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PREFACE

My aim in this thesis is to investigate the political,
economic, and military history of Samos over a millennium,
from the first arrival of colonists in the Minoan and
Mykenaian Ages to the submission of Samos to imperial Athens
in 439 B.C. A summary of what I hope to have established
will be found in the Abstract, at the end of volume ii.

Though no full-scale history of the island has been
written for many years, the extent of my debt to those who
have alréady explored parts of the field will be apparent.

It is pleasant to be able to record more personal
obligations: in Samos, to Professor Ernst Buschor for
patient explanation and discussion of excavations begun
beforé I was born, to H. B. M. Vice-Consul, Mr. D. L. Marec,
for much practical assistance, and to Miss B. Philippakis,
lately Epimelete of the Samian museums; in Athens, to Mme
Varoucha of the Numismatic Museum, and to the Director and
other officers of the British School. Nearer home, I have
had the advantage of discussing individual problems with
Mr. J. Boardman, the late Dr. W. L. Brown, Mr. G. L. Huxley,
Dr. L. H. Jeffery (who generously showed me the proofs of
her forthcoming book), Mr. G. K. Jenkins, and Dr. C. M. Kraay.
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To all of these, and to the directors of those numismatic
museums whose c¢oins appear in my catalogues, I give my
wvarm thanks.

I have drawn great benefit from repeated discussions
with Mr. Russell Meigge and Dr. E. 3. G. Robinson, and
above all with my supervisor Professor A. Andrewes, to all
of whom I express my deepest gratitude. I hope the faults
vhich have slipped through their net will be little ones,
for which I, not they, shall be responsible.

In 1955 Tigani was renamed Pythagoreion in honour of
the 2500th anniversary of the Sage's birth. That I have
retained the 0ld name of their town for archaeological
convenience will not, I hope, offend its kindly inhabitants.

J.P.B,

22nd February, 1961.
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Chapter One

THE FIRST GREEK SETTLERS

The original settlement of the Greeks in Samos can
only be considered in the context of the Ionian Migration
as a whole. (Greek traditiom held that the colonization
of Ionia was & concerted movement by disappointed Athenian
royalists, made in the closing years of the second
millennium before our era. More recent writers upon the
subject have been concerned to lower the date; but almost
none has disputed the essential truth that the settlement
of Ionian Greeks in barbarian lands across the Aegean Sea
was an historic event, and that it took place later than
the Trojan Wwar. Within the general framework of the
Migration, therefore, my purpose is to discover who were
the ancestors of. the classical Samians, and the date at
which they reached their island, together - if possible -
with the identity of the previous inhabitants whom they
displaced. Discussion of the other cities of Ionias, and
of the evidence which they provide, will only be admitted

where it casts light upon the colonization of Samos itself.l

1. The Migration in general has recently been fully discussed
in two books upon which I shall draw extensively: F.

Cassola, L& Ionia n%I Mondo Miceneo (Naples, 1957);
M. B. Sakellariou, Migration Grecque en Ionie (Coll.

de 1'Inst.fr.d'Athénes, 17: Athens, 1958).



The correct dating of the Ionian Migration is important
for its own sake. But far more significant are its impli-
cations for the history of the archaic and classical periods.
For, as Dr. Hanfmann wisely obaervea,l

If the Ionians came in the eleventh century, they

came as heirs of the Mycenaeans with a cultursl

legacy to preserve. If they came in the tenth
century, they came at the time of the lowest ebd
of Greek civiligzation, had to start from scratch
and to develop the urban civilizetion anew. It
they came in the ninth and eighth centuries, they
came at & time when the cities of the Greek main-
land were on their way toward the development of
the polis, when seafaring over longer distances
was again coming to the fore, and when the first

bold explorers from Greece were already venturing
on voyages toward the Near East.

Since meagreness of excavation in Ionia has made the
primarily archaeological approach to this question incon-
clusive, I propose instead first to examine the general
possibility of preservation of such a tradition; secondly,
to discover exactly what the tradition states and what are
its sources; thirdly, to examine how far it is supported
by non-archaeological evidence; and, 6n1y after all this,

to teat it against the results of excavation.

I
The first condition for the accurate preservation of

contemporary testimony is that it shall not have suffered

1. G. M. A. Hanfmann, 'lonia, Leader or Follower?' Harvard
Studies 1xi (1953) 1ff: 5-6. E—



the vicissitudes of folk-etymology and all other difficulties
inherent in a change of 1nngungc.1 There can now be little
doubt about the essential correctness of Mr. Ventris'
decipherment of the Linear B soript as Greek. But we are
fortunately not dependent on this for our knowledge that

the Greek langusge was spoken in the Hellenic peninsula long
before the traditional date of the migration. On linguistic
grounds Professor Buck concluded that Greek was spoken here
from the beginning of the lLate Helladic period (¢.1550 B.C.),
and on the archaeological ground of cultural continuity
Professor Blegen argued that the language arrived at the
beginning of the Middle Helladic age (c¢.13900 B.C.).2 This
is confirmed by the observations of Dr. Albright on the

Greek forms of certein Phoinikian place-names. | ueoc

and f-&év, 'which are inexplicable after the beginning

of the Iron Age when the old initial sibilants had fallen
together, reflect borrowings in the Bronze Age, while the

two initial sades were still differentiated.’'> The truth

of this is illustrated by the content of the epic tradition:

1. Por this section on survivals in genersl, cf. further
T?. B. L., Webster, From Mycense to Homer (London, 1958).

2. C. D, Buck, CP xxi (1926), 26; C. w. Blegen, AJA xxxii
(L928), 146ff; cf. F. Schachermeyr, 'Pré&historische
Kulturen Griechenlands', RE xxii 2 (1954) coll.1489ff,

3. W. F. Albright, AJA liv (1950), 165.



both the Iliad and the Odyssey refer frequently to Sidon,
never to Tyre. Sidon was destroyed at the end of the Bronze
Age; and though it was refounded, yet Phoinikian preeminence
belonged to Tyre from the tenth century until its destruction
in 669 ~ a period surely embracing the composition of the

Homeric poenu.l

For our purpose it is immaterial whether
only the name of Sidon formed part of Homer's source-material,
or whether there was a resl knowledge of early history at
the time when the poems were composed. Either way there
is proof of traditional survival. The case of BofRloc
is precisely similar. This word must have become Greek
by ¢.1200 B.C., when Gibla became Gubdl.>

The Iliad and the Odyssey are works of imaginative
literature, and the incidents which they report are not to
be taken as history.3 But they dealt with a real war,
whoge date and, more notoriously, whose material background
was preserved into the historic period. The final publi-
cation of the American excavations at Hissarlik leaves no

doubt that Homeric Troy was Settlement VIIa. Troy VI wase

1. H. L, Lorimer, Homer and th ents (London 195%0),
67, 126 n.3: Sidon destroyed either c.1194 (Land and Sea
Raid, Ramses III) or ¢.1100 (Tiglath-Pileser I).

2. Albright, loc.cit.

3. PFor a recent discussion, see D, L, Page, History and the
Homeric Iliad (Berkeley, 1959).



destroyed by an earthquake, ‘The ruins were found to show
no traces of fire, no signs of the handiwork of man. The
layer comprising the remains of Troy VIiIa, on the other
hand, was everywhere marked by the ravages of fire.' Human
bones were found in several places abandoned without burial.
'These scattered fragments of human bones discovered in the
fire-gscarred ruins of Settlement VIiIa surely indicate that
its destruction was accompanied by violence.' And there
vas evidence of siege - 'the crowding together of a greatly
increased population', who had prudently installed large
pithoi in almost every house. The date which the excavators
propose for the destruction of Troy VIIa is ¢.1240, within

1l

a decade or two. Eratosthenes set the date at 1183, and

this was widely acceptod.2

But in general the pre-
Alexandrian tradition gave an earlier, more accurate, date.
The Parian Marble makes the siege of Troy last from 1218
to 1209, close to Dikaiarchos' date for the fall, 1212.>

The Herodotean Life of Homexr found the date 1268 in one of

1. C. W, Blegen and others, Troy iv (Princeton, 1958),
11-13. (The certainty of their conclusions has been
doubted: of. E. T. Vermeule, AJA 1xiii (19593 204.)

2. Clement of Alexandria, Strom.I 138.1 (402 P).

3. Marmor Parium, FGrHist 239 A 24; Dikailarchos ap. Schol.
Ap.Rhod AXg. iv 276. The earliest date proposed by the
pre-Alexandrians was that of Douris, 1334: but this was
confessedly arbitrary, Cl.Alex.Str.I 139 e d¢ Acieic, ¥ws

Teslate Sricewe ém T™v ’Akega'(vépou €tc Aciav diefuerv
21») Xk
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its sburceh, while Herodotos himself appears to give a

¢losely similar date, when he places the birth of Pan to
Pénolopc 'about‘eight hundred years éc zfté .2 Until
recently Eratosthenes' date still stood, and it was customary
to conjecture away Herodotos' 'high dating' of the war as

a calculation with forty years to a generation from the
eighteen generations of the Spartan kings in descent from

the Herakleidai, whose return took place two generations

after the war, in the time of Orestes' son Tisamsnos.3

1. ([H4at.] Vita Hom.38 (T. W. Allen, O. C. T. Homer, v 217).

2. 11 145. P4, Meyer (Forschungen i 156f) took & éue
to be ¢.430, basing his judgment on ii 13.1 Ste ... %Hwovov,
‘and the lapse of time between Hdt.'s visit to Egypt
c.440 and his writing ¢.430. How and Wells take Hdt.
to Egypt ¢.450.

3. This is really only plausible if Hdt. inherited the
Spartan kings, together with the forty-year generation
system which was invented to give them a respectable
antiquity, from Hekataios. The legend was propagated
by Ed. Meyer on no very good evidence (gggggg.i 169ff).
Dr. Jacoby is rightly sceptical (Atthis 306 n.25); and
¥. den Boer (lLaconian Studies (Amsterdam, 1954), 13)
Plausibly suggests the same Spartan source as made
Lykourgos guardian of Leobotes. We shall not suppose
that Hat. lacked an Ionian authority for the date of
the Trojan War, above all else; and there is no evi-
dence that it would have used a forty-year generation.
The fictitious names (Eunomos etec.) in the Spartan king-
list will be the fruit of an attempt to match this list
with the %oni!% date for the Trojan War. For similarly
dated deliberate forgery of Spartan history, cf. the
'Achaian policy' of the sixth century.



