an incalculable number of privately owned farms or
estates, large or small, unitary or fragmented, worked by the owner and
his family, by the owner with slave help, by a bailiff and slaves, by share-
croppers, tenants, or serfs, in each case with or without temporary hired
help from labourers of ‘free’ status. These estates produced in very
varying propottions both the Mediterranean staples — cereals (wheat or
barley), olive-oil and wine —and their essential complements such as fruit
and vegetables, and cheese, meat and wool from sheep, goats, cattle and
pigs.

At this primary level the Greek world showed much uniformity but
little interaction. Its uniformity derived in part from its ecological and
climatic limits, in that Greeks had not penetrated as agricultural settlers
either beyond the northern limit of olive cultivation or beyond dry-
farming zones into areas of very low rainfall which required large-scale
irrigation. In part it derived from the overwhelming primacy of the
widely distributed private beneficial ownership of land. Though there
were free landless men, and owners of broad acres, social and military
pressures had so far worked effectively against the polarization of society
between such extremes and in favour of the largely autarkic peasant, each
working his own &leros (inherited lot)!3 and entitled to status within the
community, or obliged to provide services to it, in proportion to the size
of that &leros. True, some land was owned by deities, by cult-groups, or
collectively, and was rented out to individual tenants,’* but such
assignments never made Greek deities and temples into the preponder-
ant landholders and economic powers which they became in Egypt, the
East Mediterranean seaboard, or Babylonia. On the contrary the patchy
evidence we have for Attica suggests that gods, cult-groups and
collectives owned at most 1o per cent of the land in the Classical period,
and probably rather less.15

Such uniformity and lack of interaction may also have derived in part
from autarkeia (self-sufficiency) as a cultural ideal and as an economic
strategy. As a strategy it still persists in present-day Greece, as revealed
by the practices of having a little of everything and of deliberately so

13 Gschnitzer 1981 (L 63) 37. The importance of serfdom in Thessaly and Laconia derogates
somewhat from this picture, but not totally cven there (Cartledge 1979 (F 14) 16095, esp. 165—70;
Hodkinson 1986 (F 31) 386f).

14 E.g. Rheneia, half of which was owned by Apollo after the 5205 (Kent 1948 (L 88)), or the orgas
on the border between Attica and the Megarid (LSCG no. 32).

15 Lewis 1973 (L 94) 198—9; Andreyev 1974 (L 1); Walbank 1983 (C 174); Osborne 1988 (L 109).
The allotment to Athena of one-tenth of the land of Lesbos in 427 (Thuc. 111.50.2) could formally be
a tithe of war-spoils, but may still be a corroborative hint.
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20 2. GREECE AFTER THE PERSIAN WARS

planning the planting of wheat as to ensure a surplus over consumption
in an average year.!¢ Similarly the fragmentation of the landholdings of
one householder, whether in a village or more widely over a landscape or
even over an entire polis-territory, clear in Classical Athens (see chapter
8¢ below), may indeed have been an inconvenient consequence of
dowry-giving, of division of the klros among siblings, or of land
division following collective clearance in the Archaic period, but may
also have been a deliberate strategy adopted to spread risks and crops
among a variety of soils and micro-environments.!? Certainly the fifth-
century Gortyn code encouraged division of the &leros among siblings
(Cod. Gort. 1v.37—48 and v.28—54), as did fourth-century theory and
practice.!® So too, though the requirements incumbent upon each
Spartiate to contribute specified minimum amounts of barley, wine,
cheese, figs and money to his syssition (communal mess) monthly!? tell us
nothing about the layout or partition of his kleros, they confirm the
existence, at least in Spartan political society, of a prejudice against
agricultural specialization. It is a moot point how far such prejudices
made awtarkeia a cultural ideal. It was a very ambivalent ideal, for though
its main formulations in fourth-century political theory are couched in
terms of the self-sufficiency of the city,? earlier literary portrayals were
as much concerned with the self-sufficiency of the individual sikos or
agronomic unit,?! while the individual or psychological dimension of
self-sufficiency which was later to figure so prominently in Cynicism is
itself prefigured in the later fifth century by Democritus, Hippias of Elis
and Antisthenes.2

That this cultural ideal had economic effects, in the form of resistance
to and distrust towards markets, exchanges, profit-making, selling and
so forth, can scarcely be doubted, though the texts which illustrate that
resistance are nearly all of the fourth century (Hdt. 11.166—7 excepted).
All the same, however much we may wish to ascribe a leading role to the
autarkic ez£os in the Classical Greek economy, the pressures on it and on
the domestic mode of production to yield a surplus were considerable.
Some were dictated by prudence or social pressure, such as the need to
insure against a crop failure next year, to provide a daughter’s dowry, or

16 Forbes 1982 (L 44) 356—76.

17 Forbes 1982 (L 44) 324—55 with earlier teferences and comparative material.

18 Pl. Leg. v, 745d; Arist. Pol. 11, 1263a21ff; SIG 141.16—17, with Salviat and Vatin 1974 (L 124)
260.

19 The quantities are variously reported by Dicaearchus F 74 Wehrli and Plut. Lye. 12; Cartledge
1979 (F 14) 170.

2 Main texts: PL. Leg. 1v, 704a ff; Arist. Pol. 1, 1252b27#f, 111, 1275b20, 1v, 12912310, Vi1, 1326b1ff;
Austin and Vidal-Naquet 1977 (L 4) 41f, 162-8, 203f.

21 Hes. Op. 342—367; Finley 1962 (4 36) ch. 3.

2 Respectively DK 68 B 246; D-K 86 A 1 and B 12; 7 80 Caizzi. For Cynic astarkeia sce Rich 1956
(5 88); Paquet 1975 (j 83).
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to contribute to collective feasts or acts of mutual support via the
complex relationship of gift and counter-gift expressed in the word
eranos.2? Others, such as the obligations to provide tithes of produce to a
deity (cf. M—L 73) or to bespeak man-days for military or political duties,
were the product of the political systems in which all Greek house-
holders and landowners were caught up. Yet others were the products of
the search for power and social prestige, such as ostentatious generosity
to the poor,?* conspicuous consumption at funerals of the kind that
Solon had had to legislate against (Plut. Solon 21.6), or duly lavish
performance of the quasi-obligatory public services (leitourgiai) for
festival or military purposes which were becoming an increasingly
important component of the public economy in the early fifth century in
Athens and elsewhere (see p. 29 below). Others, lastly, emerged from the
limitations of self-sufficiency. Since few o7koi could produce salt or fish
on their own, let alone pottery, cut stone, spices, metal weaponry or
jewellery, acquisition and exchange of some sort was essential.

Such processes bring us to economic activity at a second level. By the
early fifth century it had of coutse been an established part of life in
Greek lands and elsewhere for centuries if not millennia. It had been one
of the preconditions of the colonizing movement, and it continued to
provide an impetus for war: Miltiades’ expedition against Paros in 489,
intended simultaneously to satisfy a private quarrel, punish Paros for
medizing, and enrich the participants (Hdt. vi.132—3), shows how the
nexus of action subsisted. Yet neither this activity, nor the contacts and
conflicts which it engendered, need have much eroded autarky, in
practice or in theory, or have gone far to create a unified ‘Greek
economy’ or even an ‘economy’ as such in the sense of an autonomous
area of activity, obeying its own behavioural norms and inter-relating
with cultural or political systems as a partner of equal status. On the
contrary, acquisition at this level can very properly be regarded as
embedded in Greek cultures and politics and as largely taking such
institutional and value-buttressed forms as were consistent with the o/kos
framework. The principal forms were gift-exchange between chiefs and
aristoi of the kind illustrated repeatedly in the Odyssey; barter, whether the
silent sea-shore variety of the kind ascribed to the Carthaginians in West
Africa by Herodotus?5 or the more sociable but socially edgy variety
engaged in by Homeric prekteres (Od. viir.162); seizure (ovAd) and
piracy;? or straightforward war. Such activity did not have to involve
specifically developed places (markets), specific media of exchange

B Jameson 1983 (L 81) (famine); Gernet 1968 (A 45) (eranos).

2 Notably Cimon’s in just this period (Davies 1971 (L 27) 311).

B 1v.196, with Whittaker 1974 (A 124) 68.

2% Ormerod 1924 (A 94); Bravo 1980 (L 14). For a comparable list relating to the early medieval
period, Grierson 1959 (L 62).

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



22 2. GREECE AFTER THE PERSIAN WARS

(coinage), specific callings (merchants), or specific value-structures
(profit-making). Nor did it entail action by any polity; indeed the
colonizing activity of polities, being directed towards moving mouths
towards food and other resources rather than the reverse, worked more
towards re-establishing autarky than eroding it (though emporia, as will
be seen, are a different matter). Equally such a pattern of acquisition must
have begun by being, and must long have remained, marginal. It might
be carried on in marginal time, like Hesiod’s seafaring (Op. 663ff and
678fF). It might be conducted by those marginal to agrarian society
because young or landless.2’” Or it might involve the acquisition of
commodities such as jewellery, precious metals, spices, or fine textiles,
which met the needs of status and display but hardly rated as basic
commodities of survival as did corn, or metals for weaponry.

Whether it remained marginal after the Persian Wars is the crucial
problem. There are three usable criteria: () the extent to which the actual
volume of goods exchanged or acquired grew, (#) the extent to which
trade emancipated itself from gift-exchange, etc., and (¢) the extent to
which the demands of exchange stimulated institutional innovation
elsewhere, even in the behaviour of polities.?8

The first criterion is non-controversial but of limited value. Some
flows, such as those of metal ores, marble for statuary and architecture,
or Attic painted pottery, had plainly grown considerably in the late
Archaic period. Yet the two latter commodities at least may have been
minot in bulk and value even at their zenith,2? while other commodities
such as slaves, timber, livestock, and most agrarian products will have
left no direct trace whatever and therefore cannot begin to be measured.
Evidence from the frequency of shipwrecks, of the kind which has
proved diagnostic for later Mediterranean history, is as yet neither large
enough nor sufficiently precise in date to signal trends unambiguously.
The second criterion has aroused more debate, with claims that the lows
mentioned above, and others, can be accommodated within a framework
of commission and patronage. Not all such claims are equally persuasive,

for the ‘trademarks’ on Corinthian and Attic painted pottery suggest
detachment as much from patronage as from domestic production, while

27 Humphreys 1978 (4 66) 165f.

28 There is little point in adducing a fourth criterion, that of identifying men active in maritime
trading, sometimes for high profit. The standard pre-g00 examples, such as Colaeus of Samos (Hdt.
1v.152.1), Sostratus of Aegina (Hdt. 1v.152.3 with Johnston 1972 (1 83)and Johnston 1979 (L 85) 44,
49, 189 with 240 nn. 1—2), and possibly the Anaxagores of the Berezan letter (Bravo 1977 (L 13) =
Bravo 1980 (L 14) 879-85), yield meagre and anecdotal results and are far from proving a structural
change in activity. In general, Reed 1980 (L 119) ch. 4 and (in sharp contrast of approach) Roebuck,
CAH 1v2 446-60.

2 Webster 1972 (1 177) 42—62, 270-300; Webster 1973 (L 140) 127—45; Starr 1977 (& 113) 64f;
Snodgrass 1980 (A 112) 126—9; Snodgrass 1983 (L 129) 18—25; Cartledge 1983 (L 21) 13f.
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we know too little of archaic and early classical blacksmithing for its
social position to emerge clearly.30

The third criterion is the most revealing, for by the early fifth century
there was in place a network of institutions and practices which both
reflected a degree of existing (though patchy and marginal) emancipa-
tion of exchange from ‘political’ contexts in favour of integration across
Greek political and social frontiers, and was to permit a much greater
degree of such emancipation in subsequent decades. Some such practices
were of long standing, such as the pattern of behaviour which since
Homer had been denoted by the words emporos and emporia3 Even
older, in fact if not in name, was the emporion such as Ischia or Naucratis.
At first this comprised a port of trade outside the Greek culture area,
settled or frequented by Greeks, but lying within the orbit of an
established power which was able to limit and to define Greek pene-
tration. It differed from a colony in having no formal act of foundation
by a specific polis, in having no agricultural chora, and in involving little
or no subordination of the indigenous population.

