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Abstract of

Greeks outside the mdAig in the Fourth Century B.C.

by Paul McKechnie.
D.Phil., thesis: University College, Hilary Term 1985

This thesis examines Greeks who in the fourth century B.C. did not
live in the sovereign city- and town-sized communities in which most
inhabitants of South Greece spent their lives. In it I argue that the
number of Greeks living outside these communities increased very signifi-
cantly during this period.

I examine what Greek cities were destroyed and what Greek cities
were founded in the fourth century, considering wherever possible how many
Greeks are likely to have been added to or taken from the number of
stateless Greeks by these destructions and foundations. I argue that until
Alexander the Great and Timoleon began large programmes of settlement in
the East and West respectively, there were probably many more Greeks losing
their city homes than finding new ones (and that this is in contrast to
the position before 400 B.C.).

I consider the increasing numbers of Greek mercenaries, pirates,
skilled workers and traders. Though people of widely differing kinds
entered these occupations, I suggest that the way in which they all grew
simultaneously in the fourth century indicates that the movement towards
living outside cities was not entirely a response to difficult political
circumstances in cities. Though some who were outside cities were so
perforce, nevertheless an ideology which treated loosening of city ties
as normal was being developed and was contrary to the established ideology
whereby n6Aig life was definitive of normal Greek life.

I suggest that the availability of a large number of people with
specialist skills from soldiering to diplomatic and literary skills

created a world fit for Hellenistic Kings to live in. They could easily



find reeruits for their armies and courts. This contributes to explaining
how Alexander and his Successors managed to conquer and subdue all Greece,

which no power had previously domne.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

1. An Qutside World

City-state life, to most Greeks of the fourth century B.C., was the
normative pattern of human existence.1 Values connected with it were
applied in all fields of activity. As A. Momigliano remarks about one
particular - highly significant - field of Greek endeavour: 'if we
exclude the Cynics, whom nobody except themselves considered wise, the
Greek image of wisdom was a higher form of civic virtue.'2 The city is
so central to the Greek consciousness of what being Greek was that it
may perhaps seem perverse to make a study of the people who lived outside
it. Superficially, there was little in common between the exiles,
mercenaries, raiders, physicians, builders, sculptors, courtesans, cooks
and traders with whom parts of this thesiswill deal; or between the routes
by which they had come to enter on their particular ways of 1ife.3

The central contention of this thesis is that the phenomena it seeks
to describe are related to each other and that together they represent
an important aspect of the change which occurred in Greece between the
Classical and Hellenistic periods. A particularly important thing for
the reader to understand, therefore, is who is in question when the title
speaks of 'Greeks outside the ndAL¢', and why these Greeks are treated
not indeed as a homogeneous group (they were people of radically differing
sorts) but as a group who ought to be studied in one enquiry.

The criterion which has been applied throughout, with as much rigour
as the sources allow, is that the Greeks under examination should be
Greeks who had no settled home in a ndAig; that either they should have
been living outside any city (physically, as a mercenary on campaign
would do - at any rate for a part of a given yeara) or they should be

people who might live in a city for periods of time (days, months, even

years) but would expect, during their stay in a given place, that at some



time they would move to another place.5 Greeks of the latter kind are
less obviously outside the néiiLg than those who habitually slept outside
city walls,6 and there might be a temptation to consider the difference
between them and other metics unimportant; but the approach used in this
study is much encouraged by the work of D. Whitehead on metics:
Whitehead, who stresses the idea of being a 'home-changer' and argues

for the use of the English word immigrant as a good translation of

7 . - L4 hd .
uétouLxog, speaks of non-citizen scholars and itinerant craftsmen becoming

'true "home-changers'' when they abandoned their 'esprit de retour'.

The feature common to all the Greeks defined here as 'outside the
16ALs' was that (whatever the differences in their skills, their earning
power and the lengths of their stay within the city walls) they derived their
incomes from occupations which required or permitted mobility. In all the
areas of wage-labour or business examined in this enquiry, there 1is
evidence showing growth during the fourth century in the numbers of
people making incomes from these mobile occupations. In some areas there
was growth beyond recognition between 400 and 300 (for example, the area of
mercenary serviceg), in others more modest growth (for example, the area of
long-distance trading‘o), and in some occupations growth was accompanied by
very significant advances in techniques11 or in forms of recruitment.12 The
combined growth in many areas amounted to the rise of a world outside the
1oAleLg' as a new and influential aspect of the whole Greek world.

The 'world outside the mbierg' was as differentiated socially and
economically as the remainder of the Greek world. A rich, successful
philosopher bringing his teaching and his disciples from another city to
Athens13 and an unemployed mercenary waiting at Taenarum14 were as
different as Plato and a poor Athenian; but as the political and economic
fortunes of a city affected both rich and poor, so all sections of the

less clearly identifiable community outside the cities were affected by



events throughout the Greek world. Things which affected only one or two
cities would usually have little effect (at least as far as can be dis-
cerned now) on the whole community of Greeks outside the ndéiiLg; but things
which involved large movements, such as the troubles of Greek Sicily and
Italy under the Dionysii, or the conquest and settlement of Asia by
Alexander,15 had a more immediate effect, probably, on the numbers and
lifestyles of the Greeks outside the mndiecg than they would be likely to
have on the population and life of any particular city.

The existence of a large and vigorous non-moiiLs element in the life
of the parts of Greece whose culture had developed in the patterns implied
by nbALg organization was an aspect as well as a cause of social change
in Greece: it was a development which arose from Greek politics and in
general from Greek civilization, so that it would be misleading to apply

to the fourth-century Greek world the category (mutatis mutandis) of

'Un-Roman Activities' used by R. MacMullen to describe the phenomena

discussed in his book Enemies of the Roman Order.16 MacMullen's picture

is of 'Un-Roman Activities' becoming more pervasive until 'there was

little "Roman"

left in the Roman empire ... the "Un-Roman'" elements ...

now controlled the world in which they lived.'17 This study has points

of similarity with MacMullen's: both consider the effects which people

as disparate as philosophers and brigands had on society,18 and both

assess governmental reactions to the problems caused by outsiders.19 But
whereas MacMullen argues that 'the drift of directing power outward and
downward from the Roman aristocracy is well-known; its corollary is the
simultaneous movement of anti-Establishment impulses in the same direction,'
this study suggests that in fourth-century Greece the society which grew

up outside the states, because it was outside the states' control and so

less subject than the rest of society to the conservative impulses of city-

state thought,21 was an important factor in the social and political changes



which made up the beginning of the Hellenistic age.

The relationship between the cities and the Greeks outside them is
important in this enquiry. Since it is being argued that the state of
things in the cities multiplied the number of people outside them, it is
necessary to be specific about where Greeks outside the cities were coming
from and for what reasons,22 and where possible to examine how some of
them became settled again. More generally, attention is given in this
study to the expected nature of transactions between city-state communities
and their mercenaries, the raiders who came into contact with them, their
doctors, the traders who brought imports to them, and the other representa-

tives of the outside world.

2. Themes in Modern Explanations

It has been argued in Section 1 that large events and general trends
in the fourth-century history of Greece affected, and were affected by,
the community of Greeks outside the cities; and that the genesis and
development of this community as a large new element in Greek society was
a significant step on the path out of the Classical age into the Hellenistic
age. The implications of this argument require discussion.

The questions why Greece came to be ruled by Macedonian kings and
whether the 7éAL¢ as an institution was in decline in some sense in the
fourth century have been exciting speculation for a long time. This little
introduction could not begin to summarize the views which have been put
forward. But perhaps it will not seem too much to select three themes
present inmodern attempts at explanation of the phenomena, and to suggest
how the findings of this thesis affect the implications of these explanatory
themes. The themes chosen are intended to represent contrasting lines of
thought in explanation of the history of ancient Greece. They are: first,

the theme of the necessity for Greek unity; second, the theme of the



overwhelming power of the Macedonian monarchs; and third, the theme that
Macedonian rule and the decline of democracy were consequences of the
success of the ruling class in Greece in class struggle with the lower
classes.

Authors who have mentioned the necessity for Greek unity have in
general evinced a measure of regret at its imposition by the might of the
Macedonian kings. E. Barker, arguing that the fourth-century political
thought of Greece was one of unity (he draws attention to hegemonies and
federations), states that the effect of this political thought was limited
by the persistence of ideas giving a high importance to the autonomous
city.23 The necessity of unity is stated with a sigh ('the free city-state
1s not built for long endurance in the world of politics ... and who ...
can feel otherwise about the great State than that it was a ''cruel neces-

"?'24). A few pages later, Barker points to the need for colonial

sity
expansion and settlement to make provision for 'men who ... were falling
. . . 2 . ‘e .
into a life of roaming vagrancy' > as a justification for the 'new monarch'
26
of the fourth century B.C.
Other authors make statements about the difficulties of the world of

city-states and the advantages of the Macedonian kings with less display

of disappointment. A. R. Burn, in his book The Warring States of Greece,

says:27 'the fourth century B.C. ... in political history ... reveals the
moral bankruptcy of the city-state world.' W. W. Tarn, arguing for another
form of this approach, characterizes Alexander as superseding the Athenians
as the standard-bearer of intellectual progress:28 'if we feel - and
justly feel - that during Alexander's lifetime Greece has lost importance,
that depends, not on military defeat or on Alexander's conquests in Asia,
but simply on the fact that Athens had, for the moment, lost to Alexander
her primacy in the world of ideas; it was Alexander who was now opening

up new spheres of thought.'



The point which Barker hints at and which these latter authors,
concentrating on the city-states and considering their political eclipse,
seem to miss, is that the advent of the Macedonian kingdoms represents the
inauguration of a dominant political structure outside the wdlerg, and
over and above them, just at the moment when trends in the development of
the Greek world had led to the availability of colonists to settle cities,
mercenaries to fight wars, an expanding community of traders to undertake
distribution and exchange in areas newly settled by Greeks, and (fewer
in number but of as great importance) the specialist builders, artists,
philosophers, doctors, cooks and hetaerae who were needed to make the
difference between a community of settlers and a Greek city.29 Important
elements of a cultural infrastructure for Greek expansion were available
to Alexander and the Successors from the world of Greeks without city
attachments. The Macedonian states found that the human resources for the
establishment of a new kind of Greek government (for filling courts, camps
and capital citiesBo) were at their disposal even though talented Greeks
in the city-state tradition still lived in their homes and concentrated on
the life of their own communities.

This is a positive argument: that Hellenistic kingdoms could not
have been founded much earlier than they were because the Greek elements
in their power and culture were crucial and were not in general recruited
from among the settled Greeks of the powerful city-states. If it is
accepted, the suggestions of moral or intellectual decline in the cities
become unnecessary.32 The argument contains no provision to the effect
that 'Greek Unity' or 'the Great State' had become inevitable as well as

practicable by 338;33

this is another point in its favour.
The theme of the overwhelming power of the Macedonian monarchs is not

usually presented by modern authors as the whole explanation for the eclipse

of the power of the Greek cities. But it appears in many places, often as



a more or less unstated assumption. T. T. B. Ryder, commenting on the

appearance of Isocrates' Philippus in the period after the Peace of

Philocrates, says:34 'it is doubtful whether Philip would ever have
stopped short of being the dominant partner in any alliance, and probable
that he always intended to establish some sort of control in Greece.' It
would not be possible to say this if Philip's power were not regarded as
so overwhelming that it would have been unreasonable for Philip to doubt
his ability to subdue Greece. Similarly J. K. Davies' chapter on 'The
Opportunists’ explains Philip's success in relation to the resemblances
and differences between him and the other monarchs and quasi-monarchs
influenced by Dionysius 1,35 and answers affirmatively the question
'whether we can explain Philip's transformation from regional dynast to
master of Greece purely in terms of his having been able to add a second
role, as mercenary commander, to that of traditional king.'36 He succeeded,
and Jason of Pherae and the rest succeeded much less well, because of the
differential in the military and economic power controlled by Philip and
by each of the others.37
This is attractive as an explanation why Greece fell under Philip's
power; but it does not begin to explain the Hellenistic state. Without the
development of a form of state allowing for government of the world of city-
states, the Macedonians' hegemony over Greece would have gone the same way
as the hegemonies of the Athenians, the Spartans and the Thebans. A good
deal of the change involved in arriving at the Hellenistic state came about
as a result of the needs of Alexander's Asian expedition, and many of the
initiatives involved were taken by individuals;38 but if it had not been
the case that Hellenistic government could achieve things which Classical
government found it problematic to achieve, such as control of piracy and

the problem of exiles,39 then its potential rivals would have had more

chance of flourishing. And this new form of government was emphatically



not only an application to a wider sphere of the traditional Macedonian
forms."0 Those were forms very like ones which most of Greece had abandoned
in the Archaic age. Hellenistic government, which cemented the victories

of Philip, Alexander and Antipater over the city-state Greeks, was a form

of Macedonian kingship deeply influenced by the problems and opportunities
present in fourth-century Greece on account of Greeks without cities.

Both the 'Greek Unity' theme and the 'Macedonian Power' theme assume
that the restriction of the scope of Greek city governments for independent
action was the most important consequence of the rise of Macedonian power
in Greece. But G. E. M. de Ste. Croix disputes this and asserts that the
disappearance of democracy was more important than the general circum-
scription of the powers of Greek governments. He says:41 'modern
historians have shown little concern with this aspect of the destruction
of democracy; and when they have noticed the disappearance at all, their

interest in it has been submerged by attention to the supersession of '

‘city-

state'" or '"republican" forms of government (which of course may be either

democratic or oligarchic) by the monarchy of the Hellenistic Kingdoms or

the Roman Principate.' The implication of this statement is that the

death of democracy, though it took a very long time in the dying, was the

significant event which was happening at the times when the surface symptoms

included the rise of the Hellenistic kingdoms or of the Roman Principate.

A secondary implication is that modern historians have been too anti-

democratic to acknowledge this fact.43
But the protection afforded to free poor Greek people by democracy

had become (taking an overview of the whole Greek world) steadily more

partial as the fourth century had progressed.ba The increasing size, and

economic and strategic importance, of the community of Greeks living out-

side the cities had created a mass of economically active people who had

nothing to gain from the continuance of the system of making political



decisions by a majority vote of all citizens.45 Once there was a signifi-
cant number of free people outside the systems of democratic government
(some of them the educated, articulate men who could have been influential
if they had been in a position to be involved in government), the nature
of citizen bodies as private clubs became a hindrance to their acceptability
as governing bodies, at least at the intellectual level. 'Cynic monarchism'
for example, can be considered as a theoretical expression of the frustra-
tion with which some philosophers regarded the democratic transactions of
the cities in which they sojourned.46 And de Ste. Croix has an idealized
view of metic status as affording protection against economic exploitation,
which ought to be treated with reservation;47 so that it must seem
doubtful whether it is right to minimize the importance of the point that
democracy protected a privileged minority (those who were not slaves,
women, children, free non-citizens or non-Greeks) in democratic cities.
Democracy was restricted to cities: no ancient Greek political unit more
comprehensive than a city-state was governed by a constitution which de
Ste. Croix would be likely to recognise as democratic.48 So that the
establishment in the fourth century of governments over and above the
'city-state' or 'republican' governments must be regarded both as
interesting in itself and as no less valuable an object of constitutional
analysis and speculation than the decline over several hundred years of
democratic forms in (what was from 338) local government in Greek areas.

A. Lintott sums up the politics of Greek cities in the fourth century
when he says:49 'it is almost too easy to draw a moral or deduce a
necessity from the history of the Greek cities in the fourth century:
their perpetual external and civil wars left them at the mercy of a new
power, the ruthless and single-minded Philip of Macedon. Yet it 1s not
immediately clear how far political behaviour in the cities had declined

from what it had been in the fifth century, their supposed zenith, nor is
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it easy to pick out significant changes in their social and economic
conditions.' The three themes considered in this Section are in effect
attempts to get at the causes of the change in Greek society in the
fourth century, which involved the Greek states' becoming subject to
Macedonian kings: the Greek Unity theme treats the change as a (sad)
illustration of the power and importance of large states in an ancient
civilization; the Power of Macedon theme yields inescapable analysis of
why Philip, Alexander and Antipater beat the Greeks; and the Decline of
Democracy theme treats Philip as the lucky find of the ruling classes in
Greek states. It is the intention of this thesis to suggest that an
identifiable community existed outside the wnbleLs, whose influence on
the course of change was great enough to make necessary a reconsideration

of previous modern explanations of fourth-century history.50
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Notes

1. de Ste. Croix, p.9, though mentioning the ndiig/xwpa division in the

Archaic and Classical periods, talks of the common culture of groups
living in both areas. As p.10 adds, Greek culture was city culture in a
still more marked way in areas where Greek settlement began in the
Hellenistic period. Cf. below, pp. 23-25.

2. A. Momigliano Essays in Ancient and Modern Historiography (Oxford,

1977), p.22.
3. This is an appropriate place to mention a previous study. T. R.

Glover Greek Byways (Cambridge, 1932) has a chapter titled 'The Wandering

Greek' (pp.78-100). It attempts a synchronic treatment, examining the
aptitude to wander as a facet of the Greek temperament. It is intended
as an essay rather than a research paper.

4. On mercenaries cf. below, pp. 1L6-176.

Virtually all Greek traders must have lived in cities in winter,
whether as metics or as citizens (but here cf. below, pp. 289-290), but in
summer they formed a very important part of the world outside the ndierg:
clearly they could not sensibly be excluded from this enquiry.

5. Cf. below, pp. 235-236.
6. Citizens and other settled country-dwellers also slept outside walls.
But the point should not be obscured by this.

7. Whitehead, p.7.

8. Whitehead, p.18; the point is also made that any foreigner staying

even a fairly short period in Athens (cf. Whitehead, p.9) became a pétounoc.

The case of potters in the late fifth century is apposite here:
many of them moved out of Athens (B. R. MacDonald 'The Emigration of Potters
from Athens in the Late Fifth Century B.C. and its Effect on the Attic
Pottery Industry' AJA 85 (1981), pp.159-168; and cf. below, p.262 n.18), and

MacDonald argues that 'the disaster in Sicily in 413, may have prompted
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some craftsmen to abandon Athens, especially metics who had previously

considered permanent residency' (p.166 - MacDonald quotes Hyp. 3(Athenogenes).

29 and 33, referring to the law forbidding metics to leave Athens in
wartime and making them subject to arrest if they did so and later returned
to Athens). This illustrates how adverse circumstances could lead some
apparently settled metics to behave as Greeks outside the ndéALg rather than
as Whitehead's 'true "home-changers''.

9. Cf. below, pp.162-16L.

10. Cf. below, pp.288-325,

11. Any number of technical advances could be mentioned. Davies, pp.166-
167 gives an overview of the fourth century as 'a spectacularly creative
period in Greek culture' (p.166). One of very few texts which make explicit
the recognition by a contemporary that innovation and advance in scientific
and technical areas were fairly widespread is Theophrastus HP IX.16.8-9:
having described how Thrasyas of Mantinea used to gather ingredients for
drugs from a wide range of places, and how Thrasyas' pupil Alexias was as
skilled as his master in drug-making and experienced in other aspects of
medicine, Theophrastus says (§9): 'so these practices [sc. travel for
scientific purposes] seem to be in evidence much more now than formerly.'
Cf. below, p.243 and n.55.

12. Cf. below, pp.257-260,

13. Cf. below, pp.249-250.,

14. Cf. below, pp.165-166.

15. Cf. below, pp.LL-14L45.

16. See MacMullen, p.vi.

17. MacMullen, p.ix.

18. Cf. below, pp.177-234 and pp.246-250., Cf. also MacMullen, pp.L6-9L

and pp.192-241.
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19. See in particular MacMullen, p.216, where, commenting on the diffi-

culties caused to Roman government by circumcellions, Bagaudae, Arabs and
others, MacMullen says: 'by declaring them enemies or outlaws, the
government put into formal words the simpler wish that they would all go

away, behave themselves, or die. No chance of that. The need for legis-
lation only acknowledged how vigorous they had become, and their vigor
continued unabated, ultimately transforming the world from which the

insiders - the acquiescent or directing members of the dominant civilization -
tried to exclude them.'

20. MacMullen, p.242.

21. It would be unwise to underestimate the extent of the continuing
association between aristocratic values and civic values: see e.g. W.

Donlan The Aristocratic Ideal in Ancient Greece (Lawrence, 1980), pp.155-

158.

22. A scholar with whom I discussed this suggested taking the existence
of Greeks outside the cities as a datum and considering only the consequences
of it. But to do so would be to confine the scope of this enquiry in an
unnatural way. It might also give the impression that the reasons for the
growth in numbers of Greeks outside the cities were more shadowy than in
fact they are.

23. E. Barker 'Greek Political Thought and Theory' in CAH VI (Cambridge,
1927), pp.505-535 (hereinafter Barker), at p.509.

24. Barker, p.510.

25. Barker, p.509.

26, Barker, pp.512-513.

27. A. R. Burn The Warring States of Greece (London, 1968), p.112.

28. W. W. Tarn 'Greece: 335 to 321 B.C.' CAH VI (Cambridge, 1927), pp.
438-460, at p.443.

29. Cf. below, pp.235-287.
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30. Cf. below, p.260. It was becoming possible to be a courtier almost

in the modern sense of the term; F. W. Walbank, commenting on how the early
Hellenistic kings had to build up their own governing class, says (CAH VII?
Part I (Cambridge, 1984), p.69) 'the Friends were almost invariably Greeks
or Macedonians; ... Many, but not all, were exiles from their own cities ...
Artists, writers, philosophers, doctors, scholars - all were possible
recruits, but once they became the king's Friends they might be drafted

to any task.'

31. See below, p.196: and Plutarch Praecepta gerendae rei publicae (=

Mor. 798A - 825F), with the comments of de Ste. Croix, pp.310-313, shows

how (at a later period) local politics retained its interest as an

occupation for a citizen. Theophrastus Characters 23 (’AlaZovela)

describes the imaginary Boastful Man who tells someone he happens to be
walking downthe street with (ouvodolrxopog) how he campaigned with Evander
(the name Theophrastus uses is apparently chosen to stand instead of

Alexander) - though in fact he has never been out of the country: and

how he has received three letters from Antipater (this name not disguised)
begging him to come to Macedonia. But the boasts about his cosmopolitan
life as soldier and courtier are complemented by equally extravagant

boasts about the good deeds he has done the city; and the reasons he gives
for rejecting Antipater's requests are interesting: he has been offered

the chance to export timber duty free but has refused in order not to be
subjected to sycophancy (that is, so that no one in Athens will be able to
make money out of him by starting a lawsuit against him), and he thinks the
Macedonians ought to have more sense than to expect him to come to Macedonia
(epaLTépw @LA000QeTVY Tpoofne Maxeddol). The joke is that he boasts so

extravagantly about everything; but the assumption is that a man of the

kind he pretends to be (wealthy, courageous, generous) will have the city

as the beneficiary of his qualities. Even after Crannon and Amorgos,
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Athenians limited their field of political interests to Athens. See also

Hornblower, p.266.

32. There is no real reason to think there was such a decline. Cf. below,

pp. 9-10 and Lintott, pp.252-262. Ruschenbusch, pp.60-61, gives a tabular

presentation of ancient references to show the relative prevalence of
otaolrs in the fifth and fourth centuries: if increasing incidence of
otaocls could be seen as an index of moral decline, Ruschenbusch's findings
would not support a theory of moral decline in the fourth century.

33. Or 336 or 322.

34. T. T. B. Ryder Koine Eirene (Oxford, 1965), pp.99-100.

35. Davies, pp.228-253.

36. Davies, p.249. The qualification concerns the importance of legiti-
macy (p.250): 'In terms of power,' Davies says (p.249), 'the answer is
probably yes.'

37. This is in effect the conclusion of Davies' chapter (cf. above, n.36),
in which the question why Philip was the most successful is put at the
beginning (Davies, p.228).

38. Which is in effect simply to acknowledge that conquering the Persian
empire made a difference to the conquerors, as would be expected.

39. Cf. below, pp.207-212 and pp.29-3L.

40. Cawkwell, p.19, says, 'Philip transformed the ancient world, con-
fronting the city-states of Greece with the national state of Macedon ...'
And at the end of the book (p.183) he speculates whether Philip, if he

had lived, might not have consolidated gains round the Mediterranean

instead of advancing to conquer the Persian empire ('if he had so preferred,
Macedonia might have become the homeland of a mighty power'). This apparent
suggestion that a distinctively Macedonian empire (rather than a number

of Hellenistic kingdoms) could have come into being in the 330s and 320s

is implausible in view of the fast pace of change in Macedonian society

during Philip's reign.
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41, de Ste. Croix, p.315.

42. This is intended, at least, as a fair interpretation of de Ste. Croix'
point.

43. There are several parallel references in de Ste. Croix, for example

at p.71 ('the anti-democratic instincts of the majority of scholars'), and
cf. the comments on the Athenian policy of 'naval imperialism' at p.293.

It is not surprising that P. Green (rev. of de Ste. Croix, TLS 4167

(February 11 1983), pp.125-126 comments (p.125) on '... the risk of being

relegated by de Ste. Croix to that stooge-chorus of bourgeois colleagues ...'

44, de Ste. Croix, p.315 notes as a result of the destruction of democracy

the 'disappearance of the limited measure of political protection afforded
to the lower classes against exploitation by the propertied.'

45. As de Ste. Croix, p.284, comments: 'the first and most characteristic

feature of démokratia was rule by majority vote of all citizens.'

46. See Hornblower, p.155. Skilled workers who had come from well-off

backgrounds and who had mobile practices of their various crafts lived
without citizen rights; and so could clearly not be expected to take a
Periclean attitude to democracy. On the lifestyle of philosophers, cf.
below, pp2L6-~250.

47. de Ste. Croix, p.289: 'And surely metics could not be exploited

intensively: 1if they were, they would simply move elsewhere.' This is

a naive expectation, in view of de Ste. Croix' theoretical framework:

one would not usually expect a Marxist to put forward a proposition so
closely analogous to 'surely employees cannot be exploited intensively:
if they were, they would simply get new jobs.' The fact is more probably
that some metics could improve their lot by moving, but others could not.

48. Hornblower, p.236, argues that because it embodies a representative

principle 'Greek federalism was often more democratic than the often

urban-dominated primary assemblies of the city-states.' But federalism



17

does not figure in the comments on democracy in de Ste. Croix. Athens

in the fifth century, and Thebes in the fourth, ruled areas outside their

own cities: but these empires had no say in the government of the cities

which held them.
49. Lintott, p.252, and cf. above, n.32.

50. G. Theissen The First Followers of Jesus (London, 1978) discusses

the role of 'wandering charismatics' in the earliest years of church history
(see pp.8-16). The social situations described by Theissen are not closely
analogous to those examined in this book, but insofar as wandering people
were both a symptom and a catalyst of social change in both instances,

there is a point of comparison.
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Chapter 2 - Nlavwuevol

1. Introductory

It is a commonplace of fourth - century rhetoric that people who
travel, or who live away from home, are disreputable characters.