But only three paragraphs previously Herodotos tells us
that he reckons three generations to a century, and
quakleitos cohfifms that this was the Ionian prgotico.l

It is surely more reasonable to suppose that if the cal-
culation is genealogical and correct, it is from a genealogy
of the right length. The circumstances of Herodotos' own
early life might point to an Ionian genealogy, such as

that of the Neleids at Miletos. Thus both the genexral
consent and the detailed discrepancy of the pre-Alexandrian
writers would be explained: variation of up to half a
~century would readily be produced, either by the use of
different genealogies, or by calculation of thirty years

to a generation instead of three generations to a century.

The pre-Alexandrian Mykenaian chronology and the

1. Hdt.i11 142.2 yevesl &¢ Teeic wwdpav Exatov éTed écve.
Herakleitos, Plut.Mor.415E €Ty TeiZxevi« wotovcy THY
Yevedv K8 Hedvlerov, &v G xeive yevwdDvra meteéxet Tov

2 -~ , (4 Vd
€§ Lrov YEYEvyuevev o yéwncec. COf, Censorinus xvii 2
éboth passages in H. Diels & W. Kranz, F der V ,
1951), 22 Herakleitos A 19). Ccf. also Schol.Il§§§ %
250ff, on Nestor's age. Hdt. apparently makes a
generation of 243 years for the Herakleid kings of Lydia,
22 kings from father to son for 505 years, 1 7.4: such
unbroken descent looks suspicious, and continuity in
the family is the most that we might accept. The
Mermnad dynasty, on the other hand, gives a generation
of rather more than forty years: but their problem
is too involved to discuss here,



tradition of events are both supported by Hittite texts.

The relevance of these, of course, depends upon the identity
of the King of Ahhiyawa. His importance and influence in
the thirteenth century are guaranteed by the treaty between
the Emperor Tudhaliyas IV (¢.1250-1220) and e king of Amurru,
which mentions 'the kings who are of equal rank to me, the
King of Egypt, the King of Babylon, the King of Assyria,

and the King of Ahhiyawa' -~ though the latter king has

later been erased from the list.l Iike the Lukka Lands,

the Seha River land, the land of Zippasla, and Millawanda,

it is clear that Ahhiyawa lay to the West of the Empire.

But the more progress is made in Anatolian studies, the
0learer does it become that there is no room in western

Asia Minor for such a kingdom, certainly not for an Achaian
kingdom. And it becomes increasingly probable that the
King of Ahhiyawa is the overlord of all Achaian Greece:
hence his hapless attempt to make his writ run in Hillawanda.z

We recall the position which Agamemnon held at Iroy, overlord

1. 0. R. Gurney, The Hittites® (1954), 50;
Bo 84 xxiii 1, col.iv 1-3; F.

Qrﬁ%%%en %bhand.ﬂaxerEAkiwgas.,' il.-h
vi 25 H . Huxley, A

2 G@.
(Oxford, 196v) 8, 15f.)

2. This is at last accepted: see J. Garstang and O. R.
Gurney, The Geo f the Hittite (London,
1959) 81, who place the seat of the King of Ahhiyawa
at Mykenai. Cf. Huxley, op.,cit. 23-48. For Milla-
wanda, v.inf., pp. 38ff.




of all the forces, yet powerless to compel obedience from
the disaffected. 1In the light of this, we cannot resist
the coqparinon between Strabo's account of Agamemnsdn's
abortive invasion of and retreat from Mysia and another
text from the reign of the same Tudhaliyas IV - embracing
the period of the siege of Troy - in which the King of
Ahhiyawa is present in the Land of the Seha River; but he
withdrow.l

However, we can do better than thia. After the war
was over, Kalchas, Leonteus, Polypoites, and their followers,
marched %o Kolophon, which had until recently been Karian,
but was now a colony of Kretans, joined by the survivors
of the fall of Thebes. Arrived there they buried Teiresias,
who had died at Kolophon, or else on the way thither.
Teiresias' daughter Manto married Rhakios, the Kretan
olkistes, and tokhis union was born Mopsos.2 After Kalchas'

death Mopsos and his men marched across the Tauros to settle

l. Keilschr.aus Bog%. xxiii 13; Sommer, op.cit. 314-319;
Y .git. 7L, 32; » OCT Homer v 104, cf.

Strabo 10: cof. Huxley, 1 (19%6) 25; D. L. Page,

and the Homeric 28f., Garstang and Gurney,

t
%ﬁéﬁ%i. s novw ident the Seha River with the Kalkos
r Cay) in Mysia, on other grounds as well as this.

2. There is appropirate archaeological support: <the th
tomb mentioned in AJA xxvii (1923) 67f was IH III B or
¢ (H. Goldman, ap. G. L. Huxley, Ach,and Hitt.39.
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in Pamphylia, Kilikia, and even Phoinikia. This story is
derived from the Nostoi of Agios of Trozen, and from

Eallinos of Epheacs.l
name is given by Nikolaos of Damaskos as Moxos - though

Nikolaos calls him a Lydian - the variant spelling due to

An alternative form of Mopsos'

a prehistoric 1abio-velar.2 The date of Mopsos' reign

in XKilikia is given by Eusebios as two or four years before
the fall of Troy in 1183. Yet, a8 we have seen, the
tradition places Mopsos' birth later, though not much

later, than this event. It has been suggested that
Eusebios derived the correct date for Mopsos through Berosos
from Assyrian records, and then irrationally superimposed
the Eratosthenic date for the fall of Troy.> That is to
say, at least by c¢.1190 Mopsos was in fact reigning in
Kilikia, at which date he would be between forty and fifty
years old. Oriental documents provide striking confirmation
of this story. The bilingual inscriptions of Karatepe in
Kilikia, in both Phoinikian and hieroglyphic Hittite of the

1. Aglos, OCT Homer v 108; Kallinos, Strabo 668; cf.
1d.642 (Hesiod), 675f (Sophokles).

2. Nikolaos Dam., FGrHist. 90 F 16; cf. Mopsouhestia Strabo
676, Mopsoukrene vi 5076, Moxoupolis BCH xv (1891)
556; Linear B tablet from Knossos KN X 1l BO—-Q0=80,

3. Huxley, BICS 1ii 20 and nn. 22-3.



of the eighth century B.C., relate to 'ZTWD, king of DNNJM,
a descendant of MPS. Vocalization restores Azitawad,
Danunim, Mopsos - though the Hittite version has Adana and
MuksSas. The name of the ruler is philologically the same
as EZTFEPNLIVE, the legend read on the coins of Aspendos,
which city was a foundation of Mopsos himself. FProfessor
Bossert's discoveries at Karatepe, then, afford oriental
support for the Greek story of HOpaoa.l Even the Greek
date agrees with the Hittite evidence: Muk#us is mentioned
in a fragment about relations between Madduwattas and the
‘man of Ahhiyawa' Attarissiyas, and therefore belonging to
the reign of Tudhaliyas IV or of his successor Arnuwandas
ITT (c.1250-1220 or 1220-1190).2

I have dwelt at some length upon these two examples

of the preservation of sccurate tradition as to both fact

1. Bibliography in Sakellariou, cit 167 n.2; cf R. D.
Barnett, 'Mopsos', JHS lxxiii ) 140ff. A place
named in the Phoinikian varsion as BT MP3 is to be
vocalized as Beit Mopsu, the Phoinikian translation of
Mopsouhestia. The Danunim are certainly the same as
the 'People of Adana' in the Hittite version: this
has given difficulty; but they may still have been
one~time Danaol, and heve given their name to the place,
not taken their name from it. This is not a serious
argument against their Kolophonian origin. See also

T. J. Dunbabin, ghe Greeks and their Eastern Nejighbours
(London, 1957) 3

2. A. G5tze, 'Hethitische Texte III, Madduwattas', t.der
dgfi'ﬁ"‘

Yorderas.-Aegvpt.Gesellschaft xxxii (1927) 36,
Th.Bossert, Oriens ii (1949, 119.



and date in the case of the wanderings of Mopsos and in
that of the Trojan ¥War, because we shall have need of both
series of events as a basis for the reconstruction of
Samian pre~history. But popular memory was not confined
to historical events. Fables were remembered, as has
recently been demonstrated by the discovery of an unique
sealstone unmistakably representing the Minotaur, in a
late Minoan III A2 or III B tomb at Sellépoulo near Knossos.
It is the only preclassical Minotaur - but conclusively
sited, to show that at least one familiar classical fable
was already current in prehistoric Krote.l

Interest in the heroic past was such that relics of it
were preserved not only in poetry but physically. In Delos
were found a number of carved ivories, to be dated om grounds
of style to the late fourteenth or early thirteenth century,

which appear to have formed the decorations of a throno.2

1. Tomb I: JHS lxxviii (1958), Arch.ReE%rgs ;25%, 24,
P1.I 4. "I leave out of account eig ue glass
plaques from a single mould, found at Dendra, repree-
enting a woman riding on a bull, tentatively identified
as Europa; and a similar plaque and fragments of two
others apparently with Bellerophon and the Chimaira:

A. W, Persson, Kggf%gggven i Qgggra (Stockholm, 1928)
123, 125. For Bellerophon, cf. M. P, Nilsson, QQ%
cenaean Origins of Greek Mythology (Cambridge, 1932)

2. Delos Museumn, B7069-7112: H. Gallet de Santerre and
J. Treheux, BCH lxxi-lxxii (1946-7) 148f.
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We see, among other motifs, a warrior with boars' tusk
helmet, single spear, and hour-glass shield. The ivories
were buried in the foundation of the new shrine of Artemis
when it was rebuilt in the eighth century; 80 that it seems
that the throne survived and was still on view until shortly
before the rebuilding. Nor is this instance of survival
unique: the excavation of the sanctuary of Artemis Orthia
at Sparta disclosed no fewer than ten Mykenalan gems which

still remained in the early archaic period.t

The Homeric
poems are full of references to weépwlia , heirlooms, and
the emphasis laid upon them argues that such objects were
highly regarded by the audience who listened to their
descoriptions.