However, most of the other constituents of the network were sixth-
century innovations. Prime among them, because requiring decisions
and investment of labour not by private persons but by states or rulers,
were the early stages of harbour constructions and short cuts,3? for even
if they were undertaken for military or cultic reasons they were available
for other purposes. So, too, the emporion proposed by the Phocaeans ¢.
540 for the Oinoussai islands (Hdt. 1.165.1) would presumably have
involved harbour installations, while mercantile purposes cannot have
been wholly absent from the planning of Piraeus from 493 /2 onwards,33
though Thucydides’ language emphasizes its military aspect (1.93) and
though the horoi (boundary markers) delimiting the emporion there (IG
P 1101) appear to be as late as ¢. 450. Another innovation taking shape in
this period was the use of coinage. Though few would now claim that its
adoption throughout most of Greece in the course of the sixth century
had anything intrinsically to do with exchange among individuals, rather
than fiscal payments to the state and distributions or payments by the
state for services to it, none the less the hoard evidence does suggest that
by the late sixth century certain coinages at least, especially those of
Athens, Macedonia and Thrace, were being used to facilitate long-

% Burford 1972 (1 18) passim; Johnston 1974 (L 84); Johnston 1979 (L 85) 48—y53. Contra
Humphreys 1978 (A 66) 169 and Cartledge 1983 (L 21) 13f.

31 Knorringa 1926 (L 89); Bravo 1974 (C 122); Bravo 1977 (L 13); Starr 1977 (A 113) 556 Mele
1979 (L 100); Vélissaropoulos 1980 (L 137); Reed 1980 (L 119).

32 Surveys in Blackman 1982 (L 7) and Parry 1987 (L 112).

3 For the mercantile aspect, Boersma 1970 (1 23) 37f, 46—50, with Judeich 1931 (1 85) 430-56;
Gomme, HCT 1 261~70; Martin 1951 (1 105) 105—10; Panagos 1968 (L 111); Garland 1987 (L 51).
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distance exchange.3* Be it said, however, that further innovation was
required in order to supplement capital concentration via oikos- or
patronage-relationships by more formalized, impersonal, interest-bear-
ing loan arrangements, for only such arrangements could exploit the
growing pool of large-value coinage fully enough to create something
like a real money market. One of the two innovations which these
pressures and opportunities produced, viz. the bottomry loan, was
probably a creation of the generation after the Persian Wars, though it is
not attested till 421 (though evidently familiar enough by then) and only
for Athens in the fifth century. It is certainly not chance that the other
financial innovation of the mid-fifth century, which stemmed from the
gradual though still weak monetization of Greek economies, viz. the
bank (7pdmela, ‘table’), probably developed in the same period, being
first attested, albeit by dubious evidence, in Corinth in the 46os.
However, its function seems to have been primarily that of facilitating
the exchange of coin of one currency or weight standard for that of
another, and only secondarily that of accumulating and lending out
capital sums deposited.36

However, a further sub-group of linked innovations, certainly under
way in the immediate post-war period in some localities, was to have far
more radical consequences. These innovations comprised the start of
small-value coinages, of small-scale retail trading, of the gradual shift of
the locus of such exchange away from the periphery towards the centre
of the civic space of a polity, and of the consequent enlargement and
redefinition of the function of the Agora. Each of these processes was
patchy, long-drawn-out, and the product of different concatenations of
citcumstances. Small-value coinage, for example, took decades to move
down from the threshold represented in early lonian issues by the
relatively common but still high-value 1/96 fractions of the electrum
stater even to that represented in later Archaic Ionia and the Wappenmiin-
zen period of Attica by silver i-obols,3 let alone further down still. The
first experiments with base-metal coinages (iron and bronze, cast or
minted) at Olbia and in south Italy and Sicily do not much pre-date 450,
though interestingly the suggestion that Athens should follow suit was
being made before 443.3% Yet the smaller-scale trading which such

3 Most recent summary by Kraay, CAH 12, ch. 7d, building on Cook 1958 (c 183); Kraay 1964
(c 188); Price and Waggoner 1975 (c 196); Kraay 1976 (c 190) 318—28; Kraay 1977 (C 191); Grierson
1977 (C 185). ‘

35 P. Oxy. 2741 = Eupolis ¥ 192.96~8 x—a, with de Ste Croix 1974 (L 122) 44 2nd n. 13; Harvey
1976 (L 66); Reed 1980 (L 119) 54ff with 110 n. 54 (dismissing earlier alleged evidence).

¥ [Them.} Ep. viand vii, with Bogaert 1966 (L 10) 135—44 and Bogaert 1968 (L 11) 94f, 305—7.
The word ypuaanoiBds in Aesch. Ag. 437 proves — unsurprisingly — the concept formulated before
458. ¥ Kraay 1964 (c 188) 87f; Kraay 1976 (C 190) 318 n. 2.

38 Price 1968 (C 195) 94, on the assumption that Dionysius (P.A 4084), to whom Callimachus (¢
430 ap. Ath. xv.669p) attributed the suggestion, did not return from Thurii.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



GREECE AFTER THE PERSIAN WARS 2y

coinage assisted was clearly in being well before then. Immediate proof
comes not so much from Cyrus’ reported rude remarks, at a dramatic
date in the s40s, about Greeks who cheat on oath while buying and
selling in the Agora (Hdt. 1.153.1—2), for that »o¢ presumably stems from
the later contrast between him as father (pater) and Darios as petty
retailer (kapelos, Hdt. 111.89.3); but rather from Hipponax’ use of the verb
kapelenein (F79.19 Degani). Yet Cyrus’ mot is historically important, for
he is made to locate those deplorable activities ‘in the middle of the city’
(év uéop 77 méAer). Such alocus was new. The archaic Greek Agoraasan
open space had had political, legal, cultic, theatrical and athletic-
competitive functions,3 but the place for such exchange as took place
outside the framework of social relationships seems to have lain on a
frontier or in a no-mans’-land, whether physical, such as a seashore (cf.
later emporia and towns called Agora (cf. Hdt. viir.58.2)), or political,
such as the ‘frontier Agora’ from which murderers were excluded by
Draco’s law.#0 That such exchange should enter the Agora proper —and
in fact should end by extruding much other public activity from it, and
by permanently altering the uses of words such as dyopdlw or dyopd
itself — was a long-drawn-out process, not reflected in literary texts till
Herodotus,*! but one weighty enough in its eventual impact to yield two
separate functionally distinct agorai at Athens, Piraeus and elsewhere.*2

A final group of innovations returns us to the seaways, the ships and
the seafarers. First, the late sixth and early fifth centuries saw knowledge
about far-away places rise from the level of prodigies and fabulous tales
to that of increasingly sober and practical descriptive treatment.
Granted, some parts of this process were known to Greeks only at
second hand, such as the account by a Carthaginian, the elder Hanno, of
his circumnavigation of Africa ¢. 6oo B.c. (Hdt. 1v.42), or not at all, such
as the younger Hanno’s report of his colonizing expedition down the
West African coast to Senegal if not to Mt Cameroun.® However,
knowledge of the Description of the Earth by the Milesian Hecataeus
should have been well diffused by the 470s, and will have been
supplemented by other more autobiographical travel descriptions, such

3% McDonald 1943 (1 100) ch. 4; Martin 1951 (1 103) 149ff; Wycherley 1962 (1 184) soff; Martin
1974 (1 107) 30—47, 266-75; Kolb 1981 (1 92) 1-19.

40 ]G 13 104.27-8, with Davies, CAH 1v? 369 n. 7; Martin 1951 (1 105) 284ff. Add now Peacock
1982 (A 97) 156f for comparative material.

41 Martin 1951 (1 105) 279fF; Epig. Hom. x1v.5 is undatable. Cod. Gort. vii.10-11 already uses agora
to denote the slave-market.

42 Thessaly: Arist. Pol. vii, 1331a30ff. with Newman ad loc. and Xen. Cyr. 1.2.3—5 (éAevfepal
dyopai). Athens: Apollodorus FGrH 244 F 113, with Oikonomides 1962 (1 118), Wycherley 1966 (1
186) (sceptical), Travlos 1971 (1 171) 1; Kolb 1981 (1 92) 20~2. Piracus: Garland 1987 (L 51) 141f,
15 2f. Distinct commodity markets in fourth-century Athens: Stroud 1974 (c 167) 180; Sparkes 1975
(1 156) 132.

4 Text GGM 1 1—14 (Eng. tr. in Carpenter 1966 (4 15) 82—5); Cary and Warmington 1963 (a 18)
634F; Momigliano 1975 (a 89) 137 (probably so0o—450); full discussion in Huss 1985 (4 68) 75—83.
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as Skylax’ account of his voyage from the Indies to Suez, and possibly
also by Euthymenes of Massilia’s earlier account of the African coast ot
by whatever lay behind the western Mediterranean portion of Avienus’
Ora maritima.** Secondly, shipbuilding had shown a radical change in the
generation before 480, with a real and major divergence between
warship and merchantman. The two had long been distinguished as
much by the presence or absence of a beak as by shape, so that
Herodotus’ report that the Phocaeans used to make their western
Mediterranean voyages in pentekonters, not in round ships (11.163.1-2),
is less odd than it appears, given the likely dangers from Etruscan or
Carthaginian warships or pirates. That that expedient was unsatisfactory
is suggested by the invention of the ‘samaina’, ‘which has a beak turned
up like a pig’s snout, but is rounder and belly-shaped, so that it can both
carry cargo and sail swiftly. It was so called because it appeared first in
Samos, on the initiative of Polykrates the tyrant’ (Plut.Per. 26.4). The
idea presumably was to have it both ways, by increasing cargo space
without sacrificing offensive capability, but that the risk—benefit balance
was tipping even further towards larger capacity and smaller crew is
clear from the development by the 520s of the merchant ship propelled
entirely by sail.#5 It is no accident that such a ship type would have best
suited the lengthy round trips from the Aegean to the Black Sea and
back, which wete to become (if they were not already) a prime
component of Classical Greek seaborne trade and for which the essential
staging posts were mostly in place by then.* Teus plainly was not the
only place to be permanently dependent on imported grain by ¢. 470
(M—L 304). Such trips are evidence of that profound revolution in the
logistics of antiquity which comprised moving a staple food supply to its
consumers at an acceptable social price instead of moving them to it
through colonization. As later in Rome and Constantinople, so now in
the Aegean and probably at Carthage too, the political consequences of
that revolution were to overwhelm household autarky, to involve the
state in the process, and hence to help both to define the shape and to
broaden the scope of the public economy. Slowly, jerkily, and via a
process responding to need but mostly flowing outside the political
framework, the single loosely inter-related economic system, which the
Greek world and some of its non-Greek neighbours had long been for

44 Euthymenes: FHG 1v 409, with Hdt. 1122, if it is not a forger’s version of the younger Hanno.
Avienus: Hind 1972 (L 67); Boardman 1980 (4 6) 224.

45 First secure attestation on the Attic black-figure cup, London BM 8 436; reproduction andfor
discussion in Casson 1959 (A 19) 86—7 and pl. 7; Morrison and Williams 1968 (A 91) xo9 Arch. 85 and
pl. 19; Casson 1971 (A 20) figs. 81—2; de Ste Croix 1972 (G 36) 393—6; Humphreys 1978 (a 66) 168f,
171; Snodgrass 1983 (L 129) 16f.

4 Hdt. vit.147.2, with Noonan 1973 (L 104); Davies 1978 (4 23) 58; Bravo 1983 (L 15). Scepticism
in Garnsey 1985 (L §3) and Garnsey 1988 (L 54) 107-19.

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



GREECE AFTER THE PERSIAN WARS 27

certain marginal purposes, was being expanded to take in an even greater
proportion of flows, transactions and commodities.

ITI

Developments of a rather different kind were affecting the public,
intellectual, and social life of the 470s and were exposing the strains and
contradictions inherent in the very institution which had shaped Greek
political life for so long, the republican polis. They affected alike its form,
its inner dynamics, and its external relationships, and interacted so
closely with the economic shifts just described as to erode the presuppo-
sitions of value and function which had underpinned it since the eighth
century.