Philon, for example, who went to Oropus as a metic during the rule
of the Thirty at Athens, is represented in Lysias as disloyal to his
Athenian compatriots,1 gouAndels mop’ €xelvours petouxelyv uwdArov M ued’
Vu®v moiltng e€lvar. Similarly, Aphobus' headlong getaway to Megara after
his conviction in the matter of Demosthenes' estate is brought up against
him by his former ward;2 and Isaeus avers in his speech written for Hagnon
and Hagnotheus, stay-at-home relatives of a mercenary (Nicostratus) who
died at Ace,3 that his clients4 oUte amodednunracLy oudapol TWROTE, ROV
%v un Vpetc [sc. the Athenians] npootaEnte, oVUt’ €v946e pévovteg dxpnotol
etou 1% moAeL ...

Orators had to appeal to juries composed of Athenian citizens the
majority of whom lived their whole lives in Athens and Attica or in Athenian
military and naval service abroad. So the orators' testimony reflects the
feeling of those with fixed homes that people who did not share in settled
Greek life were reasonable objects of suspicion.

But (even given this unavoidable degree of bias in the sources, which
is only partly compensated for by the few available strands of evidence
for the feelings and ideologies of some of the Greeks who lived without
city tiess), the sources for the history of Greece in the fourth century,
and in particular the political works of Isocrates, offer a fair number
of glimpses of the world outside the mdAig, and of a 'floating population’
in Hellas.6 It is a diverse world, and there is a risk connected with
an enquiry of the sort undertaken here that the constraints imposed by the

nature of the primary sources may make it almost impossible for the
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student to develop an accurate picture of what the people in the world
outside the néiug were like. Isocrates speaks of miavduevoL, whom he
contrasts with moAitevbuevoL (uses of miavduevos and cognates in other
authors do not make this contrast explicit7).8 When he uses this word
he may well not be including (in his own mind) the craftsmen and traders
whose occupations (it will be argued in later chaptersg) were using more
manpower than in earlier periods and contributing to the non-ndALg society
in Greece; he may have in mind only the destitute wanderers and may have
regarded the others as a normal, and not an alarming, feature of contem-
porary life.

But even destitute wanderers encompassed a spectrum of different kinds
of people. And mAdvn, a word which meant either simple travel, as in

Herodotus,10 or error, as in the philosophers,11 could be a temporary or

a permanent life of moving from city to city. Certainly some mAavwpevor
would spend periods living in cities as metics, and a period of residence
in a city might be followed by further travel.

It is clear that the people Isocrates wrote about and worried about
were mainly mercenary soldiers, or exiles, or both. While modern authors
have studied both mercenary service and exile,12 less attention has been
given to the wandering life adopted by some mercenaries and characteristic
of exiles.13 Sections 1 and 2 of this chapter deal qualitatively with
the life led by nlavwpevor in the fourth century, while sections 3 - 5
deal with how the phenomenon of mAdvn and mAavwpevo. is related to general
trends and particular events in the history of the period. That mAdvn
was a social phenomenon of some significance is shown in Section L, where
the reasons for starting this study from about 400 are explained.M

But what living outside the ndAL¢ involved is a point which will
require careful examination. Already in the fourth century it was possible

for Isocrates to complain that certain philosophers were taking altogether
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too optimistic a view of the attractions of the wandering life. These
philosophers, according to Isocrates,15 ToAuBoL YpdoeLv s £o0TLV O TGV
RTwXeVOVTWY KHal @evyYOVTwy BLOS LNAwTdTEPOoS M THYV EAAwv dvdpdrwv.

The enquiry will begin from the particular, and move on in later
chapters to examine the various distinct but interrelated areas of
experience of Greeks who lived in different non-city-state contexts.16
The particular, for present purposes, is a story from a speech which is
unique not only in that it is the only extant forensic speech of the
Classical period prepared for delivery outside Athens, but also in the

insight it offers into one family's history of separation from its home

city.

2. Isocrates Aegineticus

Isocrates Aegineticus is an adventure story not without exotic fea-

tures. A certain Thrasyllus inherited by will from Polemaenetus the

pavtLg his books of pavtuxh and some property (Isocrates Aegineticus 5;

in the rest of this sub-section, references to the Aegineticus will be by

number only), and so began to practise sooth-saying, becoming a wanderer
(nAdvng) and living (Scautn9elc) in many cities (6). He seems, like
Chaucer's Pardoner, to have had 'a joly wenche in every toun',17 including
the mother of the speaker's opponent (6). His nAavn was profitable

enough to enable him to return to Siphnos as the richest of the citizens,
and to marry into the best family in the island (7).

After Thrasyllus' death the property passed to his sons Sopolis and
Thrasylochus: they had a mother and sister living (9; 11). The property
(odola) must have consisted wholly or mainly of movables, since most of
it was at some time left with the speaker's £é¢vo, in Paros, and recovered
by the speaker at the risk of his life when Pasinus (otherwise unknown)

took Paros with the help of Siphnian exiles, who massacred six of the
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speaker's male relatives (18-19). Later the speaker and Thrasylochus,

with their respective mothers and sisters (Sopolis was already absent),

were exiled from Siphnos (20; 22). The whole fortune inherited from
Thrasyllus they managed to take (20), but the speaker's property, presumably
not made up of movables, was lost (23). After the escape, they arrived
first in Melos (21), where they had &évo. (22), but at Thrasylochus'
suggestion they moved on to Troezen.

From Troezen or Melos - it is not made explicit from which, but
almost certainly from the former, not least because it seems a much more
likely source of énlixoupoL — the Siphnian exiles made an attempt to capture
Siphnos (38). It failed (39). Sopolis went to Lycia, and died there (40),
and at some time after his brother's death Thrasylochus, who together with
the speaker had by then moved to Aegina, fell ill - fatally ill, as it
proved (24; 11). His mother and sister stayed in Troezen (25), where the
speaker's mother and sister had already died of disease (22). Thrasylochus
before dying adopted the speaker in a will and gave him his sister and his
obola, and at the time of the lawsuit they are still living as metics in
Aegina (12).

Now the narrative shows that the two families concerned were in some.
ways quite exceptional. They were not only oligarchs, but the leading
oligarchic families of Siphmos (7; 36). Sopolis was chosen to lead the
attempted revanche (38). Perhaps more exceptionally still, the ovola left
to his children by Thrasyllus could be saved - not once but twice - and
taken with the exiles as they travelled: the speaker's property, by con-
trast, was lost - as was the property of all land-owning exiles. The
fact of having ready money probably helped gain Sopolis the command of the
exiles. But in other respects the record of their mnAdvn may be less
untypical: of the six who left Siphnos, three died of diseases,18 and

Sopolis, too, died, though the cause of his death is unspecified (failure
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to recover from his wound?) (39-40). They left Melos to join a community

of Siphnians in Troezen (31), so putting the wish to remain in the circle

of the Siphnian oligarchs above the tie of £evia and the reputed unhealthiness
of Troezen (22). Seibert points out that Conon arrived in Melos in 393

and used it as a base, and states that while staying -in Melos, the Siphnians
believed themselves in danger of persecutions by the victorious democrats,
connected presumably with the prospect of Conon's arrival (he cites the
evidence about Conon to support this account of the Siphnians' fears).19

But there are difficulties with this view. Did anyone at Melos know that
Conon was coming, until he arrived? Surely it would be unlikely. And
Seibert's assumption that all the new exiles went to Melos together is

not supported by the Aegineticus or any other ancient source.20 Similarly,

where Isocrates says that Thrasylochus and the speaker went to Aegina (24),
Seibert says that 'many later continued their flight to Aegina'.21 On

the contrary it seems almost certain that when Thrasylochus went to Troezen
from Melos, he joined the other Siphnians, and when he went to Aegina from
Troezen, he left them behind.

A few trends seem to emerge from the narrative of the Aegineticus.

The exiles were able to travel - the ordinary Siphnians as well as the
leading families, as is learnt from the fact that the Siphnians from
Troezen attended the funeral in Aegina (31). Allied to the feasibility
of travel is the fact that both Thrasylochus and Sopolis, and presumably
some others, chose to settle elsewhere than with the community in Troezen:
in the case at least of settlers with money, perhaps it is no surprise
that they were welcomed as metics,22 but it is worth knowing that a
community of exiles concentrated in one place would act as a sort of
centre from which individuals would go and settle in small numbers as
metics elsewhere; thus exile, tAdvn and temporary settlement were likely

to be followed sooner or later by absorption into a new community as
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metics.23 Finally, and significantly, even formerly rich people were poor
when they had lost their citizenship. As Seibert notes, poverty (caused
by exile) led to loss of social position:24 homeless oligarchs were mostly
not, therefore, representative of the tradition of travel for pleasure
recorded in Greek literature from Herodotus' time on.25

As for Thrasyllus, his nlavn was quite unlike the enforced wanderings
of his son to Melos, to Troezen and then to Aegina. He was a &nuLovupydg

with a mysterious and esoteric craft. From the Hippias Major of Plato

the professional travels of sophists are known, and in that dialogue
Socrates makes, on behalf of Gorgias of Leontini and Prodicus of Ceos,

the claim that they each earned more money from cogpla than other &nuioupyol
from their crafts.26 It seems likely, though, from Thrasyllus' homecoming
as the richest man in Siphnos (7), that a pdvtic would be able to earn
almost as much as a sophist. Travellers with less recondite crafts would
command smaller fees. Thrasyllus chose to lead a wandering life; He went
into it not only with the téxvn and the books, but also with the money
inherited from Polemaenetus (5). A chapter below on mobile skilled workers

will discuss the life of people like him who lived and worked outside the

.y 27
cities.

3. Theorists' Viewpoints

An account like the Aegineticus is particularly valuable as a piece

of material to consider in the context of Greek writers' reflections on
the question of people without cities. Clearly the actors in the story
experienced personal difficulties in adjusting to being outside the mdAig:

in fact, Thrasylochus and the speaker of the Aegineticus found being in

exile a thoroughly disagreeable experience. Every day in Aegina they
spent 9pnvolteg ... xal TOYUg WOVOUS ToUg GAANAWY xal THV QUYRV xal TNV

’ ] L . 28
cpnulav TNV Nueteépav avthv: and no day was without tears, Oor soO says
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their speech-writer. He says it also of the Plataeans in exile, for whom
. . [ » 29 [4 -~ » ’ t [ 4
after their city's destruction he wrote: TAVTWY TWV AVOYHALWY OMHOLWS
evbeets Gvtes aAftaL xol ntwxol watéotapev. aA%taL is synonymous with
niavouevo. (the sentence structure here requires a noun): and the rheto-
rical exaggeration of how often the Siphnians and Plataeans wept over
the loss of their place in Greek society (their being reduced from
moALTevduevoL to mAavouevor) will not prevent the modern reader from
realising what a serious view they had to take of their worsened circum-
stances. A Greek whose mOAL¢ rejected him, or whose noAiLc ceased to
exist, thenceforth lacked the central one of the several terms in which
he could define himself to the outside world. Aristotle in the Zgov
ToALTLHOV passage from the beginning of the Politics reflects and
expounds the view that a man without a T0ALS was a man lacking an impor-
. . 30
tant part of his humanity:
‘* 4 ’ ] [ 4 » [ \] [7] [] » ’

... QAVEPOV OTL QUOEL TN MOALS EOCTL, XalL OTL O av9pwmnos YVOEL

moALTLrdy CHov, ral -0 &noirs 6Ld @UoLv xal oV L& TOXNV fitoL

palrég €otLv, A HpelTTwv A dvSpwrog. womep xal O Ve  ‘Oufpcw

AoLSopndele "dophtwp &9¢pLotog GveéoTLog." dua Ydp eloeL

ToLoUTOS Hal TMOA€poV €mLduunTtng, 4Te mep ALUE BV WONEP €V TMETTOTS.

Now although Thrasyllus would probably not have been described by
Aristotle as amoiig (since even when he chose to live as a traveller,
he remained a noiltng at Siphnos, where he later settled down again and
brought up a family),31 and Thrasyllus' children were without a city by
chance (&ud tOxnv), Aristotle's reservations only go to show the depth
of his worry about anyone who really did choose to put himself outside
the community. Such a choice would amount, in Aristotle's view, to a
militant act of self-definition over against the normal (Hellenic) human
pattern of life. Aristotle fears that such people will desire and en-
courage war. His quotation from Homer comes from a passage where Nestor
32

is discouraging Diomedes from causing civil strife:

I [ ] ’ [ » [ . [ 4 1] » -~
o0PpNTwP GVECTLOS QAVECTLOS ECTLV EXETVOC
8¢ morépou fpatal énudnulou 'oxpudevrocg
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and the use of a passage reproaching the stirrer-up of civil strife (and
having no obvious reference to being without a city) shows that in
Aristotle's view the propensity to stir up strife is the chief characteristic
of the amoArg, and not an occasional or accidental attribute. His

theoretical justification follows: that the nbéALg is prior to the individual,
and that the individual, when isolated, is not self-sufficient; so that33
O «.. WM BUVAPEVOS XOLVWVETY 1 undev Seduevog &L’ alTdpxeLav OUIEV uHEpOC
norews, Wote h 9nplov N 9ebg. Here Aristotle has repeated and strengthened
the ¢aOlog/xpelTTwy N dvdpwnog alternative put forward in the earlier

excerpt. It need hardly be pointed out that the second part is offered

per impossibile: what Aristotle means is that all who choose to have no

city are rogues.

Though a philosopher could express in such unequivocal terms as
these his distrust of those who lived the life outside the mdALg, his
eloquence fades by comparison with the pleas found in the émnlloyot. of
some defence speeches on charges for which exile could be a penalty. Where
the philosopher speaks for the settled, the 'political' population against
the wanderers who trouble it, the Aoyvoypdeog puts words into the mouth of
a citizen facing the prospect of becoming (though not, to use Aristotle's
phrase, &ud gUouv) such a wanderer. Antiphon's imaginary defendant in

Tetralogy I, for instance, describes his fate if convicted:34 €av 6¢&

vOv atorewpPels dnoddvw, dvdora dveldn Tolg marolv Vmoreldw, N QUYQV
Yépwv xat &moiig Gv ént £eviag mTtwxeyow. A number of other speakers

. 35 .
make the same point. Exile was of course the most complete form of
separation from the moALs, and exile by judicial decision (as opposed to

exile of a party as a result of a coup d'état) left no prospect of fighting

one's way back.36 It also involved the confiscation of the condemned's
property. mnTwxevow was a fair prediction.

People who found that they could no longer live as part of a moALS
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community as citizens or metics with secure places in the city's life,
faced the possibility of a beggarly, dangerous and humiliating life.
Beggarly, if they had no income and no Eévo.L to go to; dangerous, from
sickness or violence; humiliating because being stateless implied
alienation (in the strict [atin-derived sense: becoming-foreign)

from Greek people and from the typical Greek way of life. If, as Aristotle
states, many such people were desirous of war, then it was by no means
irrational that they should be so: to the political exiles, like the

Siphnians in the Aegineticus, the overthrow of the home government would

mean their u&%oéog; to others, war meant employment and hence a means of

support.

4. Growth in Numbers of mlavapevou

There was a marked degree of growth in the number of men available
for mercenary service between the end of the fifth century and the Peace
of Philocrates.38 Since the association between nxévn39 and mercenary
service is so close in Isocrates, it will be useful in a brief space to
try to get an overview of how the state of affairs alluded to by him and
other writersAO developed, and how it may have influenced their thinking.
Now, it is perhaps in general not unfair to argue that the pattern of
Greek history in the fourth century was set in the last decade of the fifth:
and that two great events of those years can be identified as models for
many later episodes. The first is the tyranny of the Thirty at Athens,
and the second, the expedition of the Ten Thousand with Cyrus. Some
aspects of that expedition have been examined above, but the point which
here ought to be brought to the fore is, in Parke's words,[’1 that 'Cyrus,
by raising the Ten Thousand, closed one period in the history of Greek
mercenaries as he opened another.' His army became the first otpatdnebov

nAavwpevov, and its career marked the beginning of the period in which
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mercenary soldiery was an important, instead of a peripheral, factor in
Greek wars and Greek society.

The Peloponnesian war ended with the return of exiles to Athens.42
But the victory of the Spartans brought only a brief respite after the
unprecedented spate of exilings which had happened throughout Hellas
during the war.43 Before long the Thirty decided to limit citizen rights

44 . . .
at Athens to three thousand men, and, as Lysias comments in his speech

Against Eratosthenes, those who escaped death were in danger in many places,

wandered to many cities and were banned from everywhere, went short of
necessities, and left their children in foreign, some in hostile, lands -
before they came to Peiraeus.[’5 The pattern of mass exiling by a controlling
faction followed by an attempted (in the Athenian case, successful)
n&9060¢c by the exiles is a completely typical feature of the fourth
century in Greece till Alexander. This is not to say that the pattern
was new at this time,46 only that as mercenary soldiery and mercenary
service were peripheral features of Greek life until Cyrus, and then became
important, so until the Thirty Tyrants the practice of exiling political
opponents wholesale (hundreds or thousands at a time) was pretty well
exceptional, but after their example the instances of it multiplied.4

If the troubles of Athens set a pattern for revolutionary politics
in the post-war period, then they have also left behind a unique record
of how the Athenian citizen community coped with the task of living together
after its reunification: notwithstanding the amnesty, the recriminations
concerning the rule of the Thirty continued at least throughout the 390s,
as Lysias' speeches show. The reason must be that, amnesty or no amnesty,
the upheavals of 404/3 were not easily forgotten by the Athenians. There
is no other case where it is possible to see in any detail how life continued

. . . 48
after the restoration of exiles to a city.
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For the Athenian democrats, the guyh - mAdvn - xd%0b60g sequence was
a fairly direct result of defeat in the Peloponnesian war. In contrast,
the fact that Cyrus wished to raise an army, and had the money and good
name needed to succeed in doing so, was not: but nevertheless, the
continuation of the Cyreians' existence, as a gtpatdnedov TAavuwpevov, can
at least in part be explained by the observation that the Arcadian and
Achaean hoplites who formed a majority of the army could have expected,
had they gone home, to be required to serve the Spartans in an allied
contingent, instead of serving paying customers. The Spartan campaigns
in Asia arose out of the aftermath of the Peloponnesian war, and these
campaigns made disbandment in effect an unattractive option for many of
the Cyreians. The continued existence of Cyrus' army contributed to
shaping the future of the mercenary armies of Greece.

And through the 390s there were more wars, of which the general
effect was to hinder any attempt to return to the political and social
pattern of the days before 431. The repeated tactical successes of
Iphicrates' £evixdv év Koplv9y illustrate why it became preferable from
an employer's point of view to be able to hire mercenaries who would not
wish to go home in winter.49 Through these years, and through the failure
of the Peace of Antalcidas to stem the almost relentless tide of wars,

Isocrates was in middle life, writing and teaching. In the Panegyricus,

composed about 380, he already makes the plea for a panhellenic expedition
against Persia which he continued to make, with differing degrees of
shrillness, for more than forty years afterwards. He speaks against the

50 t - 1 -~ ’ ) 1 9 -~
wars of the Greeks: OL TLVEGS OUTW MEPL MLHPpWV xLvdyveyouev, €EO0V adeWg
noAAd nextHioSaL, ol THY Nuetépav aUtdv xwpov SLaedelpopev, GUEARCAVIES THV
"Aolav xopmoBofaL, and later mentions how the wars and oTdoeELS cause
homelessness and drive many men to serve as mercenaries:

[ [ [4 ’ -~ 4 ’ ’ ' A
avtol mAelw [sc. waua] 1¥v avayxalwyv mpooeEEUPNHAUEV, TOAEUOUS Hal
~ ~ ’ » ~ -~
oT&oeLS NUTYV abTOTS EUNOLNOAVTES, WOTE TOVS peEv €v 1ats adTtdv
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14
avouws amdAAuodar, tolg 6'énl Eévng uetd maldwy xal yuvalxBvy
1 o~ A ] -~ (]
aldodaL, moAloUg 6€ 6L Evberav Tiv uad’' Auépay €nLxovpeTv
[

AVAYHRLOPEVOUS ... ATOSVNOHELV.

Now, though N.H. Baynes, in his essay Isocrates,52 points out most con-

vincingly that dogaleia — ability to enjoy property in security - is the
cardinal aim of Isocrates' pronouncements both on domestic and on foreign
policy,53 he is hardly justified in his opinion that 'Isocrates remains

a puzzle - just a bundle of contradictions':54 on the contrary, Isocrates'
claim to have spent his whole life warring on the barbarians (with words,

of course, he means) carries a good deal of conviction.55 He had in mind
several possible champions of the Hellenic cause at different times:

Athens, Dionysius I of Syracuse, Jason of Pherae, Philip;56 and the detailed
proposals he put forward were, as Baynes says, very inconsistent with each
other;57 but there is a single notion behind the whole thing - that of
marching east to seize the Persians' wealth. This is the heart of Isocrates'
message (an almost distressingly simple message), and the puzzles of the

Nicocles and the Archidamus are unimportant by comparison. Isocrates saw

a number of symptoms in the Greece of his day,58 and attributed to them
one cure.

The language of his speeches gives some clue as to how serious he
thought the disease he hoped to see cured, was.59 It is possible, however,
to go a little way towards stating the size of the problem of
TAavopevoL in terms less subjective than those in which Isocrates dealt.

At some time not far from 366, for example, Isocrates wrote in his

Archidamus that there were more exiles (at the moment of writing) from

one city, than there had been previously from the whole Peloponnese.

This is not informative about how many there were in absolute terms, but
two important inferences can be drawn from it in relation to the number

of exiles in Hellas in the mid-fourth century: first, that one event could

change the general position a good deal (in this case, the mass exiling in
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one city); and second, that impressions or comparative results are easier
to come by than statistics or absolute figures. Seibert, in a very

brief section titled Statistisches Zahlenmaterial, has collected the

testimonies referring to numbers of exiles - and ten bodies of exiles
from the period under consideration in this enquiry are numbered in the
ancient sources.61 The largest attested single body of exiles in the
period is of 3,000: the Messenians who in 401 joined the exiles from
Cyrene and were killed wholesale in an attempted »a9060g to that city;62
the smallest, from Mantinea in 385/4, is of 60.63 They are scattered
figures, and Seibert is right to avoid attempts at statistical inference
from them. But however erratic the numbers of exiles were, and although
the sources do not invite statistical treatment, there are some important
events, which had happened many years before the decree was issued in 324
whereby exiles were restored,64 which created exiles who were still homeless
at the time of the decree. Their continued existence as exiles is an
aspect of the continuity between the age of Isocrates and the time of the
decree.

First, the problem of Arcadia, and particularly of Tegea, seems not
to have been solved between 370 and 324. It would be more than plausible

to guess that Tegea was the 'one city' Isocrates referred to in the
g g

Archidamus: 800 fled from it, and over 1400 from the whole of Arcadia,

) ; . 65
in the otdoic at the foundation of the pla ouvtéreiro of Arcadia, ~ and
the inscription setting terms for the return of exiles to Tegea in accordance
with the decree of Alexander can, in the absence of any evidence to
suggest the contrary, be recognised as referring to these same exiles,
) ] 66

or their children.

Second, as the same chapter of Diodorus in which the story of the
decree is told shows, the Samians exiled by Timotheus in 365 were still in

exile 1in 324.67
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Third, the years between 358 and 347 had seen the destruction of six
cities in central and north Greece: the inhabitants of Potidaea and
Sestos had been sold into slavery,68 but the Methoneans and very possibly
the Narycaeans and Zereians had simply been scattered.69 The citizens of
the largest of the six cities, Olynthus, were also sold as booty,70 but
in 316 Cassander gathered them up again and settled them in his new city,
Cassandreia.71 Fourth, again in the same chapter of Diodorus as the
decree, the Oeniadae had been expelled from their city by the Aetolians

at some time before 324.72

Xenophon records that the Tegean exiles were 800 in number.73 He
almost certainly means 800 men, since he records later om that 'the
youngest of the Tegean exiles, about 400' were part of a Spartan garrison.74
Counting women and children in proportion to adult men, they may have
numbered about 2500 or 3000. The Samians will probably have been more
than this,75 the Methoneans, Narycaeans, Zereians and Oeniadae each fewer,
yet certainly enough to number between them thousands rather than hundreds.
There were more than 10,000 Olynthians in 347.76 However, even though a
brief glance at the middle years of the fourth century shows up a large
and continuing problem of exile (Alexander could say truly to those exiles
100 pév gevyeuv Vpdg oUx NueTs alTLol Yeyévauev),77 E. Badian's contention
that mercenaries declared traitors to the League of Corinth during Alexander's
campaign against Darius became exiles in great numbers,78 and that merce-
naries disbanded by the satraps in 324 ended up at Taenarum after being
nmAavouevor in Asia and living by foraging (npovouﬁ),79 is certainly right.
So in spite of Alexander' attempt to settle mercenaries (his own) in new
cities - which, as Parke notes,80 'reminds one of Isocrates' advice to
Alexander's father that he should solve the problem of the Greek unemployed

by conquering Asia Minor and settling colonies between Cilicia and Sinope'

(Isocrates Philippus 120-122) - the result of the eastern conquests was
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the exact opposite of what Isocrates had hoped. The problem which had
persisted throughout the century, took a turn for the worse during the
reign of Alexander the Great.

The connection between the exilings of the mid-century and the decree
of 324 makes it necessary to undertake the study of exiles in these years
with the decree in mind - as Seibert does.81 But Badian suggests that
the decree was a response to 'an unprecedented and apparently insoluble
social problem' created by Alexander himself.82 Arguing that only the
exiles within easy reach of Olympia attended to hear the decree, he
concludes that 'we shall not go far wrong, if we postulate a figure of
the same order' (sc. as the 20,000in D.S. 18.8.5) 'for those exiles who
did not attend the Games'.83 Regrettably, he glosses over Diodorus'
explicit statement,84 floav &' ol guyddeg annvinudéteg &navtec elg THY
TavnyupLy, O6vtes mAelous Tdv Sitopuplwv, which deserves at least the dignity
of an open denia1;85 and it ought to be taken into account that there may
perhaps have been 20,000 exiles altogether, of whom not all were at Olympia:
in principle, Diodorus is as likely to have misinterpreted his source one
way as the other. Badian goes on to say (same page): 'it is beyond belief
that such numbers could be produced by the normal play of stasis in the
cities.' Such numbers as Badian's conjectural 40,000, that is: but in
view of the great mass of exiles 'left over' fromthemiddle of the century
who still needed settlement in 324, 20,000is a perfectly credible number.

It is certain that the facts of nAdvn and exile affected the thought
of Isocrates.86 Another fourth-century theorist found it necessary to
treat questions raised by this pervasive problem: Aeneas Tacticus, after
outlining precautions to be taken by a city if there are exiles,87 advises
some very careful measures with regard to outsiders in the city: they are
to have their arms confiscated; no one is to take them in without permission -

not even innkeepers; they are to be locked into their inns at night; and
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periodically the scruffy ones (talanrelpLoL) are to be expelled.88 On the
other hand, énuvénuoBvteg from nearby, with educational or other good
reasons for their presence, ought merely to be registered.89 The great
mistrust expressed here, and attested in Polyaenus I11.30.1, is of poor
strangers with no reason for being in a particular city rather than the
next: mistrust, in effect, of TAQVOUEVOL .