Exactly parallel is the consuming interest of the
Eastern Greeks in their own descent from the great men of
the Mykenaian past. For as long as they could remember
they had been exiles from the scene of their glory, keeping
a precarious grip on the coastlands of mainly hostile
barbarian kingdoms. 'By the waters of Babylon we sat down
and wept' - but, unlike the Jews, the Greeks were not slow

to sing the 'songs of Zion'. They called their kings

1. Artemis Orthia, JHS suppl.v (1929) 378f.
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Hektor or Agamemnon, and treasured their memories. It
is certain that traditions of the Mykenaian past were
accurately preserved across the centuries of illiteracy
down to the time of Homer and Kallinos. Thenceforth the
spread of the rediscovered craft of writing ensured their

further survival.

II

The Ionians of archaic and classical Greece were anxious
to preserve memories of their Mykenaian past -« real or
imagined, we have to decide. Such anxiety could lead to
fiction, and in many cases doubtless did so. But there
is no initial presumption of falsity; for the tradition
can be traced to authors earlier than Hellanikos. There
is little evidence of Alexandrian contamination, and such
pruning as we shall undertake will be directed more against
illiterate folk romance than against the very literate
activities of Alexandria.

I begin by relating the traditions of prehistoric
Samos.t

The Samian epic poet Asios gave the genealogy of King
Ankaios, who ruled over a population of Lelegians in the

1. Cf. Sakellariou, op.cit. 92:?06, 270-273.

—



15

island. Pausanias preserves 1t:l

Oineus
1

Perimede = Phoinix
i

1 L)
R. Maiandros Astypalais = Poseidon Europe
l \
Samia == Ankaios

1
L A L 1 |
Perilaos Enoudos Samos Alitherses Parthenope = Apollo

\
Lykomedes

The appearance of the eponymous local hero Samos in this
pedigree argues that in the tradition known to Asios Ankaios
and his Ielegians were the original inhabitants. The date
at which Asios wrote is uncertain: he is usually placed in
the sixth oentury;2 but a recent study by Sir Maurice
Bowra sets him in the latter half of the fifth.’ If the

1, Paus.VII iv 1 (Aeios Fr.7K). Aristotle (Fr.571 Rose,
1886) preserved a story of Ankaios, how he planted a
vineyard but was killed by a wild boar before he could
enjoy the vintage, proving the wisdom of his gardener
who had warned him that wod\& wettfJ wéked kfAwoc
¥dy xeiA€oc i ov. This may be from Asios, who wrote
in hexameters about Samos according to Athen.525f. Or
it may (at last) be a genuine fable of Aesop, written
for the reatraining edification of the tyrant who embarked
on the great programme of public works ¢.570-550 (infra,
PP. 34} ).

2. Cf. Jacoby, FGrHist III B Komm. 455f,

3. C.M. Bowra, Hermes lxxxv (1957) 391-401.
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latter date were correct, Asios might come under auapicidn
of contamination from the imaginings of Hellanikos and his
contemporaries. But the question need not arise, for |
Ankaios is a king of Lelegians already in Pherekydes, who
wrote ¢.500 B.C.l

Later writers have more to say about Ankaios. Apollonios
of Rhodes made him an Argonaut.z Iamblichos, source unknown,
brought him from Kephallenian Same in response to an oracle:

,A\‘Kal:' €tvd ldy vicev 50?‘-«.011 v 20’!(",:. ce
o?l(:“)e\vf Zé)\oydc- $ide ¥ 3vo,4$/§'¢r-u dﬁ"p—l

80 he went, with a colony of Kephallenians, Arkadians, and
Thessalians, picking up settlers from Athens, Epidauros and
Chalkis on the way.3 We may at any rate say that the

source of this was not Asios, for Strabo expressly distinguishes
the two traditions.’ Iamblichos' tale is a splendid

omnibus, invented to account for the island's name and the

1. FGrHist 3 F 155 (Strabo 632); cf. Simonides of Keos,
Fr.2. Pherekydes' date, cf. F. Jacoby, Mnemosyne
Ser.III, xiii (1947) 33; infrs, p. 28,

2. Argom.i 185ff, and Schol. Cf. Schol.ii 866, giving
source as Simonides & yevedhoyoc (ef. n. \ abdove;

FGrHist 8 F 2).

3. Iambl., de Vita Pyth.ii 3-4.

4. Strabo 637, &7 Iws Twvoc Emgugies qpwoc €7 ef Yeye
Kt KepdAhyviae awokfcowvec .
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diverse reputed origin of its inhabitants. And to crown
it all, Ankaios was an ancestor of Pythagoral.l o
It 1e appropriate to noficc here the variant traditions
of the foundation of the Heraion. According to Menodotos
it was the work of Lelegians and 'nymphs'.? But Fausanias,

while saying that the Samians themselves reckon Hera a native

goddess, born under a Lygos bush by the River Imbrasos,
repeats a foreign account to the effect that the temple was
first built by the Argonauts.3 There has been conflation.
Samian tradition in its original form will have ascribed the
Heralion to the Lelegian Ankaios. But Ankaios joined the
Argo and took his temple with him, when he became identified
with @ herc of his name belonging to Arkadia or Aitoiia.
The namee contained in his genealogical table come from
one or both of those areas, and the conflation was probably
first made by Asios himsclt.4

We need only remember the earliest tradition: Ankaios

was king of the pre-Greek inhabitants of Samos, who were

1, Jambl., gp.cit.ii 6.

2. ForHiet 541 P 1 (Athen.672b).  'Nymphs' has been
variously emended: cf. Sakellariou, op.cit.98 and n.5.

3. Paus.VII iv 4.

4. Sakellariou believes Ankaios to be Greek, and takes the
names in his pedigree as evidence of Arkadian or Aitolian
colonists: op.cit. 101ff.
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known as Lelegians.

Aristokritos and Herodoros told how Milatos the Kretan
&vbpuéén« Kol Qéovoéﬁaov Swd oo Mvwec Jquufqg.q ;
€ic Ty f-'q-oov, o’ 06 Wl Téwoc 2c7i Midyrec . Kad ¥wd
TYe &lpov  petofuc €ic By Kepinw Erice v, Midyrov
3@¥ €dvroy WD Ecac .l It is presumably a different
version of the same story which Ephoros relates: that
Sarpedon from Milatos in Krete made the first foundation
of Miletos, Ume ™e OddTryc TETGlKlC‘u{‘vov, Swov vov § e Midyrée
ECTt .2 A Kretan settlement of similar date was said to
have been made at Erythral - by another eponymous oikistes,
Erythros, the son of Rhadamanthys.3 The eponyms will
perhaps appear fictitious, But we shall for the moment
reserve judgment on the tradition in general.

Diodoros tells us that Makareus, whom Hesiod called
the son of Krinakos and grandcon of Zeus, came from Olenos

in Achaia to found an Ionian settlement on Lesbos. later,

as part of an expansive colonial policy, he sent his son to

1. Schol.Ap.Rhod.irgon.i 185: FGrHist 493 F 3, 31 F 45.

2. . Strabo 634. For discussion of the philological
T§ent1ty of Miletos and Milatos, see references cited
by Sakellariou op.cit. 376 n.7.

3. Paus.VII iii 7. There were traditions of Kretan settle-
ment at Kolophon (ibid.l) and Magnesia (Strabo 636, cf.
647, the River Lethaios). The name of Priene is Kretan,
Priana from Priansos (Sakellariow, op.cit. 380f and n.7).
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~ rule Chios and also Samos, which he 4id, Tvyv vicov
Hux$¢Awtoux{oxc.l The supposed date of this cannot be
recovered. But 'some consideradble time after the settle-
ment at Lesbos' Tenedos was founded by its eponymous hero
Tennes, who was afterwards slain by thillos.2 We must
remember that this is all a Lesbian foundation tradition,
and is therefore:-less authoritative when it relates to
Samos.

later still, one Tembrion may have led a colony to
Samos . Both the date and the uncertainty as to the fact
have the same dbasis. For an alternative tradition makes
him merely the companion of Prokles, who, we shall see,
arrived ¢.1120. But the separatist version has the greater
authority, Strabo against the Etxgologicog.3

Ve should expect the organiger of the final Ionian
foundation to claim descent from Ion, son of Xouthos. And
we are not disappointed. Ion was the ancestor of Pityreus,

whose son Prokles brought to Samos a colony of Epidaurians

1. Diod.v 81, 4=7. 'Makar' was already known to the
author of Hymn.Hom. iii 37. GSakellariow, o « 96,
implausibly connects lakareus with the Samian colony
in Upper Bgypt, Mawkdeuv vicot (Hat,14i 26).

2. Ibid. 83.1, 5.

3. Strabo 633 cf. 457; Etynm. %g_gggg V. Acrual harvd :
source unknown. Cf.also inira, pp.53ff,
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who had been driven from their city by Deiphontes and the
Afgivaa. He died, and was succeded by his son Lcogq:o-.l
Androklos' seizure of Ephesos seems to have been fhe
first stage of the Kodrid occupation of Ionia. ’Subsiéuoétly
he took Samos from lLeogoros. For Leogofos had made the M
mistake of allying himself with the Karians against the
Kodride: no doubt he feared a Kodrid resettlement of his
own island., His fears were justified. Androklos attacked
and captured Samos, expelling the inhabitants. Sbme of
them went to Samothrake, while others, with Leogoros, settled
at Anaia on the mainland nearby, where they lived by piracy
until, ten years later, they crossed and recaptured Samoa.z
Androklos then went to the aid of Priene against the Kariasns,
and died in the hour of victory.3
For us, the chief importance of Androklos' etforté is
chronological, in that they relate Prokles and Leogoros
to the Kodrid migration, to which tradition gives an exact
date. The authenticity of this must therefore be considered,

1. Paus.VII iv 2. We are also told (Id.II xxvi 1) that it
was Pityreus who left Epidauros to Delphontes, and that
he took his pedple to Athens. Sakellariou (op.cit. 93f)
supposes that the two passages of Pausanias are contra-
dictory. They are not. But whether they both belong
40 the same tradition is another question.