To diagnose crisis, at a moment when the Persian Wars had just been
fought in defence of and in terms of the polis and when their outcome
had to all appearance vindicated it as a system of government, may seem
as paradoxical as it is unconventional. Indeed, at first sight it is the
consolidation of the polis-form of polity in the 470s which strikes the eye
rather than its erosion. For one thing, tyranny, monarchy and dynasteiai
(narrow oligarchies) were on the retreat. Even before the Persian Wars
many had succumbed to that pressure for wider participation in decision
making, and thereby for greater equality between ruler and ruled, which
had come to be labelled zsonomia.#” In the post-war period the fact that
many such regimes, such as those in Thessaly or Thebes,*8 had been pro-
Persian helped to quicken the rout, especially in the vulnerable areas of
Asia Minor and Propontis, where the Athenians had a compounded
interest in eliminating them.*> However, the same process was under
way from purely internal impulses in Cyrene, where the Battiad
monarchy was overthrown by a democracy sometime after 460, in
Sicily, where by the late 460s the Deinomenid regime had been
dismantled and the republican status quo restored (Diod. x1.76.4-6) (see
chapter 7), and even in Epirus if Thucydides’ note on the Chaones and
Thesproti as kingless in 430 (1r.80.5) has significance. In the Greek-
speaking area indeed, only Sparta, Molossia, Macedonia and Cyprus had
monarchies deep-rooted enough to survive the egalitarian winds of the
fifth century.

Fashionable instead were the various processes loosely called synoe-
cism.5! The use of the term in Greek sources is unhelpfully elastic,

47 Ostwald 1969 (D 64). 8 Forrest, CAH up. 3, 291—9.

49 See the survey in Berve 1967 (A 5) 1 186—9.

0 Schol. Pind. Pyth. 1v insecr. b, and Arist. fr. 611.7, with Chamoux 1953 (F 17) 202—10; Mitchell
1966 (F 51) 108~13; Hornblower 1983 (A 65) 58—62.

51 Kuhn 1878 (P 40), still valuable; Kahrstedt 1932 (F 38); Moggi 1976 (F 53); Hornblower 1982 (a
64) 78.
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ranging for this period alone from (i) joint foundation of colonies
through (ii) the forcible transfer of population, (iii) imposed amalgama-
tion, (iv) the creation of an urban centre, and (v) the creation of a political
central place, to (vi) annexation.52 To such uses, moreover, one may add
not only examples which are inferred rather than directly attested,33 but
also (with reservations) federal structures such as the Arcadian League.
The boundaries of the phenomenon are therefore not closely definable.
None the less the early fifth century does appear to have experienced a
clear shift of mood towards amalgamating political units or towards
unifying areas which had hitherto been little more than ethnic or
geographical expressions and had no one political central place. Gelon’s
creation of a Greater Syracuse in the 480s exemplifies the former, while
the synoecisms of Elis, Mantineia and Tegea in the 470s may exemplify
the latter to varying degrees.54

To the extension of polis-style government and the extension of
participation in its processes may be added the extension of its role and
responsibilities. This took various forms. It is clear, for example, in the
area of cult, where the late Archaic period had seen religion and the state
redefine themselves and their function in ways which subtly but
significantly favoured the state.’> So, too, the state’s power to coerce
recalcitrant members was slowly advancing. At the social level, though
the drastic and unparalleled inculcation of social values and skills, which
was encapsulated in the Spartan agoge, had not yet become the social
paradigm elsewhere in Greece that it was to become by the 420s,%
Athens at least may already have been developing more formal means of
control over public order and pirate action; the first employment of a
corps of Scythian archers as a police force may belong in this period,5’
while the capacity to prosecute was being extended, via a process
impossible to date or to trace in detail, to a wider range of persons and to
a wider range of offences.®® At the political level the prosecutions of
Miltiades in 493 and 489, the Athenian ostracisms of the 48os, the
imitation of ostracism elsewhere,® or the various legal or quasi-legal
actions successfully mounted against no fewer than three Spartan kings

52 Respectively (i) Thuc. 1.24.2, v1.2.6 etc., with Moggi 1975 (¢ 52); (ii) Hdt. vir156; (iii) Str.
vir.3.20, with Moggi 1976 (¢ 53) 166 no. 26; (iv) Thuc. 1.10.2; (v) LSS ro. col. ii, with Parke 1977 (x
71) 31 and Hornblower 1982 (A 64) 79 n. 9; (vi) Paus. viir.27.1, with Moggi 1976 (F 53) 127 no. 22.

3 E.g. Olbiaand Berezan (Graham 1978 (¥ 27) 106), or the Mesara plain in Crete (Kirsten 1956 (a
73) 110).

5% Thus orthodoxy (e.g. Moggi 1976 (F 53) 131 nos. 23~5), but there is room for doubt (below,
p- 103). 55 Davies, CAH 1v2 368—88.

6 Ollier 1933 (F 55) 42—54, 119—38; Tigerstadt 1965 (F 68); Rawson 1969 (A 104) 12f; Hodkinson
1983 (F 30) 245 ff, with carlier references.

57 Andoc. 111. 5 and Aeschin. 11.173, with Plassare 1913 (0 68) and Vos 1963 (1 173).

8 Mainly by the graphe procedure, but also by apagoge and endeixis: Hansen 1976 (D 304) 115.

9 Schol. Ar. Knights 855; Diod. x1.86.5—87.6.
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within fifteen years, all suggest that public opinion was willing to create
and to use formal procedures (rather than acquiescence or assassination)
against errant politicians in a way barely conceivable fifty years
previously.

At the fiscal level, too, increased pressure must be assumed, for even
though misthos (pay) for public office lay nearly a generation in the future,
even at Athens, new needs were outstripping older modes of public
finance. There had of course long been tithes, fines and confiscations,
while the linkage between socio-economic ranking and the responsibi-
lity to contribute, militarily or otherwise, to the needs of the state, which
was encapsulated in the barely translatable word felos (property/obli-
gation group),’® re-emerged with the four Solonian property-classes
(Azh.Pol. 7.3), and survived to provide the background to oligarchic
notions of distributive justice. So, too, communities had long assigned a
temenos (precinct) to a god or an official on the understanding that its
produce or revenues would defray the expenses of cult or office. Yet the
often morally dubious fiscal improvisations attributed to sixth-century
tyrants in [Aristotle]’s Oeconomica 11 and elsewhere were already symp-
toms of strain, and one military innovation in particular — the trireme ~
must have generated further and greater pressures. By our period its
impact on Greek public finance was being felt all over the Aegean, and if
Herodotus’ terminology can be trusted it had yielded by the early fifth
century a uniform solution in the form of the trierarchy. Attested at
Samos in 494 (Hdt. vi.14.2) and at Aegina, Naxos and elsewhere (Hdt.
VIL.181.1, VIIL.46.3, VIIL.9o.4) as well as Athens in 480, this fiscal
expedient reflected the new relationship imposed by the necessity for the
state to meet the capital cost of the hulls.6! Part magistracy, part an
extended zelos-type obligation, part aristocratic euergetism, it cleverly
accommodated the new fiscal interests of the state within the archaic
value-framework of time (prestige) and charis (obligation).62 Much the
same is true for the other form of leitourgia or public service, viz. that
concerned with the provision of spectacles and contests during religious
festivals, which appeared in its fully developed form first in Athens with
the choregia in s0z2[1 and speedily proliferated there, though unlike the
trierarchy it seems to have been slow to spread elsewhere.3

To some such pressures, then, some Greek communities could and
did respond from the early fifth century on by extending and adapting

60 Van Effenterre 1979 (L 135) 27ff is now the point of departure; add (on its likely Mycenaean
ancestry in [teretaf or [terejaf) Baumbach 1968 (c 115) 237ff and Gschaitzer 1981 (L 63) 19ff.

61 A vestige of the older system of privately built hulls at Hdt. vin.17.

62 Veyne 1976 (A 120) 186—200; Davies 1981 (D 18) 9z—i05.

63 Capps 1943 (C 125); Davies 1967 (D 17). The word choregos at Hdt. v.83.3 (Aegina) and Arist.
Pol. vint, 1341333 (Sparta) probably has its intrinsic meaning ‘chorus-leader’, as in Alcman’s
Partheneion (line 44 Page).
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the polis and its governmental mechanisms. Yet — and herein lies the
basic paradox — the more the polis increased and consolidated its role in
Greek society, the more it encountered contradictions which could not
be resolved within that polis framework. The main contradiction was
military. Thessaly, for example, was to see in the fifth century a hitherto
effective mechanism for unifying military resources on land eroded by
separatist pressure from the growing individual poleis.5¢ Maritime
polities faced the opposite pressure. Thucydides is explicit that the costs
of triremes and trierarchies bore heavily on the Athenian allies and
induced many of them (he implies in the 46os) to commute ship
contributions to the payment of tribute (1.99). Thucydides sees this
within a context of their capacity or incapacity to revolt, but it has wider
implications; the logic of contemporary naval technology was dividing
Greek states into two classes, those who could and those who could not
keep up with the costs.

The effect was compounded by international pressures. In the West,
where polis-particularism had shallower roots than in Old Greece and
where self-identification as ‘Ionian’ or as ‘Dorian’ provided an alterna-
tive exploitable focus, Carthaginian encroachment provided reason — or
excuse ~ first for tightly interlocking dynastic connexions and later for so
enlarging the polis, by forcible amalgamations and transfers of popula-
tion, that Greater Syracuse by 480 was no longer a polis but a territorial
state. Likewise the dwarf states of Old Greece had been dragged willy-
nilly back into the concert of eastern Mediterranean powers by half a
century of Persian invasions. As in 546 and 499, so too in 491 and 481
resistance had entailed cooperation and alliance, for no one polis by itself
could survive militarily in such an environment, while the successive
decisions taken by the Aegean seaboard states at Samos in 479,
Byzantium in 478 and Delos in 477 had indicated that here too, as in the
Peloponnese, military activity would take place for the foreseeable
future within the framework of a regional hegemony. The contradiction
was fundamental. The polis as a military unit on its own was dead, while
the polis as an administrative and cultural unit was not.

That by itself would have been enough to constitute a fifth-century
crisis, but other contradictions and tensions in post-war Greek society
made it worse. For example, the more the polis extended its range of
activity, and opened its polity or even its magistracies to all citizens, the
more anomalous became the position of those whose activities put them
without the city framework. Seers (manteis) and their more disreputable
confréres, the chresmologoi and shamans, were a case in point, as shown by
the way the Spartans had to break all their own rules in order to

64 Hornblower 1983 (4 65) 79-83; Kraay 1976 (C 190) 115—17.
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accommodate the talents of Teisamenos of Elis.6> So were poets and
artists such as Bacchylides or Polygnotus or Alcamenes, who moved
from commission to commission. So too were the many Aegean
islanders who rowed more and more Athenian ships as commutation
gathered pace — mercenaries in all but name.% So, too, were the sea-
traders (emporoi and naukleroi), whose economic role might well come to
be central to the existence of the very cities which had no control over
them and within which they had no intrinsic legal standing.6”

A second, closely allied, contradiction was that presented by chattel
slavery in the household, in craftwork, in mining and in agriculture. The
problem here was not so much that presented by the conceptual conflict
between slave as instrument and slave as human being, which Aristotle
later found so intractable (Po/. 1253b23ff), nor even the conflict between
slavery as an efficient (because mobile and controllable) means of
concentrating a labour force for productive or display purposes and
slavery as intrinsically inefficient, because goodwill and cooperation
could not be extracted from a structurally alienated workforce.8 Rather,
the problem arose from the presence, within a polis and its chora, of a
growing (it seems) number of deracinés of alien speech and culture,
whose labour was necessary (or highly desirable) but whose presence
was potentially dangerous, whose immediate ambitions for freedom and
wealth challenged the very roots of a descent-group-defined agrarian
society, and whose life-style, if ‘living apart’ from their masters as
money-making investments for the latter, might differ so little from that
of poor citizens as to present status contradictions of their own.

A third tension, visible in the literature and thought of the 470s, is that
between, on the one hand, paradigms of the world couched in terms of
myth and, on the other, systematic non-theistic descriptions of the world
and of man’s predicament based either on observation or on the primacy
of reasoned argument as the way to truth. It was precisely because the
Hesiodic tradition, best represented in this decade by Pindar, was
challenged equally strongly from two basically incompatible directions,
that Greek intellectual life, not (so far as one can see) hitherto greatly
fractured or discordant or at loggerheads with political life as such (which
is not to say that poets might not be fiercely partisan or denunciatory),
now began to show increasing alienation from the traditional framework
of Greek political, social and cultural life. Already in the previous
generation Xenophanes had been caustically questioning the point of

5 Hde. 1x.33-6, with Kett 1966 (x 50); Nilsson 1967 (k 69) 618~20; Burkert 1977 (k 13) 20.

6 On whom Roy 1967 (a 107) 322.

67 de Ste Croix 1972 (G 36) 2647, 393—6; Van Effenterre 1979 (L 136); Reed 1981 (L 119) passim.
6% Thus Vernant 1974 (A 118) 29.
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athletic victories and other aristocratic values. Heraclitus in his idiosyn-
cratic way had more recently followed suit, while the Pythagoreans in
south Italy were making their Freemason-style groups the main focus of
social life, and more and more intellectuals were moving away from their
own cities to where the action was.5?