Aeneas' treatise reflects the mundane concern for day-to-day security
felt by the Greeks in their mdleus. So his testimony is more to the point
here than that of (on the one hand) Demosthenes, who, as noted below,90
argued in the 350s that in spite of the Umdpxovoa mevia no Greek would
serve the Great King against Greeks: here, Omdpxovoa mevia is treated
as a small consideration beside any Greek's presumed pro-Hellenic feelings.
More to the point too (in terms of its nearness to the world of events)

than (on the other hand) the outstanding political texts of the fourth

century, Plato's Republic and Laws and Aristotle's Politics. Though these

books have as their theme, or part of their theme, the constitution of an
ideal ndALc in the context of the Greek world, it was not the concern of
their authors to comment on the existential details of city life, as
Aeneas' theme required him to. Thus Plato, when, in the Republic, he comes
to discuss how to maintain the number of households at 5,040, is obliged

to provide that if a son is disowned by his father (and the process of
anoxNpuELs is made difficult) and not adopted into a household within ten
years, he is to be sent to a colony. With the number of households strictly
limited,g1 dvayratwe Exeu el dAAny xdpav éEouxlzecdaL 1oV anatopa. But
the plan to have a colony to use as a sort of 'governor' to regulate the
pressure of population is not very convincing: 1its theoretical merit,
indeed, is that it avoids giving a place in Plato's theoretical apparatus
to the possibility of life outside the méAiLg. And Aristotle, though he

derides Plato's plan to have 5,000 leisured citizens,92 affirms that there
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is a best size for a city (beyond which it will not be manageable)93 and
outlines no practical non-violent way of keeping a city at that size. A
case could be made for the conjecture that his and Plato's decisions to
keep silent about the possibility of life outside the n6ALg94 were affected
by a consciousness of the problem of mAavdpevoL: better perhaps, though,
only to note how the political theorists accepted and reinforced the idea
of the mdALc as the centre of life for Greeks. Greeks without ndierg

were at best marginal to their interests.

5. Points for Examination

This chapter has given an introduction to the nature of the social
problem of mlavopevoL and to some contemporary reactions to it. It is
only a beginning. A whole range of questions is raised. It will be
worth while at this stage to outline what the questions are, and to which
of them answers can be attempted, and at what levels.

Some attempt can be made at answering the question from what cities,
and at what times, the people had come who became wanderers. The section
of the study dealing with foundations and destructions of ndieLg examines
the fourth-century evidence for events of a traumatic kind which must
have separated people from their homes, and the evidence for organization
of people into groups of settlers for new foundations and refoundations.
Here it is possible to form an impression of the shape of events and their
likely social consequences, though it is not possible to adopt any really
quantitative approach.

The chapters on mercenaries and on Agoraﬂ show how the increases 1in
availability of mercenary armies and incidence of piracy were related to
the growth in the number of stateless people. What they cannot do 1s

suggest what proportion of Greeks who had been forced to be outside the

ndéiLc took to these occupations.
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As implied above,95 what anybody without a mdiic needed was an income;
and (since few can have had enough movable wealth, or enough rich and kind
EévoL, to live on) most must have depended, short of beggary, on earning
wages or fees for services. It has been pointed out many times how
deeply untypical a life-style wage-earning was in anicent Greece;96
and the fact that two chapters of this study (those on mercenaries and on
skilled workers) concentrate on wage-earners outside the ndArg underlines
one of the greatest differences between city life and non-city life. A
separate chapter deals with traders, and considers the question what kind
of relationship there was between the people who carried on long-distance
trade and the communities which they served but in which, at least for

the most part, they did not live permanently.
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Notes

1. Lysias XXXI (Philon).9.
2. Demosthenes XXIX (Aphobus I111).3.

3. 1Isaeus IV (Nicostratus).7.

4. 1Isaeus IV (Nicostratus).27.

5. Cf. below, pp.257-260and 302-307.

6. Alexander Fuks' phrase (see Fuks, p. 26, and, for a list of key

passages in Isocrates (many of which are referred to in this chapter), n.33.).
7. E.g. at D.S. XVIII.53.6: (Eumenes in 319) nepl TNv KannadoxLov

SLETPLREV GavalapR&vwy ToUS TMpoYeYovdTas @LAOU¢ ual ToVe xatd TRV xbpav
TAQVWHEVOUS THV OUVECT PATEUHOTWV aﬁT@ npotepov. Here miovouevo. does not
designate a distinct social grouping over against moAutevdopevor. The

context does not make it possible that it should. Without the fairly few
explicit Isocratean references, therefore, miavwupevor could not fairly

be used as a category word.

8. Specially at Isocrates Ep.IX (Archidamus).9: wpelzovg nal upelTToUg

[ [ 4 o~ -
OUVTREELS OTPATOMESWY YLYVOUEVOS € TV TAQVWHEVWY T THV TOALTEVOUEVWY.

Cf. Philippus 96 and 120. ‘'miavdpevor', Fuks states (Fuks, p.27), 'is

their usual designation in Isokrates', and though some of the passages
he cites to support the statement are rather marginal to the issue, he
is certainly right.

9. Cf. below, pp. 257-260.
10. Herodotus I.30; II.103 and 116.
11. E.g. Plato Phaedo 81a6; Aristotle De Anima 402a21.

12. Notably Parke, Griffith and Seibert.

13. Cf. Isocrates Evagoras 28.

14. Below, pp. 26-27.

15. Isocrates Helen 8.

16. This aspect of the enquiry moves in four directions, considering mer-

. ’ -~
cenaries, Anotat, Texvitau and traders.
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17. Geoffrey Chaucer Canterbury Tales VI (C). 453.

18. But note that Thrasylochus was consumptive (9941 oxduevov, 11) and
already ill at the time of the revolution in Siphnos (dpplotwc sLanelpevov,

20).

19. Seibert, p.105 and n.850. n.850 quotes Xenophon Hellenica IV.8.7.

20. Seibert, p.105: 'Im Gegenzug mussten die bisher regierenden Kreise,
die Reichen und Besitzenden, den Insel verlassen. Sie fanden zunidchst auf

der Insel Melos Aufnahme.' Aegineticus 31 mentions Siphnians going from

Troezen to Thrasylochus' funeral in Aegina, and 38 touches on their expe-
dition, but elsewhere no Siphnians are mentioned except the two families
concerned in the case. If the Siphnians had been travelling as a body
from Melos to Troezen, surely it would seem odd for Thrasylochus to have
to beg the speaker to come with him?

Throughout his brief treatment of this narrative Seibert is making
a case for the conclusion that the exiled Siphnians acted all the time as
a 1éALg. On page 106 (cf. also p.373) he quotes from section 38 €6oée
ToTS ouvuguydoLv, commenting: 'Die Form des Psephismas entspricht dem
Formular eines Dekretes eines staatlichen Organs', but the construction
boneT-plus-dative is very common and need not be from a decree. Reading
the chapter, one finds that it is even in a subordinate clause (é€6h\woe
&’¢v drloLg Te moaroTg (sc. that he regarded me highly) xal &1’ €60te
10T oupguydoLv énuxelpeLv 1% mdrer netd &V €nuxoVpwv). This scarcely
seems like a portentous quotation from an official document. Further,
Seibert says that Sopolis was chosen as OTpaTnYOS aVTonpaTwp (same page;
he quotes the Greek). Perhaps he was, but Isocrates does not say so. He
says oLpedelg...dpxeLyv aVtonpdtwp (38): which sounds more like an infor-
mative description than an official rank-designation.

21. Seibert, p.105.

22. Xenophon Poroi 2.1-3.5, especially 2.7. Cf. Whitehead, p.7.
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23. The Samians exiled from Samos by the Athenians in 365 seem, from the
dossier of inscriptions thanking their benefactor, to have stayed in a
wide range of communities: seebelow, p. 96 and nn. 56-58,

24, Seibert, p.377.

25. To Herodotus' own travels add Solon's mAdvn (Hdt. 1.30.2; cf. above,
n.10) and the casual comment at Hdt. III.139.1 on the many Greeks arriving
in Egypt when Cambyses made his campaign against it: o({ upév, og oludg,
nat' éumoplinv, ol &¢ otpatevduevol, ol &€ tives adTRc TR Ybpne Yental -
TV %v wal ZUAOGEV. ..

26. Plato Hippias Major 282b-e.

27. See below, pp.235-287.

28. Isocrates Aegineticus 27.

29. 1Isocrates Plataicus 46.

30. Aristotle Politics 1253a1-6.

31. 1Isocrates Aegineticus 7-9.

32. Homer Iliad IX.63.

33. Aristotle Politics 1253a28-29.

34. Antiphon II (Tetralogy I).2.9.

35. E.g. [Lysias] XX (for Polystratus).35; and especially (though not

from a criminal case) Isocrates Plataicus 55: 10 6¢ undeptav €xovia

M ’ ’ » @ ’ t 0 A} (] 4 ~ \)

HATOQUYNV QAA  QAROALV YEVOHEVOV HAD EXOOTNV TNV NUEPAV HaKOMAJeTV HaL

\J ¢ - A § ’ 4 4 - [ (7] 1 ’”»
ToUug avtoU mepLopdv pun Suvapevov eEnapreLv, TL SeT AEYELV 000V TQAS AAAQC
OUHGOPAS UTEPRERANKEVS
36. Timasion the Dardanian came fairly near being able to try this:
Xenophon Anabasis VII.2.2 and V.6.23. His first attempt foundered by
reason of lack of money for pay (Xenophon Anabasis v.6.36) and his second
came at a time when the army was in any case dissolving (VII.2.3-6) and
was kept together by offers of employment (VII.2.8-11).

37. Cf. below, pp.1L6-176.
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38. This point is argued below, pp.157-159,

39. wAdavn used here to mean 'being - a - miavowpevoc'. But note that in
fourth century Greek prose nAavioSair can still be used to mean simply
travel: Isocrates himself apologises to the children of Jason of Pherae

and declines their invitation to visit them, partly because of his inability

to travel - 16 pn 60vaocSoL mraviodar (Isoc. Ep.6 (Children of Jason).2.).

40. See below, pp.32-3L.
41. Parke, p.23.

42. D.S. XIV.6.1-3; Xenophon Hellenica II.2.20.

43. See Seibert, pp.54-92.

44. Xenophon Hellenica II.3.18.

45. Lysias XII (Against Eratosthenes).97.

46. Leaving aside on this occasion the events of the Peloponnesian war,
one need only turn to the Epidamnus affair for an example of a factional
group looking for restoration (Thucydides 1.26.3).

47. See Seibert, pp.92-147.

48. Though the story of Phlius, Xenophon Hellenica V.2.8-10 and V.3.10-12,

is interesting.

49. The authoritative account of the £eviudv €v KopCv%Q is Pritchett,

pp.117-125.

50. Isocrates Panegyricus 133.

51. Isocrates Panegyricus 167-168.

52. Baynes, pp.l144-167.
53. Baynes, pp.153-160.
54. Baynes, p.160.

55. Isocrates Philippus 130.

56. Athens: Isocrates Panegyricus, passim; Dionysius I: Isocrates Ep. 1

(Dionysius), passim; Jason of Pherae: Isocrates Philippus 119-120; Philip:

Isocrates Philippus, passim. Earlier Aristagoras had tried out a similar

idea in two places: see Hdt. V 49.1-50.3 and 97.1-2.
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Epistulae Socraticorum 28 (Orelli 30) (Sepeusippus to Philip), most

readily accessible in L. Kohler 'Die Briefe des Sokrates und der Sokratiker'

Philologus Suppl. 20 Heft 2 (1928), text at pp.44-50, translation into

German at pp.85-89, commentary at pp.116-123, is a letter sent to Philip

in the winter 343/2 after Isocrates Philippus. On its genuineness see

E. Bickermann and J. Sykutris 'Speusipps Brief an K&nig Philipp' Berichte

iber die Verhandlungen der Sdchsischen Akademie der Wissenschaften zu

Leipzig 80(1928, no.3), pp.1-86, at pp.29-33. It makes some shrewd points.
At §16 the text rums: a&néotaixe 66 oot [ 'Icoupdtng] TO6V AdYOV, OV TO wev
npBTov €ypadev 'AYnourdy, uLxpd <6E> dLaonevacas UOTEPOV ETLAEL T§

Zunerlas Tupdvvy Atovuoly © TO 6€ TplTov TG MEV dpeAdv 1& &6¢ mpoodels
éuvhotevoey “AAeEGVEpy 1§ BetTaAd - 16 6¢ Terevtalov vOv npds oe

yAloxpwe alTOV &INuOVTLOEV. ..

57. Baynes, pp.155-158.

58. Fuks' idea of the value of Isocrates' speeches as evidence ('Isokrates
is first-rate evidence for the social-economic situation in Greece...'
Fuks, p.17) is perhaps rather optimistic; but his method of presenting a
sort of synopsis of salient passages from the political writings to
build up a picture of 'the elements of the situation as perceived by

Isocrates' (Fuks, p.19) illustrates how largely the matter of poverty

and nidvn figured in Isocrates' political perception.

59. Fuks, p.18: 'the signalling of the situation in Greece by Isokrates
is terrifying' (examples are quoted), and p.30: 'the impression gained
from Isokrates is that to him the dimensions of the floating population

are very large indeed.'

In contrast Epistulae Socraticorum 28 (Orelli 30) (Speusippus to

Philip). 5-7 (Cf. above, n.56) does not mention the problem of TAGVAPEVOL
when it puts forward elements of myth and early history relating to the
Thracian Chalcidice with a view to supplying Philip with arguments sug-

gesting that he might justifiably flatten every settlement in the place
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if he wished. The question of where the inhabitants would go is not raised.

60. Isocrates Archidamus 68.

61. Seibert, pp.405-406. Ten not including (i) the Phliasian exiles of
380/79 (characterized as dAlyoi &vSpwnoL by the other Phliasians), who
raised and trained a force of 1,000 from defectors from the city during

the siege of Phlius (Xenophon Hellenica V.3.16-17), or (ii) the Syracusan

exiles of 317/6.
62. D.S. XIV.34.3 and 5.

63. Xenophon Hellenica V.2.6.

64. D.S. XVIII.8.4-5.

65. 800 from Tegea: Xenophon Hellenica VI.5.10. 1,400 from all Arcadia:

D.S. XvV.59.2. Cf. W.E. Thompson 'Arcadian Factionalism in the 360's'
Hist 32 (1983), pp.149-160.

66. Syll.? 306 (new edition at A.J. Heisserer Alexander the Great and

the Greeks (Norman, 1980), pp.206-208); cf. Seibert, pp.160-162.

67. D.S. XVII1.8.7; cf. Seibert, p.165.

68. Potidaea: D.S. XVI.8.5. Sestos: D.S. XVI.34.3,

69. Methone: city razed by Philip; inhabitants allowed to leave with

one (pdtiov each, D.S. XVI.34.4-5, cf. XVI.31.1. Naryx: city taken and
razed by Phayllus; fate of inhabitants not mentioned, D.S. XVI.38.5.

Zereia: gpodpLov razed by Philip. Zereia was one of the Chalcidic no)lopata.
Fate of inhabitants not mentioned, D.S. XVI.52.9.

70. D.S. XVI.53.3.

71. D.S. XIX.52.2.

72. D.S. XVIII.8.6; also Plutarch Alexander 49.5. This brief summary of

the dimensions of the problem of exile is perhaps in danger of being too
sketchy to be of much use by itself:
it should be supplemented by consideration

of the chapter below on foundations and destructions of norxers (below, pp.
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LL-10L5.

73. Xenophon Hellenica VI.5.10; see also Seibert, p.405.

74. Xenophon Hellenica VI.5.24.

75. Cf. the decrees of the restored Samian State, below, p.12 n.58.
76. Demosthenes XIX (Embassy).226, cf. Beloch, p.205.

77. D.S. XVIII.8.4.

78. See Badian, p.29 and n.90 (cf. p.25 and n.57 quoting Arrian Anabasis
1.16.6): 'any known cases of this crime' (sc. treason) 'must have been
punished by the death penalty in absence (i.e. in practice exile).'
There seems to be a logical flaw here: (i) anyone under sentence of
death was surely ¢évayng, and so not allowed to return home; and (ii) a
city cannot restore someone whom it has never made an exile - and the
decree does not require sentences of death to be quashed. So that the
soldiers' being de facto exiles does not at all suggest that the decree
was a response to the problem they caused. Parke, p.196 (not referred
to by Badian) argues that the decree affected only the (few) mercenaries

who had taken to soldiering because of banishment: which makes better

sense.

79. D.S. XVII.111.1.

80. Parke, p.195.

81. Seibert, pp.158-162.

82. Badian, p.30.

83. Badian, p.28. G. Grote, on the other hand, speculates plausibly that

the 20,000 'had mustered here from intimations that such a step was intended.'

(History of Greece XII, p.131); cf. also Timoleon's request for settlers.

Plutarch Timoleon 22.3-5 and D.S. XVI.82.5.

84. D.S. XVIII.8.5S5.

85. Seibert, p.158 also fails to mention this point.
86. Cf. above, pp.28-29.

87. Aeneas Tacticus 10.5-7.
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88. Aeneas Tacticus 10.9-10.
89. Aeneas Tacticus 10.10: cf. below, p.2L9-250.
90. Below, p.a66 and n.P1 .

91. Plato Laws 928e - 929d. The quotation from 928e.

92. Aristotle Politics 1265a17-18: 6eT pév Vnotl9eoSaL uat’ eOxfAv, undév
pévtol &8dvatov.

93. Aristotle Politics 1326a34-37.

94. Aristotle admits that there will be a great number of slaves, metics
and foreigners in the noirc (Politics 1326a18-20), and Plato devises terms
for the residence of metics (Laws 850a-d) under which the metic must leave
after twenty years - but where he is to go to, is not mentioned.

95. Cf. above, pp.25-26.

96. And de Ste. Croix, pp.179-204, gives a good survey. At p.182 he notes:

'"The first appearance in antiquity of hired labour on a large scale was in
the military field, in the shape of mercenary service.' It was precisely
in Greece in the fourth century that mercenary service began to be
available, and to be taken up, on a large scale (see below, especially at
pp.157-159 ). So that it is clear that wage labour in ancient Greece had its
first large development at the period when many people were being forced
to live outside the cities (inside which it was normal for a free citizen

not to gain his income in the form of wages).
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Chapter 3 - Foundations and Destructions

of ndleLg in the Fourth Century B.C.

Introduction

This chapter, which is in two parts, gives a semi-narrative account
of the events which caused city populations to join the wandering popula-
tion of Greeks, and of the foundations and refoundations which brought
people into new or re-established communities and so added to the numbers
living the normal Greek life in stable settlements (cf. above p.L and n.22).

Other chapters focus principally on people. Here a fairly broad
city-by-city view of Greece as a whole 1s presented, with reference where
appropriate to the sources for events in particular places. Choice of
sources is eclectic; it would be nice to refer to accounts of archaeological
digs throughout, but material from archaeological work for comparison with
the literary texts is not available except in a few cases.

The reader should bear in mind that cities could be overthrown and
re—established without news of the events appearing in the historical
record. There were, as E. Ruschenbusch calculates, about 750 states in
mainland and Aegean Greece, over half of them with fewer than 400 adult
male citizens. (E. Ruschenbusch 'Zur Wirtschaft - und Sozialstruktur der
Normalpolis' ASNP ser.III 13.1 (1983), pp.171-194, at p.171). Entella
was overthrown and restored without a hint of it reaching the literary
tradition (cf. below, pp.71-72 ) - and it was certainly a city which
would, on Ruschenbusch's figures, be of above-average size. This is a
caution. But some things are known, and there is something to gain from
making the most of them. Part 1 of this chapter concerns Sicily and Italy,

and Part 2 concerns Greece and Asia.
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Part T : Sicily and Italy

For most of the fourth century the Greek cities of Sicily and Italy
were politically and economically rather isolated from the rest of Hellas.
It had problems of its own, and western affairs were remote from it.
'ulterior Graecia,' Livy comments referring to 348,1 'ea tempestate

intestino fessa bello iam Macedonum opes horrebat.' Not that intestinum

bellum was less of a problem to the western Greeks: and it affected the
life of their cities. But the Siceliots and Italiots had also (what the

people of ulterior Graecia had not) the difficulties which came from living

near non-Greek peoples. After the victory of the Syracusans in the Attic
war, there followed twenty years of strong pressure from non-Greeks, first
on Sicily, then, in the first decade of the fourth century, on Italy. The
enemies of the Siceliots were the Carthaginians, the enemies of the Italiots

were the Lucanians.

1. Events in Sicily

This part of the chapter will turn first to the troubles of the
Siceliots. Carthaginian invasions in 409/8 and 406/5 were the beginning
of insecurity in eastern Sicily. It is clear that these invasions, and
the Greeks' responses to them, drove away much of the population of the
large Siceliot cities outside Syracuse.

The principal, almost the only, literary source for the invasions
and their immediate after-effects is Diodorus Siculus (there are also four

small notices in Xenophon Hellenicaz). He relates how, in the first

invasion, the Carthaginians overthew Selinus and killed 16,000 inhabitants,
then overthrew Himera, razed the city, killed the men, and kept prisoner
the women and children.4 Encouraged by these successes, Diodorus says,

they decided to try to dominate the whole island: they prepared large

forces.
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The fall of Acragas to the invaders in the second invasion is pre-
sented in Diodorus' account as a very traumatic event for the Siceliots.
Already in 409, 2,600who escaped the fall of Selinus had gone to Acragas
and been looked after by the Acragantines.6 And they were almost certainly
not the only Greeks who had chosen Acragas as a place of safety: Diodorus'
long digression on the prosperity and size of Acragas,7 deriving from
Timaeus,8 says that there were 20,000 Acragantines and, counting the foreign
settlers (obv && ToUg matouxoBoL £evorg), no fewer than 200,000 inhabitants.
It is not clear how many of these escaped before the fall of the city,
though the suggestion at D.S. XII1.89.3 seems to be that most did, under
the protection of the soldiers, so that the road to Gela and the parts of
the xbpa of Acragas near Gela were full of refugee women and children.

Most of those left in Acragas were killed when the Carthaginians entered
the city.10

In the spring of 405, the Carthaginians demolished Acragas and turned
to attack Gela.11 But already over the winter the news of the fall of
Acragas had had an effect on Sicily, as Diodorus notes:

THc...mept ThY  Axpdyavia ovpgopls SrayyerPelong, To00BT0S TNV
vioov KATEOXE @éBOS‘mOTE @y %LMEK%wT&v'TO&g Eév el Zuoano?oag
pedLotaodaL, Toug 6 €L TNV ITaAALav TEXVO HAL yuvatrog xHal TNV
EAAnV xTHoLY GnoorevateoSal.
It is clear that the Siceliots were much more seriously worried by the
events at Acragas than they had been when Selinus and Himera fell. The
reason for this can be inferred. The figures for the population of Acragas
almost certainly reflect an abnormally high population at this time
(indeed, the arrival of many xoatouLxoBvteg £évoL may have been the reason
for the taking of a census), of Greeks arriving to shelter behind the city
walls. D.S. XI11.88.6 speaks of the food supply being depleted by 'so
many myriads' being gathered in the city; this was the reason (the next

section says) why Dexippus the Spartan advised evacuating Acragas and figh-

ting the Carthaginians elsewhere. But the hope that the large cities of
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Sicily would be held against the invaders was proved groundless: hence
the fear, and the exodus to Syracuse and Italy. Discontent with the
generals who evacuated Acragas contributed to Dionysius I's rise to
13 .
power, but at Gela, to which the refugees from Acragas had fled, he
14 . .

used the same plan. Immediately afterwards he went to Camarina and moved
its inhabitants from there to Syracuse.

Dionysius continued his strategy of moving the Greeks of Sicily into
Syracuse by speaking in the assembly, after he was elected general and

16 .
before he became tyrant, in favour of the recall to Syracuse of the
remnant of Hermocrates' followers. After Hermocrates'return to Sicily
in 409 and his unsuccessful attempt to take Syracuse, this army had taken
Selinus and re-walled some of it: 1t was a partial restoration of that
. . . . . 1

city, involving some of the former inhabitants.

Hermocrates was killed in the next year in another attack on Syracuse,
and those of his supporters who did not die with him were condemned to

. 18 . ) .

exile by the Syracusans: but in the next year Dionysius persuaded the
Syracusans to receive them back on the ground that they were implacable

. 19 . . . 2
enemies of Carthage. He was hoping they would be on his side. ToUTO
6'Enpagev O ALovioLog éaniiwv (6loug E€EeLv Tobg guy&dag, dvipwrnous uetaBoAfig
’ -~ \) b 0 13 & -~ I » 4 [4
enLIVpOVVTAS MOL MPOog TNV enLdeoiLv THS TupavviLdog eVVETWS SLAHELPEVOUS,
The next, and last, stage in Dionysius' rise to power was his seizure of
the tyranny. He went to Leontini, a town then belonging to the Syracusans,
which was full of exiles and foreigners - again with the idea of getting

. . 21 . . . . . .

them on his side. J. Seibert, discussing the passage 1in which Diodorus

) 22 . 0
describes these events, asks: wer waren die Phygades? Waren unter
ihnen auch Phygades aus Syrakus, die sich noch nicht nach Syrakus zurilick-
wagten?' He odes not attempt an answer to these questions. But an easy
explanation seems to be that the 'exiles and foreigners' were refugees from

Acragas; Diodorus notes at XIII.89.4 (406) that: O¥TOL UEVROGADS
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t ’ [4 Y] \ ’ ’ [ » -~
Sraowdevtes e€Ls Telav votepov LS AEOVTLVOUS ®aTExNnoav, Luparoolwyv avtoTg
56vTwy TNV mOALY olxntfhpLov. And since there is no reason to suppose that
Votepov points to a time after the capture of Leontini by Dionysius in

i . 23 . .
403, it appears that this settlement happened almost at once. Dionysius,
once in Leontini, collected 'exiles and sacrilegious persons from every-

, 24 . . .y . .
where'; their availability in large numbers, evidently, was due to the

25

fear and unsettlement noted at D.S. XIII.91.1.

Returning from Leontini to Syracuse, Dionysius became the undisputable

26 :
tyrant of Syracuse. He had won thetyranny with the help of the homeless:
he had made himself their leader, and gained the Syracusans' support for
a campaign of revanche against the Carthaginians. But when his military
operations to save Gela failed, he had turned to the former generals'
. 27 . .
strategy and evacuated Gela and Camarina. This was certainly an unpop-
ular decision: his reason for it was exactly the same as the generals'
reason for abandoning Acragas - that the place was unfavourable for decisive
. 28 . . . i . .
action - and 1its implications for the evacuated populations were, 1in the
short term at least, no less severe. A.W. Lintott comments misleadingly
'it seems that the Geloans were in principle prepared to leave, when the
: 29 .
Greek attack failed (he does not add that the Camarinaeans were cer-
. 30 . .

tainly compelled™ "), but Diodorus' account does not suggest that reference
was made to the citizens' wishes, and it 1s in no way surprising that the
inhabitants of a city under attack should have moved out without complaining
(whatever their principles were) when their defenders chose to leave the
place to the enemy. Later, indeed, Diodorus notes that the Geloans and

. . . . .. 31 )
Camarinaeans were at odds with Dionysius and went to Leontini: this
discontent is best understood as a result of the evacuation of their cities.