2. Paus.VII iv 2-3; Antiphon gp. Suidas, 8,v. fwpebeaxy;
Diod. v 47; Plutarch, Q.6r.55 (Mor.303D7.

3. Paus.VII 1i 9.
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dﬁ&fta the Kodride we now turn.1

"Nestor's father Neleus was the first of his family to
settle in Pylos, having quarrelled with his brother Pelias,
and having been forced to leave his native Minyan Ioikos.2
Upon his death his youngest son Nestor, the 'Gerenian
hofsoman'. succeeded to the throne, and was reiéning'ovgr
the third generation of his subjects by the time of
Telemachos' viait,‘some ten years after the fall of Troy -
or, more prossaically, c.1230.3

Some time later iMelanthos, the great-great-grandson of
Nestor's elder brother Periklymencs, was expelled from

Messenia.4

He went to Athens, where he replaced the

Erechtheid dynasty on the Athenian throne. His son Kodros
died repelling the second Dorian invasion from Attika; the
first having been beaten off a century previously. Medon

and Neleus, the two eldest of Kodros' many sons, disputed

the succession t0 their father's throne; and when the

1. There remains the tradition of a colony led by Hippasos
of Phleious: infra. p. €7 n. | .

2. Qdyss.xi 254ff; Paus.IV 1i 5.
3. 0d.1i1 245, |
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former gained it, Neleus and his younger brothers sailed
abroad to settle on the coast of Karia, taking a mixed
company of Pylians, Athenians, Ionians, Thebans, Minyans,

and many others.l

The Parian Marble lists the foundations
of Neleus: Miletos, Ephesos, Erythrai, Klagzomenai, Priene,
Teos, Kolophon, Myous, Phokeis, Samos, Chios, and Panionion
itsel?.? This 1ist, we shall see, goes somewhat beyond
the original version.

The fullest accounts of the colonization are to be
found in Strabo and, with slight variations, in Pnusanian.3
It will be convenient to divide the cities into the groups
in which Herodotos places them according to their local
dimlects.® Of the firet group, Miletos was founded by
Neleus and Priene by his son Aipytos, while Myoues wags
founded by a bastard son of Kodros, Kydrelos. Of the

second group, Ephesos was settled by Neleus' brother

1. Id.VII 14 1, 3-4.

2. FGrHist 239 A 27.

3. Strabo 632ff; Paus.VII iiff, See Sakellariow:
02 . c;t . 21"243 .

4, HAt. 1 142, 5-4.



Androkloa,l

end Teos by another bastard son of Kodros,
Nauklos. Klagomenai and Phokaia had no Kodrid founder,
Kolophon and Lebedos none mentioned by Strebo, though
Pausanias gives the former Damasichthon and Promethos,
and the latter Andraimon. Mimnermos called Andraimon
'Pylian' merely, and made him the founder of Kolophon,

not of Lebedos.? 0f the third group, Chios had no Kodrid
founder, Erythrali another viboc of Kodros, Knopos or
Kleopos by name, Samos, the fourth of Herodotos' |
linguistic divisions, was settled by Androklos from Ephesos;
but he withdrew after a decade's occupation.

There is no tidy uniformity of origin among the
populations already in possession -~ a ring of authenticity
here. Neleus had to destroy the previous inhebitants to
enter Miletos, as Androklos had to expel Karians or Lydians
from Ephesos. But in Teos Nauklos joined a settlement of
Minyans brought by one Athamas and now living at peace with
Karians. In Kolophon the Ionians joined both Thebans and

Kretans, while from Samos they even expelled other Ionians.3

1. It is interesting to learn that Androklos was a genuine
early Messenien name: it was borne by the Olympic
victor of 768 B.C.

2. Strabo 633.
3., Miletos, Paus.VII ii 6; Ephesos, %EQQ.B (Leleges and
ri

lLydians), Strabo 640 (Leleges and ans); Teos,
Paus.VII 144 6; Kolophon, ibid.3; Samos, ibid.iv 2.
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This i1s the central narrative for all Ionia. It
emphasigzes that this was a large-scale enterprise of Ionians
and others, led by the Pylian Kodrids, starting from Athens,
and bound together in their new home by common devotion to
the worship of Poseidon Helikonios at Panionion, and by
celebration of the Festival of Apatouria, which, whafevcr
the derivation of its name, traditionally recalled Melanthos'
tricky defeat of the Boiotian Xanthios in single combat.l

But apart from the few pieces of information gleaned
from Herodotos, we have had to rely on 3trabo and Pausanias,
Now we must go behind them to consider the authority of
their sources. It is common ground that the Athenian,
Kodrid, tradition was contained in the writings of
Hellanikos.? That is to eay, by the last third of the
fifth century the tradition was in writing. But this was
not long after the years in which Athens first asserted
her leadership of Aegean - lonian -~ Greece; and the olaim
to be its metropolitan was one which she had found convenient

3

on more than one occasion. We must therefore ask whether

1. Hellanikos, FGrHist 4 F 125 (Schol.Plat.Symp.208D).
2. Cf. F£.48, 125; Jacoby's coum. on 323a Hellanikos F 11.

3. When was the claim first made or recognized? Solon
fr.4 D calls Athens weecBurdtvy ... yolur ‘leeviee;
but this might only reflect Athens' membership of the
Delian amphiktyony, cf. %fgg;ﬁgg. 11.30ff, 146ff;
Thuk,iii 104. See Sakellariou, o o 24f and n,2
on p. 25.
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the insistence on the Kodrid character of the migration is
a purely Athenian feature; and whether, for instance, to
the Milesians themselves, their Neleid ancestors werokKodrid
or merely Pylian.l

7 Dr. Jacoby argues that the Kodrid tradition - with the
simultaneity it implies - was an invention of Helianikés.z
Pherekydes had previously written of Androkloafroolony at
Ephesos, and said that that led (or began) the whole move-
ment. This Hellenikcs forebore to expand, and instead
made a filctional inference from two stetements by his more
recent predecessor lierodotos: (1) that all Ionia (not just
the lUodekapolis) was settled from Athens;3 (2) that Neleus
founded Hiletos;4 together with (3, the fact that there
was a cult of Neleus at Athena.s All this is to say that
Hellanikos was desperate for want of a tradition to adopt:

l. Mimnermos fr.1l2 D makes no mention of Athens, but states
that the settlers of kKolophon came from Pylos. But his
account may be an abbreviation - his subject was Smyrna -
and in any case, Kolophon is not a Kodrid foundation in
Strabo's account, while (like Ephesos, oddly) the city
did4 not celebrate the Athenian Apatouria. Sakellariou
minimizes the significance of this, op.cit.252.

2. FGrHist III b i1 (1954), comm. on 323a Hellanikos F 11.
3. Hdt.i 146,2, 147.2.

4. Jd.ix 97.

5. 162 1 94 (418/7 B.C.), 1ine 3 €excos 7o hicpov To Kodpo
Kde T Neleoc Ket Tec Batcirec,
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and s0 he may have been, But if he was to have recourse

to suoh shreds and patches as these, why should he bhave
lighted on a fiction to give such preeminence to Miletos,

a city of little account in his day? We should prefer an
account in this tone to have been composed during the

Indian summer of Miletos at the beginning of the century,

when the unity of origin of the Ionisns was a matter for

the propaganda of the Revolt, and when the Athenian connection,
rightly streesed, might bring ships - as 1t did.l
would fiction much help: the Athenians were not looking

Nor

for an excuse to make war upon Persia, This is the natural
context of the composition, and we have to try to find its
author.?

I have nlready mentioned Pherekydes. The traces of
his account are to be found in Strabo. Dr. Jacoby ascribes
t0 him only a small part of the account, and I reproduce

it hero:3

1. Aristagoras used this argument at Athems: Hdt.v 97.2.

2. In any case, the story is earlier than Hellanikos, if
ve may accept as genuine the 1 of Herodotos' uncle
rPenyasis who {(according to Suidas, s,v.) wrote of Kodros,
Neleus, and the Ionian Migration.

3. Strabo 632; rherekydes, FGrHist 3 F 155: 1lines 4=5 X/ov
Kl Sxpov c¢j. Kramer.
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The rest of the acecount, Dr. Jacoby thinks, comes from
elsevhere. Superficially this seems plausible because
of the contradiction between 'he says that Androklos led
the Ionian migration' and the prominence given to Neleus
by the rest of the tradition. This would, of course, be
conclusive against the hypothesis of a fictitious account
by Pherekydes. But it is no obstacle to the hypothesis
of a2 compilation from several sources - one Ephesian,
another Milesian. If Pherekydes had had the local
tradition from Myous, doubtless Kydrelos would have been
added to a trinity - and perhaps his legitimacy would have
been restored!

We notice in the same fragment that Pherekydes did
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indeed speak of other places in Ionia. Moreover, most
significantly - and very properly for a genealogist - he
found it necessary to specify the legitimacy of Androklos.
This must mean that the illegitimate sons of Kodros already
existed, as such, when he wrote. The distinction between
legitimate and illegitimate sons of Kodros is one which
informs the whole of Strabo's introductory synopsis, and
it seems perverse not to see the same source behind it
all.l It is interesting to notice that the same Pherekydes
occupied himself with the genealogy of Pylian Neleua.2
Dr. Jacoby has argued most convineingly that Pherekydes
published his work between 508/7 and 476/5, at just the
date wh;n he would have been inspired by the Ionian Revolt:
we need look no further.3
I cannot suggest the identity of Pherekydes' Ephesian
source: it may have been oral. But the Milesian is at
hand. Dr. Jacoby's cartesian principles have recently led

to the dissolution of Kadmos of Miletos;4 and I fear that

l. Wilamowitz was not so exclusive: Kl.Schr.I 164f.
2. sSchol.Qd.xi 289 (FGrHist 3 F 33).