A fourth source of tension is identified — or caricatured — after the
event by the Old Oligarch: ‘the demos has put down the athletes at
Athens and the practitioners of mousike’ ([Xen.] Ath.Pol. 1.13). Prepos-
terous at first sight in the century of Sophocles, his allegation is echoed
and expanded, at least for music proper, by Plato (Laws 111,700-1) and
has some truth. The Archaic period had seen the emergence, and
differentiation from a continuing peasant society, of an upper-class
cultural and behavioural norm. It was multiply characterized: by affected
ostentation in dress; by social contacts and intermarriage across political
frontiers; by ritualized conflict and competition at the Panhellenic
Games and elsewhere; by institutions of restricted membership such as
the palaistra or the symposion with their accompanying etiquette and
social prestige; by being both the locus and the focus of predominant art
forms such as dithyrambic, lyric, or elegiac poetry, the kouros statue, or
elegant table-ware in silver or fine pottery; by pederasty; by the specific
vogue-words kalos kagathos (perhaps ‘gentleman’) and asteios (urban,
witty); and by the gravitation of those involved and of their activities
away from the chora of the gauche unaccomplished country bumpkin
with his sheepskin cloak towards the nucleated polis with its ‘polite’
atmosphere.”0 This high urbane sub-culture of Archaic Greece was now
subject to erosion — or rather was so attractive as to generate pressure to
extend it down the social scale. The sudden emergence of formal schools
in the 490s, even in such remote places as Astypalaea, is one symptom of
pressure.”! Another is the break-up of the formal frontal kosros-pose in
sculpture from ¢. 480 onwards in favour of the sort of representation of
action or of heroic archetype which had already long come to predomi-
nate in the much cheaper and therefore less aristocratic bronze or
terracotta statuettes. A third is the amalgamation of upper-class lyric
with the significantly out-of-town bucolic Dionysiac ritual of the £omos
and the #ragos, in order to produce the upstart, hybrid (if not bastard),
vulgarly spectacular art forms of comedy and tragedy which appealed to
a mass audience newly culturally enfranchised and which put other
poetic art forms in the shade.

6 Xenophanes D-K B 2; Heraclitus D-K B 15. Sec Ostwald, ch.85 below.

™ Various aspects of this general picture in Gschnitzer 1981 (L 63) 6off, 126ff; Roebuck, CAH
2.3, 438—41; Lloyd 1983 (A 79); Bowie 1986 (j 5).

" Paus. v1.9.6, with other references in Marrou 1956 (A 84) 369 n. 7; Immerwahr 1964 (1 79);
Harvey 1966 (L 65) 629—35; Giroux 1980 (L 59).
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To these areas of difficulty we can add others, such as the tension in
state after state between an existing polity based on subordination —
whether by serfdom, helotization, or the control of non-participant
outlying communities by a dominant centre — and an ideal polity based,
like most colonies, on equality and likeness (émé foy xai opoig). The
picture which emerges is of a post-war Greece in the grip of what was at
best uncomfortable transition in many fields of social activity at once, if
not of acute crisis. That is not a conventional view of the early fifth
century, but the case stands.
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CHAPTER3

THE DELIAN LEAGUE TO 449 B.cC.

P. J. RHODES

I. THE FOUNDATION OF THE LEAGUE

It is unlikely that the Greeks who fought against the Persians at Plataea
in 479 entered into any commitment relevant to this chapter. There may
well be authentic material behind the various texts of an oath said to have
been sworn before the battle (Tod, GHI 204, 21—51; Lycurg. Leoc. 80—1;
Diod. x1.29.2—3: Theopomp. FGrH 115 F 153 rejected it as an Athenian
fabrication), but the clause requiring temples destroyed by the Persians
to be left in ruins does not appear in the inscribed version and is hard to
accept.! After the battle the Plataeans were promised freedom from
attack on condition that they cared for the graves of the fallen (Thuc.
1I1.72, 11L.58.4), but the Greek festival of freedom appears to be a
Hellenistic institution, and Plutarch’s combination with this of a Greek
force to wage war against the barbarian is unlikely to represent a decision
taken after Plataea (Diod. x1.29.1; Plut. Arist. 21.1-2).2

However, if we may believe Herodotus, the question of carrying the
war back to Persian territory and liberating Greeks under Persian rule
was raised in 480—479. Thoughts of the future attributed to Themisto-
cles (viI1.108.4, 109.5) may be suspect, but there is no need to doubt the
envoys appealing for the liberation of Ionia eatly in 479 (viIr.132), or the
futher appeal from Samos later in the year (1x.90). After the battle of
Mycale, we are told, the Greeks considered abandoning Ionia and giving
the Ionians new homes in Greece: the proposal was supported by the
Peloponnesians, but successfully resisted by the Athenians, who claimed
a special relationship with the Ionians; after which Samos, Chios, Lesbos
and ‘the other islanders who were campaigning along with the Greeks’

This chapter, written at short notice in 1985 /6, gives an argued narrative based on the review of
problems by Rhodes 198 (£ 68). Major works for the whole of this chapter are Merittef af. 1939—53
(e 55), Meiggs 1972 (E 53). These will be cited as .ATL and Meiggs respectively.

1 The clause is accepted by Dinsmoor 1941 {1 59) 158 n. 322; Raubitschek 1965 {c 163) 516—18;
Meiggs 504—7; and (though he finds several examples of its breach) Boersma 1970 (1 23) s0~1, etc. It
is rejected by Siewert 1972 (F 65) 102-8. Cf. CAH 1v2 60g4.

2 There are attempts to defend part of this by Larsen 193 3 (F 42) 262—4, Raubitschek 1960 (A 102)
and 1965 (C 163), Meiggs 507-8. For the arguments against, see ATL 111 101—4; Brunt1953-4(A 10)
153—6; Frost 1961 (c 35); Etienne and Piérart 1975 (C 131). o
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(but not, it appears, any mainlanders) were admitted to the Greek
alliance (1x.106).

Herodotus has conditioned us to thinking of the Persian Wars as
ending in 479, but the Greeks could not be certain at that point that the
Persians would not attack again, and it should cause no surprise that in
478 the Spartan-led Greek alliance continued the war—on a smaller scale,
because there was no longer an immediate threat to Greece. Pausanias,
who had commanded on land in 479, took command of the fleet; and it
may have been in the same year that Leotychidas, commander of the fleet
in 479, took a land expedition to punish medizers in Thessaly (Hdt.
vI.71).3 Pausanias first sailed out of the Aegean and overran most of
Cyprus (to which the Persian fleet had perhaps withdrawn), then made
for the Bosporus and drove the Persians out of Byzantium (Thuc. 1.94):
this was anti-Persian action, not pro-Ionian. But, though he had laughed
at Persian grandeur after Plataea (Hdt. 1x.82), power now went to his
head, and his arrogance and severity offended the allies. Thucydides is
convinced that he was also guilty of medism; but when recalled to Sparta
he was acquitted on that charge; he was not in Byzantium long enough to
send and receive the letters which Thucydides quotes, and there is no
reason why after his victories over the Persians he should at this point
have begun to collude with them (Thuc. 1.95, 128.4—130).4

Reports reached Sparta, and Pausanias was recalled; by the time
Dotcis had arrived as his successor, the leadership had been taken over
by the Athenians. Not only Sparta but the other Peloponnesians, and
Aegina, which could hardly be expected to submit to Athenian leader-
ship,> remained outside the new League. Athens had supported the
Ionians at the beginning (but only at the beginning) of their revolt
against Persia in 498;6 she had opposed the Peloponnesians’ proposal to
transport the Ionians to Greece; and at the end of 479 she had led a
campaign against Sestos after the Peloponnesian contingents had
returned home (Hdt. 1x.114—21, cf. Thuc. 1.89.2). She had by far the
largest navy of any Greek state. There is thus nothing surprising in
Athenian leadership for the kind of war that could be expected.

According to Thucydides, the allies took the initiative and pressed the
leadership on Athens (1.95.1~2, cf. 75.2), but other texts ascribe the
initiative to Athens (Hdt. vii1.3.2; Azh. Pol. 23.4). It may not have been
clear who had first made the suggestion, but there must have been
willingness on both sides. The Ionian Revolt, with no strong leader, had
ended in disaster, while in mainland Greece Sparta had built up in the

3 CE. pp- 97, 499, where a slightly later date is considered.

4 See especially Lippold 1965 (F 46); Fornara 1966 (¢ 23) 263-5; Lang 1967/8 (¥ 41); Rhodes 1970
(c 82) 387—90; Blamize 1970 (¥ 6) 296-8; Lazenby 1975 (¥ 44) 235~8.

S Cf. CAH w2 339~40, 365—7. 6 Cf. CAH 1vZ 482—3.
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Peloponnesian League a strong alliance which had not noticeably
diminished its members’ freedom, and the larger union under Spartan
leadership of nearly all the southern Greeks had succeeded in repelling
the Persian invasion. The prospect of a strong leader must have been
attractive to the eastern Greeks, and after the Ionian Revolt the chief
danger to be feared from Athens must have seemed not that she would
wield too much power over her allies but that she would not persevere in
what was their cause more than hers: the permanent nature of the alliance
(below) may have been seen as binding Athens rather than the allies. So
in 4787 (Ath. Pol. 23.5; Diod. x1.477 narrates it under 477/6) a new
alliance was formed.

For the organization of the League we are largely dependent on two
tantalizing chapters of Thucydides (1.96—7). The objective, clearly, was
in some sense to continue the war against Persia. Thucydides writes that
‘the pretext [proschema, in contrast with the aims which Athens came to
pursue®] was to obtain revenge for what they had suffered by ravaging
the King’s land’ (1.96.1). Technically what was formed was a full
offensive and defensive alliance, intended to last until lumps of metal
rose from the bottom of the sea (Azh. Pol. 23.5), and although
Thucydides does not mention the freedom of the Greeks here he does so
elsewhere (111.10.3, VI.76.3—4): we have seen that the idea was mooted in
479, and we need not doubt that that was part of the reason for the
formation of a permanent alliance against the Persians.?

How large the League is likely to have been at its foundation depends
partly on how much enthusiasm for war against Persia can be postulated
among the states of the Aegean, partly on how we interpret the word
‘Tonian’ in Hdt. 1x.104, Thuc. 1.89.2, 95.1, and Azh. Pol. 25.4—5. Some
have wanted to take ‘Ionian’ strictly, as referring to the eastern states
which belonged to the Ionian strand of the Greek people and shared in
the Panionion, but the founder members must have included at any rate
the Aeolian states of Lesbos (Hdt. 1x.106) and Dorian Byzantium.
Persia’s settlement after the Ionian Revolt had been mild (Hdt. vi.42—3),
and it seems not to have been so strongly thought up to the time of the
Persian Wars as it came to be afterwards that Greeks and barbarians were
fundamentally different; but the eastern Greeks had not submitted to
Persia enthusiastically (cf. Hdt. 1.141, 152~3), and we may assume that as
long as the chances of success seemed good many will have welcomed a

7 On Diodorus’ dates see p. 7.

8 Cf. Rawlings 1977 (E 66). French 1979 (E 29) denies the contrast, but it should be accepted.
Athens may not have had ulterior motives from the beginning, but she soon found ways of using the
League to her own advantage, and by the third quarter of the century was openly treating the
League as an Athenian empire.

9 Sealey 1966 (£ 82) limits the original objective of the League to raiding for booty, but see
Jackson 1969 (E 37), Meiggs 462—4. The theme of retaliation is stressed by Raaflaub 1979 (E 65).
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continuing war against Persia. The League should have attracted a fair
number of members from the outset.!?

There was to be a treasury on Delos, and meetings of the allies were to
be held there (Thuc. 1.96.2); hence the modern name for the alliance, the
Delian League. Delos with its sanctuary of Apollo was important to the
Ionians in the strict sense of that term (Thuc. 111.104). Originally the
dominant influence there had been that of Naxos; an Athenian interest
had been shown by the sixth-century tyrant Pisistratus, who had
‘purified’ Delos by removing graves from the area of the sanctuary (Hdt.
1.64.2; Thuc. 111.104.1).1! The use of the term ‘lonians’ with reference to
a League whose members included eastern Greeks of all strands is thus
not just an accident of our sources: at its foundation the League was
represented as an Ionian league (which may have helped to justify
Athens’ leadership and make it acceptable to Sparta), and eastern Greeks
of other kinds were assimilated to the Ionians.