This was how Dionysius came to be unpopular with a body of people
similar to his former supporters. The course of events provides an example

of the way in which Dionysius found himself at the mercy of circumstances,
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and not free to shape Syracuse and Sicily according to his will. Military
necessity drove him. And the withdrawal of Greeks before the invaders
had begun before Dionysius had power to influence it: it was partly the
cause, partly the worst symptom of a very serious hatred and fear of the
Carthaginians among the Greeks to which several passages in Diodorus bear
witness: D.S. XIII.91.1 speaks of a fear seizing the island (Sicily) and
D.S. XIII.92.5 notes how Hermocrates' exiles had refused the Carthaginians'
cash offer for military co-operation, even when refusal meant exile; and
further on, D.S. XIII.111.4-6 describes what atrocities the Greeks expected
the Carthaginians to commit in the captured cities, while D.S. XIV.46.2 notes
that the Greek communities of Sicily did as Dionysius wished and expelled
the Carthaginians living in them in 398, seizing their property, not because
they liked Dionysius, but because they were glad to join in the war against
the Carthaginians 6ud THv wpdtnTa T&HV dvépmv.32
So Dionysius faced a double difficulty from the moment when first he
seized power. First, that a good many Greeks were leaving their homes of
their own accord, so that it was not likely that the cities evacuated
before the Carthaginians would be able to be filled with Greeks again;
and second, that the empty land in Greek Sicily would be a source of weak-
ness to Syracuse: Carthage might people it with allies, or at least march
across it unopposed in a future invasion. Dionysius' polices of expanding
and strengthening Syracuse and of settling non-Greeks in formerly Greek
areas of Sicily should be viewed, in general, as a reaction to this com-
plex problem rather than as arbitrary acts.33 Not that he encouraged the
Greeks to moderate their fear of Carthage and set up strong cities: the
continuance of the fear of Carthage which helped him gain the tyranny was
much in his interest and he took vigorous action when he had reason to

. 4 . . .
fear that it was becoming less acute;3 and his deliberate transplantations
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to Syracuse of Greek populations served to strengthen his position as ruler
of the whole Greek part of the island.

It is worth considering these developments in the context of the earlier
history of Greek Sicily. At the time when mainland Greece was defeating
Xerxes' invasion, Gelon had come back from his victorious battle against
the Carthaginians and carried out temple-building at Syracuse;35 and his
good work for the cities of Sicily is mentioned in a panegyrical passage in
Diodorus.36 He brought the Camarinaeans, more than half the Geloans, and
the rich people from Sicilian Megara and Sicilian Euboea, into Syracuse as
citizens.37 But his brother Hieron, who reigned as tyrant after him, moved
the Naxians and Catanians out of their cities (to Leontini38) and replaced
them with settlers from Syracuse and the Peloponnese.39 And at much the
same time Theron, the tyrant of Acragas who controlled Himera, saw Himera
in need of more inhabitants and enrolled many Dorians and others.['O Move-
ment from city to city was clearly in some degree typical of Siceliot life,
whereas it was unusual in the older parts of Greece. Alcibiades comments to
the Athenians at Th. VI.17.2: d&xAoig...Evpuelxtols moAvavopoBouy al mdrerg
Hat pgdlas £x0UoL TBYV TMOALTHV Tac peTaBordg xal énuboxdc. Movement of this
sort need not, however, have involved abandonment of land if, as Mr. D.M.
Lewis suggests to me, the normal pattern in Sicily involved there being
fewer Greek landowners working the land themselves than there were in other
areas. Under Dionysius, though, there is evidence that abandonments of cities

by their Greek populations were a cause of weakness to Greek Sicily.

2. Events in Italy

To turn now to the Greeks of Italy: the general problem of insecurity
in the face of pressure from non-Greek neighbours was very similar to the
difficulties experienced by the Siceliots in counteracting Carthaginian
action. When the Roman historical tradition took up the question whether

Alexander the Great could have conquered Italy and the Romans, the
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warlikeness of the peoples of Italy was made much of:41 and in spite of
the tendentious nature of some of the Latin accounts of the relations of
the Greeks of Italy with their non-Greek neighbours,42 their evidence
together with material from Greek sources, preserved mostly in Diodorus
Siculus and Strabo, shows the severity of the threats the Italiots faced.
When they were not fighting the barbarians, they had to resist the threat
of domination by the Sicilian tyrants, as Strabo notes:43

TV 'EAARVWY THV EXaTEpwIeV Tapariov pexpl Nop9uoY xaTexdVTwy,

moAOV xpovov €morépovy ol te "“EAAnveg nal ol BdpBapoL mpdg

SAARAoug. ol 6¢ TRg Iuxerlog TVpoavvor...atavias tovs tadtyg

HoHBS SLEIMHAV, palLota 8¢ Tovg "EAAnvac.

So in 393 the Italiots formed an alliance for mutual defence, against
Dionysius and the Lucanians.44 There is no obvious reason not to think
this alliance identical with the 'Italiot League' referred to by Polybius,
who outlines how the Italiots followed an Achaean organizational model in
forming their association some time after they had first accepted Achaean
help towards bringing about a truce at the time at the burning-down of the
Pythagorean ouvééppa.45 J.A.0. Larsen dates the formation of the league
as early as the last quarter of the fifth century, but he seems to allow
too little time for the interval indicated by Polybius, and fails to
mention D.S. XIV.91.1.46 In 393 the danger from Dionysius was certainly
apparent: he had just retreated (making a truce for one year) from his
first attack on Rhegium.47 The extent to which the Lucanians were a
threat by that date, though, is less easy to determine. G. Pugliese
Carratelli suggests that the panhellenic foundation of Thurii in the
fifth century may show a realisation of the need for Hellenes to hang
together against the barbarians; though (significantly) the paper in which
this suggestion is made has a good deal to say about non-hostile relations
between the Italiots and their non-Greek neighbours after 400.48 But by

390 the Lucanians held the formerly Greek city of Laus and, possibly at

the suggestion of their new ally Dionysius 1,49 were launching an attack
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on the land of Thurii.50 The battle that followed at Laus was won by the
Lucanians, but the peace which was concluded afterwards with the help of
Dionysius' brother and admiral Leptines, who lost his command because of
it:,51 seens to have lasted for a matter of decades.

An interesting piece of evidence shows that the pressure exerted by
the Lucanians was cultural as well as military. A fragment from the work
of Aristoxenus of Taras (whose floruit the Suda puts in the reign of
Alexandersz), preserved at Athenaeus XIV.632a-b, describes the life of the
Poseidoniates who had taken up barbarian language and customs, though they
were originally Hellenes, and who remembered their former life at only
one periodic Greek festival. These are not barbarized descendants of
Greeks, but the Greeks themselves: they were Greeks in the beginning,
notes Aristoxenus, and at the festival they remember their former names.
The point of the story is to compare to the Poseidoniates the 'old guard'
who, in the days of a degenerate theatre, get together and remember what
music used to be like (ua®' avrtovg yevduevoL Orlyou dvoapiLpvnoxrdueda ola
¥V 1 pououxn). So the Poseidoniates of the days of Alexander were looking
as far back as any of them could remember - which is to say, to a time
near the beginning of the fourth century54 - and reminiscing about the days
before the Lucanians came; but they had in that interval lost their Greek
language and become culturally indistinct from the Lucanians.

Clearly the Siceliots who had fled the fall of Acragas had not found
in Italy a country where the Greeks were strong enough to live without fear
of non-Greek invasion. But it is not particularly likely that any large
number of the refugees had gone as far as Laus or Poseidonia, 1in northern
Lucania, to live. Probably they mostly stayed in Rhegium: certainly it
was to that city that the enemies of Dionysius I had been going during the
first decade of his rule in Sicily. Though Diodorus' narrative gives no

ground for any inference as to whether their presence in Rhegium was a
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cause or an effect of the Rhegines' strong enmity towards Dionysius, it
should be noted that the two phenomena were closely related.55

Dionysius spent the late 390s and early 380s campaigning in Italy,
not stopping until Rhegium fell. The Lucanians and he had common interests:
it is surprising that their alliance did not begin sooner and last longer,
but it seems not to have been formed by the time of the formation of the
Italiot 1eague,56 and not to have continued after Leptines had helped the
Lucanians and Italiots to negotiate a peace in 390. 7 As it was, the
Locrians were Dionysius' only allies in Italy. It will be useful to pause
a moment and consider a brief outline of the wars in Italy in these years
before examining their causes and implications.

Dionysius followed his first Italian campaign, which had provoked the
formation of the Italiot League, with further campaigns in 390, 389, and
388-387. 390 ended with the Italiots' peace with the Lucanians,58 389 with
a temporary settlement imposed on the Italiots by Dionysius after his
victory at the Eleporus river: the cities were granted peace and allowed
autonomy, and on Rhegium's surrender Dionysius took 300 talents, all the
Rhegines' ships (70), and 100 hostages; the population of Caulonia was
moved to Syracuse.59 In 388 Dionysius took Hipponium, sending the inhabi-
tants to Syracuse and giving the territory to the Locrians, and then
indulged his feelings against Rhegium by beginning a new siege of it, which
ended eleven months 1ater.60 After the surrender, 6,000 Rhegines were sent
to Syracuse, and those who could not pay a mina as ransom were sold into
slavery.

Now, there is no prospect of unravelling what motives led Dionysius
to fight these wars; and indeed it is of little importance to the subject
of this inquiry how much Dionysius' personal hatred of the Rhegines influ-

enced him,62 except insofar as that hatred is an alternative (rather than

. . . 63 . .
complementary) explanation to Justin's plausible comment 'Dionysius...
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grave otium regno suo periculosamque desidiam tanti exercitus ratus, copias
in Italiam traiecit.' That Dionysius was not likely to be content to

sit back with what he had, is an important point: and Greek Italy, even
if all the Italiots had been merely indifferent to him, would have repre-
sented a desirable realm. But with the exception of Locri, Greek Italy
was hostile to the tyrant Dionysius, so that the struggle in Italy ought
to be looked on as part of his almost continual efforts at suppressing
opposition to himself, and not only as an attempt at expanding his empire.

As early as 403 Dionysius had crushed Naxos, Catane and Leontini.
Leontini had become the focus for opposition in 405 when the evacuated
Geloans and Camarinaeans had gone there.65 The account of the surrender
of Leontini in Diodorus ends with the statement that the Leontines migrated
to Syracuse,66 but it appears that there were some people exiled by the
campaign of 403, whether from Leontini or not, who went in another direc-
tion. In 403 Archonides of Herbite, a city which had withstood Dionysius'
attack on it earlier in the year,67 led out a colony. It was formed of
mercenaries, and 'a motley crowd which had streamed into the city because
of the war with Dionysius', and poor Herbitaeans.68 Refugees arriving
at a city only recently at war with Dionysius, from cities only now being
conquered by him, must be regarded as definite enemies of Dionysius. And
the colony, Halaesa Archonidion, survived, probably with Carthaginian
support.

In the same way in 394 the Rhegines tried to make a settlement of the
'left-over' Naxians and Catanians at Mylae.70 These were presumably people
who had escaped (by being ransomed or running away) from the slavery into
which Dionysius had sold them in 403 when their cities fell.71 When the
Messenians, Dionysius' allies, succeeded in seizing Mylae, the Naxians
living there (narrating here, Diodorus mentions only Naxians. Presumably

the Naxian element in Mylae was much the largest) dispersed and settled
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among the Sicels and the Greek cities.72 The Rhegines had deliberately
collected opponents of Dionysius by offering asylum to them,73 clearly
with the idea of building up a large number of stateless Greeks who would
be available at the Rhegines' convenience for a venture on the lines of

the foundation of Mylae. While the Herbitaeans' foundation of Halaesa
Archonidion can be explained adequately as a reaction to the awkward
position the arrival of hundreds of Dionysius' enemies put them in, the
Rhegines precipitated an influx of the same sort, hoping to be able to

use 1t against Dionysius. Probably the Rhegines' action encouraged Naxians
and Catanians who had settled temporarily, to move again; at least, this
seems a plausible inference from the apparent ease with which they dispersed
to Sicel and Greek communities when the attempt to settle at Mylae failed -
they may well have been returning to the places where they had been living
before they went to Rhegium.

Both in the case of Halaesa and in the case of Mylae, opposition in
Greek Sicily to Dionysius' rule there had been aided from outside, in the
one case by the Carthaginians, in the other case by the Rhegines. Dionysius'
attack on the Carthaginians in 396 was his response to Carthaginian encour-
agement of the Greek opposition to him (of which the Carthaginians' support
of Halaesa was a particular, but small, case: 1in general they were
encouraging the Greeks to return to the cities ceded by Dionysius in 405.
Cf. above, n.34), and similarly his wars in Italy were his response to
Rhegine action on behalf of his Siceliot enemies.

And it 1is worth drawing out this parallel. Halaesa and Mylae, the
Carthaginians' and Rhegines' respective attempts at acting against Dionysius
in his own domain, did not damage Dionysius much. But as Dionysius went to
war with the Carthaginians because they were causing Greeks to leave his
territory (cf. above, n.34), so it is worth considering the hypothesis that

replacing his fugitive Greek population may have been one of his more
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important aims in the wars in Italy. This would account for the removal in
successive years of the Cauloniates and Hipponiates to Syracuse, and would
permit a fully adequate explanation of Dionysius' persistent policy of
attacking Rhegium: his reasons went beyond personal pique and beyond the
need (in Dionysius' view74) to keep Greek Sicily under his own control by
keeping it at war, and encompassed the need to destroy the city which, like
a magnet, was drawing his Greeks away from him.

Diodorus' History mentions virtually nothing of Dionysius' actions in
Italy after 387. At XV.15.2 there is a passing comment about Dionysius' army
going to Italy in 383 in the two-front war against the Italiot-Carthaginian
alliance, but there is nothing else. This almost obscures the fact that,
after the destruction of Rhegium, Dionysius turned his attention to Croton.
But it is most interesting that Croton should have been the object of an
attack by Dionysius, since the city is described by Diodorus as (in 389)75
T%c. . .10 ews paALoTO TOAVOXAOUHEVNS HAL TMAELOTOUS éxoﬂong TupaxoolLovs guyddac.
It 1s not perfectly clear from the extant sources at what date the attack on
Croton was made,76 but it 1is clear that in the course of the fourth century
Croton ceased to be the most populous city in Greek Italy, its mantle fal-
ling on Taras.77 Since the moment of its conquest by Dionysius was the
moment when it began to decline, it is possible that Dionysius may have

taken at least a proportion of its population back to Sicily with him.78

3. Effects

An examination of what happened in Sicily as the fourth century went
on shows that Dionysius' persistent worry about Greeks leaving their homes,
and about the country becoming barbarized, was justified. The city of
Syracuse itself grew under Dionysius 1,79 suffering depopulation only during
the interrupted reign of Dionysius 11,80 but the policy of keeping the rest
of Sicily weak was certainly fully successful. The Platonic Letters allude

to the fact repeatedly - and treat the ruin of the cities outside Syracuse
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as symptomatic of the trouble brought by tyrannical government in general:
Plato Ep. I111.315¢c8-d7 notes that not a few people are saying that Plato
had prevented Dionysius II1 from carrying out his proposal tdg Te "ExAnvibdac
[ ) [4 y # A 4 ’ ’ L) ] [ » )
TOAELS EV LLHEALQ OLXLEELV nalL Zupaxrovoag eMLHOUQLOAL, TNV apxnV aviL
TUPAVVLEOC elc BAOLAELAV WETAOTHOGVTG... but was now encouraging Dion to
do the same (and so subverting Dionysius). The author naturally denies
81 . . ) . . . .
the charge; but the interesting point 1is the way in which the refoundation
of the Greek cities is presented as a key element in the turn away from
tyranny.
There are other references in the Letters with the same general point -
. .. 82
that the Greek cities of Sicily need to be refounded - but there are two
of particular interest, which refer to a time earlier than the date of the
. . 83 . . .
Letters' composition. The first, from Ep. VIII, 1s a retrospective
explanation of Syracuse's coming under the rule of one family
(14 [ 4 € [ 4 t - 4 ’ 4 ’ 4 1
AV TOTE XOTEOTNOAV OL TMATEPES LUV €S QMOPLOV EAIOVTES TNV
Ynacav, 109° 1e nlvbuvog éyéveto foxatos Iuxerlq T THV
"EAAAvwy Und Kapxnbdoviwv ‘avdotatov 6Anv €xBapBapwSeloav yeveoSal .
This identifies 406/5 as the moment when Greek Sicily was in danger of
becoming 'ruined, all barbarized by the Carthaginians' and notes (agreeing
with D.S. XIII.91 - 96) that that very danger brought about Dionysius'
tyranny. The origin of the present state of affairs (in the 350s) in
the invasions of the decade before 400 is made quite explicit. The second
reference is certainly of less importance, but yet is suggestive: the
description in Ep. VII of Plato's first visit to Sicily includes the phrase
85 . . . .
'Italiotic and Syracusan tables' (the author is disputing the view that
enormous banquets are a constituent of a happy life). The phrase 1s not
proof that Greek Sicily apart from Syracuse could afford no banquets, or
\ .
that Greek Italy was generally better off; but it does illustrate how 1in
387 Syracuse was not merely the most significant, but indeed the only sig-

nificant, place in Greek Sicily. No others were worth mentioning.
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There is some evidence to suggest how peoples of the Greek cities
which had become dvdotatoL lived. The Carthaginians captured Messene in
396 and flattened it, so that no one would have known that anyone had
used to lived there.86 Some of the Messenians were killed in the fighting,
others fled to the nearest cities, but most of the people (0 6¢& noivc
8xAog) took to the mountains and were scattered to the ¢poVpia in the
countryside.87 Their period without a néALg centre was short, since
Dionysius refounded Messene in the same year,88 but other cities remained
unfounded much longer.

P. Orlandini's study of Gela between 405 and 282 notes that on the
hilltop of Gela, explored and excavated in every part, no object datable
between 405 and 383 has been found. There were three small finds of
objects datable between 380 and 350.89 But, as Orlandini notes, contin-
gents of Geloans served in the siege of Motya (397)90 and in the campaign

after Dion landed (357).91

The explanation, cautiously adopted by Orlandini,
is that the Geloans who served in these campaigns were living 1in the
. . 92 .. .
hinterland and that the city had not yet been refounded. The similarity
of the cases of Camarina and Acragas to that of Gela suggests a parallel
course of events in those cities.
Orlandini's findings have been challenged by G. Navarra, but his more
recent article does not avoid or answer the criticisms put forward in
. . . 94 . . . . ey
reviews of his earlier book. His central contention 1s that Orlandini's
Gela is the Phintias founded in the third century when the first Gela was
destroyed.95 One of the weaknesses of his case is his overstatement when
he says that96 'le fonti storiche...parlano di ripopolamento delle citta
rimaste semi deserte e non di fondazioni o ricostruzioni di citta dopo la
vittoria dei Greci al Crimiso.' SEG XII 379 and 380 (if Navarra would
consider inscriptions 'fonti archeologiche' rather than 'fonti storiche’,

then the point is not affected) call the Coans 'co-founders' (ouvoixiotal)
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of Camarina and Gela respectively,97 referring to the occasion when Gorgus
and his followers set out from Cos (Plut. Timoleon 35.2 reads 'Ceos', but
the emendation to 'Cos' 1is certaings), to collect together the apyaTot
noATtaL and re-found the two cities. This shows that at least in retro-
spect, the Geloans and Camarinaeans thought of the years between the
Carthaginian invasion and the arrival of Timoleon as years of disestab-
1ishment.99
There were only isolated cases of attempts at establishing or re-
establishing cities in the reigns of the Dionysii. Halaesa Archonidion
and Mylae have been mentioned above.loo The other example of a foundation
carried out in opposition to Dionysius I is the example of Hipponium. The
Carthaginians collected together all the exiles from Hipponium, a city in
south Italy, taken by Dionysius in 388, whose population Dionysius had
moved to Syracuse, and in 379 they settled them back in their own city.
Their opposition to Dionysius, which had caused them to take an interest
in Halaesa, must have been the Carthaginians' motive for taking care of
the Hipponiates in this way; but a plague, Libyan and Sardinian rebellions,
and disturbances in Carthage, were enough to distract the Carthaginians
from whatever plan they had.m2 It is worth noting that not all Hipponiates
were living as citizens in Syracuse nine years after the destruction of
Hipponium: the wording of Diodorus' narrative of the refoundation
(Kapxnddviot. - .Tdvtas Tovs megevydtag ouvayaybvtes: cf. above, n.101)

shows that a good many - enough to refound the place - had gone into exile

from Syracuse. The revealing thing is that all the (Hipponiate) exiles

are mentioned: this cannot mean ‘'all the Hipponiates who had gone from
Hipponium to Syracuse', first because, when they were living at Syracuse,
the Hipponiates were not exiles but Syracusan citizens, and second because
even if it were possible to regard the Hipponiates at Syracuse as exiles,

it would have been impossible for the Carthaginians to recruit all of them
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in Syracuse under Dionysius' nose. The phrase implies that a proportion,
at least, of the Hipponiates were outside Syracuse in 379. All three cases,
Halaesa, Mylae and Hipponium, show that the very depressed condition of

the Greek cities of Sicily in Dionysius' reign ensured that colonising
enterprises would be able to find willing participants. Nor was colonisa-
tion monopolized by Dionysius' enemies; Dionysius himself founded colonies:
Messene, in Sicily, he peopled with Greeks from Italy; and 600 Messenians
from the Peloponnese, settled by Dionysius at Tyndaris in 396, soon increased
their numbers to over 5,000by admitting new citizens.m3 But the recovery

of the cities formerly surrendered to the Carthaginians, mentioned by
Diodorus in the passage where he records these foundations, cannot have

been more than partial; and the ruined condition of Greek Sicily was

treated from a fairly early stage as a panhellenic problem. The references
in the Platonic Letters to plans to colonise Sicily have been noted above;104

but even as much as a generation earlier Lysias had alluded to the barbari-

zation of Sicily in the Olympiacus:1

dvopdc 6¢ dyadoD xal moAlTou mboiews GELOU TMePL THV HEYLOTWY
ovpBouvieVeLy, O0plv oVTws aloxp®s Stakelpévny THv EAA&sa, nal ToAAd
pév odtfis Ond 1§ BapBdpy, moArds 6¢ mérerg Und tupdvvwy dvactatous
YEYEVNUEVOS.
A solution to this problem was achieved by Timoleon's expedition. The
sources dealing with Timoleon have a good deal to say about the state of
Sicily at the time when he arrived, and it bears out and adds some colour
to the impressions gained elsewhere.

The beginning of Plutarch Timoleon describes Syracuse itself as almost
deserted because of the rapid exchange of tyrant for tyrant: this, as the
reason given by Plutarch suggests, must have been a development which had
come about since the times referred to in the Platonic Letters - in the
ten years or so before the coming of Timoleon. And in the same passage the

. . . . ’ \) 4 » A
rest of Sicily is described as avaoTatog xal &moALg TavTanaoLv NHén 6La

toug moAépovug and it is noted that the cities had been settled by 'half-
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. . 106 .
breed barbarians and unemployed soldiers'. Later, in the passage where
he narrates how Timoleon sent to Corinth for settlers from Greece, Plutarch
returns to the theme, mentioning grass growing in the dyopd of Syracuse, and

deer and wild pigs living in the other cities: 1in this passage he describes

the life of those who were living without a ndALg centre: 07

(] [ ’ ] A - -~ ’ A [
Unfhnove & Subdelc TBV €v ToTg €pVpact xal @PouploLS HATOLHOUVTWVY,
14

dubt waTéBaLvov el TV mdiLy, G&AAG eplixn xal uToos elxe mdvtag
-~ 1 )
dyopdc ®al MOALTELAS ®Oal BARATOC.

This description is a very plausible addition to a picture of life in the
(unwalled) city: the civic life before refoundation is envisaged as not
entirely non-existent, but far too weak to be a focus for security and
communal life. Towards the end of the Timoleon, Plutarch mentions Acragas
and Gela, noting how they had been ruined by the Carthaginians after the
Attic war (the Sicilian expedition) and saying that in each case an expedi-
tion composed of former citizens (one with Megellus and Pheristus from
Elaia or Elea;108 the other, mentioned above,109 with Gorgus from Cos) came
from Greece to refound the cities.

Cornelius Nepos, too, makes some concise comments on the state in

T '...totamque Siciliam,

which Timoleon found Sicily and how he helped it:
multos annos bello vexatam a barbarisque oppressam, suo adventu in pristinam
restitueret.' A little later he speaks of 'bello vacuefactas possessiones'

' . .. ., 112
and 'urbium disiecta moenia’: the second of these phrases shows that
the damage Timoleon is represented as repairing in this passage is the
same which had gone unrepaired since the treaty between Dionysius and the

.. . 113
Carthaginians in 405.

In this way the sources for the later period confirm the impression
that a movement of Greeks out of Sicily, due to fear of the Carthaginians
and their plans of expansion, began before Dionysius 1 was tyrant, gained
momentum as a result of his policies, and was not reversed (nor were its

results repaired) in the generation in which Dionysius II held (and some-

times lost) power in Syracuse.
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And Greek Italy was doing no better than Greek Sicily at this period.
Dionysius II seems not to have had as much power in Italy as his father.
In the earlier years of his reign he fought the Lucanians - Diodorus men-
tions the end of this war in 360 but not, unfortunately, its beginning.114
Ending it seems to have formed part of a policy of recognising that his
father's efforts to control as much of Greek Italy as possible were not
worth continuing: Dionysius II founded two cities in Apulia at this time,
Diodorus says in the same passage, to secure safety against pirates in the
Ionian Sea - an acknowledgment that he was not, in general, in control of
the east coast of Apulia. He refounded Rhegium before 351, at which date
Leptines and Callippus, the men in power in Syracuse during Dionysius'
exile, captured it from his garrison; and these Syracusans 'restored autonomy
to the Rhegines'.115 The exile of Dionysius II had begun in 356,116 and
he had gone to Locri - his father's loyal ally and the birthplace of his
mother - so it seems likely, since a strong Rhegium would strengthen south
Italy and threaten Syracuse, that the refoundation of Rhegium occurred
during this exile, rather than in the years when Dionysius had been tyrant
in Syracuse.