3. F. Jacoby, Mnemosyne Ser.III, xiii (1947) 33.

4. %%gais¥ III b (1954) 1 610f, 613; ii 37 n.8 'a forgery ...
e 1e of which ... calls to mind the mode of expression
in the Parian Marble A 27.' In Atthis (1949) J. is less
certain, 359 n.30; cf. RE x col. ff.



few will be found to undertake his reassembly, Unjustly.
Ancient writers are unanimous that the earliest historian
or prose-writer was Kadmos, the Milesian son of Pandion,
whom they class with Hekatalos and Pherekydes.® The sole
apparent dissentient ;s Dionysios of Halikarmassos, who
states that the works ascribed to Kadmos in his day were
not gennino.2 But that is not to say that there was no
genuine Kadmos: merely that this is not he. Kadmos' work
vas entitled Kvicic Mdrov kel the §lhne Nwvice 3
And if the title be a late fabrication4 - or the work itself
a late epitome -~ I see no serious reason to doubt at least
that the original Kadmos was known t0 have written upon
the subject, for a genuine epitomator to condense or for a
forger plausibly to replace.
As to the differences between the accounts of Strabo
and Pausanias, I should suppose that the former (as he said)
followed Pherekydes himself, the latter Hellanikos or another.
The date of this colonization of Ionia is given by

1. Cf. Strabo 18; Pliny, NH v 112, vii 20%5; Josephus
SsApion.i.13.

2. de Thuc. 23.
5. Suides, s.v. MZdpoc.

4- m. pl 28. n.4-



30

the Parian Marble as 1077/6.1 Since its date. for the Trojan
War 1s thirty years too low, the question arises whether we
must raise that of the Kodrid migration by a corresponding
amount. It is clear that all the chronographers caloulated
the interval between the Trojan War and the Ionian Migration
on a genealogical basis, and that the two events were linked
in all accounts. The systems of Eratosthenes and Apollodoros
reckoned two (Spartan) generations of forty years each from
the fall of Troy to the return of the Herakleidai, following
the Atreid pedigree, and two normal generations of thirty
years to the Migration, following that of the Neleids at
Athens. This calculation became generally accepted., But
the Parian Marble is an earlier, and so independent,
compilation. It gives an interval of 133 years from the
fall of Troy to the Migration, clearly four generations
caloculated at the Herodotean rate of three to a century.

The genealogy used was probably that of the Neleids as
preserved by Hellanikos, who traced six generations from

the Athenian Neleus back to Nestor: Teic vue 3 piv gdav
§‘5§¥°éd‘ Yév*‘ 2”5F4V.2 The pedigree is presumably as

0old as Pherekydes, who both wrote of the Kodrid migration

1. FGrHist 239 A 27.
2. PGrHist 4 F 125; 0d.iii 245,



31

to Ionia and dealt with the genealogy of Pylisn Neleus.l

Accepting the accuracy of the pedigree in giving the inter-
val as four generations, and the correctness of the

Herodotean equation in terms of years, the Ionian Migration
may provisionally be dated e.lllo.2
Thukydides' remarks on the subject of the migration
seem to argue belief in a date later than that proposed by
the tradition. The population of Athens was 80 swollen by
the entry of defeated factions from the rest of Greece, he
says, that land-shortage compelled the Athenians to promote

a settlement in Ionin.’ This is rationalization of the
tradition, perhaps justifiable. But later he says that

there was a long interval between the Trojan War and the
nigration, to which he gives the same place in Athenian
history as to the colonization of Magna Graecia in the history
of the Peloponnese, This suggests that Thukydides thought
the two colonial movements chronologically comparable. It

he did so, he can have had no authority beyond that of his

1. Schol.0d.xi 289 (FGrHist 3 F 33); supra, pp. 264}.

2. See discussion of the various chronographical traditions
by Sakellariou, op.cit.307-24, Briefly, I agree with
his analysis, but see reason to be leus sceptical about
the correctness of the pre-Alexandrian tradition.

3. Thuk.i 2.6.
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own rationalist imagination for the contradiction of what
was certainly the general belief of his contempornricl.l
Taking the Neleid migration tradition as a basis, one
could work out a rough chronology of previous and subsequent
waves of immigrants in all Ionia. But to do so is beyond
the scope of this inquiry; nor would it provide parallel

evidence of survival, because the archaeological evidence

is not sufficient to confirm or to refute the literary
account, save in the case of Miletos. Hence, apart from
Samos, we shall only examine the traditions of Miletos.

We have seen that there is no reason to suppose the
Kodrid tradition to be a forgery; and the story of Prokles
and Leogoros is interwoven with 1it. When we come to
consider whether the external evidence is positive or
negative, we shall look, in general, for fossils of the
Kodrid migration, and in Seamos for indications of an Ionian
settlement from Epidauros, which resisted the Kodrid attempt
to take it over. As to date: if Androklos reached Ephesos
¢.1110, he probably went to Samos soon afterwards, and was

1. Id.112.4, p.;)uc Té €v oM Xeovw f\cux}lcqﬂ;‘( g E N\ate
ReBafwe war odwdre YA pény Uwowide S émpye Kok
M uvel ¢ sz Abyvaior Kt VYClw Ty Touc mNleuc l,:wf't-w,
Srarfde 8¢ kan Sikedde v wAGcTov Tlelemovvgcioe
79 T+ dMWye “ENAdoc éeriv @ xuelat.
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dead by c.1090.1 This would put the arrival of Prokles
¢.1120. Eventually Samos became a member of the Panionie
Dodekapolis, whose members all claimed to have come from

2

Athens. The differences of Leogoros' day must therefore

have ended in reconciliation.-

III

We have read the story. Before ve test its proclaimed
chronology against the archaeological evidence, we shall
examine whether there are other indications of its veracity
in detail, VWilamowitz considered it to be a fiction, and
in his two great articles on the subject concluded on grounds
of cults and myths, literature znd dialect, that the name
Ionia in its historicel application coincides with no real
cultural or ethnic unity. He dismissed the tradition of
common origin, and accepted Meyer's suggestion that such
unity as there was constituted a new growth in new surround-
ings, for which the Ionian ethnos was a convenient fiction,
brought into being after the Meliac Var ¢.700. He further

1. These calculations follow the chronology of the larmor
Parium as adjusted supra, pp-2a{f.

2. Hdt.i 147.2, referring to all Ionians, not just those
of the Dodekapolis.

3. Cf. infra, p. b1.



supposed that it was after this war that the Meliac shrine
of Poseidon Helikonios became commoh ground es Panionion.;
This is an extreme view; though not so extreme as that of

Curtius, who went so far in the other direction as to assert

that Ionia was in reality the metropolis of Athnna.z

It is
to be expected that the passage of the centuries wrought
changes in lonia, as ever more settlers arrived from abroad;
ard evidence of survivael will carry more weight in support
of the tradition than will the absence of such evidence
against it.

In the first place the main body of settlers are said
to have been Ionians. In view of their absence from the
Homeric stories, we must ask whether the name was contemporary
or anachronistically introduced. Among the peoples
threatening Ras Shamra in the thirteenth century were the
Jamanim, who are certainly to be identified with Javan,
3

’l&Fovec.. As Jongkees points out, the only conclusion

1. U. von wilamowitg-Mtllendorff, 'Panionion', SbPAW 1906
38-57 = K1l,5chr.V 1 128-51; 'Uber die ionische Wanderung',
ibid. 59-79 = 152-76. For similar more recent rational-

zation, cf. the attempt of F. Cassola (La Ionia nel mo.

%ggeneo 86f) to see Kédpoc as a fictitious name der
rom Kédpoc - even i1f ko-do-ro in tablet PY Jn 706 has
to be read as XodwAoc to allow this!

2, (1855)

3. B, Hrozn§, Archiv Orientdlnf iv (1932), 169f; E. Cavaignac,

Mél.Bidey 41 83f; J. H. Jongkees, Studia Volgraff
(Amsterdam, 1948) 75; T74.
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to be drawn is that in certain quarters at least some of
the Mykenaians were called Ionians, and that the migration
was the work of the pre-Dorian population of Greece.

This event Jongkees dates ¢.900 on archaeological
grounds, and a similar date is proposed by the majofrity of
recent writers. The grounds are not solely archaeological:
two important pieces of genealogical evidence are offered.

The first is the pedigree of Heropythos of Chios, an
inscription of the mid-fifth century, giving Heropythos'

descent from one Kyprios fourteen generations previoualy.l

The pedigree contains no discernible gods or heroes, and

may be genuine, If Heropythos was born c¢.500, this will

set the birth of Kyprios ¢.960. Professor wade-Gery argues
not unreasonably that Kyprios was the first of his line to
reach Chios, hence the preservation of the descent from that
point., If so, then Kyprios reached Chios c.930. It is
hard to see what this proves, except for the history of Chios.

The tradition does not assert that the island was one of
the original Kodrid foundations, and there can be no ground
for the presumption that Heropythos' ancestor was one of the

original settlers even in Chios. His name is suspicious in

1. Bechtel, SGDI 56563 Jacobsthal, Noz%iog;sgge Steine
12 n.1 no.7; Schwyzer, Dial.Gr.Ex. 690; Wade=Gery,
The Poet of the Iliad, 8f, fig. 1.
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itself: Pape only gives three occurrences of the name
Uoweioc : a slave in Rome, a man of Antiocheia, and another

slave - all late.l

Eldis (or Heldis), the name of Chiote
Kyprios' son, does not otherwise occur, though Eld- is, of
course, as common a beginning of Hebrew names, and of
eastern names generally, as it is rare in Greece. I would
suggest, therefore, since pne can do no more than balance
probabilities, that Kyprios was in fact a Kypriote immigrant,
and that his arrival gives only a terminus ante guem for
the settlement of Chios.

The other genealogy is that of Hekataios, not preserved
in detail. We only hear that he traced his descent from

a god in the sixteenth generation.2

That is to say, his
first human - immigrant - ancestor lived about fourteen
generations earlier than himself. Hekataios was born
about the middle of the sixth century; so on the same
principle which we used for Heropythos, his immigrant
ancestor will have been born ¢.1020, giving a terminus ante

guem ¢.1000 for the settlement of Miletos. Certainly it

l. v, Pape, WOrterbuch der griechischen Zigennamen (1911)
s .vt

2. Hdt.ii 143. Hekataios floruit 01.65 (520-516), suidas
s.v. He was therefore a man of late middle age at the
time of the Ionian Revolt. I see no difficulty here.
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cannot be supposed that Hekataios and Heropythos agree on
the date of a single colonial movement.