Some allies were to provide ships, others were to make payments in
cash (phoros, usually translated ‘tribute’). According to Thucydides the
Athenians decided which members should contribute in which way and
provided the financial officials (bellenotamiai, Greek treasurers), and the
total tribute was originally assessed at 460 talents, presumably per
annum (1.96). Athens provided the commanders of League expeditions,
and it should not surprise us that she also provided the League
treasurers:!2 if the alliance was to be effective, the leader needed to be able
to exercise her leadership, and to do so over all the allies, those which
paid tribute as well as those which sent their own ships. (The members
were partners in a full alliance, and it should not be supposed that a
tribute-payer could discharge its full obligation by making its annual
payment: the leader could require soldiers from all the allies, and was to
do so in Greece in the 450s.13) The first assessment of contributions is
elsewhere attributed to the Athenian Aristides (Azh. Pol. 23.5; Plut.
Arist. 24, cf. Thuc. v.18.5), and deciding the form of individual
contributions will no doubt have formed part of that exercise. It has
sometimes been thought that for the cities to which it applied Aristides
took over the assessment made by Artaphernes at the end of the Ionian
Revolt, but this implication should not be read into Hdt. vi.42, and it
appears that Artaphernes considered agricultural land only but the

Athenians took into account other forms of wealth.14

10 See, for a small League at the beginning, Walker, CAH v! 42—4; Highby 1936 (€ 35) 39-57;
Sealey 1966 (£ 82) 243~4; cf. (for a strict interpretation of “lonians”) Hammond 1967 (E 33)43-7(= A
54, 315—21). A large League is preferred by Gomme, HCT 1 289—9s, cf. 257, 271—2; ATL 111 194—
224; Meiggs 50-8. 11 Cf. CAH 2.3, 403.

2 But Woodhead 1959 (E g3) suggested that at first the treasurers were appointed by the League.

13 Cf.p. 114.

14 Cf. Murray 1966 (A 93). Evans 1976 (A 35) argues that Aristides did use Artaphernes’ land
survey as his basis.
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The scale of the first assessment is notoriously problematic. Thucy-
dides gives a total of 460 talents, in language suggesting that that was the
amount contributed by payers of tribute; yet the evidence of the tribute
quota-lists indicates that in the late 450s, when the League had more
members, and more tribute-paying members, the total assessment was
only ¢. soo talents. Similarly, Thuc. 11.13.3 states that the total tribute in
431 was Goo talents, but the quota-lists for the late 430s point to an
assessment of ¢. 430 talents.!> Various solutions have been attempted.16
The one assessment list which we know in detail, that of 425, is an
extremely optimistic list,'7 and it may be that Thucydides’ 460 talents is
derived from an optimistic list covering not only the states which did
join the League at the beginning but all which Athens hoped would join.
This list will have covered both tribute-payers and (perhaps at the rate of
one ship for 1 talent) ship-providers: only a large state could afford the
manpower to contribute several ships for a campaigning season every
year, and it has been estimated that more than half of the likely members
of the League could not regularly provide even one trireme, and only 15
per cent could regularly provide more than two.!8 Even if Thucydides’
figure is artificially high, the first assessment is problematic in another
way too. We do not know how large were the forces with which the
League campaigned, or for how long a season (Plut. Per. 11.4 refers to
sixty ships sent out for eight months, but we do not know of which
period, if any, this is true), but if Athens, though not assessed for tribute,
made a substantial contribution from her own resoutces, it is hard to
think that large sums would need to be spent from the tribute — and a
papyrus fragment may tell us that 5,000 talents had accumulated in the
League’s treasury by the middle of the century.!® Later a proportion of
the tribute was given as an offering to Athena in Athens, and at first we
may assume that a proportion was given to Apollo on Delos: work ona
new temple there was begun in the second quarter of the fifth century,
and was abandoned about the middle of the century, when the League’s
treasury had been removed to Athens.?0

Thucydides says that the allies ‘at first were autonomous and deliber-
ated in common councils’ (1.97.1); he goes on to mention cases in which

15 For the figures calculated from the tribute quota-lists see Meiggs 62—3 with 63 n. 1, 527; it is
arguable that the figure for the late 450s, which assumes that ali members except Lesbos, Chios and
Samos had become tribute-payers, is slightly too low. Thucydides’ figures recur in Plut. Arist. 24.4,
but Diod. x1.47.1, X11.40.2, has different figures.

16 See Walker, CAH v! 44-6; Gomme, HCT 1 273—9; ATL 111 236—43; Chambers 1958 (& 15);
Eddy 1968 (e 18); Meiggs 58—67; French 1972 (g 28); Unz 1985 (€ 86).

17 IG 13 71; see pp. 420~-1.

8 Ruschenbusch 1983 (E 73—74). Eddy 1968 (& 18) suggested that 1 talent was reckoned as
equivalent to one ship; various questions concerning contributions of ships are discussed by
Blackman 1969 (€ 10). 19 Cf. pp. 126 n. 26.

2 See Courby 1931 (f 54) 1—106, summarized by Bruneau and Ducat 1965 (1 32) 84—5 no. 13.
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Athens infringed the autonomy of the allies, and the councils reappear
only in a speech in which the Mytilenaeans say that at first Athens ‘led on
a basis of equality’, and refer to the many votes (polypsephia) of the allies
and to the allies’ being ‘equal in votes’ (isopsephoi) to Athens (111.10.4~5,
11.4). Probably there was a single council, in which Athens had one vote
along with every other member;2! and probably by the middle of the
century the council had ceased to meet.22 Originally, we must assume,
Athens and the allies sent their forces and their representatives on the
council to Delos each spring, and the plan of campaign for the year was
decided then. Athens, as the leader providing the commander and the
largest number of ships, had a virtual veto, as she could hardly be made
to undertake a campaign which she did not want; but it would be
difficult for her to campaign with reluctant allies, and an ally with strong
objections might refuse to serve in a campaign of which she disap-
proved, as Corinth had deserted Sparta ¢. 506 (Hdt. v.75).23 In 459 the
decision to fight in Egypt seems to have been taken neither in the
member cities nor at the regular council but by the commanders of the
forces which had gone to Cyprus (p.52). Probably it was not thought
necessary at the outset to stipulate that the members were to be
autonomous: the word adrdvopos is first attested in 441 (Soph. Ans. 821,
already metaphorical), and it has been suggested that it was coined with
reference to the kind of freedom which the members of the League found
to be increasingly at risk and became anxious to retain.?

The Second Athenian League, founded in 378 to resist Spartan
imperialism, was in many respects differently organized.?5 It was based
on a purely defensive alliance. There was a council of allies in permanent
session in Athens, with its own presidential apparatus, which performed
a probouleutic function in parallel with the Athenian bowle, while the
Athenian Assembly had the last word (but presumably could not commit
the allies against their will). Athens promised in general terms to respect
the freedom and autonomy of the allies, and in particular not to do
various things which she had come to do during the history of the Delian
League. One of those promises was not to collect phoros: before long
Athens did resort to collecting ‘contributions’ (syntaxeis), but the sums
involved were not large, and the little evidence that we have suggests
that the assessment, collection and spending of the money were not left

21 Glotz 1938 (A 47) 115; Larsen 1940 (E 39); A TL 111 227; Meiggs 460~2; Culham 1978 ( 16). But
some have argued that in the Delian League as in the Peloponnesian League a council of allies
excluding the leading state counterbalanced the leader: Walker, CAH vi 40~1; Hammond 1967 (E
33) = A 54, 311—45; de Ste Croix 1972 (G 36) 298—307.

2 Cf. below, pp. 55-6. B Cf. CAH 1v2 308, 361.

# Ostwald 1982 (4 95); Karavites 1982 (A 71). It was suggested in ATL 111 228 that members’
autonomy was guarantecd at the foundation of the League, but Meiggs 46 doubts if the question
arose then.

25 Cf. CAH vi?, ch. 7. The most important text is IG 112 43 = Tod, GHI 123.
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entirely to Athens. In the Second League Athens did not only have to
live down the reputation of the Delian League: the danger from Sparta
was greater to Athens than to the League’s largely island members, and
in those circumstances it was Athens that needed to attract allies rather
than allies that needed a leader.

The anti-Persian alliance of 481 remained in force after the foundation
of the Delian League, at any rate until in the late 460s Athens sent help to
Sparta against the Messenians by virtue of this alliance but abandoned
the alliance when Sparta dismissed her troops (Thuc. 1.102).26 Otherwise
we hear nothing of this alliance except in late and probably fictitious
stories of its being invoked against Themistocles (Diod. x1.§5.5—7; Plut.
Them. 23.6).27 It has been argued that the Delian League was not an
independent alliance but an enterprise within the alliance of 481,28 the
question is one which probably would not have interested contemporar-
ies. More drastically, it has been suggested that Thucydides’ account of
the League is seriously misleading, and that what really happened is that
Athens and a few strong island states banded together to attack medizing
Greeks in the Aegean, while Sparta was to attack medizers in mainland
Greece.? It is right to stress the difficulties in Thucydides” account, and
the early appearance of Athenian self-interestedness in the history of the
League,3? but we do not possess evidence of a quality and quantity that
would justify us in departing from Thucydides to that extent.3!

II. THE EARLY HISTORY OF THE LEAGUE

The chapters in Thucydides 1 cited above form part of his digression on
the Pentekontaetia, the period of almost fifty years between the Persian
Wars and the Peloponnesian War (1.89—118.2), placed there to justify his
claim that Sparta’s truest reason for going to war lay not in particular
instances of objectionable behaviour by Athens but in the power which
Athens had acquired and in Sparta’s fear of that power (1.23.5—6, cf. 88,
118.2).32 After dealing with the rebuilding of Athens’ walls after the
Pessian Wars and with the foundation of the Delian League, he proceeds
to give a bald catalogue of events in Athens’ foreign relations down to
the Thirty Years’ Peace of 446/5 (98—115.1), followed by an account of
Athens’ war against Samos in 440—439 (115.2~117), which is the only
near-contemporary narrative that we have of the Pentekontaetia; in a
separate digression he tells stories of the downfall of Pausanias of Sparta
and Themistocles of Athens (128-38).

2% Cf. p. 110. 2 For attacks on Themistocles see pp. 65—7.
28 Giovannini and Gottlieb 1980 (E 32).

2 Robertson 1980 (E 69); cf. earlier Meyer 1965 (E 56).

3 Cf. below, pp. 46-8. 3t Ct.p. 6. 32 Cf. pp. 371—2.
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Another continuous narrative is provided by Diodorus Siculus (in his
annalistic account the years 478/7—451/o are covered in x1.38-92, and
450/49—432[1 in X11.1—37), and episodes in the history of the League are
mentioned in Plutarch’s lives of Cimon and Pericles. On the whole,
Diodorus and Plutarch write of episodes already known to us from
Thucydides, though in connexion with those episodes they often supply
details conflicting with his narrative or omitted from it. From the 450s
we begin to have contemporary evidence in epigraphic form, largely
from Athens. It seems to have been a policy of the democracy ushered in
by Ephialtes to inscribe public documents on stone, and we have a
number of decrees of the Assembly and other documents concerning the
Delian League; in particular, from 453 we have the annual tribute quota-
lists recording the one-sixtieth taken from the tribute paid by League
members as an offering to the treasury of Athena.33 Unlike our later
literary sources, the epigraphic evidence informs us for the most part of
matters not dealt with by Thucydides: not only does it give us details of a
kind which we could not expect to find in a narrative history, but the
inscriptions contain pointers to difficulties in the League about the
middle of the century which Thucydides might have mentioned but
chose not to mention.

From this material we cannot write anything approaching a full
history of the League. Thucydides’ account is a selection of events,
presented in order to illustrate the growth of Athenian power. It is
highly likely that League forces fought in a number of campaigns of
which we know nothing whatever, but our ignorance makes it imposs-
ible to estimate how far Athens pursued the anti-Persian objectives for
which the League was founded and how far and how deliberately she
sought to further her own interests. We are not told how widely the
policies followed by Athens were supported by the Athenian citizens, or
how much support there was for Athens and the League within actual
and potential member states. We are not told how widespread were the
revolts and the stern responses by Athens of which some instances are
reported (though for the years whose quota-lists are well preserved we
have fairly clear knowledge of which states paid tribute and which did
not).