And even the limited realm Dionysius held in Italy in the 350s slipped
away from him in the 340s when he returned to Syracuse. The Locrians,
having experienced his presence, overthrew his garrison after he left, and
Dionysius could not recapture the city.117 When Timoleon expelled him from
Sicily thereafter, he had to go to the Peloponnese as a private citizen. 18

When there was no threat of domination from Syracuse, there was also
no chance of help from that quarter against the Italic peoples. In the
middle of the century the vulnerability of the Italiot cities was made

obvious. They were geographically widespread - most were near the coast,

and most were towards the south—east (though Neapolis was as far north as
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Campania) - and most of them had Italic neighbours. The larger cities
are the only ones whose fortunes are even outlined in the extant histori-
cal record, but an odd comment of Strabo's illustrates the continual and
wearing struggle smaller communities faced if they were to retain their
Greekness. He notes that of the thirteen Greek cities of lapygia all
except Taras and Brundisium were (by this time) only nokbouéxua.llg
Of the bigger towns, however, the Lucanians in the middle of the fourth
120 . . . i ..
century took Heraclea, and the Bruttians Terina, Hipponium, Thurii and
. 121 . . . . .
Sybaris. Sybaris, the city founded by exiles on the river Traeis
. . . . . .. 122
before the original Sybaris was absorbed in the foundation of Thurii,
was not refounded. According to Diodorus, its inhabitants were driven
3 . . ) 3 » [ ? £ 123
out by the Bruttians and killed (Um0 Bpettlwv €xBAnfevtes avnpednoav).
But most of the other cities were retaken barely a generation later by
Alexander of Epirus; in the case of Hipponium, since Livy does not mention
. . . 124 . .
it where he mentions the king's other successes, the evidence of its
restoration to Greek control is the coin-type, with a new, determinately
non-Italic wav of spelling the city's name, dated to the period of
. 125 . . .
Alexander of Epirus: this suggests a reassertion of their Greekness
. . 126 . )
by the 1inhabitants. Terina, also captured by the Bruttians c. 350,
is described by Livy as a Bruttian city (in the same breath as Comsentia,
the Bruttian capital) in the passage where he mentions its capture by
Alexander of Epirus,127 and since in the same sentence the other Greek
city Livy mentions, Heraclea, is described as a colony of the Tarentines,
it may be right to infer from Livy's description of Terina that in the
years since its capture it had begun to be dehellenized.
Thurii, on the other hand, minted coins throughout the fourth
. * ] . . »
century without a break. B. V. Head notes 'a marked deterioration ... 1n

the style and execution of the pieces' after c. 350, but he explains this

as the result of material decline (connected with Bruttian control of
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'inland sources of wealth').128 The scattered indications suggest that

the Thurians, whose city was near the frontier between Bruttium and Lucania,
struggled vigorously for their autonomy: when Timoleon's reinforcements,
sent from Corinth, were stuck at Thurii in the late 340s because of the
Carthaginians' control of the sea, they guarded the city during the
citizens' campaign against the Bruttians - the Bruttian occupation of
Thurii had evidently lasted less than a decade. A little later, apparently,
the Lucanians captured the city, but it was taken from them and came under
Tarentine control.129 Alexander of Epirus in his lifetime had wished to
make Thurii the centre of the Italiot League instead of Heraclea, and so
to slight the Tarentines:130 so it is fair to conclude that Thurii had
been a part of Alexander's own conquests, and was turned into a Tarentine
possession after his death. In freeing themselves of the Tarentines,
before the death of Alexander the Great, the Thurians became allies of
the Romans.

As for Heraclea, its reconquest from the Lucanians by Alexander of
Epirus132 did not make it a secure possession of the Tarentines. At
some point between the reconquest and the Hannibalic war, they fought the
Messapians for possession of it. There seems to be no way to tell whether

133 . ] .
3 but in either case 1t

this war was in the fourth century or the third,
illustrates how the Greeks, as one of the nations competing for land and
resources in south Italy, were necessarily involved in perpetual struggle.
Alexander of Epirus' campaign extended into the north of Lucania,

where he engaged the Samnites as he marched inland from Paestum, which,
Livy's narrative implies, he had captured.134 But there 1s no evidence

of a Greek revival at Paestum of the sort Alexander's conquest inspired
at Hipponium and Terina. Here, apparently, the expansion of Lucania at

the expense of Greek Italy had been made permanent. This fact provides a

suggestion as to how to interpret the effect on Italy of the Epirote's
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brief campaign of conquest; it brought a restoration of overt Greekness
to places recently enough conquered to have remembered their Hellenic
identity, but it had far less cultural effect than Alexander the Great's

135

avaBoaors (cf. n.133) into Asia. The conquered Italic cities remained
non-Greek. An amendment to Grote's characterization of the Italiot cities
as 'a prize to be contended for between the Epirotic kings and the native
Italian princes'136 1s required (though the comment conveys a sense of the
cities' inability to find allies who would not overwhelm them, either
militarily or culturally): the cities were in a position where either
they would be part of the Italian dominion of some Greek or Greeks from
outside Italy or they would be assimilated to the Italic cultures around
them.

Alexander of Epirus was not the first general who had been asked to
help the Italiots. In the middle 340s the Tarentines had asked their
mother-city, Sparta, for help against the Lucanians, and had been sent
an army under king Archidamus.137 He died fighting on their side some
years later, on the very day (Diodorus says) of another battle, that of
Chaeronea.138 But it may be doubted whether, if he had lived, he could
have achieved in Italy what Timoleon achieved in Sicily. Two things,
neither of which happened in Italy, brought about the revival of pros-
perity in Sicily: first, the decisive defeat of the one foreign enemy,
and second, a great wave of immigrants from outside. Some, indeed, were
from Italy: so that an examination of Timoleon's settlers in Sicily can
contribute not only to an understanding of the Sicilian revival but also
to a picture of what was happening to Greek Italy between the Lucanian/
Bruttian conquests and the arrival of Alexander of Epirus.

Plutarch's account of Timoleon's settlers is the chief source. He

notes that the Corinthians had learned that most of the exiles (nieloTovug

TGV @UYaswv) were living inm Asia and the islands, and so announced
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the impending colonisation in those places: and that respondents to this
announcement were too few, so that others from Corinth and the rest of
Greece made their numbers up to 10,000.139 Further colonists gathered

up from Italy and Sicily made the total number of people newly settled in
Italy by Timoleon up to 60,000.“‘0 Modern interpretations of these figures

differ widely: J. Seibert's treatment of the migration from Italy as a

Rickwanderung, a return of exiles to Sicily,141 ignores Plutarch's state-

ment about most of the exiles living in Asia and the islands; D. Asheri

is certainly right to note that exiles formed only a small part of the
whole number of colonists,142 but unfortunately he suggests no alternative
reason why so many Greeks in the West were ready to follow Timoleon. It
seems fair to suggest that the Greeks from Sicily who joined the colonising
enterprise were living beforehand either in the xwpa of a ruined Greek

city or as resident aliens in a Sicel or Greek city:143 that these were
the people, or rather the descendants of the people, who had earlier lost

their homes. Their return can be considered a Riickwanderung, since Timoleon

brought them back into the normal néiig life from outside it. But as for
the Greeks from Italy settled by Timoleon, it is not possible to be certain
whether they included some descendants of Siceliots who had fled at the
end of the fifth or in the early fourth century: Plutarch's statement
about Asia and the islands could only be reconciled with there being many
such on the hypothesis that while those in Asia and the islands evidently
kept their identity as Siceliots, those moving to Italy might have been
likely to be more thoroughly absorbed.144

Wherever the migrants from Italy had originated sixty or more years
earlier, though, their movement to Sicily about 340 must have represented
a noticeable reduction in the Greek population of Italy.145 It was 1n

spite of this decline that the military successes of Alexander of Epirus

were achieved - and after his death there was no respite from war for the
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Italiots. Indeed, this was the moment at which Rome began to be of
importance in the affairs of Greek Italy: Alexander of Epirus had made
a peace-treaty with the Romans (Livy makes a pompous comment about the
likelihood that he would have broken it, given a chance),146 but in 326
Neapolis fell to the Romans, after at least a year of war, without
receiving hoped-for help from the Tarentines.147 It seemed for a while
that Roman and Lucanian/Apulian interests were about to become identical,

as in 326 the Lucanians and Apulians were received in fidem populi

. 148 . .
Romani ; but the Tarentines managed to detach the Lucanians from the

Roman alliance.

4. Agathocles

And in the 320s Agathocles began to make his mark.150 Brought to Italy
as a chiliarch in the Syracusan army fighting for Croton against the Bruttians,
he stayed there after his attempt to discredit Heracleides and Sostratus,
the rulers of Syracuse, had failed. He served as a mercenary at Taras until

the Tarentines became suspicious of him.151 Then he gathered 'the exiles

in Italy' and went to help the Rhegines against Heracleides and Sostratus. 22
His activity as a fevay®v in Italy was temporary, though: the Suvaotela

in Syracuse fell, and he was able to return there.153 When he became an
exile again, Agathocles repeated in Sicily what he had done in Italy, and
raised his own army in the inland parts.154 But again this exile was short:
he was soon back in Syracuse, elected general.155 It is no great surprise,
perhaps, that an army could easily be raised in Italy by an experienced
officer; but it may seem odd that Agathocles had the same success in Sicily,
in the years of grain exports and general material revival. It is

worth noting that Agathocles went inland to raise this army - whereas the

great Siceliot cities revived by Timoleon were on or near the coast.



68

For the first dozen years of Agathocles' reign as tyrant of Syracuse,
there was a body of Syracusan exiles ready to return if it ever had an

opportunity. 6,000 had escaped to Acragas on the day of Agathocles' coup

d'état in Syracuse,157 and two years later at Messene some Syracusan exiles
fought Agathocles until the Carthaginians successfully demanded peace for
Messene from him.158 Later Diodorus notes how all the exiles from Syracuse
moved to Messene because all the other cities in Sicily had made peace
with Agathocles,159 and how when the Messenians, hoping for a peaceful
settlement with the tyrant, sent them away,160 they tried (unsuccessfully)
to take Centoripa,161 and were then invited into Galeria.w2 At the same
time they asked the Carthaginians for help, though the Carthaginians' actions
against Agathocles in response to the exiles' request seem to have been of
no direct use to the exiles.w3 By 307 they were at Acragas: 1t was pro-
bably where they went after Agathocles' generals Pasiphilus and Demophilus
defeated them in 312 and recaptured Galeria.164

It is particularly interesting to note how Deinocrates, the leader of
the exiles, was able to gain control of Acragantine policy at the moment
of the defeat of Xenodicus, the Acragantine general, in 307.165 He was
able to recruit a very large army: 20,000 foot-soldiers and 1,500 cavalry,
KAt TAVTWY TOUTwY €V guyaTg xal HEAETALS TOU TMoveTV ouvex®S YEYOVOTWVY. 66
This illustrates what effect ten years of Agathocles' rule had had on
Sicily: political conditions had caused a fair number of men to leave
their homes for some period (it is not clear what Diodorus' phrase ¢v
puYaTc...ovvexds yeyovotwy would amount to in figures). But the general
prosperity of the country continued to increase. A century earlier the
Siceliots had feared and run from the Carthaginians; now the Carthaginians'
alliance was treated by the cities of Sicily as a possible alternative to

alliance with and domination by the Syracusans. The reason for this may

have been Agathocles' practice of taking exceptionally cruel revenge on
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enemies;168 or it may have been the Carthaginian policy of encouraging
Greeks to live in Greek cities within their sphere of influence;169 and
the long years of ruin and exile under Syracusan domination may have been
as easily remembered as the time when Timoleon presided over a more con-
structive Syracusan policy. In any case, it probably made little difference
to the peoples of the half-dozen cities ceded by Agathocles in 307 and
regained during the remainder of his reign whether they were under Punic
or Greek rule.170 And certainly Deinocrates, after Agathocles had defeated
him in battle and treacherously killed his followers,171 served Agathocles,
whom he had fought.172

In the last years of the fourth century the Tarentines, at war with
the Lucanians and Romans, asked the Spartans again for help and for Cleonymus,
the king, as a general.173 His career in Italy was not distinguished, but
two points stand out: first, that he could enlist as many mercenaries in
Taras as at Taenarum in Laconia (it is not stated whether they were all
Greeks);174 and second, that once the Lucanians (dismayed at the size of
his army) had made peace, he attacked the people of Metapontum, a Greek
city, and planned to invade Sicily.”5 Where Alexander of Epirus had striven
to regain cities and territory and to extend the sphere of Greek control
north-westwards into Italy, Cleonymus did not treat Greek Italy as an entity
to be expanded at the expense of barbarians, but as a single unit in a pro-
jected personal kingdom. He had to defer his plan,176 but his later raids
on Italy, from Corcyra, were not connected with any gains retained from
his earlier time in Italy.177 Pyrrhus of Epirus, twenty years later, revived
the plan of conquering Italy then Sicily:178 two inferences are possible
(and it seems likely that both would be justified): that the Hellenistic
idea of kingship had eclipsed the idea of tupavvls which the Dionysii and

Alexander of Epirus had (and against which Timoleon reacted), and that the

struggle for the survival of Greek Italy was no longer as difficult as it
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had been between the 350s and the 330s. The days of quick expansion of the
Lucanian and Bruttian areas were over, and the cities of Greek Italy
(though now less populous than a century before) were for the most part,
like the Greek cities of Sicily, inhabited by their peoples and living the
normal life of Greek mdieLg. It was not to last. D.S. XXI.4 and 8

preserve some scattered facts about Agathocles' return to Italy in the

290s.
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Appendix: Entella

The dossier of inscriptions dealing with the synoecism of Entella
(ASNP Ser.IITI 12(3)(1982), pp.775-781 (texts numbered I-VIII); SEG XXX
1117-1123) has attracted comment from a range of scholars (ASNP Ser.III 12

(3)(1982), pp.771-1103 - this collection referred to here as materiali e

contributi). These scholars do not all agree on the questions of dating

and circumstances.
S. Cataldi ('La boetheia dei geloi e degli herbitaioi ai Campani di

Entella', materiali e contributi, pp.887-904) and G. Nenci ('Considerazioni

sul decreti da Entella', materiali e contributi, pp.1069-1083) argue for a

fourth-century dating of at least some of the texts. If this argument is
accepted, then the Entelline community must be added to the list of com-
munities of exiles living outside their cities in Sicily in the course of
the fourth century.

But Minatus Corvius the Mamertine (SEG XXX.1121 lines 27-28) is as
good as conclusive for a date after 289 (cf. D.S. XXI.18.2 and Polybius
I1.7.2, and M. Lejeune 'Noms grecs et noms indigénes daus 1'épigraphie

hellénistique d'Entella’ materiali e contributi, pp.787-799). However,

there are serious objections to the arguments for comparatively late dating

(260s or 250s) favoured by some writers in materiali e contributi (e.g.

M. Lombardo 'll sinecismo di Entella' materiali e contributi pp.849-886,

and M. Corsaro 'La presenza Romana a Entella: wuna nota su Tiberio Claudio

di Anzio', materiali e contributi pp.993-1032): it is hardly conceivable

that the Romans could go unmentioned, at any rate in the 250s.
In any case the Entellines were without a city for an unknown number
of years. The Ennaeans received them while they were on their wanderings
(é‘net én The (Slacg ééenéTo‘ueg wal €niavopeda, SEG XXX.1123 lines 9-11)
and when the city was refounded they received help from a number of quarters

(SEG XXX.1117, t118, 1120, 1121-and 1122). This in outline 1s the pattern
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seen elsewhere: destruction, wanderings, later refoundation with outside

help.
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Notes

1.  Livy VII.26.15.

2. Xen. Hell. I.1.37; I1.5.21; 11.2.24 and II1.3.5. K.J. Beloch

(Griechische Geschichte II.2 (Strassburg, 1916), pp.254-255) suggests

that they are interpolated, and notes that the army strengths given 'sind
die des Timaeos (Diod. XIII 54,5; 80,5)'. A broader case for interpolation

in the Hellenica is made by D. Lotze ('Die chronologischen Interpolationen

in Xenophons Hellenika' Philologus 106 (1962), pp.1-13, and 'War Xenophon

selbst der Interpolator seiner Hellenika I-II?' Philologus 118 (1974), pp.

215-217) and by H. Baden (Untersuchungen zur Einheit der Hellenika Xenophons

(Diss. Hamburg 1966)).

3. D.S. XIII.56.4 - 58.2; 16000 killed: 57.6.

4. D.S. XI1I.62.4.

5. D.S. XIII.80.1: the successes at the sieges of Selinus and Himera may
have suggested to the Carthaginians that their siege techniques, not seen

before in the Greek world (cf. Y. Garlan Recherches de Poliorcétique grecque

(Bibliothéque des écoles francaises d'Athénes et de Rome, fasc. 123, 1974),
pp.156-157), could make the conquest of Sicily a practical possibility (I

owe this point to Mr. P.M. Tickler). C.R. Whittaker appears to misunderstand
this passage when he comments that events before 406 showed 'nothing to
justify Diodorus' words that Carthaginians were "eager to be overlords of

the island"' Whittaker, p.66) — Diodorus does not comment here on Carthagi-

nian motives before 406, but says that 'about these times', after the more

modest activity of previous years, they were 'eager to be overlords of the

island'. The nuisance caused by Hermocrates may also have had something to
do with the decision of 406 (cf. below, n.19): but the expedition was too

large to be aimed merely at suppressing or punishing him.

6. D.S. XII.58.3-4.

7. D.S. XIII1.81.4 - 84.7.
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8. Explicit references to Timaeus: D.S. XII1.82.6 and 7. These chapters
are part of Timaeus FGrHist 566 F 26a; and F 26c apud Aelian VH 12.29, has
the same content as D.S. XIII.82.8. Cf. also Meister, pp.79-82.

9. D.S. XIII.84.5. Beloch, p.281 n.3, discusses this figure and concludes
that unless it is worthless, it must be intended to take into account all
inhabitants including slaves. He dismisses the figure 800,000 preserved at
D.L. VIII.63 as a multiplication by 4 ('dem im Alterthum allgemein
angenommenen Verhdltniss der Waffenfihigen zur GesammtbevOlkerung') of
Timaeus' figure.

J.A. de Waele 'La popolazione di Akragas antica', ¢Lilag Xapiv:

Miscellanea de studi classici in onore di Eugenio Manni III (Rome, 1979),

pp.747-760, uses an archaeological argument based on the aerial photography
and excavation work of G. Schmiedt and P. Griffo, to suggest that 16-15,000
people could have lived in Acragas, so that while the figure of 20,0001is
credible since people had come within the walls from the countryside during
the siege, the figure of 200,000 1is incredible. But de Waele's exegesis of
oov 6¢& tolc natounoloL £évourg (p.751) as referring to metics and slaves
normally resident in Acragas is not satisfactory - not only because it
would seem odd to call a slave a £¢vog, but also in view of the position of
Acragas as the first fortified city in the Carthaginians' westward path in
406/5. Non-Acragantines as well as country-dwelling Acragantines must have
fled behind the walls of Acragas in that year.

10. D.S. XIII.90.1.

11. D.S. XIII.108.2.

12. D.S. XIII.9t1.1.

13. D.S. XIII.91.2.

14. D.S. XIII.111.1.

15. D.S. XIII.111.3.

16. D.S. XIII.92.1.
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17. D.S. XIII1.63.2-3.

18. D.S. XIII.75.8.

19. D.S. XII1I.92.4-6. Indeed, it may be the case that the exiles' raids
on Motye and Panormus (D.S. XIII.63.4) from 409 were a contributory and
partial cause of the Carthaginian invasion of Sicily in 406/5.

20. D.S. XIII.92.7.

21. D.S. XIII.95.3.

22. Seibert, p.243.

23. The capture: D.S. XIV.15.4 (403). E.A. Freeman The History of Sicily

from the Earliest Times III1 (Oxford, 1892), p.557, says 'just now we are

told that Leontinoi was full of exiles and strangers; that is, 1t had been
assigned as a place of shelter for the fugitives from Akragas. These men
were likely to be favourable to Dionysios...'

24, D.S. XIII.92.6.

25. Cf. above, pp.L5-L46 and n.12. There is no apparent ground for the
suggestion that 'die Phygades durften aus allen Teilen Siziliens und
Unteritaliens gekommen sein' (Seibert, p.243): D.S. XIII.91.1 shows that
the flow of exiles was to Italy, and that in the insecure circumstances
affecting Sicily there was not likely to be movement in the other direction.
26. D.S. XII1.96.2-4.

27. cf. above, p.47. D.S. XIII.109.1-111.3.

28. D.S. XIIT.111.1; cf. D.S. XIII.88.7.

29. Lintott, p.197.

30. D.S. XITI.111.3: Avovborog &E...Rvayxaoe KoL Tovuc el [sc. at
Camarina] ...celg Zupaxoloag GmLéval.

31. D.S. XIII.113.4.

32. I do not mean to suggest that the Siceliots were less cruel, when

they had the chance: cf. D.S. XIV.51.4 and 53.2. Merely that their fear

affected their actions.
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33. In a thesis currently in progress P.M. Tickler argues (cf. D.S. XIV.
96.4) that Dionysius' settlement of mercenaries in Tauromenium in 392 com-
pleted a pattern of settlements planted to defend Syracuse: '...Tauromenium
became the final link in a network of strongpoints with which he controlled
the eastern sector of the island. On the coast Tyndaris, Messene and
Tauromenium controlled the route taken by the Carthaginians in 396, while
inland Aetna and Adranum protected the vital corn-producing areas of the
Simieto valley and the plain of Leontini, with Leontini a valuable centre
of strnegth near Syracuse. Small forts (XIV.58.1), either garrisoned or
settled with mercenaries, will have provided supplementary protection.'

34. D.S. XIV.41.1-2. Mr. P.M. Tickler points out to me that €lg Tnv
enurphTE LAY THY Kapxndoviwv dmotpéxovtag Tds Te mdreiLg ®al TAS HTNOELS
wouLLZouévous in §1 should be rendered 'running away to the domain of the

Carthaginians and receiving back their cities and possessions' (cf. D.S.

XIV.78.4). Presumably the inhabitants of the Greek cities ceded to the
Carthaginians in 405 are being referred to here (cf. D.S. XIII.114.1).
D.S. XIV.75.3 explicitly notes that Dionysius made use of the Greeks' fear
of the Carthaginians; presumably Timaeus is the source of this comment
(Meister, p.94, uses it as evidence that the whole passage from 70.4 to
75.6 derives from Timaeus), which is well borne out by the narrative in
general.

35. D.S. XI.21.1 - 22.6 and 26.7.

36. D.S. XI.38.1.

37. Hdt. VII.156.1-3. Cf. T.J. Dunbabin The Western Greeks (Oxford, 1948),

pp.416-418.

38. D.S. XI.49.2.
39. D.S. XI.49.1.
40. D.S. XI.49.3.

41. Livy IX.19.4 lists the Italian peoples who would have been the Romans'
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allies, and §§10-11 of the chapter assert that Alexander the Great would
have had to admit (if he had come to Italy after conquering Asia) that he
had formerly fought against women. Here and at Aulus Gellius NA XVII.21.33
the contrast between Romans (=men) and Asiastics (=women) is ascribed to
Alexander of Epirus, whose assessment need not be treated as objective.

42, It is particularly noticeable how Livy's account of an attempt by

the Tarentines to prevent a battle between the Romans and the Samnites in
320, just a few chapters before the beginning of the digression about
Alexander the Great, prepares the reader to see the Greeks as crass and
ineffectual: at IX.14.1 no reason is suggested why Tarentine ambassadors
should have arrived, when the armies were preparing for battle, and asked
both sides to refrain from fighting - adding that if either side refused,
the Tarentines would fight for the other; sympathy is elicited for the view
of the consul L. Papirius Cursor, who (Livy says in §5 of the chapter)

went into battle 'vanissimam increpans gentem quae, Suarum impotens rerum
prae domesticis seditionibus discordiisque, aliis modum pacis ac belli
facere aequum censeret.' The historian seems not to have told the whole
truth, suppressing something necessary to an understanding of the incident
in order to create an impression of Greek weakness. And cf. Livy VII.26.11
'res trahi segnitia Graecorum non committentium se in aciem videbantur', and
Livy VIII.22.8 'Graeci...gente lingua magis strenua quam factis'.

43. Strabo VI.1.2 (=253).

44 . D.S. XIV.91.1.

45. Polybius I1I1.39.1-6.

46. J.A.O. Larsen Greek Federal States (Oxford, 1968), pp.95-97.

47. D.S. XIV.90.4-7.
48. G. Pugliese Carratelli 'Sanniti, Lucani, Brettii e italioti dal secolo

IV a.C.' Convegno di Studi sulla Magna Grecia 11 (1971), pp.37-55. 1In

general, Pugliese Carratelli comments on the degree of hellenization among
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the Bruttians and Lucanians, noting for instance (p.48) their adoption of
Greek civic forms. He explains (interestingly, in view of nn.4) and 42
above) how this hellenization later became part of anti-Roman sentiment.

J. de la Geniére ('C’'é un "modello" Amendolara?' ASNP ser. III 8.2
(1978), pp.335-354) makes the point that after a severe dislocation caused
to existing populations by the foundation of Sybaris (pp.344-347) an
economic pattern was established whereby the Italic inhabitants of Amendolara
probably produced manufactured goods for the Sybarites (pp.348-351). So
as early as the seventh century relations between Greeks and non-Greeks
might be not merely of peace but even of economic interdependence.

49. D.S. XIV.100.5: &§§1-5 of this chapter deal with Dionysius' second
attack on Rhegium (390).

50. D.S. XIV.101.1.

51. D.S. XIV.102.3.

52. Suda s.v. 'ApLoTOEevog.

53. A difficulty with the Aristoxenus fragment is its mention of the
Poseidoniates as Tuppnvolg A ‘Pwpaloig yeyovdoi. U. von Wilamowitz deleted
n ‘Pwpaloug. Paestum became a Roman colony in 123, but there is no ques-

tion of its having been other than Lucanian in the fourth century after

the end of Greek Poseidonia (cf. P-W, s.v. Poseidonia). Being an Italiot,

Aristoxenus probably should have known this. The ascription of the fragment
to him (rather than to some other Aristoxenus), is, however, certain, since
two other fragments of Aristoxenus of Tarentum, dealing (as does this
fragment) with musical topics, are quoted on the previous page of Athenaeus,
at 631c and d. There seems to be no means of ascertaining whether the
inexactitude was introduced by Athenaeus or the original author.

54. A.J. Evans ('The "Horsemen" of Tarentum' NC Ser. III Vol. 9 (1889),
pp.1-228, p.40) is most likely right to think of it as having fallen to the

Lucanians at much the same time as Laus. An isolated issue of Poseidoniate
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staters, dated by C.M. Kraay 'perhaps after the middle of the [fourth]
century' Kraay, p.198), bears the Italic name 'Dossennos'. This is par-
ticularly interesting because earlier Poseidoniate issues do not bear full
personal names (ibid.). The name suggests well-established Italic domina-
tion, whether Dossennos was a magistrate or the die-engraver.

55. In 399 the Rhegines opposed Dionysius in the matter of the Naxians
and Catanians, and harboured exiles from Syracuse (D.S. XIV.40.1-2). Five
years later, again offering asylum to those exiled by Dionysius, they tried
to settle the Naxians and Catanians at Mylae in Sicily (D.S. XIV.87.1-3).
56. At D.S. XIV.91.1 the mention of the Lucanians is quite casual (xal
Yap oDtoL 1éTe &Lemorépouv mpdg dutols) and does not in any way connect
them with Dionysius.

57. Dionysius' favourable treatment of the Locrians (D.S. XIV.106.3 and
107.2) might have extended to the Lucanians if they had been his allies:

at least there is no more mention of fighting between Lucanians and Italiots
until the middle of the century.

58. D.S. XIV.100.1 - 102.3.

59. D.S. XIV.103.1 - 106.3. Cf. L. Moretti Olympionikai, i vincitori

negli antichi agoni olimpici (Rome, 1957), no.379 (cf. nos. 388-389) on

Dicon Son of Calli (m) brotus of Caulonia, who won the boys' stadium in

392 as a Cauloniate, and was called a Syracusan on the occasions of his two
later victories (388 and 384), not corruptly as Paus. VI.3.11 alleges, but
because the Cauloniates were moved to Syracuse in 389.

60. D.S. XIV.107.2 - 108.6 and 111.1-4.

61. D.S. XIV.111.4.

62. As J.B. Bury comments, with D.S. XIV.107.3 in mind, the Rhegines 'had
turned Dionysius into a hangman at their own cost' (CAH VI (Cambridge, 1927),

p.129).