1 The suggestive evidence of cults and place-names has
been very fully treated by Sakellariou, and I shall not

repeat it here.l

Even after he has found altermative -
but not necessarily more correct - explanations for many

of them, a hard core remains of those which can only be
expleined as having been introduced from areas of mainland
Greece whence the colonists are said to have come ~ names
from Attika and Boiotia, and from the Minyan territories

of Thessaly, Orchomenos, and the western Peloponnese. It
might be argued that the place-names and cults themselves
gave rise to the stories. But if the stories are false,
how did the names and cults come to be attached to that

part of overseas Greece in concentration unparalleled else-
where? Nor need we be disturbed by the fact that the

names chosen are largely those of famous places on the main-
land: they are not all so; and if the traditional story

is true, the Ionians must for long have been a people living

on great memories - hence also their devotion to the tales

of Troy.

1. Sakellariou, op.cit. 21-302, passim. For the signi-
ficance of the evidence of the Samian tribe-names and

calendar, v.inf., pp- £14.
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The evidence of the Linear B tablets shows that some
at least of the proper names of Ionian tradition were in
existence in Mykenaian times. ¥ykala is a personal name
at Knossos, as is Erythros, the name borne by the legendary
EKnossian founder of Erythrai.l Kodros was a Pylian, as
was Neelawos-2 There were at Pylos serving-women from
Knidos and from Miletos.3

The Hittite records are again informative. They
confirmed the tradition of Mopsos' kingdom in Kilikia.
They refer also to relations between the Emperor, the King
of Ahhiyawa, and Millawanda or iilawata. Identification

of the latter place with Miletos was first proposed by

1. XKn Pp 498; KN 72.39; cf. Eruthrios, KN x 297.
2. PY Jn T06; PY Fn 06.

Milesian women could, of course, be from Kretan
Milatos.)
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Hrozfy in 1929, and has been widely accepted.l The
Tavagalawas letter was written to the King of Ahhiyawa

by an unnamed Hittite Emperor.2 It is a request to the
former to extradite a rebel Hittite nobleman called riyama-
radus, who had been raiding the Hittite province of the
Lukka Lands from his base at Millawanda. One Tawagalawas,
& relative of the King of Ahhiyawa, is mentioned in the
letter as resident in or near Millawanda. The King replied
that he had ordered his agent Atpas in Millawanda to hand
over Piyama-radus, So the Emperor went down to Millawenda,
only to find that the rebel had taken ship and escaped.

The incident shows that Millawanda was sited on or near

1. B. Hrozfy, Archiv Orientélgﬁ i (1929) 323-43; cf. O. R.
Gurney, The Hi es . llawanda and Milawata are
linguistically identical, cf. F. Sommer, Die Ahb.-Urk.
206 n.l, 361. But Sommer objects to identification
with Miletos (ibid. 361f; Indogermanische Forschunge
1v (1937) 272f) on the ground that since the change o yv
was earlier in Ionic than the contraction across ’
the development df&)2y v 1is not possible. Now that
we know the word contained no digamma in Greek c.1200
(mi-ra-ti-ja, PY Aa 17+, etc.) it may be suggested that
the tites inserted an additional suffix - cf. Ahhija
= Ahhijava, Marassantija = Marassanta, etc. (F. Cassola,
op.cit. 47f) - or that this particular g dropped out
unusually early (Huxley, Ach. and iiitt. 12). Cf.,
aliter, O. Szemerényi, c.Sem,Minutes (London, 1960)
200,  Sakellariou (gp.cit. 444-9) prefers to accept the
identification of {Millawanda with Pamphylian Milyas, and
maintains moreover (ibid. 441-56) that no® Hittite texts
concern Karia, Lydia, or Mysla!

2. Keilschr.aus.Bog%. xiv 3; Sommer, Ahh.-Urk. 2-194;
uxley, op.cit. 1f, 14, 17ff,
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the coast, and that it was fairly independent. The account
of the Emperor's going thither assists identification with
a town on the west coast, rather than, for instance, with
Milyas in Pamphylia, which is not easily accessible from
the Hittite capital.l

As to date, another letter to an unnamed Emperor from
Manapa-Dattas mentions both Piyama-radus and Atpes, and so
must be contemporary with the last.2 Manapa-Dattas was
governor of the Seha River Land from the fourth year of
Mursilis II (1334-1306) to some time in the reign of
Muwatallis (1306-1282). The loose control of the King over
the Abhhiyawa of Millawanda is therefore to be dated c¢.1300.
The knowledge that there was a subordinate Achaian power
here at this date must recall the story of the 'autochthonous'

3

dynasty of Anax and Asterios. The former's name is merely

l. The identification with Miletos is accepted by Garstang
and Gurney, op.cit. 80: 'most of the places mentioned ...
in connexion with “illawanda can be "identified plausibly
with Greek cities lying on a road from Pessinus to the
west coast of Anatolia, and this road led not to Milyas
but to Miletus.' They reject (80 n.3) the contention
of J. Mellaert that Millawanda was inland (AJA 1xii

(1958) 26). v

2. Keilschr.aus Bogh. xix 5; E. Forrer, Forschungen I
(Berlin, 1926) i 90ff; Huxley, op.cit. 2.

3, Paus. VII ii 5, giving the source as MuAcroc «3Tor
and the date as earlier than that of the Kretan settle-

ment. Since the names are manifestly Greek, ‘'autochthony'
must be abandoned, and with it the date.
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the Mykenaian word for a king. At an unknown later date
the Milawata letter shows that the place had become subject
to the Emperor, and deals with various matters at issue

between them.l

Thus the Hittite evidence supports the
Ionian tradition of an early Greek settlement of some conse-
quence (it had a wanax) at Miletos, and further confirms the
implication of the Catalogue of Ships, that by c.1240

Miletos was under barbarian control.2

Iv

We come at last to the archaeologlcal evidence. It
should be emphasized at the outset that the scale of
excavation so far completed in Ionia - to say nothing of
the scale of publication - falls far short of what is need-
ful for firm conclusions. Therefore if material remains
support the literary tradition, well and good. But it
will not be disproved by their absence so far from any site.3

We mast decide what is the evidence which we seek. In

the first place we hope for indications that invaders twice

1. Keilschr.aus Bogh. xix 55; Sommer, op,cit. 198-240;
uxley, op.cit. 2f.

2. Iliad ii 867f.

3. As 2 warning not to expect too much, we may remember
that even Corinth, a well-explored site, has only recently
produced Mykenaian remains: JSakellariou, op.cit. 329.
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attacked Athens but were repelled, the second attack being
that defeated by Kodros' self-sacrifice a century after
the first. As support for the Kodrid migration to Ionisa,
we shall be satisfied by Greek remains of the very end of
the twelfth century, and shall look, where possible, for
rather earlier material belonging to the previous Greek
occupants of certain places, notably Samos. Beyond this,
we shall hope for Mykenaian remains at Miletos in the four-
teenth century, and evidence of Kretan settlement at Miletos,
Samos, and Erythrai at a yet earlier date.

what does this mean in terms of pottery? Furumark's
chronology of iMykenaian pottery for the period relevant to
the Kodrid migration and itse immediate predecessors is as

follows:l

1230-1200 Myk.III C la

1200-1125  Myk.III C 1b

1125-107%  Myk.III C 1le

1075-1025 Myk.1II C 22 - ‘'Submykenaian'.
102% Protogeometric begins,

This system is opposed by Kraiker, who gives to the
Submykenaian cemetery at the Kerameikos a duration of forty
or fifty years from c.1125, thus making the Protogeometric

style, which advances and is evolved from Lubmykenaian,

1. A. Furumark, Op.Arch. 1ii (1944) 262.
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arise c.1080.1

Kraiker's chronology is based on the date
of the end of Stratum III at Tell Abu Hawem, which is itself
very hypothetical, and may well be fifty years later than he
proposes. Furumark's system is accepted by Mr. Desborough.2
whom I follow. If it is correct, the Kodrid pots will be
Myk.III C lc and III C 2, not protogeometric; and if the
former are present the latter will only provide evidence

for cultural contacts and continuity. In this connection
ve shall be much encouraged by Professor Cook's important
discoveries of Protogeometric at Old Smyrna, which are said
to reach back to 1000 B.C.>  Although at that date, and for

4 the two

many years to come, Smyrna was still Alolian,
migrations - Ionian and Aiolian - were surely parallel.
The period of the Ahhiyawa at Millawanda would be

represented by

1425-1400 Myk.III A 1
1400-1375 Myk.III A 2a
1375-1300 Myk.III A 2b
1300-1230 Myk.III B.?

1. W. Kraiker, Kerameikos i 163.

2. V. R. 4'E. Desborough, Protogeometric Pottery (Oxford,
1952) 294.

3. J. M. Cook, Ill. London News 28.ii.1953, 328; BuA liii-liv

4. Mimnermos Fr.l2 DiehlB, ap. Strabo 634; Ionian by 688
B.C., Paus. VII v 1.

5. 4. Furumark, The Chronology of Mycenmean Potte
(stockholm, 1941) 110f7.
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The Hittite overlordship and Karian control should be
reflected in a diminishing quantity, or even absence, of

1230-1200 Myk.III C la
1200-1125 Myk.III C 1lb

The Kretan settlements at Miletos, Samos, and Erythrai
bear no real date in the tradition. We cannot safely
assign a date any more narrowly than the general period
MM II to LM 1I, in which to look for settled dwelling.

And now, the evidence. The Athenian resistance to the

Dorians appears plainly in the remains.l

The Akropolis

was never sacked. But at the end of the thirteenth century
the inhabitants withdrew inside its fortifications to
withstand a siege. It appears again to have been defended
successfully in the early years of the eleventh century,
after which the centre of habitation changed, the Kerazmeikos
began to be used as a cemetery, and the Akropolis ceased

to be a palace, becoming instead a religious centre. The
literary tradition states that Medon, Neleus' brother, became
the first archon.2 The archaeologiocal evidence suggests

that the quarrel over the succession involved the question

of the form of rule: that Kodros was the last palace-

1. O. Broneer, AJA 1ii (1948) 111; Antiquity 1956, 9.
2. Fusebios, ed. Schoene, i 186; Vell. Pat. i 2:3.
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dwelling wanax, and that Medon prevailed over Neleus in
evolving a new kingship without divinity.