Thucydides’ catalogue of events begins with the capture from the
Persians of Eion, at the mouth of the Strymon: Cimon of Athens was in
command, the inhabitants (non-Greek) were enslaved, and (stated only
by Plutarch, but there is no reason to doubt it) Athenian settlers were
sent there (Thuc. 1.98.1, cf. Hdt. vi1.107, Plut. Cim. 7-8.2). A scholiast
on Aeschines (11.31) mentions the destruction of an Athenian force at

33 Cf. p. 124, and on documents concerning the League, pp. 54—6. For an inscription of the 460s
see p. 46.
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Nine Ways, a short distance up the Strymon, after the capture of Eion:
presumably the Athenians were trying to found another colony there.
The next event is the capture of the Aegean island of Scyros (again
inhabited by non-Greeks), the enslavement of its inhabitants, and the
foundation of another Athenian settlement (Thuc. 1.98.2). We are told
by later writers, but not by Thucydides, that in response to a Delphic
oracle Cimon found the skeleton of the Athenian hero Theseus on
Scyros and took it back to Athens (Plut. Thes. 36.1—3, Cim. 8.3—7; Paus.
1.17.6; cf. Ath. Pol. fr. 4 Kenyon). Next came a war against Carystus, at
the south-east end of Euboea, which, having been sacked by the Persians
in 490, had supported them in 480 (Hdt. v1.99.2, vIIr.66.2): this ended
with the Carystians’ coming to terms and joining the League (Thuc.
1.98.3, cf. Hdt. 1x.105). Then Naxos, one of the largest island states,
revolted and was blockaded and reduced: Thucydides comments that
‘this was the first allied state to be [metaphorically] enslaved contrary to
what had been established, but afterwards it happened to the others one
by one’ (1.98.4).

Depriving the Persians of their European outpost at Eion was cleatly
a proper act for the Delian League; but the Athenian colony there, and
the attempted colony at Nine Ways (finally established as Amphipolis, in
437/6), would primarily benefit Athens. Nine Ways was at an important
crossing of routes, and the area had gold and silver deposits and suitable
timber for shipbuilding. It is doubtful if the attack on Scyros was
justified as an anti-Persian measure: one Scyrian had helped the Persian
navy to locate and mark a dangerous reef in 480 (Hdt. viir.183.3), but
that is Herodotus’ only reference to Scyros. The removal of barbarian
pirates could be represented as generally advantageous; but the gain for
Athens was clear, not only in the finding of what could be revered as
Theseus’ skeleton but also in the acquisition of an island which occupied
an important position on the route from the Hellespont to Athens and
which may itself have had corn to export. Presumably the settlers were
all Athenian: in the fourth century Athens was to claim Scyros as one of
her rightful possessions (e.g. Andoc. 11.12). Yet it is likely that the
members of the League both approved and joined in the campaigns
against Eion and Scyros (though ‘the Athenians’ are to be understood as
the subject of the verbs in Thuc. 1.98). Carystus was a fair target for an
anti-Persian League; already in the autumn of 480 the patriotic Greeks
had extorted money from it and had ravaged its land (Hdt. vimriiz,
121.1). However, it like Scyros lay close to the route from the Hellespont
to Athens, and so Athens in particular would benefit from a compliant
Carystus. We are not told why Naxos revolted. Technically it was not
entitled to withdraw from what had been founded as a permanent
alliance; it was to have been the Persians’ first foothold in the Cyclades at
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the beginning of the century, and was their first conquest in the Cyclades
in 490 (Hdt. v.28—34, v1.96), and it could reasonably be claimed that the
League could not afford to let Naxos go. The ‘enslavement’ of Naxos
was probably similar to the subsequent treatment of Thasos: Naxos will
have been forced to remain in the League against its will, to demolish its
city wall, to surrender its warships (presumably, to Athens), and to pay
an indemnity and tribute; we need not suppose that Athenian interfer-
ence went further than that.34

There is no doubt about the anti-Persian nature of the next event
mentioned by Thucydides, the battle of the river Eurymedon. Probably,
in previous campaigns, the League had been winning over coastal cities
as far as Pamphylia (on the south side of Asia Minor); when the Persians
began assembling a large fleet, Cimon went with Athenian and allied
ships (specially designed to carry a larger number of hoplites than usual),
forced Phaselis to join the League, and continued east to the Eury-
medon, where he destroyed the Persians’ fleet in the mouth of the river
and then landed and sacked their camp; he then proceeded further east to
defeat Persian reinforcements coming from Cyprus. This was a major
campaign, with two hundred Persian ships destroyed according to
Thucydides, and more according to later writers (Thuc. 1.100.1; details
added by Diod. x1.60.3—62, with battles first off Cyprus and then at the
Eurymedon on the same day, and by Plut. Cim. 12—13). If the League had
been recruiting members as far away as Pamphylia, and was prepared to
send large forces to fight against Persia at the Eurymedon, we should
expect it to be well established in the Aegean.

We should also expect a sequel to the victory at the Eurymedon.
Cyprus is not far beyond the river. Greeks had settled there, dominating
but not displacing the other inhabitants, at the end of the Mycenaean
period; in the Archaic period Cyprus had looked south and east rather
than north and west, and she had submitted to Petsia ¢. 545, but by the
end of the sixth century Greek culture was in favour with those who
objected to Persian rule. Cyprus joined in the Ionian Revolt against
Persia in the 490s, but was obliged to contribute to Xerxes’ invasion of
Greece in 480.%% Pausanias had begun the campaign of 478 there, but had
then turned his attention to Byzantium, and we must assume that none of
the states of Cyprus joined the Delian League at its foundation. After the
battle of the Eurymedon we should expect an attempt to recover Cyprus
for the Greek world, and later events were to show that Athens did not
forget Cyprus, but at this point the attempt seems not to have been made.

M Contra Ostwald 1982 (A 95) 38—9, supposing that Naxos ‘lost control over her internal
administration’. Blackman 1969 (E 10) 199—200 leaves open the possibility that Naxos was allowed
to retain her ships.

3% Cf. CAH .2, ch. 22b, 1612.1, ch. 12, 1112.3, ch. 36¢, 1v2 48 (Hdt. vii.90), 483—4; and, on Cyprus
both before and during the fifth century, Meiggs 477-86.
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Given that the date of the battle is uncertain and that Thucydides’
narrative is highly selective, we can not be sure why the victory was not
immediately followed up.

For Thucydides’ next episode we return to the Aegean, and to Athens’
pursuit of her own advantage. The island of Thasos revolted, on account
of a dispute over trading posts and mines on the Thracian mainland,
which were controlled by Thasos but coveted by Athens. The Athenians
won a sea battle and landed on the island, and the large number of ten
thousand Athenian and allied settlers were sent to Nine Ways (but were
annihilated by the Thracians in a battle at Drabescus, to the north east).
The Thasians appealed to Sparta, and Thucydides believes that the
Spartans secretly promised to distract Athens by invading Attica, but
Sparta herself was distracted by the great earthquake and the Helot
Revolt which followed it, and no invasion of Attica took place.3¢ Sparta
and Athens had not yet quarrelled, and Sparta was shortly to ask for
Athenian help against the helots; Thasos may have appealed to Sparta,
but it is unlikely that Sparta intended to respond. Thasos was besieged,
and in the third year came to terms with Athens: she was to demolish her
city wall, surrender her warships and mainland possessions, presumably
to Athens, and pay an indemnity and tribute (Thuc. 1.100.2—101). The
colony at Nine Ways was not purely Athenian, and Athens presumably
claimed that Thasos was monopolizing resources in barbarian territory
from which all the League should benefit, but other members too had a
peraia which might be threatened by such a doctrine, and this episode
looks more like an extension of Athens’ power than a furthering of the
Leagues’s objectives.

‘In the third yeat’ (1.101.3) is Thucydides’ first indication of time since
the beginning of his account of the Pentekontaetia. Diodorus groups all
the events from Eion to the Eurymedon under 470/69, and mentions
Thasos under 464/3 (x1.60~2, 70.1, 5). The scholiast on Aeschines dates
to the archonship in Athens of Phaidon (476/s) the Athenian defeat
which followed the capture of Eion. Plutarch (Thes. 36.1) dates to the
same year the oracle in response to which Cimon brought back the bones
of Theseus from Scyros; in Cim. 8, §§3—7 Plutarch deals with the capture
of Scyros, and in §§7—9 reports that the archon Apsephion (469/8) invited

36 There seem to have been links of xenia between Sparta and Thasos. A man called Pausanias son
of Alexarchus was a #heoros in Thasos in the g40s (Salviat 1979 (v 62) iv. 25 in the text between pages
116 and 117), and should have been born about the time of Pausanias® Aegean command of 478. A
man called Liches son of Arcesileos was an archon in Thasos in 398/7 (Pouilloux 1954 (F 58) 266—70
no. 29.17; date, Pouilloux and Salviat 1984 (F 59) 257-8,and 1983 (C 79) 386): he is more probably a
Thasian whose family has taken over two Spartan names (Pouilloux 1954, /oc. ¢it.; Cardedge 1984 (F
15)) than the well-known Spartan Lichas, geron in 420 (Thuc. v.50.4 with Xen. Hell. 51.2.21), still

alive in 398/7 (pace Thuc. vi11.84.5) and appointed archon in Thasos (Pouilloux and Salviat 1983 (c
79)-
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Cimon and his fellow generals to supplant the regular judges of the
tragedies performed at the Dionysia. For the coercion of Carystus there
is no chronological evidence. For the revolt of Naxos there is none
unless we take seriously a story in Thucydides’ digression on Themisto-
cles: in his flight across the Aegean he passed Naxos while the Athenians
were blockading it (1.137.2). If this is true, and if the Persian king whom
Themistocles met was Artaxerxes (1.137.3), who succeeded Xerxes in
465, the revolt of Naxos can hardly be eatlier than ¢. 466; but it is by no
means certain that Thucydides’ story should be accepted.3” There is no
direct evidence to date the battle of the Eurymedon.

The war against Thasos occupied three years (Thuc. 1.101.3), proba-
bly three archontic years. Thucydides (1v.102.3) dates the colony whose
settlers were destroyed at Drabescus thirty-two years after the failure of
Aristagoras in Thrace (Hdt. v.124-6), and the successful foundations of
Amphipolis in the twenty-ninth year after the unsuccessful colony; the
Aeschines scholiast dates the unsuccessful colony to the archonship of
Lysicrates (453/2) and the successful to 437/6 (the latter confirmed by a
date-table entry in Diod. x11.32.3). The scholiast can be reconciled with
Thucydides if we suppose that our text gives the wrong name beginning
Lysi—: the archon of 465/4, twenty-nine years by inclusive counting
from 437/6, was Lysitheus (and 496/5, the date obtained if we count
inclusively again, is an acceptable date for Aristagoras’ failure3$). The
war against Thasos may therefore be dated 465/4—463/2, and this is
compatible with what is known of Cimon’s subsequent career.

It used to be normal to assign Eion and Scyros to 476 and 475, and
Carystus and Naxos to the later 470s. Plutarch did not necessarily have
evidence for, or even believe in, a connexion between the capture of
Scyros and Cimon’s judging the tragedies, and it has been suggested that
judging the tragedies may have been a reward for victory at the
Eurymedon in 469.3 More recently, however, later dates have been
canvassed for some or all of these episodes. According to Diod. x1.53.1
the archon of 469/8 was not Apsephion but Phaidon or Phaion, and
Dicdorus might have placed the sequence of events beginning with Eion
in 470/69 because the capture of Eion belonged to that year; Plutarch
might have had evidence connecting the judging of the tragedies with
the capture of Scyros and the recovery of Theseus’ skeleton; Thucydides
might be correct in stating that Themistocles passed Naxos while the

3 Cf. p. 66.

3 The most striking feature of Badian 1988 (B 1) is the argument that the scholiast’s date is correct
and the disaster at Drabescus occurred in 453/2, long after the foundation of the colony.