63. Justin XX.1.1.
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64. D.S. XIV.14.1 - 15.4,
65. Cf. above, p LB.
66. D.S. XIV.15.4.
67. D.S. XIV.14.1.
68. D.S. XIV.16.1-2.
69. D.S. XIV.16.2. At 16.4 Diodorus notes that some say that Halaesa was
founded by Himilco at the time of the treaty (sc. of 405). Meister, p.86,
calls this an 'unhistorische Version', and as it stands it 1s certainly
utterly implausible. But Diodorus may have been drawing on a source which
re¢ognised the Carthaginians as having been responsible, by their support
of the Herbitaeans, for the success of the foundation of Halaesa. This
is, after all, the sense in which the Carthaginians could 'found' a Greek
city; and the foundation did take place only a couple of years after the
treaty.

Archonides and his father the elder Archonides were friends of Athens,
and so enemies of Syracuse (IG I°228, lines 6-25, cf. HCT ad. Thuc. VII.1.4),
from the time of the Peloponnesian war. So it hardly seems surprising
that his city, Herbite, should have been an enduring centre of anti-Syracusan
activity.
70. D.S. XIV.87.1: ...1hv Na&lwv xal Katavalwyv ToUS UTOAELTOUEVOUS. . .
71. D.S. XIV.15.2-3.
72. D.S. XIv.87.3.
73. D.S. XIv.87.1.
74, Justin XX.1.1: cf. above, pp-. 53-5L.
75. D.S. XIV.103.4.
76. The three references are: Livy XXIV.3.8, Justin XX.5.1 and D.H.
excerpta XX.7. From the third of these, E. Ciaceri dates the fall of Croton

to 379 (Storia della Magna Grecia II (Milan, Rome and Naples, 1927), pp.432-

433); but while this may be right, it should be noted that this passage reads
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nat KpoTwvidtas €EETAe xal ‘Pnylvoug ®al ELETEAECEV €1n 6wbena TOUTWY
Tupavuidyv THV mOrewv: and since Rhegium, captured in 387, remained in
Dionysius' control for the rest of his life, the fact of its being men-
tioned here should induce some caution about the 'twelve years' in the
passage. Ciaceri (ibid.) also takes Justin as 1implying that the conquest
of Croton was incomplete: but the fact that nothing more is said about
Croton after 'Dionysius tyrannus ... Crotonienses adgreditur' is most
likely only a symptom of Justin's erratic epitomizing: the passage in
Livy says that the citadel of Croton was taken.
77. Beloch, pp.301-302.
78. The é£eTle in D.H. excerpta XX.7 (cf. above, n.76) shows that
Dionysius took the Crotoniates out of the city: but there is no indica-
tion about what happened next.
79. In four stages, after the measures taken in 404 to consolidate
the tyranny: (i) the absorption of the population of Leontini (403;
there were at Leontini the survivors from Acragas, Gela and Camarina.
These were now brought to Syracuse. D.S. XIV.15.4); (ii) the fortifi-
cation of Epipolae (401); D.S. XIV.18.2-8); (iii) the great rearmament
(399; D.S. XIV.41.3 - 43.4) and (iv) the absorption of the populations
of Caulonia and Hipponium, followed by the building of dockyards, a new
circuit wall, gymnasia, temples and other public buildings (the early
380s;D.S. XIV.106.3, XIV.107.2 and XV.13.5). So Dionysius planned and
carried out development in three areas: population, military strength
and building.
80. Plut. Timoleon 22.3 says of Timoleon: ... Hv 1OALY EAOV oUx elXE
toAiTac, GAAY T@V pév €v ToTg TOAEWOLS wol ToTg OTAOEOL SLA®IUPEVTWY,
oy 68 Tdc Tupavvlbag QEUY6VTwWY ... Some had taken to exile in Dionysius

I's reign (cf. D.S. XIV.40.2); but this comment can be taken to refer

mainly to the years after 367.
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81. Plato Ep. III 315b6-7. A further denial at Ep. III 319c7-d2.

82. Plato Ep. VII 332e3 - 333a2; Ep. VII 335e3 - 336a8; Ep. VIII 353e2-5
and Ep. VII 355c8-d7.

83. Real or dramatic date. It is not possible here to treat the questions
of the Letters' composition and authorship, though it is worth noting that

L. Edelstein (Plato's Seventh Letter (Leiden, 1966), p.32) argues against

Plato's authorship of Ep. VII on the ground that no need for colonisation
existed in the reign of Dionysius the younger or at the death of his father.
His argument is invalid because of this mistaken premiss.

84. Plato Ep. VIII 353a4-8.

85. Plato Ep. VII 324a5-6.

86. D.S. XIV.57.3 and 58.3-4.

87. D.S. XIV.57.4.

88. D.S. XIV.78.4-5. §5 concentrates on Dionysius' settling new colonists
in Messene; but the comment in §4 about survivors 'getting back their father-
lands' is without point unless it is recognised that Messenian survivors

joined in the refoundation (a point not noted at Beloch, pp.288-289).

89. Orlandini, p.162.

90. D.S. XIV.47.6. Note that Dionysius received contingents from Camarina,
Gela, Acragas, Himera and Selinus: the very cities overthrown between 409
and 405. The author of the account on which Diodorus' is based (Meister,

p.89 and n.66, argues against the view that the source here is Ephorus, and
suggests Timaeus) was making a point by bringing in these names during the
advance on Motya. The fact that they are named does not, therefore, imply
that they were able to send large contingents: it does symbolise the
Siceliot revanche.

91. D.S. XVI.9.5 and Plut. Dion 26.1.

92. Orlandini, p.161: 'Geloi residenti nel retroterra e non gli abitanti

di una polis ricostuita.' Orlandini (ibid.) notes D.S. XIV.68.2, where

Theodorus of Syracuse, speaking in 396, refers to Gela and Camarina as
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GOLXNATOUS.

93. Talbert, pp.149-150 and 155-159 review the archaeological evidence
relating to Camarina and Acragas. The whole of chapter 8 (pp.146-160) 1is
a useful survey contrasting conditions before and after Timoleon's expedi-
tion from Corinth.

94, The book: Citta sicane, sicule e greche nella zona di Gela (Palermo,

1964); reviewed at JHS 87 (1967), pp.188-189 (A.G. Woodhead) and CR n.s.16
(1966), pp.213-215 (J. Boardman). The article: 'E Gela e Katagela' Rom.
Mitt. 82 (1975), pp.21-82 (hereinafter Navarra).

95. Navarra, p.22.

96. Navarra, p.71.

97. SEG XII 379 line 9; SEG XII 380 line 7 (restored).

98. S.M. Sherwin-White comments (Sherwin-White, p.80) that 'the correct-

ness of this minimal emendation need not be doubted', and goes on to note
that there is no evidence of Coan participation in the original foundation
of Camarina or of Gela. So the Coan involvement must have been at this
moment .

99. Plut. Timoleon 23.2.

100. Above, p. 5.

101. Capture of Hipponium and removal to Syracuse: D.S. XIV.107.2;
refoundation: D.S. XV.24.1.

102. D.S. XV.24.2-3.

103. D.S. XIV.78.4-6. The Italiots were from Locri(1,000) and its colony
Medma (4,000) (§4).

104. Above, pp.56-57.

105. Lysias XXXIII (Olympiacus).3. It is scarcely necessary to argue

that this generalization is intended to make the hearer or reader think
of Sicily: note that Lysias, who refers to himself as a 'good man and a
citizen worthy of his city', was a citizen not of Athens (where he lived),

but of Syracuse (D.H. Lysias 1). Sicily must have been close to his heart.
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Naturally the reference is also general (as appropriate to an Olympic speech)
and encompasses the state of Asia Minor.

106. Plut. Timoleon 1.1-2.

107. Plut. Timoleon 22.3-4.

108. Plut. Timoleon 35.2. G. Manganaro was first to suggest following

the manuscripts (all except one) which give the reading Thalag, and believing
that the Epirote city Elaea was the source of these colonists (in the debate
after P. Leveque's paper 'De Timoléon & Pyrrhos' Kokalos 14-15 (1968-1969),
pp.135-151 (debate at pp.151-156), at pp.155-156). Talbert, pp.204-205,
thinks it puzzling that Plutarch should not have clarified his meaning

'to prevent confusion with more famous cities of very similar name'; this

is a fair point, but it ought to be noted that the names were not all that
similar, except on paper - the name of Elea, the Lucanian city, began with

a ]

w'-sound which was not marked in the atticized spelling of the word.

Its Roman name was Velia. Talbert (ibid.) is sceptical about D. Asheri's
suggestion that the lack of any Ionian influence in fourth-century Acragas
tends to make the Dorian city in Epirus seem a more likely source of settlers
than the Ionian city in Lucania ('I coloni elei ad Agrigento' Kokalos 16
(1970), pp.78-88); Talbert may be right to say that it cannot be considered
definitely proved, but it is only just to add that Manganaro's and Asheri's
respective contributions are quite persuasive.

On the other hand no %eapoddnoL from Elaea are recorded in IG IV? 95
among the contributors to the Epidaurian Asclepieum. This (Mr. D.M. Lewis
suggests to me) does not inspire great confidence in Elaea (cf. N.G.L.
Hammond Epirus (Oxford, 1967), pp.517-518). The conclusion is that there
is no conclusion, as yet.

109. Above, p.E9.

110. Plut. Timoleon 35.2.

111. Nepos Timoleon 1.1.
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112. Nepos Timoleon 3.2.

113. Cf. D.S. XIII.114.1.

114. D.S. XVI.5.2.

115. D.S. XVI.45.9.

116. D.S. XVI.17.2.

117. Strabo VI.1.8 (=259-260).

118. D.S. XVI.70.1.

119. Strabo VI.3.5 (=281). oUtwg 'eumemdvnrtar, Strabo explains. P.A.

Brunt in Italian Manpower 225 B.C. - A.D.14 (Oxford, 1971) does not discuss

this passage, but it is apparent that he finds no reason to think of the
Greeks as having formed a sizeable proportion of the population of Iapygia/
Apulia in 225 B.C.: he deduces a population of 284,000 (Italic) Apulians

(p.54), but puts the population of Greeks in all Italy at only 210,000 (p.59).

Therefore it seems best to put the gradual decline of the eleven cities of
Apulia as far back as the fourth and earlier third centuries.

120. Livy VIII.24.4 is the account of its recapture from the Lucanians.
There is no direct testimony to its capture by them.

121. D.S. XVI.15.2. Sybaris: D.S. XII.22.1.

122. D.S. XII.9.1 - 11.3; cf. Strabo VI.1.13 (=263) and D.S. XII.22.1.
123, D.S. XII1.22.1.

124. Livy VIII.24.4.

125. B.V. Head Historia Numorum? (Oxford, 1911), pp.100-101: the series

dated between 379 and 350 is marked [E' or [E\P(the letter [ being a
digamma - cf. the city's Roman name, Vibo Valentia), but the later

coins are marked EINQNIEQN.

126. Herecf. Kraay, p.189, where it i1s noted that the dominant theme in
fourth-century Italiot coinage is the theme of increasing pressure on Greek
cities and of the Greeks' efforts to resist it.

127. Livy VIII.24.4.

128. B.V. Head Historia Numorum? (Oxford, 1911), pp.86-87.
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129. The key passage is Strabo VI.1.13 (=263): BoUpioL &' eUTUXNOQVTES
oAbV xpdvov UTO Acunavdv nubpanodlodnoav, Tapaviivey & &Aeeropévwy E€HELVOUS
€nt ‘Pwupaloug HaTEQUYOV, oL &€ MEUavTeES cuvolxouc OiLyavépoBoL uetwvduaoav
Kwnidg Tnv moitv. The question is whether, when he mentions the Tarentines,
Strabo is referring to the time of Alexander of Epirus or to the time of
Pyrrhus. The Romans fought for the Thurians at the time of Pyrrhus, but

not against the Tarentines: the enemies besieging Thurii then were
Samnites, Lucanians and Bruttians (D.H. excerpta XIX.13); but after the
death of Alexander of Epirus there was a Roman-Tarentine war (326: Livy
VIII.27.1-11), and though Livy's explanation of its causes does not men-

tion a request from Thurii (since Livy here aims to characterise the

Tarentines as cupidos rerum novandarum), this war fits Strabo's comment

much better than the other.

130. Strabo VI.3.4 (=280).

131. See above, n.129. Cf. also Livy IX.19.4, which lists the 'ora
Graecorum inferi maris a Thuriis Neapolim et Cumas' among the 'strong
allies or broken enemies of the Romans' at the time of Alexander the Great.
The Thurians had apparently never been enemies of the Romans: so this 1is
a reference to the alliance.

132. Livy VIII.24.4; cf. above, p.63 and n.120.

133. Stabo VI.3.4 (=281).

134. Livy VIII.17.9. Alexander, Livy notes in this passage, was making
an escensio from Paestum. escensio is the Latin for avaBaorc ('march up
country'): cf. Lewis & Short s.v. escendo, at §B.

135. Further north in Etruria, on the other hand, there was great Greek

influence. Consider for instance the quantities of material listed in

the catalogue of the Spina museum (N. Alfieri Museo archeologico nazionale

di Ferrara, I (Bologna, 1979)): pp.1-124 listing Attic pcttery, pp. 125-

129 other Greek wares, pp.130-149 Etruscan, Faliscan, a little Italiot.
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This Greek influence was clearly coming from Attica rather than the South

Italian cities.
136. D.S. XIX.3.3.

137. D.S. XVI.62.4 - 63.1. This is recorded under 346/5, but it is not
made clear how long Archidamus' Cretan campaign took before the departure
to Italy.

138. Greek historians were of course fond of this sort of thing, at least
in cases of battles between Greeks and barbarians: cf. Hdt. IX.101.2
(Plataea and Mycale); D.S. XI.24.1 (Himera and Thermopylae) and, in contra-
diction, Hdt. VII.166 (Himera and Salimis).

139. Plut. Timoleon 23.3.

140. Plut. Timoleon 23.4, quoting Athanis. The figure in Diodorus which
appears to correspond to this is 50,000 (D.S. XVI.82.5). 'Appears to',
because Athanis' figure may perhaps include settlers who settled elsewhere
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141. Seibert, p.257.

142. D. Asheri Distribuzioni di terre nell'antica Grecia (Turin, 1966),

p.29.
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Delphic oracle for him.
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above, p50) could have been applied also to Italy.
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146. Livy VIII.17.10.

147. Beginning of the war: Livy VIII.22.7-8. The Roman victory: Livy
VIII. 25.5-13.
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159. D.S. XIX.102.1.

160. D.S. XIX.102.4.
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163. Request for help: D.S. XIX.103.1. The Carthaginians attacked Syracuse
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After defending this in battle against Agathocles in the next year (311),
they were able to gain the alliance of most of the Siceliot cities and
confine Agathocles to Syracuse (110.1-4).

164. D.S. XIX.104.2.

165. D.S. XX.57.1.

166. D.S. XX.57.2.

167. Talbert, p.148 comments that '317, the year of Agathocles' seizure
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168. D.S. XIX.1.8.

169. See above, nn.69 and 34.
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which adhered to the Carthaginian cause in 311 (D.S. XIX.110.3-4) - and
thus the treaty of 307 was not a renewal of the treaty of 405 (D.S. XIII.

114.1).

171. D.S. XX.89.1-5.
172. D.S. XX.90.1-2.
173. D.S. XX.104.1.
174. D.S. XX.104.2.
175. D.S. XX.104.3-4.
176. D.S. XX.104.4.

177. D.S. XX.105.1-3 and Livy X.2.1-15.

178. Plut. Pyrrhus 14.4 and 22.1-3.
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Part II: Greece and Asia

The difficulties faced by the west Greeks were not entirely special
to their part of the world. There were similar events going on in Asia
where Greek cities were near non-Greek communities, and many cities were
destroyed in Greece too. Everywhere there were people losing their homes.

This part of the chapter is chronologically divided into three sections.

1. The Spartan Domination and the Acuxtpuirol Kaipol 404 - 358

The end of the Peloponnesian war might almost have been the end of
Athens. The Corinthians and Thebans had support for the suggestion, but
Sparta willed otherwise.1 But Lysander's restoration of local control in
the Aegean states2 had curtailed the area of Athenian settlement (all the
time, he had been sending Athenians home to worsen the famine in Athens3),
and so was effectively a partial destruction of Athens. The cleruchies,
settlements housing Athenian citizens estimated by K.J. Beloch to number
10,000 1n 431,4 were lost to Athens. C. Mossé, considering the problem of
what the cleruchs did after the Spartan victory, suggests that 'it is...
possible that the loss of certain cleruchies had entailed a decrease in the
civic body: many cleruchs must have chosen to renounce their status as
Athenians rather than the land which provided their living.'5 This, how-
ever, is an insecure conclusion: Lysander's aim was to send Athenians
back home and hasten the process of starving Athens out; there 1s no sugges-—
tion (nor likelihood) that he gave cleruchs an opportunity in some way to
'renounce' their citizenship and stay where they were.

In 400, having defeated Elis, the Spartans were able to expel the
Messenians from Cephallenia and Naupactus.7 These Messenians left Greece
and went some to Sicily and Italy, others to Cyrene, these to join the
Euesperites who were inviting any Greek to join them.8 At Cephallenia and

Naupactus the Spartans allowed the Cephallenians and the Ozolian Locrians
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to return.9 This action on the Spartans' part is clearly similar to what
they had done in the Aegean with the Athenian cleruchs: both actions
indicate a conservative policy, of concentrating back in the hands of firm
Spartan allies the gains made by Athens and her allies in the fifth century.
This policy 1s evident also in Spartan action in Asia and the Aegean in the
390s - for instance when in 398 Dercylidas walled the Thracian Chersonese

to protect the 'eleven or twelve' méieiLg which had been damaged by the

Thracians.‘o

The Spartans displayed some consistency in following policies of this
kind. Quelling a otdotg in Heradea Trachinia in 399, the Spartan Herippidas
made war on the inhabitants of Oete and forced them to leave the land
(éxiLmeTy ThHY xd)poc\)).11 They fled - not only the men, but women and children
too - into Thessaly. The Oetaeans seem not to have formed a state separate
from that of the Heracleans: when the Boeotians seized Heraclea in 395 and
killed the Spartan garrison,12 they gave the city to the Trachinians who
had been exiled by the Spartans, and whom Diodorus describes as the 'most
ancient inhabiters of the 1and'.13 Here there was an ethnic division
between friends and enemies of Sparta.

The Spartan aim in the ten years subsequent to Aegospotami was to
keep Greece much as it was when the war was won; and the Spartan method
involved using harmosts to control potentially dangerous cities.M But
the possibility of a permanent Spartan predominance in Greece faded away
as Sparta was fought to a standstill in the Corinthian war,15 and the
application of Sparta's methods was restricted to the Peloponnese. Man-
tinea was dioecised for a period by the Spartans: a change which involved
the demolition of the mdAig centre and the removal of the citizens to
villages which (as well as being easier for the pro-Spartan oligarchs to
dominate16) were treated as separate communities by the Spartans for pur-

. 1 .
poses of army recruitment. 7 Yet the Mantineans were not made stateless
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in a full and formal way, as the Thebans were by Alexander (for example),
who gave their land to the neighbouring peoples.18 Diocecism of Mantinea
was, to the Spartans, an alternative to putting a garrison in Mantinea
(and the city would have needed unusually extensive repairs after the
siege): there was no intention of putting the Mantineans outside the
political structure of Greece, only of integrating them into the alliance
controlled by Sparta.

The primacy of Sparta, already neutralised, was positively ended by
the rise of Thebes.19 In 382/1, the Spartans had seized and garrisoned
the Theban Cadmeia,20 and the Thebans, after they had dislodged the Spartans
from it, had to resist persistent pressure from them. In the course of
doing so, they concentrated control of Boeotia in their own hands by des-
troying Plataea and Thespiae. There is a distinction evident between the
circumstances of the two cases: the Plataeans, who had brought the anger
of the Thebans upon themselves by sending for Athenian soldiers,22 were
thrown out of Boeotia (those who were not captured by Theban cavalry);23
but after the Thebans had demolished Plataea (xatacxadoavieg) they merely
sacked Thespiae (égenép8noav),24 and the Thespians at Xen. Hell. VI.3.1

.. 25
may perhaps not have been living at Athens as the Plataeans were. The

evidence of Pausanias, writing about the battle of Leuctra,26 shows that
the Thespians stayed in the Thespian xwpa after the destruction of the
néiLc. This accounts for the fact that the plight of the Plataeans made a
greater impact, if impressions at this distance can be trusted, on Greece
than that of the Thespians.27

Given this difference between the destructions of Thespiae and Plataea,
it is interesting to continue the comparison between the two cases. The
Spartans just before Leuctra demanded of the Thebans that they should
found (olxlze.v) Thespiae and Plataea, and restore the land (xtpa) to its

former masters.28 It is not out of the question that this could apply to
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Thespiae as well as Platae, even if (as suggested here) the Thespian xdpa
was inhabited by Thespians at the time when the Spartans made the demand:
the friends of Sparta (which had had an army at Thespiae in the 370329)

and the owners of the land may have been dispossessed at the time of the
Theban sack. The bracketing together of Thespiae and Plataea in Isocrates'

Archidamus is another allusion to Spartan awareness of the joint question

.. . . , 0
ofthe two cities' destructions: here they are both described as av&ora10u.3

It is interesting that being dnoiiLg at home and being cast out of one's
homeland are thought and written of as the same thing. This suggests that
the key element in the two different situations as they were perceived by
the writers whose work forms the basis of the extant tradition, was the
losing of the ndALc. The mdiLg - the city itself, much more than the ybpoa -
was the citizen's natpﬁg.31 Destruction of it entailed, in the cases of
Mantinea and Thespiae, the upsetting of the established national constitu-
tion (at Mantinea the oligarchs gained control with dioecism,32 at Thespiae
the ownership of land was disrupted33); so that although the citizens would
probably in most cases still consider themselves as belonging to their cities,BA
their losing the néiig(whether or not they continued to live on the land)
would mean that they would feel they were living the life of people not
fully integrated into Hellenic society.

Control of Boeotia was a perennial Theban aim. In 402 the Thebans moved
Oropus seven stades inland, and later (unfortunately Diodorus does not specify
when), they gave the Oropians Theban citizenship and 'made their land Boeotia.35
Leuctra was a decisive point. Before it, the Thebans had established
control of Boeotia in spite of the Spartans' efforts to prevent them; after
it, they were able to extend their power into the Peloponnese. Pausanias

.36 . :
speaks of Epaminondas refounding Mantinea (and his account makes it sound

as if the Thebans marched on from Leuctra to Arcadia, pausing only to deal
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with the Thespians in Ceressus: in fact the expedition was in the next
year” '), but it is known from Xenophon that the Mantineans began their
rebuilding immediately after the foundation of the Arcadian League, and
before the Thebans came into Arcadia.38 Perhaps Epaminondas and his army

gave encouragement and help: certainly the other Arcadian cities did, and

Elis.39

But if the rebuilding of Mantinea received Theban aid, Thebes' more
important initiative in Arcadia was the foundation of Megalopolis. Pausanias
treats it in some detail, naming 41 nbéleirg which the Arcadians resolved to
abandon in order to people the new city.AO He describes how the peoples
of four cities resisted the decision and were compelled to move to
Megalopolis, 1 but a reference elsewhere to Aliphera, one of the cities
he mentions here, shows that the abandonment was not permanent: it is
described as a m6Aioua, not large, because many of its inhabitants were
removed by the synoecism of Megalopolis.42 Probably Aliphera was small
still in Pausanias' day (more than 500 years after the synoecism of
Megalopolis), but since Pausanias' comments on the cults of Aliphera are
explicitly noted as coming from local sources it 1s fair to think that his
account of the reason for the smallness of Aliphera is based on a local
tradition rather than merely on his own inference. So a certain amount of
passive resistance to moving to Megalopolis can be inferred.

Nonetheless the comic line

peydin épnula oty N MeyaAn moALg
must be treated as a joke.43 K.J. Beloch, quoting it, notes that less than
half the space enclosed by the wall-circuit was filled with houses,44 which
is the only thing the poet is likely to have been referring to: the word
¢pnula most naturally connotes empty space (not necessarily implying lack
of population). By 318, at any rate, there were in Megalopolis 15 000 men

(citizens, foreigners and slaves) fit to give military service: it was a
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substantially larger city than either Mantinea or Tegea.45 And the failure
of the siege by Polyperchon which had prompted the Megalopolitans to take
the census, illustrates that as a city founded for military reasons, the
i 46 . . .
Great c1ty was a great success. At the same period (in the 360s) Euaimon
was absorbed into (Arcadian) Orchomenus: unfortunately the cippus (IG V (2).
343) recording the cufouxla does not mention whether military reasons led
.. .. .. 4
to the decision to merge the cities. The Euaimnians moved to Orchomenus. 7
The Thebans' other synoecism in the Peloponnese was that of Messene.
Pausanias is particularly informative about this: relating how Epaminondas
sent messengers to the scattered Messenians, in the areas where most had
48
settled, and to those who had gone to other areas.
dyyérovs é¢ 'Itarlav Te xal IuxeAilav nal mapd toUs EVeomepltag
dnéotelhov, €x Te THS &AAng, el mol Tug Meoonvlwv eln, mavtaxodev
dvendirovv €¢ Terondvvunoov.
Later Pausanias contrasts the return of the Messenians to the Peloponnese
i . . 49
with the exile of the Plataeans, the Orchomenians and (later) the Thebans.
. 4 5
He closes the (rather well turned) rhetorical passage with the words:
'the Messenians wandered outside the Peloponnese about three hundred years,
in which they do not appear to have lost any of the customs from home, nor
did they unlearn the Doric dialect, but even to our day they, of the

' So here Epaminondas' foun-

Peloponnesians, have guarded its purity most.
dation brought into the Peloponnese a number of people who had not lived
there before. Messene was not a particularly large city, though,51 and it
is best to think that most of the inhabitants of Messenia after Epaminondas’
refoundation were those who had formerly lived there as Helots under the
Spartan rule.

The Thebans continued their policy of close control of Boeotia in the
years after Leuctra. After Orchomenian cavalry had agreed to help some

Theban exiles in an attempt to change the Theban constitution to an aristo-

cratic one, the Theban exiles betrayed the plot to the Boeotarchs, and the
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Theban 6fuog decided to enslave the Orchomenians and demolish their city.52
They did so (killing the men); Diodorus speaks of traditional hatred
between Thebes and Orchomenus.53 Pausanias adds that Epaminondas disap-
proved of the atrocity, but was fighting in the ranks in Thessaly at the
time.54 It was a common fate of those whose cities were destroyed, to be
sold into slavery; but here, as later at Olynthus and Thebes,55 those who
were sold could be gathered together later for the refoundation.

In 365 an Athenian cleruchy was installed at Samos, and the Samian
state was destroyed - the Samians lost their ndAig and xwpa for 43 years,
until Perdiccas restored them in 322.56 S. Hornblower, in his account of
the events at Samos, comments that >/ 'Samians who had been put on the
streets of Greece by Athens were walking mementoes of the power of Fortune,
10xn, no less than of the nieovefla, the Greed, of the Athenians', and that
'prudence should have counselled Athens against taking a step which was
likely to alienate even opinion sympathetic to herself.' True, and borne
out by the archive of Samian inscriptions, from the period of the restored
city, in which the benefactors of the Samians in their wanderings are
thanked.58 But many states in the fourth century demonstrated that public
opinion was no terror to those contemplating destroying a Greek city.