¥hat is the evidence of lLate- and Submykenaian pottery
from the Kodrid foundations? The location of the first
settlement at Ephesos is unknown, and the same is true of
other sites. Three Protogeometric vases from famli, the
site of Melia, are the earliest remains from the neighbour-
hood of Panionion.t But other sites have proved more
productive, and Submykenaian ware penetrated as far inland

as Sardeis.2

The only sites traditionally concerned with
the Kodrids are Miletos and Samos; though scattered finds
from other places help to generalize the conclusions drawn
from these.

The results of the excavations on the site of the
temple of Athena 2t Miletos in 1955 have now been published;
and we have also a preliminary report of the 1957 excavations.3
It is by now slmost certain that this was the site of archaic

Miletos. Certainly the area contained a Greek settlement

1. V. R. d'A. Desborough, Protogeometric Pottery 221;
Ath.Mitt. xii (1887) 229f, Abb. 7-9.

2. H. C. Butler, Sardis i 151-5.
3, C. Weickert, lstanbuler Mitt. vii (1957), 102-132;

Id.ap. M. J. Mellink, AJA 1xiii (1959), 81; 1d., 'Neue
Ausgrabungen in Milet', in L. Boehringer (ed.), Neue

eutsche Ausgrabungen im Mittelmeergebiet und im Vorderen
%rIenf (Berlin, 1959) 181-196.
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of considerable importance from the sixteenth century onwards.
welckert cautiously states that 'auf die mykenische
Ansiedlung folgt ohne lange Unterbrechung eine wahrscheinlich
nicht grosse protogeometrische, an die eine geometrische
anschliesst.' But there seems good reason to suppose that
there was not even a short break in continuity.l House 3
contained pots of Myk.III A 2 to III C 1 fabric, together
with two kraters, one of which is not earlier than III C 1,
the other III C 1 at the earliest, and perhaps early
Submykenaian. This lag krater certzinly belongs to the
traditional date of the foundation. But Neleus was said

to have expelled Kariansg, and the main site of his village

is perhaps still to be found. Certainly there were native
settlements at Miletos during the Brongze Age - on the site

of the temple of Athena before the earliest colonists
arrived, and also on the spur of Kilik Tepe, two and a half
miles South of Hellenistic Miletos.2 We are not therefore
compelled to disbelieve the tradition for want of Karian
remains. Indeed Bittel has stated his belief that the
Natives outnumbered the Greeks, though Yeickert denies

1. Ibid., 'A major interruption in habitation is improbable ...
since one also finds sub-iiycenaean and quantities of
protogeometric sherds,' and possibly a Protogeometric house.

2. G. M. A, Hanfmann, Harvard Studies 1xi (19%53), 4, with
n. 11l.
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this.l At any rate, it is demonstrated that there were
enough of them to make it possible to speak of Miletos as
being in Karian hands during the Trojan War.

The period during which Miletos, as Milawata, was a
land of Ahhiyawa, we said, should be represented by Myk.III
A and III B ware. And this is, in fact, the apparent
apogee of Mykenaian Miletos. At the 'Athena settlement'
reconstruction followed a conflagration c.1425. House 2
contained pottery of II B and 1III A 1 date, House 3 III A 2
to the end of III C at least.? In 1957 digging was extended
Weat, South, and East of the temple:3

The third level (L.H.III) differs from the first two
in being equipped with an impressive wall provided
with towers. A L.H,III stirrup vase was recently
found under the wall and allows us to date its con-
struction to the fourteenth century B.C. The pottery
of this level is purely late iMycenesean and again
included examples of excellent technique and a special
style. ... The wide bulge of the wall apparently
followed the shore of the harbor of the period in
question. The course of the wall makes it clear

that the settlement enclosed by it must have been
considerably larger than the section investigated

so far. It seems that the fortification was des-
troyed before the end of the Late Mycenaean period.

West of here, on the limestone ridge of Deirman Tepe, were

1. K. Bittel, 'Kleinasien und Byzangz', Ist.Forsch. xvii
(1950), 24; C. weickert, Bericht ilber den VI, intern.
Kongress fiir Arch. (Berlin, 1940) 330.

2. Ist.Mitt. vii 118ff.
3. AdA 1xiii 81.
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buildings and fortifications which Furumark dates to the

III B era.} They did not last into III C, when the Karians
were in control, and the Hittites overlords. To this
should be added the evidence of an unpublished chamber-

tomb found in the course of early excavations. The pottery

was seen by Furumark in 1939, and he dates it all to Myk;III
B and early III 0.2
There is archaeological evidence for the Minocan colon-
ization of Miletos. At the 'Athena settlement' in 1938
the earliest layers contained LM I A pottery with typical
Minoan 'conglomerate pattern' and closely composed floral
elements.” But with this was found Myk.I ware of mainland
origin. Furumark discounted the possibility of Kretan
settlers on the ground that this pottery was further accom-
panied by MH mett-painted ware certainly of mainland origin.
But the excavations of 1955 reopened the gquestion. In
House 1 were found I.M I pots whose 'Ton und Farbauftrag
sprechen fiir kretische Herkunft', together with pottery to
be dated MM III-ILM I transitional. welckert was able to

reject Furumark's conclusion, saying that the pottery upon

1. A. Furumark, Op.Arch. vi (1950) 202.
2. loc.cit.

3. Weickert, Bericht, 325-32, rl.24; Furumark, op.cit.
202; ‘eickert, Ist.Mitt. vii 117.
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which it was based was later than that found in House 1.
In the excavation of 1957, the first level contained a
'building with many rooms which has no connection with
the Helladic house type based on the megaron.' In this
were MM III-LM I pots, 'indubitably Cretan specimens', and
others which are possibly Mykenmian IH I imports, bearing
'spirals with superimposed white.' The second level was
M II or LH II, and 'there is a gradual transition between
the pottery of levels I and II.'l The increased number
of finds of Minoan ware leads Weickert to suppose with
increasing confidence that Miletos was after all founded
from Krete in the Middle Minoan III period, and that
Mykenaians joined the Kretan settiers ¢.1550, and dwelt
at peace with them. The city was probably almost wholly
Mykenaian by the time of the conflagration, c.1425.

It will be recalled that the Kretan settlers in Miletos
were said to have halted first in Samos, and that fugitives

from Krete reached Lrythrai at a similar date.2

There is
no evidence from Erythrai to confirm or to deny this story.
But the Samian remsins are entirely consistent with the

tradition. The earliest material from Miletos was MM III.

1. Welckert, AJA 1xiil 81.

2. Supra, pp.
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The sherd collection of the American School of Classical
Studies contains

(1) an MM II fragment from Tigani, polished gray ware with
added white bands, thick and made of coarse gritty
clay.l In support, the same collection shows the
following fragments from this site:

(2) Cup of the normal Vapheio shape, but possibly lacking
the central rib; well levigated pink clay; streaky
brown monochrome paint inside; outside, brown wash
and applied band of cream: ?MM III A.

(3) Base of a jar, oatmeal fabric; cream wash outside,
added matt-painted stripe 1/4" from base: ?MM III B.

(4) Plain cup/saucer, similar to Urfirnis: M4 III B -
LM I A.

(5) Plain cup/saucer: IM I A.
(6) Another similar fragment.

(7) Spout of a bridge-spouted jar; yellowish fabrigc,
polished: LM I A, probably not later.

The story is taken up at this point by published
material., In 1930 a bothros at Tigani was found to contain
a considerable amount of pottery from a single period.

1. Plate XXXIII illustrates a selection of sherds 1-15.
I am grateful to the Director of the American School
for permission to study the sherds in the School's
collection. I have not been able to discover exactly
where in Tigani they were found: but the hill of the
Church of the Metamorphosis is as rich in prehistoric
pottery as the rest of the town is poor. I must thank
Mr. R. Hope Simpson for help in identifying the sherds:
his judgment was unclouded by knowledge of what I hoped
to prove.
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There was local ware somewhat related to Trojan, together
with LM I A sherds decorated with spiral designs drawn in
the Kretan manner, and imitations of Minoan shapes of the
same period. The Minoan sherds are 0o coarse, and their

painting too eimple, for them to be actual Kretan imports:
they are rather of Last Aegean provincial make.l
Thus there is evidence of a brief period of Minoan
influence, generally contemporary with the Kretan arrival
in Miletos, but sufficiently eariier in its beginning to
lend colour to the traditional story. The accuracy of this
story seems almost to be proved when we find that some of
the iinoan sherds from Tigani have their closest parallels
at rMiletos and then at the palace of Mallia, close to Kretan
Milatos whence Ephoros brought carpedon's colony.2
The Kretan settlement at Tigani occupied the small hill
which rises in the south-west quarter of the town, now
crowned by the Church of the sietamorphosis. iike that
at Miletos, it was infiltrated by Mykenaians at an early

date. The German finds are still unpublished, and I give

1. Ath.Mitt. 1x-1xi (1935/6), 118, 172-9, 190-6, Taf. lxviii-
xi; rurumark, op.cit. 200Cf. For a general account
of the archaeology of prehlstoric Samos, see now E,

Buschor in Neue deutsche Ausgrabungen 207f.

2. H. walter, ith.iitt. 1xxii (1957) 36, Beil. x1ix 1;
C., Weickert, Bericht 328f; 1Id., Ist.iitt. vii (19%6)
Taf., xxx 1; pallle 1 54, Taf. xxviidi.
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a 1list of sherds from my own collection and from that of the

American School:

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

1l

Part of a krater or large bowl; thick sherd of well
levigated pink clay; Urfirnis interior; exterior
cream wash and pattern in applied matt drown: IM II.
.(A.SICUSO)

Kylix, probably imported; bdbuff fabric; lustrous
eream slip and polish; rosettes between triple lines
in lustrous black paint: 1M II. (J.P.B.)2

Riu fragment of kylix or deep bowl; soft buff fabdric;
orange monochrome paint inside; cream slip and polish
outside, and design of linked spirals in semi-lustrous
orange paint: IH III A-B. (A.3.C.8.)

Tankard; local micaceous orange clay; horizontal
bands of orange paint; uncertain whether slipped:
IH III A-B. (J.2.8.)

Deep bowl; fabric similar to (10); orange monochrome
paint inside; buff slip outside with added semi-
lustrous dark paint: IH III B. (A.8.C.8.)

1.

2.

My own pieces were found in a short time with no diffi-
culty on the hill of the Metamorphosis, end of August
1959, In what follows I distinguish them by the
addition of (J.P.B.), the American sherds by (A.3.C.S5.).