% See the tables of dates in Gomme, HCT 1 394—6, ATL 111 175—9. The suggestion about
Cimon’s judging of the tragedies was first made by Jacoby 1947 (C 56) 3 n. 1 = C 58, 147 0. 17.
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Athenians were blockading it.*¢ Nevertheless, the old orthodoxy is still
to be preferred. Chronological arguments which rely on Diodorus’
narrative dates are fragile; and it is hard to believe that Athens would
have waited many years to take Eion from the Persians, to occupy Scyros
and to assert herself against Carystus, or that within months of facing the
revolt of Naxos she should have felt safe enough in the Aegean to take
large forces to the Eurymedon.

Three episodes not included in Thucydides’ summary have to be fitted
in. He tells us later that Pausanias, after his recall to Sparta in 478,
returned to Byzantium, was dislodged by the Athenians and moved to
Colonae, and from there was again recalled to Sparta (1.128.3, 131). Some
have placed this before the capture of Eion, since a fragment of Ephorus
or a writer using him (FGrH 70 F 191.6) and Diodorus (x1.60.2) take
Cimon and the fleet to Eion from Byzantium,*! but this may be simply
because in Diodorus at least (x1.44.7) Byzantium is where the fleet was
last mentioned, under the command of Pausanias in 478. A passage in
Justin, defective at least in that it makes Pausanias the founder of
Byzantium, states that he controlled it for seven years (1x.1.3): we may
wonder why Athens should have tolerated his presence there for so long,
but since his downfall is more easily placed in the 460s we should accept
the statement and date his expulsion ¢. 470.42

Plutarch (Cim. 14.1) mentions a campaign of Cimon against Persians
and Thracians in the Chersonese, between the Eurymedon and the
Thasian war, and this is confirmed by a casualty list which records deaths
both in the Hellespont and on Thasos, presumably in the same
campaigning year (Agora xvi 1). The Chersonese campaign must
therefore be dated immediately before the war against Thasos, and the
fact that opposition to the League occurred there so late makes a long
occupation of Byzantium by Pausanias less implausible. In Cim. 13.4
Plutarch mentions that on separate occasions Pericles and Ephialtes
sailed beyond the Chelidonian Islands (south of Phaselis) and met no
resistance. Pericles’ voyage may be that of 440 (Thuc. 1.116.3), but that of
Ephialtes at any rate must be placed between the battle of the Euryme-
don and his murder at the end of the 460s.

As stated above, it is highly likely that during these years the League
engaged in activity against the Persians of which we know nothing at all.

40 All these events from Eion onwards are down-dated by Smart 1967 (E 84); some but not all are
down-dated by Meciggs 80—3, Lévy 1976 (D 48) 277—9, Milton 1979 (8B 9). For a variant on the low
chronology, see Unz 1986 (B 16) 69-73. I am not persuaded by Badian 1987 (£ 3) 2—8 that in Thuc. 1.
100.1 perd ravra xal means that the siege of Naxos and the battle of the Eurymedon were
contemporancous. 4 E.g. Gomme, HCT 1 399—400; ATL 11 158—6o0.

42 White 1964 (F 71) argued for a late date from the likely age of Pausanias and the number of his
sons; see also Rhodes 1970 (C 82) 396-7; Badian 1988 (8 1) 300—4; Chronological Notes below, p.
499. For the end of Pausanias’ career see pp. 100-1.
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We do know that there was fighting against Persia on various occasions
until ¢. 450 (below), and that by then Persia had been driven so far from
the Aegean that a peace treaty either was imposed on her or later could be
believed to have been imposed on her.#3 Those who joined the League as
an anti-Persian organization could not complain that Athens was failing
to pursue the League’s objectives. But, appropriately for his own
purpose, the episodes chosen for inclusion in Thucydides’ catalogue can
all be seen as illustrating the growth of Athenian power. Eion became an
Athenian colony, and gave Athens access to the area where Amphipolis
was eventually to be founded; Scyros became an Athenian colony.
Carystus was forced to join the League against its will; Naxos was forced
to remain in the League against its will. The Eurymedon was a famous
victory for the League, but more specifically for Athens. Athens fought
against and subdued Thasos to take from it territory which Athens
coveted.

This is not to say that Thucydides is wrong to represent Athens’
foundation of the Delian League as an innocent matter, the acceptance of
an invitation from the eastern Greeks to be their leader in a continuing
war against Persia: we need not suppose that Athens had ulterior
motives in accepting the invitation, or enforced her will on reluctant
allies from the beginning.* But from the earliest years, as the League’s
policy developed, Athens found herself presented with opportunities to
further her own interests, and, not necessarily of set purpose, she took
those opportunities: the response to one situation tended to set the
pattern for responses to later situations.

According to Thucydides, it was largely by the defections of the allies
that Athens was compelled to become more despotic: as leader she
insisted on the allies’ obligations, the allies hated her for it, and so she
came to fear the consequences of not retaining a tight control (1.75—7,
97.1, 11.63.1—2). After the revolt of Naxos he inserts a chapter on the
tightening of Athenian control within the League (1.99): revolt often
grew out of default in the provision of tribute, ships and men, since the
allies did not take kindly to Athens’ punctilious exaction of what was due
from them (cf. v1.76.3, also Hdt. vi.11-12, on the Ionians in the 490s);
Athens increasingly became a superior rather than a leader of equals, and
the allies encouraged this development by deciding that it would be less
burdensome to pay tribute than to take part in campaigns; thus the
Athenian fleet grew at the allies’ expense, and the allies were not trained

43 Cf. pp. 121-7.
# Cf. above, pp. 36 with n. 8, 40 with n. 29. Pride in Athenian achievements, not only against the
Persians but also against Greeks, is attested by the names which some men of this generation gave to

their sons: Eurymedon (Thuc. 111.80.2, etc.; notice also the vase inscribed Edpupédov el xuBdde
éorexa, published by Schauenberg 1975 (1 146)), but also Carystonicus and Naxiades (M-L 48.27,

79)-

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



48 3. THE DELIAN LEAGUE TO 449 B.C.

or equipped to resist when Athens used force against them. Certainly it
will have been less arduous for a small state to pay tribute than to provide
and man even one ship for a long campaign regularly each summer;* and
since from the beginning all executive power lay with Athens we may
accept Thucydides’ implication that ships built and manned as a charge
on the tribute became Athenian ships. An ally which did not provide its
own ships and men could not withdraw from a campaign of which it
disapproved; even if it retained one or two warships it would have little
practice in fighting, on sea or on land, and so would easily be dealt with
when dissatisfaction reached the point of withholding tribute.

Diodorus places his comment on the changing nature of the League
after the coercion of Thasos and Aegina (x1.70.3—4): the Athenians no
longer treated the allies reasonably, but ruled forcibly and arrogantly;
most of the allies, unable to bear this, began to discuss revolt amongst
themselves, and some despised the League Council and ‘took to
organizing themselves individually’ (kar’ i8{av érdrTovro, by which he
may mean that they withdrew from the League). In Thuc. 111. 10-11 the
Mytilenaeans complain that the structure of the Council enabled Athens
to get her own way, and she picked off the allies one by one, beginning
[which is not true] with the weakest. Since Athens with the allies
remaining loyal to her controlled the sea, and most members were island
states or coastal states with easier communications by sea than by land,
concerted revolt by a number of allies would have been hard to organize,
and there is no evidence that it occurred.

In its early years, then, the Delian League was both a body fighting
against Persia on behalf of the Greeks and a body through which Athens
found opportunities to extend her own power: the Thasian war is the
most blatant instance mentioned by Thucydides of Athens’ not merely
furthering her own interests but doing so at the expense of one of her
allies.

According to Thucydides the Spartans were happy at the formation of
the new League under Athenjan leadership, since they distrusted the
influence of the wider wotld on Spartan commanders, and regarded the
Athenians as competent to take the lead and friendly to themselves. Later
texts disagree. The Athenaion Politeia, if its text is neither emended nor
given an unnatural sense to obtain agreement with Thucydides, states
that Athens’ taking the lead at sea was contrary to Sparta’s will (23.2).
Diodorus (x1.50) has a debate in which the Spartans consider going to
war to recover the lead, and it seems likely that they will decide for war,
but unexpectedly a member of the gerousia called Hetoemaridas obtains

45 Cf. above, p. 38 with n. 18. The point was made earliet, in more general terms, by Finley 1978
(E 25) 110—-14.
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majority support for his arguments on the other side. Certainly no such
war took place. It might be surprising if details of a debate which did not
issue in action leaked out of secretive Sparta, and another contributor to
this volume regards the story as an invention.* The Athenaion Politeia is
not bound to have agreed with Thucydides, and there may well have
been some Spartans who had supported Pausanias and who wanted
Sparta to remain involved in Aegean affairs; but after the Persian Wars
Sparta had trouble not only with her own commanders abroad but with
her neighbours in the Peloponnese,*” and, as long as Athens’ expansion
took place in the Aegean and under the command of the pro-Spartan
Cimon, many may have thought that there was no cause for alarm.
Spartan cooperation with Athens led to the condemnation of Themisto-
cles (Thuc. 1.135.2—3);* whatever Thasos may have hoped, Sparta did
not interfere with her reduction by Athens; and in 462/1 Cimon took
Athenian hoplites to help Sparta against the Messenians (below).
Thucydides’ judgement clearly reflects the prevailing, if not the univer-
sal, opinion in Sparta.

III. THE AMBITIONS OF THE ATHENTAN DEMOCRATS

Friendship between Sparta and Athens came to an end as a result of the
Messenian War which followed the great earthquake of 464: Sparta
asked for help from her allies including Athens; Cimon wanted to send
help but Ephialtes did not (Plut. Cim. 16.9—10); Cimon had his way and
went to the Peloponnese, with four thousand hoplites (Ar. Lys. 1138~
44); but the Spartans, afraid of the daring and radicalism of the
Athenians, suspected that they would be persuaded by the rebels to take
radical action, and so claimed that they had no further need of the
Athenians and sent them home. Athens then abandoned the alliance of
481 with Sparta, and instead made alliances with Argos and Thessaly,
enemies of Sparta (Thuc. 1.1o1.2—102). It is argued in another chapter
that what aroused the Spartans’ fear was the political success of the anti-
Spartan Ephialtes in Athens in Cimon’s absence: the Athenian soldiers,
had they stayed, might have received new orders to support the rebels
against Sparta,*® The era of peaceful coexistence between Athens and
Sparta was at an end, and Athens was now prepared to challenge Sparta’s
dominant position on the Greek mainland. In Greece Athens’ new
alliances, and the desire to conquer Aegina at last, drew her into the First
Peloponnesian War; but at the same time she continued the fighting
against Persia for which the Delian League had been founded, now
prosecuting the war outside the Aegean, and she also began to look to

46 Cf. p. 100. 47 Cf. pp. 101ff. 8 Cf. p. 65. 4 Cf. p. 69.
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the Greeks in Italy and Sicily, where previously she had not had any
direct involvement.

Athens’ expansion on the mainland, and her conquest of Aegina, are
discussed elsewhere in this volume.30 Aegina was treated in the same way
as Naxos and Thasos: she had to demolish her walls and surrender her
warships, and was incorporated in the League as a tribute-paying
member (Thuc. 1.108.4); in 432 she was to complain that Athens was
denying her the autonomy promised either in the treaty of incorporation
or in the Thirty Years’ Peace of 446/5, but Thucydides gives no details
(1.67.2 etc.).5! From the first of the quota-lists she is found paying tribute
at the high rate of 30 talents a year. The members of the League were full
allies of Athens, and she used League forces not only against Aegina
(1.105.2) but also on the mainland (1.107.5; cf. the reference to Ionians in
M-L 36, Paus. v.10.4). It has normally been assumed that her mainland
acquisitions were not enrolled in the League but were made directly
subject to Athens; but the possibility has been suggested that Boeotian
Orchomenus is to be restored in the quota-list of 452.52

War against the Persians continued. A fleet of two hundred Athenian
and allied ships was sent to Cyprus (mentioned in parenthesis, Thuc.
I.104.2). In spite of the victory at the Eurymedon, Cyprus had still not
been added to the Delian League. Ephialtes had sailed beyond the
Chelidonian Islands at some time in the 460s, but we cannot infer another
expedition of Cimon to Cyprus in 462 from Plut. Cim. 15.2.53 However,
again Cyprus had to be left for future attention.