While the Theban hegemony was causing foundations and destructions of
mdieLc in the Peloponnese and central Greece, the Hecatomnid satraps in
Caria were carrying out a programme of synoecisms and hellenization. This
is fully investigated by S. Hornblower,59 who gives considerable attention
to the question of how much the eight communities drawn on for the synoecism
of Halicarnassus continued to be inhabited.60 His findings offer a little
corroboration to the impression gained from the continued occupation of
Aliphera that the inclusion of small communities in synoecised cities did

not necessarily imply their abandonment.61 But the objectives Mausolus and

the other Hecatomnid satraps had in mind did not require the peopling of
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their cities with immigrant Greeks: the new citizens of Halicarnassus were
Carians.

Both Epaminondas and Mausolus synoecised cities in order to dominate
more effectively. The other recorded synoecism of the 360s, that of Cos,
occurred in an island to some extent isolated from the politics of Greece
and Asia. But it gained enough attention to be recorded in Diodorus, and
the fact that 'a multitude of men was gathered to this [city]'63 makes it
proper to mention the synoecism in this account of foundations and destruc-
tions. S.M. Sherwin-White discusses the synoecism, and the gTdoeLc connected
with it, at some 1ength,64 concluding that Cos before 366 was an island of
more than one city. Showing that the synoecism was not done as part of a
Theban plan, Sherwin-White notes that the Coans gave citizenship to Orchome-
nians after the destruction of Orchomenus by the Thebans in 364.65 This
shows that Diodorus' comment about a multitude of men being gathered refers
to immigration from outside Cos into the new city, as well as to concentra-
tion of the island's existing population. And in Thessaly a new city,
Metropolis, was founded in the 360s. Strabo gives a brief account of 1its
foundation from three moilxvia, which is given a terminus ante quem by the

. .. 6
Delphi inscription Syll.3 239E. 6

So the main activity in the area of foundations and destructions of
cities at this period was carried out by the Thebans. The homeless section
of the Greek population was probably not in general reduced by Theban
activity: the Plataeans and Orchomenians were expelled from their homes
and the Thespians made anoiis, while a small city was founded in Messenia
from returning refugees and a great city founded in Arcadia from 41 local
communities. Mantinea was refounded, at any rate mostly by its own efforts,
from dioecised inhabitants living in the xwpa. The general picture is of
a static system of ndrevg, a world in which expansion of Greek settlement
to cope with the problem caused by floating population had not yet begun.

But the age of Philip and Alexander was to bring great changes.
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2. The Age of Philip and Alexander 358 - 323

A. to the Death of Philip

Philip's reorganisation of the pattern of settlement in Macedonia 1is
well enough attested to have provoked informed modern discussion,67 and it
is not the purpose of this discussion to deal with it except in outline,
and insofar as Philip's activities affect the life of the moieLs of Greece.

Philip civilised the Macedonians: that is, in a narrow sense.68 He

brought them from the mountains into the plains (Arrian says that Alexander
told them69), and made them inhabiters of cities (méAewv...olxNT0pag)
instead of wanderers and destitutes (mlavhtag xal &ndpoug). These last two
words, appearing in Alexander's speech, point to the use by Arrian, in his
composition of the speech, of the lifestyle of stateless Greeks as a model:70
the Macedonians before Philip's reorganisation were (if Justin's account is
rightly treated as convincing71) happy enough with their lives to dislike
their king's interference, and would have been more likely to call themselves,
for instance, molpeveg noL TévnTes, than midvntes wal dnopoi. The phrase

is contemptuous: the speaker refers to Philip's rural Macedonians as
destitute, stateless persons.

Little information is available about what cities Philip founded in
Macedonia and Thrace. What there is, is well summarized by G.L. Cawkwell.72
His foundations had strategic purposes: securing doubtful areas,73 or, in
the case of Philippi, ensuring safe access to supplies of gold from the
mines.74 But the Greeks who were not Macedonians had more occasion (at
least until Chaeronea75) to notice how Philip destroyed cities.

As early as 357 Philip attacked and captured Potidaea. Diodorus notes
that he did this as part of an agreement giving him alliance with Olynthus,
and that Athens was Philip's rival for this alliance.76 Cawkwell makes it

, : 717
explicit that Athens was unlikely to hand Potidaea over to the Olynthians;

but Philip, who let the Athenian garrison (9poupd is Diodorus' word, but
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there were cleruchs there from Athens too78) go, sold the citizens into
slavery and gave the néAig (evidently still standing) and the xatd 10V

XWpav xThoeLg to the Olynthians. Beloch estimates the citizen population

of Potidaea at 2,000 - 3,000,79 so that the availability of the city and

its territory offered the Olynthians an ideal opportunity for quick expan-
sion. This is the explanation of the apparently dissonant figures given

by Demosthenes for the military strengths of Olynthus at different moments.8O
He contrasts the time (38381) when the Olynthians beat off a Spartan invasion
in spite of having only 5,000 men (400 cavalry included), with the time when
though they had 10,000 men (1,000 cavalry included) they could not resist

Philip's attack (34882

). Beloch, unsure whether to find the figures credi-
ble, asks his readers at least to treat them as rounded-off;83 but while

it is perfectly right to realise that the original population cannot have
doubled within a generation, it should be borne in mind that Potidaea will
not have stood empty, nor its land gone unworked, in the ten years following
Philip's cession of it to the Olynthians.84 There 1s no evidence as to who
the new settlers were, but new settlers there must have been in Olynthian
Potidaea in the decade before Olynthus itself was swept away.

In 354 Philip captured and destroyed Methone, allowing the inhabitants
to leave with one garment each.85 Cawkwell stresses the strategic importance
of the capture of Methone (and the place, whose site is unknown, can only
have been small):86 but the distribution of the land to Macedonians 1s an
example of how Macedonian expansion in North Greece under Philip was tending
to limit the area in which non-Macedonian Greeks could live. The parallel
with the contemporary position in Italy and Sicily 1is clear.87 An inscrip-
tion from Potidaea, dealing with the period after the fall of Olynthus,

attests a distribution of land comparable to that at Methone.

In the year in which Philip captured and destroyed Methone, Chares,

89)’

the Athenians' general, captured Sestos (which Athens had earlier lost



100

. 90
killed the adult males and enslaved the others. At the same time the
Athenians at Cersobleptes' invitation sent out cleruchs to the cities of
. . 1 . .
the Thracian Chersonese (except Card1a).9 The 1nhabitants of these cities

made room for the Athenian settlers, without compulsion if Dem. 8(Chersonese)

hypothesis is to be believed.92

Philip captured Olynthus, where the party favourable to Macedon (which
had secured the gaining of Potidaea) had lost power,93 in 348. 1In the year
before, Philip had taken and razed Zereia in his campaign against the
Chalcidic cities;94 now he thoroughly carried out his Chalcidian policy.
The inhabitants of Olynthus were enslaved.95 'The mass of the inhabitants',
Cawkwell says, 'were carried off to slavery in Macedonia itself.'96 There
are three references in the Embassy speech to Olynthians as slaves in
Macedonia (in two cases, they allude to Philip's being in control of them
himself and setting them free or giving them away):97 These references
certainly indicate that Philip and his courtiers had taken a good many
women and children away with them (and probably a large proportion of the
men had been killed, though Diodorus' account does not say so explicitlygs),
but it may not be possible to extend this automatically and conclude that

most of the Olynthians had gone to serve Macedonian masters. Some Olynthians

reached Athens and were granted (coTéieiva (probably, or possibly citizen-
ship), and probably others stayed to work as slaves on the land they had
formerly owned - at any rate this would seem as sensible inference from
the absence of any suggestion that Cassander had difficulty later when he
was gathering up the Olynthians.99

Here as at Methone, Philip gave land to Macedonians. Syll.? 332,100
a grant made by Cassander to Perdiccas son of Coenus, confirms Perdiccas'
possession of lands granted by Philip in the area of Potidaea to Perdiccas'

grandfather and father. Here again, Macedonians were taking the places

’ 101
formerly inhabited by Greeks from the world of the molerg. And not only
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from the Olynthians: besides Olynthus and Methone, Demosthenes mentions
'Apollonia and thirty-two cities in Thrace, all of which he has so savagely

wiped out that it would not be easy for one to say whether they had ever

. . 102
been inhabited.' These can only have been small cities - what E.

Ruschenbusch calls Normalpoleis103 - but with several hundred occupants

104 . .
each, the destruction of more than thirty of them to make room for

Macedonian settlers implies that, say, ten to twenty thousand Greeks were
either enslaved or thrown out of their homes, besides those who were enslaved
from Olynthus. Cawkwell calls the destruction of these cities 'by no means
necessary', but draws attention to how many of Alexander's cavalry came

from Lower Mac:edonia:lo5 expanding the area of Macedonian settlement helped
Macedon dominate the Greek - and the Near Eastern - world.

In Southern Greece, Philip gained a reputation for piety by defeating
the Phocians in the third Sacred war and destroying the cities of Phocis,m6
compelling the inhabitants to live in villages at least a stade apart, and
not containing more than fifty houses.107 At the same time he restored to
his Theban allies the three Boeotian cities the Phocians had been holding:
Coroneia, Corsiae and Orchomenus.lOB' Evidently the Phocians had rebuilt
Orchomenus, since the three cities are described by Diodorus as &xupmuévag,109
but it was torn down again after the defeat of Phocis, at least to the
extent of being unwalled.110

A few years earlier the Phocians had shown themselves capable of
destroying other peoples' cities: in 352 Pha¥llus, attacking a Boeotian

force which was retreating with booty from Phocis, succeeded in overrunning

the Locrian city of Naryx which a Phocian force had been besieging. It

. 111
was plundered and demolished.

Demosthenes, in the Embassy speech, gives a vivid picture of what life
was like for the Phocians after the dioecism of their cities. Not sur-

prisingly, it includes some hyperbolic statements, like 'no more terrible
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or greater things have happened, men of Athens, than these, among the

. o, 112 . .
Greeks 1n our time'; but it 1includes some statements which can help
the reader to understand what circumstances existed in dioecised cities -
not only Phocis but also Thespiae and others. He speaks of demolished
houses and buildings, and a lack of men of military age:113

e Gvdynng Ay Spdv NLTY mdvta TEUTa, OLHLag HATEOKAUPEVAS, TELXN

r (] ” -~ 1] 4 ’
nepuLnonuéva, xwpav €pnuov T¥V év nAuvklq, yOvaia &¢_wal navbapt
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Later he explains why no Phocian is appearing on his behalf:114
PwHEwy THV EXTENTWHOTWY Ol MEV, OLpaL, BEATLOTOL HAL METPLOTATOL
euY&Sec Houxtay dyouou, xal oUBelc dv alTdv €9eAfoeLev UnEp TAV
HOLVEVY oupeopdv LoLav £x9pav dveréodad.
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These exiles, some of them at least, had gone to Athens. Philip and

. . . . . . 116

the Amphictyons had succeeded in their aim of making Phocis defenceless.

But further changes came about before and after the battle of Chaeronea.
Before it, the Athenians and the Thebans brought the Phocians back to their

.. 117 . .

cities. They began building at once, as Pausanias’ passage on the
double wall of dark, hard local stone built by the Thebans around the

. . 8 . .
Phocian city of Ambrossus, shows.11 The restoration of Phocis seems to

. 119 .

have lasted in spite of the defeat of the Greeks at Chaeronea: this

perhaps because Philip was concerned to weaken Thebes, Phocis' ancient

enemy .

His positive measures to weaken Thebes included the refoundation of
120 . . .

Plataea and Orchomenus. These cities continued, it appears, to have

Macedonian patronage after the death of Philip: one of Alexander's

gestures on becoming king of Asia, according to Plutarch, was that he

sent a message to the Plataeans that their city should be rebuilt - because

their ancestors had provided their land for the Greeks to fight for freedom

.121 The message need have no implication as to how much rebuilding

in
needed to be done by then: Alexander sent it as a public statement about

himself. But it is not difficult to believe that there was still work to
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do in 336, after Thebes was destroyed - though the point of the passage

122

. . . . ’ ’ ’ » o~
in Arrian which says énL ToUToLS ~OpxOopevov Te xal Niataudc dvacthioal

Te wal TelxLoaL OL OUppaxot €yvwoav... is perhaps almost entirely that
Alexander's allies were endorsing development which was already in progress

and which was consistent with their policy of destroying Thebes.

B. to the Death of Alexander

'Alexander', A.H.M. Jones remarks123 (and it could not be put better)
'was a colonizer on a grand scale.' Even in his father's lifetime he
founded a city and called it AlexandrOpolis:124 though this should be seen
as part of his father's policy of making settlements in Macedonia and Thrace.

It will not be possible here to do more than give anoutline of
Alexander's activities as a founder and patron of cities. He did in haste
what the Seleucid kings spent centuries doing: he put large settlements
of Greeks in the conquered Persian Empire. But before he began his career

of conquest in Asia, he defeated the Theban rebellion and destroyed Thebes.125

The decision was not, formally, his own,126 but the allies' power derived
from Alexander: he was responsible for the act. Diodorus records that
30,000 Thebans were sold as slaves:127 here as elsewhere it seems best
(bearing in mind later events128) to think that more Thebans will have
remained as slaves on the land of Thebes than will have been taken away.
Even if Philip could have made a Theban revolt less likely by being kinder
in 338 (as R.J. Lane Fox argueslzg) the parallel with the destruction of
Olynthus 1s clear: the existence of a dangerous city was intolerable to
both Macedonian kings.

When Alexander crossed to Asia, he turned his attention, as he moved
onward, to patronage of cities in Asia Minor. S. Hornblower points out

(arguing that Alexander was probably 'the central and decisive figure 1n

the rebirth of Priene'130) that 'if Alexander wanted to found cities 1in
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highly urbanised Asia Minor, such refoundations must, of virtual necessity,
take the form of revivals - contrast central Asia.'131 Besides Priene,
Alexander may well have refounded Smyrna (an ancient city which had been
disestablished through the earlier part of the century),132 It is not
possible to date Alexander's activities in these places, and it is quite
likely that he did not give much of his personal attention to each city.
He had people who could manage that sort of thing. The pattern shown in
the foundation of the eastern Alexandrias was probably applied: particu-
larly since it can be seen being developed in the foundation of Alexandria
by Egypt.

This foundation is well documented. Returning from Memphis in 331,
Alexander (according to Arrian) came to Canobus, and sailed round lake
134

Maria, disembarking on the site of Alexandria:

HOLL eéo&ev aUT? o xwpog KGAALOTOC HTLOOQL €V GUTw noALy xal YEVEO%GL
av cuéabuova Tnv 1éALy * mo%oc¢ oSv AauBaveu aUTov 100 epyou, HOL

adToC Ta cnueua ™ nokeu e%nuev, Lva Te aYopa €V auTT 66Lua08ab
E€8eL Hal LEQG ooa ot 9eldV OVTLVWY, TOV pev Ekknvbuwv, "ToLbog 6¢
ALYUHTLGS, nal 1O TELYOS ﬁ nepLBeRATO%aL, Hol ént ToVtoLg €9VeTo,
Kot T& Lepd ®aid €galveto.

Verbal similarities to this account in passages in Arrian describing later

foundations point to Alexander's consistent approach on separate occasions. 35
Consideration of the foundation narratives of Alexandria by Egypt in Diodorus
and Curtius brings out some further points: Diodorus attributes to

Alexander the arrangement of the angle of the streets (e&oToqu... ¢
Supotoptas mouhoag) whereby the Etesian winds cooled the city;136 and

Curtius makes quite specific what would have been inferred even if no source
had said it: that Alexander left behind people to build the city ('...qui
exaedificandae urbis praeessent relictis...').137 And this first Alexandria,
intended (as Alexandropolis and his father's foundations never had been)

to be a great city, became the normative Hellenistic city: the pattern on
which the others were modelled, in Alexander's reign and afterwards.

: 138
A pity, then, that more is not known about how the city was peopled.
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There may have been some anxiety among Alexander's followers as to whether
the city would attract population: at any rate the seers, when flocks of
birds came and ate the barley Alexander had used to mark out the walls,
predicted that a great crowd of newcomers would dwell in the city ('respon-
disse vates magnam illam urbem advenarum frequentiam culturam').139 P.M.
Fraser comments that 'the dominating problem in the first period is that
of the source of the original population of the city';140 but in view of
the lack of source material, it is unlikely ever to be possible to add
much to Fraser's suggestions: Macedonians; people from the poorer regions
of Greece (as later at Ptolemais:141 but Fraser cautions that Alexander
would probably not encourage the settlement of only needy persons as
citizens); people from Cyrene (Fraser refers to evidence showing that
Cyrenian exiles found asylum in Egypt in Ptolemy I's time, and that
Cyrenians were the largest group of Greek settlers in the Fayyum in the
third century142); argument from nomenclature (no great help, as only 300
names of Alexandrian demesmen are known from the 300 years of the Hellenis-
tic period in Alexandria143); and the linguistic approach (not favoured
by Fraser: though he comments that if it pointed anywhere, it would point
to Boeotia and Euboea144). Fraser adds, referring to a passage 1n Theocritus
XV which would point to Syracuse as a source of population,145 that 'it
would require no great exercise of imagination to suppose that there were
Syracusans in Alexandria, and that Magna Graecia provided some of the
original inhabitants of the city.'146
Fraser's picture could perfectly well be consistent with settlement of
stateless people (including stateless people from Alexander's mercenary
forces) in Alexandria; though his warning that Alexander will not have been
looking only for the poor as settlers is well offered. It should be added
that here (as in later Alexandrias147) local people - non-Greeks - were

. . . 148 C e ‘b
required for the foundation. Curtius says: ex finitimis urbibus



106

commigrare Alexandream iussis novam urbem magna multitudine implevit.'
Naturally the original full citizens will all have been Greeks: but a
synoecism of previously existing communities was an element in the founda-
tion of Alexandria (the pseudo-Callisthenes account of the establishment

49

. 1 e . .
of the city names them ), so 1t 1is necessary to recognise the importance

. . 1
of non-Greeks in the plan for the city. >0
The city was not completed in Alexander's lifetime. Tacitus notes

that Ptolemy I was the first to wall it - evidently Alexander's marking-
out of the walls, though effective as a statement of his intention to carry
forward the foundation of Alexandria, did not at once lead to wall-building.
This feature is paralleled in Arrian's account of the foundationm, in 329,
of Alexandria Eschate (an account which shows other similarities to his
: : 151
account of the Egyptian foundation):
AVTSC 6% TV 1ALV, Mv émevdel, Teuxloas év Muépars elxool wal
EuvoLnLoag €¢ adThv THvV Te "EAXAvwv pLo%oedpwy nal Sotig THV
y -~ [4
TpoCoLHOUVTWY BapREpwy €3eAOVTRS UETEOXE TS EUVOLUNOEWS nal TLvag
wol T8y &x 100 otTpatomnédou Manedbvwv, Scol &mduaxol KoEN Roav.
Even Alexander cannot have built city walls on a green-field site in
twenty days: clearly here he was doing what he had done in Egypt. The
talk of bringing in volunteers from among the neighbouring barbarians
reinforces the point that Alexander was acting according to the same
pattern; and this 1is corroborated by the earlier passage in which Alexander's

162

reaction to the site of this city is recorded:

-~ 1 [

. ) -~ ] A [ L) [
& 1e yap XxBpog €mnLTndeLos avTy €palveTo avifical €mL WEYA TNV ndALY
—~ §
xal €v xaAd olxrofnoeodal.

here the similarity with the comment on the site of Alexandria shines through
. . . 153
the change of vocabulary, which Arrian makes for literary reasons. Com-
parable accounts showing points of similarity to the Egyptian account are
the accounts concerning Alexandria on the Caucasus, Alexandria Iomousa, the
: 154 :
Indian and Sogdian Alexandrias, and the Alexandria at Pollacopa. Since

some of these include settlement of mercenaries and Macedonians, and show
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that it was part of Alexander's standard procedure, and since each account
is brief and includes only a selection of possible elements, it is possible
to say with near certainty that settlement of mercenaries and Macedonians
was an element in the foundation of all Alexandrias, including the first.

G. T. Griffith computes how many mercenaries Alexander is known to
have left behind him 'in garrisons or as settlers on the track of his
advance to India':155 and concludes that the number exceeded 36,100.156
But most of the soldiers on Griffith's list were not in the Upper Satra-
pies: so he argues that the 26 ,000 Greeks from the Upper Satrapies who
revolted after Alexander's death ought probably to be added to his other
figure.157 This is a more helpful datum, for the task of assessing what
Alexander sought to achieve by way of foundations of Greek cities, than
a list of names of cities (some disputed, some perhaps never finished).

His achievement was an abiding one at Alexandria in Egypt: and other
Alexandrias survived the revolt of 323;158 and the revolt of Greeks in the
Upper Satrapies does not show that new cities were not needed - only that
settling mercenaries (many without their families) in cities, outside the
Greek world, which were not only unfinished when Alexander left them but
indeed barely started, was not a technique leading to enough stability.
He had shown the way for the settlement of Asia ('one of the most amazing
works which the ancient world ever saw'159), but, as W. W. Tarn comments,160
'the settlement of Asia as we know it was essentially Seleucid'. The next

section examines events in the interval between Alexander's death and the

establishment of Seleucus Nicator as king of almost all Alexander's Asia.

3. The Age of the Successors, 323 - 301

When Alexander the Great died, he left plans behind him.161 Put before

a formal Macedonian assembly by Perdiccas, they were rejected as imprac-

162

ticable; but they merit consideration here not only as evidence of what
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Alexander had hoped to do with the world he had turned upside down, but as
a prologue to the account of the Successors' activities in that world.

Alexander had planned to continue doing what he had been doing since
he acceded to the throne of Macedon. The plans divide into three parts:
extension of conquest westwards; temple-building; synoecisms and reset-
tlements. Conquest was Alexander's speciality, and W.W. Tarn's argument
purporting to show that he renounced it when he turned back from India 1is

.. 164 . . . :
not convincing: it is easy to believe that he intended to move west.
. , 165 ..
Temples, too, were already an interest of Alexander s. Similarly
. 166

synoecisms and resettlements: but as the other schemes were grander
than Alexander's already completed achievements, so his plan for synoecisms
and resettlements makes the great things he had done seem small. Diodorus

. ) . . 167
explains the third part of the last plans in this way:
[naraoncuaoau] TOAEWY cuvounuououg nol owuava ueraywyag En Tﬁg
Aouag elsg Tnv Eupwnnv, uau HATQ TOUVGVTLOV €x 1M Eupwnng elg

TT]\) AOLG.\), OT[U.)S TGS U€YLOTGS T]TIELQOUS Talg CTIUYGUL-GLS HO.L TG.bS
OL,)(€LUJO€OL\) EbS HOL,\)T]\) OUO\)OLO.\) MGL OU'Y'YE\)LHT’]\) (DL)\L.G.\) MGT0.0TT)OT]

Here synoecisms and petaywyal, features of Alexander's past activity, 68
are elaborated on through a plan to bring Asiatic people to Europe, as
well as taking Europeans to Asia: the plan is based on what Alexander had
done, and embroidered with what he would have liked to do.

The rejection of the plans was not reversed. E. Badian comments:169
'settlement of Asiatics in Europe is not attested, as carried out or (apart
from this passage) even as intended. One can only say that, fully in line
with Alexander's large-scale and perhaps megalomaniac ideas that are
attested in the last year of his life, it might not seem utterly incredible
as a further development.' So in considering the Hellenistic world between
323 and 301, though it would be of no use to look for fulfilment of
Alexander's last and very ambitious plans, it will certainly be worth

examining the continuity between the things Alexander did and the things

the Successors did, with regard to synoecisms and petaywyal: and it will
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become clear that the years after 323 were different from the years before
Alexander's accession, and that the Successors' attitudes to foundations of
Greek mbéleis had a good deal in common with Alexander's own.

Alexander had planned to move populations wholesale from place to
place (a thing which had been done in Macedon in his father's time170).
Interesting, then, that the age of the Successors began with two such
ueTaywyal - one actually carried out, the other only contemplated. The
first was imposed on Athens at the end of the Lamian war: Antipater
ordered that citizen rights should be based on a census of wealth (&nd

¢ 3 \ ) 171 . .
TLUNCEWS €LVAL TO ROALTEUHQ). 2,000 drachmas was the qualifying level:
. .o . 172 .

about nine thousand qualified, over twelve thousand did not. Diodorus
says that the twelve thousand were removed from the fatherland, but his
account appears a little confused: 1in the previous sentence he has stated
that Antipater gave land in Thrace for settlement toTc Roulouévois — to
those who wished. Plutarch's Phocion makes it clear that not all the
. . . 173 . .
disfranchised persons left the city. No hint can be drawn from his
account about whether staying in Athens or going to Thrace was more popular;
Plutarch simply uses an antithesis to point out that the one course was
as miserable as the other:
(24 ’ » L4 4 A » § o A
OL TE HEVOVTES €O0HOUV OXETALG HOL OTLHO TaOXeELv, oL Te Sta toUTo
) L] ’ ’ -~
ThV TOALY EXALTOVTES HAL HETAOTAVTES €L Bpdunv, AvILn&Tpou YRV
] -~ ] y ¢
nal méALv aVTolg MapaoxOVTOS, EHMETOALOPHNUEVOLS EYHUETOV .,

Thi information that Antipater gave the disfranchised Athenians a

city as well as land (yfiv xal mwdALv) is exclusive to the account in Plutarch.
, 174

Diodorus mentions only xwpav...els xatolunouv. But Plutarch's account

is the more lucid in the matter of what the twelve thousand disfranchised

Athenians did. It is worth considering whether his testimony that Antipater

gave the Athenians a moALs is of any value. There were good reasons for

him to do so: Alexander's leaving Greeks behind in the Upper Satrapies

without firmly founded ndieis had led to a dangerous revolt. Several
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thousand Athenians deciding to try to force their way to Attica from Thrace
could have caused damage. Antipater must have done, or intended to do,
something for them - and Plutarch makes it explicit that he did.175 This
gives rise to the question whether there is any evidence which may suggest
how Antipater provided for this need.

It is the kind of evidence which is often unavailable. But in this
case a suggestion can be made. Cassander, Antipater's more famous son,
had a less famous brother. His name was Alexarchus. Modern authors, when

they have commented at all on him, have treated him with unwarranted dis-

respect. V. Tscherikower describes him as a crank (Sonderling);176 and he

bases his assessment on a passage of Athenaeus in which it is explained how
various historical figures (including Alexarchus), played with words.177
Some whimsical word-coinages are explained (eg. dp%poBdag (dawn-shouter)

for dlextpuwv) and Alexarchus' letter to the rulers of Cassandreia, a

sort of tour de force built of words of this type, is quoted in full.

The context suggests an intellectual joke shared between Alexarchus and the
addressees rather than evidence of madness (another bit of sonorous and
incomprehensible Greek 1is quoted.178); modern misunderstanding illustrates
the difficulty of recognising jokes in ancient texts (even Athenaeus).

As Athenaeus says, Alexarchus founded Uranopolis. Lane Fox describes it
as 'a drop-out community on Mount Athos', but quotes no evidence for this
peculiar speculation.179 There is none. It was a city which became well
enough established to be mentioned in Strabo (who quotes Demetrius of
Scepsis, first for his opinions about Xerxes' canal, near which the city
stood, then as saying that Alexarchus laid the foundations of Uranopolis,
which had a circuit of thirty stades180) and in Pliny the Elder.181 The
name is odd (as Tscherikower comments182), but this is quite likely merely

to be an indication of a relatively early date (at which Antipater would

not have named a city after himself). Philip II's policy of founding cities
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in Thrace had ceased by this date, its aim achieved: so if Antipater's
son founded a city in Thrace, there was probably a definite reason for
him to do so. It is not far-fetched to think that the reason may have
been the need to provide a city for the thousands of Athenians moving to
Thrace in 322. This hypothesis cannot be proved, but it has a good deal
in its favour.