This force in Cyprus received an appeal for help from the Libyan king
Inaros, who had incited Egypt to revolt against Persia, and it was
decided to help. Egypt was not half-Greek, as Cyprus was, but Greeks
had fought for Egyptian kings and had settled in Egypt in the seventh
and sixth centuries, and many Greeks still lived there in the fifth
century;** campaigning for the Egyptians could thus be represented as a
continuation of the war against Persia for which the League had been
founded, and as an act of Greek solidarity. The fact that Egypt had
abundant crops of corn may also have appealed both to Athens and to
some other members. So the League’s forces moved on from Cyprus to
Egypt, where they gained control of the Nile delta and the greater part of
the city of Memphis, and laid siege to the remaining part (Thuc. 1.104).

The Persians, like the Thasians earlier, tried to induce the Spartans to

50 Cf. pp. 111—16. 5t Cf.p. 376.

52 ]G 1 260. ix.9, with Lewis 1981 (E 41) 77 n. 43, and ad /oc. See also p. 116 n. 72.

53 As was argued by Barns 19534 (£ 5). See p. 69g.

54 Cf. CAH 2.3, ch. 36b. Athens’ Egyptian campaign of the 4505 is treated briefly in an
Egyptian context in CAH 1v2 276.
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distract Athens by invading Attica, but again Sparta did not act.5 In due
course the Persians sent a large army under Megabyxus to Egypt. The
Egyptians and the Greeks were driven out of Memphis, and eventually
were surrounded in Prosopitis, an island in the south of the delta
bounded by two branches of the river and a canal. There they were
besieged for eighteen months, until the Persians drained the canal and
crossed to the island. ‘Thus the Greeks’ cause was ruined, after six years
of war: a few of the many who had gone escaped through Libya to
Cyrene, but the majority perished.’ Fifty further ships from Athens and
the League arrived in time to join in the disaster (1.109—10).

Thucydides continues not to give precise indications of chronology;
he does not use temporal expressions when moving from one field of
activity to another, and it is reasonable to suppose that he has not
presented each separate incident in chronological order but that the
Egyptian episode has been organized in two blocks of narrative for
tidiness’ sake and these events may have overlapped with those reported
from Greece.>¢ The Thirty Years’ Peace was made in 446/5, and the five-
year truce between Athens and the Peloponnesians in 451; three years
without attested activity separated the truce from the last events which
Thucydides mentions of the fighting in Greece (1.112.1).57 The treasury
of the League had been moved from Delos to Athens by the spring of 453
(below); two inscriptions confirm that the Samians took part in the
Egyptian campaign,’® and they are said to have proposed the moving of
the treasury (Plut. Arisz. 25.3): it is reasonable to suppose that the
treasury was moved in fear of Persian reprisals,5 and to date the end of
the Egyptlan campaign to 454. We cannot be sure in what kind of year
the six years are reckoned, but probably the campaign began in 459 (see
also pp. so0—1).

An Athenian casualty list (M—L 33) lists men who died in ‘the war’ in
Cyprus, Egypt, Phoenicia, Halieis, Aegina and Megara ‘in the same

55 Some connect with the Persian envoy Megabazus one Arthmius of Zelea, who was believed in
the fourth century to be an Athenian proxenos whom the Athenians outlawed for bringing Persian
gold to the Peloponnese (Dem. 1x.41-3, x1x.271; Aeschin. 1m1.258; Dinarch. m.24-s; cf. Craterus
FGrH 342 v 14 (decree of Cimon), Plut. Them. 6.4, Aristid. 11. 392 Dindorf (decree of Themistocles)).

Arthmius’ mission is placed here by Busolt 1893~1904 (A 12) 112. 653 n.3, 11i. 328 n. 1; earlier by
Meiggs s08-12; it is rejected as a fourth-century fiction by Habicht 1961 (c 40) 23-5.
6 Cf. the discussion of his dating of the Third Messenian War, p. soo. 57 Cf. p. 120.

58 M—L 34 has long been known. Dunst 1972 (C 129) 153—5 no. xxiv publishes an inscription
recording Inaros’ award of a prize to Leocritus of Samos, ‘in command of the alties’ sailors’.

9 Plut. Per. 12.1 says that Pericles was accused of taking over the monies of the Greeks from
Delos (an accusation which may be authentic despite the weaknesses of these chapters of the Pericles
discussed by Andrewes 1978 (D 3) 1—5), and it is almost universally accepted that the treasury was
moved immediately before the publication of the first quota-list in Athens, in 453. However,
arguments have been advanced for a transfer in Aristides’ lifetime by Pritchett 1969 (£ 63) (cf. Plut.
Arist. 25.3), and for a transfer in the late 460s by Robertson 1980 (£ 69) 112-19 (cf. Just. 111.6.1—4).
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year’, probably a year which includes all of the summer of 459: the
campaign against Persia in the Levant and the campaign in Greece are
being regarded as part of one and the same war. The last three items are
given in what appears from Thucydides to be chronological order.®0
Probably the first three items are in chronological order too: there was
fighting in Cyprus at the beginning of the season; then the forces were
transferred to Egypt, and after they had established themselves thete a
raid was made on Phoenicia (this is not mentioned in any of our literary
sources).61

Diodorus, mentioning neither Cyprus nor the League, has the
Egyptian campaign undertaken after Inaros sent envoys to Athens
(x1.71.4—6). From Thucydides and the inscription it appears that the
move from Cyprus to Egypt was made at short notice: this suggests that
Inaros’ approach may have been made not to Athens but to the forces in
Cyprus, and that the initial decision to respond may have been taken on
the spot by the commander of the fleet (Ctesias, FGrH 688 F 14.36, gives
his name as Charitimides, not otherwise attested); he will no doubt have
consulted the leaders of the allied contingents.

Thucydides suggests that all 250 ships sent to Egypt and their crews
were involved in the final disaster, in which case this was indeed a2 major
setback. Diodorus has 300 ships voted and 200 sent (X1.71.5, 74.3); the
Egyptians and Athenians defeat a first Persian expedition of 300,000
under Achaemenes (74.1—4); then Artabazus and Megabyxus take
300,000 soldiers and 300 ships (75.1-2, 77.1: there is no sign of ships in
Thuc. 1.109.3—4); and when the Egyptians surrender the Athenians burn
their ships but themselves withdraw under a truce (77.3—5); reinforce-
ments are not mentioned. In the epitome of Ctesias (FGrH 688 ¥ 14.36—
9) the Greeks’ original force comprises only 40 ships; Achaemenides has
400,000 soldiers (of whom 300,000 survive their defeat) and 8o ships;
Megabyxus takes 200,000 soldiers and 300 ships; 6,000 Greeks survive
and are taken to Persia; again there is no mention of Greek reinforce-
ments. Those who find it hard to believe in a disaster on the scale implied
by Thucydides have been tempted by Ctesias’ forty ships to believe
either that on that point he is right and Thucydides is wrong or that after
the initial victory most of the Greek ships were withdrawn .62 There may
well be some authentic material behind the Ctesias epitome and Diodo-
rus, but the 6,000 survivors later in the epitome point to more than forty
ships, and on this point Diodorus is closer to Thucydides. The raid on
Phoenicia shows that all the ships did not stay in Egypt all the time, but

60 Cf. p. 112. 61 See CAH 1v2 144.

62 See, against Thucydides, Westlake 1950 (E 92), Salmon 1965 (2 77) 151-8; for Thucydides,
Libourel 1971 (€ 43), Meiggs 473—6.
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there is no reason to think that Thucydides’ account is fundamentally
wrong.

While they were fighting against the Persians in the Levant and
against their fellow Greeks at home, the Athenians also began to take an
interest in the West. An inscription whose lettering points to a date
before ¢. 44563 records an alliance between Athens and Egesta, an
Elymian (non-Greek, but hellenized) city in the north west of Sicily (IG
1 11): the prescript of the decree included the name of the Athenian
archon, but the only letters which can safely be deciphered are the last
two, ON. Editors used to date this 454/3, on the inadequate grounds that
Diod. x1.86.2 mentions under that year a war in Sicily in which Egesta
was involved;é* there was another archon whose name has the right
ending in 458/7, and that provides a better context for this further
extension of Athens’ interests than the time when the Egyptian
campaign ended in failure and the fighting in Greece came to a halt.63
Why Athens should have made her first alliance with a western city at
this time we do not know: possibly it was Egesta which made the
approach to Athens, and once more Athens accepted an invitation.

Six years of fighting in two areas had brought mixed results. In
Greece, Aegina was a gain kept until the end of the League, but Athens’
other acquisitions, extensive and impressive though they seemed, were
more than she had the strength to retain against concerted opposition,
and most of them were to be lost in 446. In Egypt a promising start led to
a disastrous conclusion, when the Persians sent into Egypt forces which
were too much for Athens and the allies. The alliance with Egesta was to
be followed by the establishment of other Athenian contacts with the
West, and ultimately by the disastrous Sicilian Expedition of 415—413,
which again if it had succeeded in the short term would not have brought
gains which could be retained permanently. Athens could dominate the

63 Although this text was dated by an archon’s name, it did not become normal Athenian practice
to date decrees in that way until ¢. 420. The authors of ATL, in working on inscriptions concerning
the League, accepted what was already standard doctine, that the forms of beta, rho, sigma and phi
used in Athenian inscriptions changed about the middle of the fifth century: this doctrine has been
subjected to a sustained attack by H.B. Mattingly, in a long series of articles beginning withE 44, E
45, E 47, who brings down to about the 420s many texts which orthodoxy places about 450; but
study of texts which are securely dated, by Meiggs 1966 (C 145), Walbank 1974 (C 170, revised in
1978 (C 171)); cf. Meritt and Wade-Gery 1962 and 1963 (C 152), shows that texts which can be dated
independently support the orthodox doctrine. The argument has extended from epigraphic to
linguistic phenomena, with some support for later dates claimed by Henry 1978 (C 134). I shall
assume that the orthodox doctrine is correct, but shall indicate when a date depends on the doctrine.

64 See p. 159 n. 10.

¢ hd}Bpov the archon of 458/7, was read by Raubitschek 1944 (C 161) 101n. 3; hdBp)ovis restored in
M-L 37; in IG ¥ Woodhead supports bd]B{plov in his commentary but leaves the text unrestored.
*Avr]ibév, the archon of 418/17, was read by Mattingly 1963 (& 47) 267—70; this dating has been
accepted by Smart 1972 (€ 83), by Wick 1975 (C 176) and 1981 (C 177), and, with new photographs,
Chambers, Gallucci and Spanos, ZPE 83 (1990) 38—63.
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Aegean even against opposition, because the sea kept separate medium-
to-small states apart, and as long as she kept the naval power in hetr own
hands a large force could not be put together against her; but in the early
450s she tried expanding into areas where it was much harder for a single
city state to establish its power securely.

IV. THE MID-CENTURY CRISIS

However great the disaster in Egypt, Thucydides does not suggest that
the Athenians were greatly chastened. After making a truce with the
Peloponnesians in 451, they turned their attention to Cyprus once more,
and sent a force of two hundred Athenian and allied ships there under the
command of Cimon, returned from ostracism.% Sixty of these were
diverted to Egypt in response to an appeal from Amyrtaeus, ‘the king in
the marshes’, still holding out against Persia (cf. 1.110.2). On Cyprus a
siege of Citium was begun, and in the course of the fighting Cimon died;
the League forces won a combined land and sea battle against Phoeni-
cians, Cyprians and Cilicians, but they then withdrew from both Cyprus
and Egypt (1.112.1—4). According to Diodorus (x11.3—4) the Athenians
captured Citium and Marium, and laid siege to Salamis, thus prompting
the Persians to sue for the Peace of Callias. After this Cyprus does not
figure in the history of Greece again until the last decade of the century,
though there is archaeological evidence for continuing contact.6?
Further dealings between Egypt and Athens are attested in the gift of
corn to Athens by Psammetichus in 445/4. If he was hoping to obtain
further intervention against Persia, he was unsuccessful.68 There is only
one more appearance of the Delian League in Thucydides’ narrative
before the Samian War of 440-439: the revolt of Euboea in 446, followed
by the recognition of the League as an Athenian power bloc in the Thirty
Years’ Peace of 446/5, treated in connexion with events on the Greek
mainland (1.114-115.1).9%

But, despite Thucydid—és’ silence, inscriptions indicate that these were
momentous years in the history of the League, that after the disaster in
Egypt Athens had lost ground to recover, and went further along the
road of becoming more despotic by insisting strictly on the allies’
performance of their obligations.

After the removal of the League’s treasury to Athens (above), the
Athenians claimed one-sixtieth of the tribute as an offering to Athena:
this quota of a sixtieth was calculated not on the total tribute but

66 On Cimon’s return from ostracis