In 319 the disfranchised Athenians were able to return from Thrace.
It is no argument against the connection of Uranopolis with their migration
that it survived their return: volunteers from the floating population
could have been found to live there, specially when three years' building

work had already been done. Polyperchon, Antipater's designated successor,183

issued an Exiles' Decree on the model of A1exander's.184 The constitutions

under Philip II and Alexander the Great were restored in the cities.185
Alexander son of Polyperchon arrived in Attica with a force, and the exiles
joined him in attacking, and were soon in the town, where they and the
dtupor and (Plutarch says) £évoL formed an assembly, deposed Phocion as
general and chose others.186 The exiles' sojourn in Thrace had proved
temporary.

Antipater's scheme to move the Aetolians to the farthest desert of
Asia did not receive even temporary fulfilment. He and Craterus made the
plan in 322/1, when circumstances forced them to make a treaty with the

, . . 187
Aetolians: and they wrote a decree (6oypa) embodying 1it. 8 The revolt

of the Greeks in the Upper Satrapies, and their leaving their settlements,188
was presumably what led Antipater to refer to TV €pnulav Hal TopPWTIATw THC
'Actac meupdvunv: at this date Alexander's Empire was still a unit (though
the Successors were at each other's throats), so Antipater perceived no

need to make his plans parochial.

There were no other petaywyal. But the age of the Successors was not

many years old before attention was turned to making synoecisms. S.
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Hornblower is right to stress that synoecism is strength;189 and he adds
that 'the maxim, synoikism is strength, will explain both the classical
synoikisms (where political motives are usually uppermost) and the great
hellenistic synoikisms, which are best interpreted as an accumulation of
physical resources, in an attempt to remedy the chronic poverty of the
states concerned.' This analysis is particularly useful in the case of
the first Hellenistic years, the years before Ipsus, in which it is pos-
sible to trace continuity with the Classical age which ended with Alexander.
But one very early, and most interesting, Hellenistic synoecism achieved
its connection with the Classical age through the undoing of Alexander's
work: the restoration of Thebes.

The Boeotians had supported the Macedonians at the time of the Lamian
war, because they had received from Alexander the Thebans' xwpa (and were
now gaining weydioag mpoobdboug from it), and they knew that if the Athenians

. 190
were successful, they would give back natpts and xwpa to the Thebans.
But in 316 Cassander, marching south from Macedonia in order to throw
Alexander son of Polyperchon out of the Peloponnese, forced a passage of
191

Thermopylae, and then
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adavdTov 60ENS.
His motive, and the occasion of the refoundation, attract attention. He
wanted to outdo Polyperchon, and his son Alexander, who had brought back

192 . 193 . h

the exiles to Athens. He persuaded the Boeotians, who, given the
presence of a Macedonian army, may have felt that gracious and speedy
consent was the wisest course to follow. There is no reason to think that
their mpdoodoL meant less to them than they had in 323. Probably most of
the Theban survivors were living in the xwpa: Cassander had sent for them

after passing Thermopylae,w4 rather than bringing them from Macedon, and

. . I 4
the Athenians' presumed intention in 323 to give back natpig and xwpa to
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the Thebans also suggests that the Thebans in question were living on the

land, rather than that they were going to be brought out of Macedon.195

Cassander had the help of 'many of the Greek cities' including Athens,196
which was by 316 under the oligarchic constitution presided over by
Cassander's man Demetrius of Phalerum, instead of the democratic consti-
tution which had been restored by Polyperchon.197

Cassander synoecised other cities. The importance of synoecisms 1in
providing individual Successors with strong centres of support in particular
areas is well illustrated by Cassander's activity in Acarnania in 314. He
took a large army to Aetolia (the Aetolians, who supported Antigonus, were
fighting a ndiepov Suopov with the Acarnanians) and persuaded the Acarnanians
at a wxouvn éxxinola to1 "en THV dvoxVpwy xab purpdv xwplwv els dAlyag mOlers
pyetounfoalL. Most of the Acarnanians, according to Diodorus, moved into Stratus;
the Oeniadae into Sauria, and the Derieis into Agrinium.w9 Cassander left
a force behind in Acarnania, but the Aetolians attacked: three thousand of
them besieged Agrinium and forced the inhabitants to surrender.200 This
shows that Agrinium was a small city, and though it had had Cassander's
support it may not have been well walled yet. Nonetheless Cassander's men
continued, despite this setback, to hold Acarnania.

Other synoecised cities bore the Successors' own, and their relatives',

names. Here an odd (and isolated) text in Strabo has caused modern writers

difficulty:202

’ s ’ ] ’ [
£60Ee yap €VOEBES ELVAL T0V¢ Axégavgpov 5LadeEQUEVOUS EXELVOU
y 4 ’ [] -
1p8TepoV HTLLELY E€TMwVdHOUS TOAELS, ELY  EQUTDV.

Strabo is commenting on Lysimachus' changing the name of Antigonia-in-the-
Troad to Alexandria. This happened after Ipsus: the city may have existed
for up to a decade, and Lysimacheia for almost as long.203 Strabo's remark
does not deserve the respectful treatment accorded it by R.M. Errington,

who puts forward the unconvincing suggestion that Antigonus had named

Heraclea-by-Latmus Alexandria - so that Cassander's brother Pleistarchus
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would have been attempting to bury the memorial of Antigonus' eloéBera
when he renamed the place Pleistarcheia.zo4 Strabo's evidence is much more
likely based on ignorance than knowledge: Demetrius of Scepsis, Strabo's
source, though he was a local man, wrote as late as the second century B.C.;
it may perhaps have been Demetrius who first ascribed this sentiment to
Lysimachus (since it could be posited that he may not have known that
Lysimacheia was founded earlier);zo5 or, equally plausibly, Strabo may

have thought the sentiment up himself (in which case it would have no

value at all, except as evidence for Strabo's outlook). Certainly the

only Alexandria other than Antigonia-in-the-Troad known to have been
founded by a Successor is Alexandria wat’ 'Iccov: this city Tscherikower
ascribes to Antigonus, or Seleucus I (and Jones refers to it as a founda-
tion of Seleucus 1)206 It is not at all likely to have been founded before
the last decade of the fourth century,207 by which time the Successors

had been naming cities after themselves for several years. The practice
began with Cassandreia.

Cassandreia was synoecised in 316. Cassander settled in it the
Olynthians who survived,208 and there were many of them: and since a large
amount of good land had been marked off for the Cassandreians, and Cassander
was keen on his city's expansion, Cassandreia became the strongest city in
Macedonia.209 This was a centre of support, such as Cassander tried from
314 to create in Acarnania, but it was more than that: 1t was the first
of the 'capital cities' founded by the Successors and named after themselves.
Some of the Successors founded more than one city of this type, and they
did not treat them as the administrative or diplomatic centres of their
realms unless they happened to be in residence in them: their strength as
centres of support is the feature which they chiefly have in common, and

which (together with prestige) must have given the Successors most encou-

ragement in founding them. Suddenly population - Greeks of any kind - was



115

needed. In a single year Cassander resettled the two largest outstanding
groups of Greeks without méleiLg in mainland Greece.210

No information is available about whether the other cities founded by
the Successors had settlers who had been without ndletg. An inscription
relating to action by a king of Egypt to add €nouxor, further settlers, to
Ptolemais, the Greek city founded by Ptolemy Soter in the Thebaid, records
what were the provenances of the supplementary settlers (Argos and Thessaly
are mentioned, together with other place-names now 1ost),211 but this third-
century or later evidence, though it is an interesting indication of how
their patrons sought out Greeks to people Hellenistic foundations, is only
a vague indication of what fourth-century conditions may have been like.
A text to contrast with this is D.S. XIX.85.4, where after the battle of
Gaza Ptolemy sent those of Demetrius' troops whom he had captured to be
divided ¢€nl 1&g vopapxlas in Egypt.212 This was a forcible settlement,
and not into mdietc (most of the Greeks of Egypt lived in villages: few
néieLc were ever founded): though Ptolemais was probably founded not much
later than 312.213

It was probably typical in the age of the Successors that newly
synoecised cities had elements added to the populations of the communities
used in the synoecisms. This was so at Cassandreia,214 and Cassander would
have transplanted some populations into Phthiotic Thebae in 302 if Demetrius
had not prevented him.215 It was probably so at Thessalonice and Lysimacheia:
Thessalonice, the metropolis of the Macedonia of Strabo's time,216 was
synoecised by Cassander, who demolished twenty-six moilouata in Crousis
and on the Thermaic Gulf in the process - Strabo names six of them,217 but
presumably the other twenty were very small communities indeed; Lysimacheia
was founded with the destruction of Cardia.218 In both cases, prestige

depended on the new cities' being imposing, strong, and large: Cassander

would not have wished to found a city which was not going to be the
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metropolis of Macedonia; nor would Lysimacheila have been any good to
Lysimachus if it had not been a better bulwark against the Thracians than
Cardia could have been.219 There i1s a strong case for the supposition
that Successors must have been ready to recruit available Greeks, including
those without moAeiLg, into their synocecised cities.zzo

The great expansion of Greek colonisation into Asia which was begun
by Seleucus I mostly falls outside the scope of this study, since the
great proportion of the colonisation attested by Appian occurred after the
battle of Ipsus. But two great foundations in what was to be the Seleucid
empire occurred in the period under consideration here, and are comparable,
from the point of view of their intended function, with the other founda-
tions of the last quarter of the fourth century. It was probably soon after
311 (after Cassandreia, before Lysimacheia) when Seleuceia on the Tigris
was founded;221 and though Tscherikower's argument that Seleuceia was
'das alte, von Seleukos neugegriindete babylonische Opis' is sound and
convincing,222 it should not be allowed to obscure the newly-Greek city's
role in the years before the foundation of the great Antioch of Syria as
the capital of Seleucus' domains,223 designed to eclipse Babylon.224 Jos.
AJ XVIII.372, telling the story of how Jews fled to Seleuceia in the late
30s A.D. to escape persecution by Babylonians, comments on how 'many of
the Macedonians, very many Greeks, and no small number of Syrians' formed
the civic body when Seleucus founded the city, and it may be noted that
in Mesopotamia and Babylonia in 312 he was able to recruit Macedonians
(who were settled already at a place called by Diodorus 93533)225 and
soldiers (Greek mercenaries?),226 and suggested that Seleucus did what
Xenophon had hoped to do, and ended his dvaRacLc into Asia by making at
least some of his army into a néxbg.227

Antigonus did the same sort of thing in 307, founding Antigonia on

the river Orontes. Diodorus' statement that the city did not survive very
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. . 228 . .
long, but was dismantled and moved to Seleuceia, 18 perhaps not mis-
leading politically (Seleucus made sure that his own foundations were the
only ones of importance), but is shown to be a little inaccurate by the
evidence in Cassius Dio that the city still existed in 51 B.C.229 Its
site was well chosen and it was expensively built, and evidently it was
set up with the intention that it should serve as a centre of control:
at least a local capital for Antigonus. Here again the settlers must have
b . . . . 230 .

een drawn in the first place from Antigonus’ army; but 1t 1s worth
noting that in 302 Antigonus held games and a festival at Antigonia, and
. ' 231 .
brought athletes and artists from everywhere (mnavtoYev): a piece of
deliberate publicization of the existence of Antigonia which would seem
strange if the city were being built up only from Antigonus' supply of
time-expired soldiers. The gesture stresses Antigonia's membership of the
Hellenic world, rather than her identity as a Macedonian outpost. An
action of this kind would be consistent with Antigonus' having brought
Greeks into his new city, as he did into his other great foundation, the
. .. . . i . 232
Antigonia in Bithynia which was later to be renamed Nicaea.
A well-defined picture emerges. Jones questions whether most of the
Successors had any very genuine enthusiasm for the political side of
233 .
Greek culture: but there can be no doubt that they had all the enthusiasm
of outsiders who hoped to find in the Greek nbéiig a means of controlling
their Greek and Asian dominions and a way of associating their own names
with the cultural and military achievement which the foundation of a city
represented. Cities outside formerly Greek areas required settlers from
armies - these will have included Greek mercenaries as well as Macedonians,
because the Successors' armies included Greek mercenaries as well as
. 234 ' . e . . . .
Macedonians; and the Successors’ activities 1in cities established 1in

Greek areas (Athens as well as the more complete refoundations) required

from time to time large numbers of Greeks as settlers. As Tscherikower
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says of the foundation of Lysimacheia and other contemporary foundations,

they 'sind ... als ein Zeichen der neuen Epoche in der griechischen

. 2
Geschichte zu betrachten.' 35
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Notes

1. Xen. Hell. I1I1.2.19-20.

2. Xen. Hell. I1T1.2.9.

3. Xen. Hell. I1.2.2.

4. Beloch, pp.82-83. A.H.M. Jones Athenian Democracy (Oxford, 1957),

pp.169-177, with a more detailed account of the evidence, would suggest a

higher total: no estimate is offered for the total, though.

5. C. Mossé Athens in Decline, 404-86 B.C. (London and Boston, 1973),
p-13.
6. The idea that citizenship may be renounced by the holder is in any

case modern rather than ancient.

7. D.S. XIV.34.1-2.

8. D.S. XIV.34.3-6; Paus IV.26.2. Note also that Paus. IV.26.3-5 makes
D.S. XIV.34.5 oxed0v Gmavies dvgpé%ncav look tendentious: evidently the
community of Messenians in Cyrene lasted until the refoundation of Messene.
Cf. Seibert, pp.102-103.
9. D.S. XIV.34.3.

10. Xen. Hell. III.2.10. U. Kahrstedt argues that Xenophon's use of the

word XeppovnotUtaL at ITI.2.8 and VII.2.15 need not imply that the unitary
state of the Athenian Tribute List days was still in existence after 405

(Kahrstedt, pp.24-25); but he does not explain the eleven or twelve TOAELS

as each having the status of a Staat: only of a grofere Siedelung. He

suggests that there were six or seven states. If his conclusion is right,
and the Chersonesites were organized neither in a single unit nor in
autonomous units centred on each 'larger settlement', it 1s worth con-
sidering the possibility that their political structure was arranged by
the Spartans with a view to protecting Spartan interests.

1. D.S. XIV.38.4-5.

12. D.S. XIV.82.6.
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13. D.S. XIV.82.7; they had been exiled from their natpldwv: on which
cf. below, n.31.
14. D.S. XIV.10.1-2.

15. Xen. Hell. IV.2.1 - 4.1, At 4.1 Xenophon notes that the Athenians,

Boeotians and Argives (after the defeats at Nemea and Coronea) continued
operations from Corinth. The Corinthian war lasted eight years (D.S.
XIV.86.6).

16. Xen. Hell. V.2.7.

17. D.S. XV.11.2: the move to villages and the destruction of the city

(Avayr&odnoav THv...Ld0av tatplda notacxuantelv); Xen. Hell. V.2.7 notes

how the Spartans sent a £evayos to each village.
18. See below, p.103.

19. D.H. Ant. Rome. I.3.2 offers an over-schematic analysis; but it is

interesting that Dionysius puts the end of Sparta's &pxn less than thirty
years after 404: according to this passage they were stopped before
Leuctra - in the middle 370s when the Thebans were consolidating control

of Boeotia.

20. D.S. XV.20.1-2 and Xen. Hell. V.2.25-35 relate the seizure of the
Cadmeia of Thebes. Both accounts say that Phoebidas was punished for it
(mildly); only Diodorus' says that the Spartans had told their nyeudveg

to get control of Thebes if they could. Both agree that they kept control,
and that was an act of policy.

21. Xen. Hell. V.4.1-2; D.S. XV.24.1 - 27.4,

22. D.S. XV.46.4.
23. D.S. XV.46.5.

24, D.S. XV.46.6.

25. Seibert, p.118 and n.939, takes it that they were living at Athens.

This is possible, but not a necessary inference from what the text says:
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oL &¢ 'A9nvalol, éumentwrdtag WEV OpBVTeS €x TR Bowwtlag NMiataldc
» L3 ) .
PLAOUS OVTQS, HAL HATAMEQEVYOTAS MPOS QUT06§, LueteVovtag ¢
o~ A -~ -~ L4 ] [}
BeonLdc pn 0odg mepuLLdety andiubac Yevouévoug, OUKMETL snﬁvouv TovC
[J
68nBatLovg...
The Athenians saw (a) the Plataeans thrown out of Boeotia and fled to them,
and (b) the Thespians begging them not to overlook them (the Thespians) who
had become stateless. It would be perfectly consistent with the force of
the verb Lxetebw to think that the Thespians in question had come from
somewhere else to Athens to do their supplicating.

26. Paus. IX.14.2, which is an awkward passage:

BconLeVoL 6€...THV uév 16ALY £60Eev eéxAunelv, dvapelyeLv 8¢ €g
Kepnoodv + €otL 6& éxupdv xwplov & Kepnoodg €v 7 BeonLéwy. ..

This was after the Thespian contingent had left Epaminondas' army before
Leuctra. §4 notes that Epaminondas flushed out the Thespians from Ceressus

after the battle and before he proceeded into Arcadia. Xen. Hell. VI.3.1

(cf. above, n.25) is positive that the Thespians were andiiLbes, and
Isocrates' comments in the Archidamus (cf. below, p.93 and n.30) supports
the idea that the city was ruined. But it is possible to imagine partial
reoccupation of the site of the city by 371 - and indeed the withdrawal to
Ceressus bears witness to the unwalled state of the settlement on the site
of Thespiae. The Thespians left Epaminondas' army with permission, but

the victor of Leuctra would not let them occupy a strong-point.

Commenting on Xen. Hell. VI.3.1, C.J. Tuplin (Xenophon's Hellenica:

Introductory Essay and Commentary on VI.3 - VI.S (Diss. Oxford 1981, ms.

D.Phil. ¢ 4115), pp.99-114) presents an interpretation of events concerning
Thespiae which is different from that suggested here. He gives a careful
and useful analysis of the differing connotations of the word anoivs (pp.
102-104), and notes (p.103) that VI.3.1 and VI.3.5 treat Plataea's and
Thespiae's fates as parallel; so that it seems odd that he adds (p.104)
that 'Xenophon means &mndiibas to be construed "exiled" (in some sense):

but he has not gone out of his way to make clear in what sense. Perhaps
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he expected his readers to know what happened. What Xenophon has gone
out of his way to do 1s to minimise the distinction which is evident from
Diodorus (cf. above, nn.23 and 24). Later, Tuplin posits three Thespian
revolts instead of one: (p.114) 'Shortly after the 375/4 peace (at the
latest) Thebes forces Thespiae (and Tanagra) to join the Boeotian League.
Later (with the excuse of imminent Athenian intervention) she destroys
Plataea. Later still Thespiae revolts, but is crushed and diocecised, the
population remaining in the League, perhaps as adjuncts of Thebes... At
Leuctra they, in effect, rebel again, and are again crushed at Ceressus.'
The first coercion Tuplin distinguishes from the main revolt by saying
that Thebes' enforcement of ocuvtieéleia on Thespiae and Tanagra was 'mani-
festly prior to Plataea's destruction' (pp.112-113): but Isoc. 14

(Plataicus).9 does not provide grounds for thisassertion. The only event

to which the coercion of Thespi# and Tanagra is 'manifestly prior' is

the composition of the Plataicus. As to the population of Thespiae remaining

in the League: it remained Thespian (cf. below, n.34), and no source
suggests that it became Theban. As to rebelling again at Leuctra, the
question is what constitutes rebellion: it is hardly surprising that
Epaminondas' Thespians should have been €9%eclonaxnodvteg (Polyaen. II.3.3),
but the events amount to his flattening them, rather than their rising
against him.

27. Isocrates wrote a Plataicus, not a Thespiacus; and there is an impor-

tant point in it: Isocrates 14(Plataicus).9 argues (in the persona of the

Plataeans) that when the Thebans could not get the Plataeans' consent, they
should merely have compelled them to cuvteXelv els Tag BNBag, as they did
the Thespians and Tanagraeans. It is obvious now, Isocrates continues,
that that was not what they wanted to accomplish, but that they coveted

our land. The implication is that the Thebans had got the Plataeans' land,

but not the Thespians'.
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28. D.S. XV.51.3.

29. Isocrates 14(Plataicus).13.

30. Isocrates 6(Archidamus).27.

31. At D.S. XV.11.2 the Mantineans are described as having been compelled
to demolish thv...(6lov natplda. Similarly at D.S. XVIII.11.4 the distinc-
tion is made (in the Theban case) between natplc and ywpa (cf. XIX.54.3

and below, pp.112-3 ; cf. also Paus. VIII.27.3). This point would make an

interesting addition to G.E.M. de Ste. Croix' comments on 'Polis and chora'

at de Ste. Croix, pp.9-19. LSJ, s.v. natpls, does not note this usage.

32. Cf. above, p.91 and n.16.

33. Cf. above, p- 92 and n.28.

34, An apposite example is the case of Thrasybulus the Thespian who con-
tributed a drachma to the temple-building at Delphi in Spring 360 (Syll.?3
239 B (= Tod II 140) lines 79-80: and on the date, cf. J. Pouilloux

'6 émnuxéparos OBords' BCH 73(1949), pp.177-200, at pp.194-200.

35. D.S. XIV.17.3.

36. Paus. IX.4.4.

37. Xen. Hell. VI.5.19 and 22-32; cf. D.S. XV.62.3-5.

38. Xen. Hell. VI.5.3. Cf. Moggi, pp.251-256.

39. Xen. Hell. VI.5.5.

40. Paus. VIII.27.1-4. On Megalopolis, cf. Moggi, pp.293-325.

41, Paus. VIII.27.5.

42. Paus. VIII.26.5.

43.  Strabo XVI.1.5 (=738).

44, Beloch, p.127. This appears to be an inference from Polybius IX.21.
1-2, though Beloch does not quote it. W. Loring in E.A. Gardner, W. Laring,

G.C. Richards and W.J. Woodhouse Excavations at Megalopolis 1890-1891

(London, Society for the Promotion of Hellenic Studies Supp. Paper no.1,
1892) at pp.12-16 and Plate 1 shows only a small area with finds, compared

with the size of the area within the wall-circuit.
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45. D.S. XVIII.70.1. Beloch, p.127, says 'die Vertreter der Stadt hatten
10 Sitze im arkadischen Bundesrath, soviel wie Mantinea und Tegea zusammen,
was auf eine Burgerzahl von 10,000 und daruber schliessen lasst.' 1In
support, he quotes Syll.? 183 (= Tod II 132), a proxeny decree of the
Arcadians which contains a list of 6apiLopyol from the cities of Arcadia.
There are fifty Sapiropyol, five from each city except Megalopolis (10),
Maenalus (3) and Leprea (2). This shows that representation on the body of
dauLopyol was not closely proportional to population size: hence there

is a danger in arguing that Megalopolis was as large as Mantinea and Tegea
put together.

46. D.S. XVII1I.70.1 - 72.1,

47. I1G V (2) 343, lines 80-83. Cf. Moggi, pp.272-290.

48. Paus. 1IV.26.5.

49. Paus. IV.27.9-10.

50. Paus. IV.27.11.

51. See Beloch, pp.487 and 489, which offers a comparison of its built-
up area with those of some other Greek cities. Messene covered 95 hectares,
Halicarnassus 350 (pp.486 and 488), and Alexandria by Egypt 920 (pp.486

and 487).

52. D.S. XV.79.3-5.

53. D.S. XV.79.3.

54. Paus. IX.15.3.

55. See below, pp.112-115,

56. D.S. XVIII.18.9. S. Hornblower, p.199, doubts whether only the rich

Samians were expelled.

57. S. Hornblower, p.199. The account runs from p.197 to p.200.

58. C. Habicht 'Samische Volksbeschlussen der hellenistischen Zeit' Ath.
Mitt. 72 (1957), pp.152-237 is a collection of decrees, of which the

following honour persons who had helped the exiled Samians: mnos. 2
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(Naosinicus son of Philoxenus of Sestos), 3 (Nicomedes son of Aris [tander
of Cos]), 4 (Dionysius ..... /...ovsg, Macedonian, from Amphipolis), 13, 20
(Eurya[lus]), 21 (Dracon son of Straton of Cos), 22 (Hipparchus son of
Heniochus of Cyrene), 23 (Epinoidas son of Eudemus of Heraclea), 24, 25

(Agathocles), 26 ( s son of

s son of Melaenius [of Iasos?]), 27 (

Dionysius of ) and 28; id. 'Hellenistische Inschriften aus dem Heraion

von Samos' Ath. Mitt. 87 (1972), pp.191-228, is a supplementary list: nos.

2 (Hermonax son of Phi [listus of Erythrae?}), 3 (Nicias son of Demetrius

of Heraclea) and 4 (Sosistratus son of Phanodicus of Miletus) honour helpers
of the exiled Samians. This indicates a very wide dispersion of Samian
exiles, and confirms the presumption that there were a good many of them.

59. S. Hornblower, pp.78-105.

60. S. Hornblower, pp.88-99.

61. Though Hormblower does not mention the parallel.

62. S. Hornblower, pp.85-88.

63. D.S. XV.76.2. Strabo XIV.2.19 (=657) puts this in perspective by
noting that the city is not large. Cf. G.E. Bean and J.M. Cook 'The Carian
Coast III' BSA 52 (1957), pp.58-146, at pp.120-126.

64. Sherwin-White, pp.43-81.

65. Sherwin-White, pp.64-65, quoting I Theocritus VII.2la, which records

a suggestion that the Simichidas in Theocritus' poem was descended from

another (presumably well-known) Simichidas:

[ T o~ y _© ’ ~ 3 8\ ’ -~

paol &€ TOV TOLOUTOV QMo MATPLOV xANIRvaL, ano ZipuiLxtdov 109
| 2 (1) 14 L Y ) 14

Hepbukéoug 1BV OpXOUEVLWV, OLTLVES MOALTELAS MOPQ KWLOLS TETUXNHAOLV.

Sherwin-White's n.185 on p.65 points to a possible Coan source for this

scholium. In the same note A.S.F. Gow Theocritus II (Cambridge, 1950),

p.128 n.3, which records possible emendations of the unsatisfactory text

. ] ’ \ ’
(but gives mo opinion on them), is mentioned; Paton's avtov TolouTws for

1&v TtoLoUtov is economical and helpful.

66. Strabo IX.5.17 (=437-438), and Syll.? 239E, lines 32-33. See Moggi,

pp.244=251.
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67. Notably in Cawkwell and in Ellis.

68. See Cawkwell, p.40, and cf. A.H.M. Jones The Greek City from

Alexander to Justinian (Oxford, 1940), pp.1-26.

69. Arr. Anab. VII.9.2.

70. It is particularly unclear (see P.A. Brunt in Arr. Anab. Loeb ed.

vol. II pp.532-533) how Arrian used his sources in the Opis speech. It

is on the assumption that Arrian used this model at least with a conscious
view to it sounding right as part of the fourth century scene that this
argument depends. This rather minimal assumption is not too difficult to
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