Cf. IM 1b from kKnossos and Tylissos, Sir A. Evans,
The Palane of Minos IV i (Londom, 1935) 286f, figs.
220-2223; and from Tholos 4 at rylos, Ath.Mitt. xxxiv
(1909) Taf. xxiv 6.
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(13) Handle of krater; 1local gritty reddish clay, coarse
ware; horigontal stripe of orange paint running on
to top surface of handle: LH III B, (JoP.B.)

(14) Krater; local micaceous red clay; reddish-brown
horizontal band outside: IH III B. (J.P.B.)%

(15) Tankard; buff clay, not well levigated, perhaps
local; black stresky monochrome paint inside and
decoration outside; probably no slip: IH III B.
(J.P.B.)

To these may be added two feet of tripod cooking pots, of
local micaceous clay, of the type common from MM III B
onwards. (J.P.B.)

The site has not to my knowledge produced =ny identi-
fiable fragments of LH III C ware, for which one must look
to the Heraion. This is parallel to the withdrawal from
Miletos in the [Hittite period; and indeed what little
evidence there is from Samos tends to show that the whole
prehistoric occupation of the two sites followed closely
the same pattern. Whether one chooses to identify the
IH III settlement at Tigani with the colony which Makareus'
son was said tc have brought from Lesbos, at some date
earlier than the Trojan war, will rewmain a matter of personal

tastes. But at least samos is not lacking in remains of

1. This sherd came from the great hill North-West of Tigani,
about 100 yards South of the Theatre. The hill seems a
likely <enough site for the Mykenaian cemetery.
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the right period.

There is no suggestion in the tradition that Prokles
and Leogoros found other Greeks =2lready in possession of
their chosen site, and we have seen that there are no
indications of occupation of the Tigani site after the LH
II1 B period. The new>aettlara chose a fresh site, at the
other end of the plain, where the Heraion later stood.
There was probably a low hill, no more than four or five
feet high, which sank into the alluvial mud before the
classical period: such positions were often chosen. The
continuity of population probably begins with these colonists.
We have a certain amount of published information about
them, though not yet in any great detail. At the Hefaion
& poor chamber-tomb waé found with Late Mykenalan contents -
pyxis~ghaped vessels. These cannot have been imported,
for they are of the same clay as the generality of ware
from the Heraion. The tomb is still unpublished.l
| Sections of walling, perhaps of houses, and a terrace
wall to the West of Altar I, are assigned by Professor
Buschor to the late or Submykenaian period on the ground
of 'spét- und submykenischen Taussen' found in the fill
behind them.? Alter I iteelf is said to approach the

1. Mentioned by E. Buschor, Gnomon iii (1927), 189; R.
Heidenreich, Ath.Mitt. 1lx-lxi 1935/6), 169, 172. ctf.
JHS xlvii (1927) 250.

2. E. Buschor and H. Schlief, Ath.Mitt. lviii (1933), 158.
See also JHS lviii (1938) 230 - South of the Altar; Arch.

Reports I§§§ (1960) 17 - Late Myk. defence wall.
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Mykenaian or Submykenaian Aga;l and the altars demonstrate
the continulty of the site, Protogeometric lying in regular
succession between Mrkenaian and Geometric pottery, which

last was found beneath Altar II.2

Mr. Desborough does not
consider that the amount of Protogeometiric found would
warrant the assumption of a settlement, and prefers to
believe that the historic Samians arrived in early Geometric
times, perhaps from the Kykladea.3 But if the Zroto-~
geometric finds would not in themselves argue a settled
community, they are sufficient to bridge tiae gap vetween
the otherwise demonstrated settlements of Late iykenaian
and Geometric times; and the shape of these Xalathol seems
to show a possible connexion with the Argolid, recalling
the Epidaurian foundation.4
This is supported by Lr. Culy's study of the animal

>  His 'Group A' (earlier than 850) show the

terracottas.
survival of Mykenalan tradition both in form and in tech-
nique. Ko piece is in fact itself certainly Mykenaian,

but the earliest are probably not far from the end of the

1. Ibid. 157ff.
2. Ibid. 147, 160ff; cf. D. Only, ibid. 82ff.

3. V. R, 4'E. Desborough, protogeometric Pottery, 91, 114,
216£L, 304.

4, Ibid. 113f: since the same shape occurs at Ialysos, a
noan foundation, Krete is a possible alternative source.

5. D. Ohly, Ath.Mitt. 1xv (1940) 57ff, esp. 75f, 95.
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Mykenaian period. Of course, such a tradition could have
béen kept alive elsewhere. But at least it is certain
that the makers were heirs to the Mykenaian potters.

’ We conclude therefore that the trﬁditions of early
colonization in Ionie are supported both archaeologically
and by the other evidence available outside the narrative
of the migrations. Hence we are in a position to piece
together a necessarily very summary account of the history

of Samos from the seventeenth to the eleventh century BE.C.

v

Samos has been occupied sinée late Neolithic times.l
The pre-Greek inhabitants of the island were Lelegiana.2
The tradition accords well with what little is known of
this people.3 Linguistically, it seems that they were
part of the earliest race to settle in the Aegean area,
In Samos, their pottery shows them somewhat akin to the

people of Troy II~VII.4 They worshipped the Anatolian

1. Cf. Biirchner, RE 'Samos' col. 2210.

20 Cf. Suemp ppo ,4'{"1.'
3, O0f. Sakellariou, op.cit. 414-18, and refs. there cited.

4. Sakellariou, op.cit. 383; Heldenreich, Ath.Mitt. 60/61
(1935/6) 1721'?2""'.



Virgin, and even claimed the holy lygos by their River
Imbrasos as marking her birthplaco.l The only ome of
their kings who survived into Greek tradition was Ankaios,
oredited with the parentage of the eponymous hero Samoe.2
Imbrasos and possibly Samos are Lelegian words;3 and a
Lelegian bears the name Lygos in another story.4
Into this sluggishly Anatolien world burst a lively

succession of Kretan coloniets in the seventeenth century
B.C., choosing Samos and Miletos among other sites for
settlement. Some of the settlerz in both places came
from the neighbourhood of Milatos in Krete. Their occu-
ration continued without rivalry for some generations.

But Mykernaians from the Greek mainland began to arrive
towards the end of the sixteenth century, and their great-
grandchildren were probably in undisputed possession of

both sites. The settlerslkept up their links with home,

l., Paus. VII iv 4; cf. supra, p.?7. Cf. the early name
of the island, Parthenia (Aristotle, Fr. 570 ap. Pliny,
M v 135) The festival of the Toniia (Menodotos,

FGrHisg 541 F 1, and Jacoby ad 1ob.) 15 pre-Gree&, having
no originel connexion with the he Greek (ecoc 7d“°c of Hera.
2. Paus. VII iv 1; supra, pp-I*f-

3. Samoss P. Kretschmer, Glotta xxvi i (1940) 252.
Imbrasos: Id., ibid. xxx11 (1953) 168; 4A. Fick,

Vorgriechische Ortsnamen (thtingen, 1905) 54f; A.

Eum"go""'nie'r',"BCH" x1viii (1934) 352 of. 355; A. Goetze,

Journ., Cuneiform Stud Cuneiform Stud. viii (1954) 75 n.37 (Luvian).
4., Schol. Eur, Rhes. 509.



58

and acknowledged the paramount chief of the mainland as
their suzerain. Hence ¢.1300 the iHittite Emperor could
demand that the King of Ahhiyawa extradite the pirate
Piyama-radus from Miletos. But the treasonous Hittite
escaped with seven thousand prisoners to an offshore island,
whence he was able to resume raids on Karia and Lesbos:
Mr. Huxley has suggested that Lamos best fits the evidence,
being an admirable base for a pirate, especially against
the places nrentioned, and convenient for the hasty ferrying
of 80 many priaomers.l

By the time of the Trojan vWar Miletos had come under
Hittite domination. The Mykenaian settlement at Tigani
seems to have been lost at the same time: I have seen no
pottery there later than Myk.III B. This marks the arrival
of the Indo-European Karians, who entered Asia Finor ¢.2000
B.C., but did not reach as far couth as Ionia until now.2
The name of one of their leaders is preserved, Tembrion:
the word is non-Greek, and is related to Tembris or Tembros,

2 tributery of the River Langarios, and Tembri(ei)on, a

1. G. L. HRuxley, Achaeans and Hittites 18-21, criticizing
D. L. Page, Nistory and the Homeric Iliad 13-15.

2. Sakellariou, Op.cit. 430-34, and refs. there cited.
Early Greek historians were careful to distinguish
Karians from Lelegians (cf. ‘herekydes, FGrhist 3 7
155); later writers less so. -
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town in Phrygia.l Strabo's statement that Tembrion preceded
Prokles, then, is probably correct.2

About 1120 the Ionian Prokles brought a colony of
Epidaurians and settled at the Heraion. Tigani was still
Karian. Soon afterwards, the land-hungry Kodrid migration
began with the arrival of Androklos. In fear of imminent
dispossession, Prokles' son Leogoros made common cause with
his Karian neighbours.3 But to no avail. Androklos de-
featgd them, and they were forced to take refuge abroad.
Some, with Leogoros himself, crossed to Anaia, and others
may have gone to Samothrake. Others again, more adventurous,

4 or of

thought of the example of Kolophonian Mopsos,
smphilochos after the Trojan War,s and sailed to find a
new home at Kelenderis in Kiiikia. The foundation of this

Samian colony6 is usually set in the seventh century.

1. V¥. Ruge, RE 'Tembrieion', 'Tembris'; P. Kretschmer,

Einleit in die Geschichte der griechischen .prache
(Gottingen, 1896) 193. .

2. Strabo 633.

3. Paus. VII iv 2; cf. supra, p. 20. Perhaps this explains
the tradition found in Etym.Mag., 8.V. Acrewiiex (citing
Themistagoras) that Tembrion and Prokles made a joint
found=ztion of two tribes. ¢f. wilamowit:, XKl.uchr.

vV 1170, 176.

4. Cf. supra, pp.q4f.
5. Hdt. iii 91.1; cf. vii 91.

6. Pomponius Mela, de Chorogr i1 13.5 (1 77). Apollodoros,
Bibl. iii 14.,2-3, has a fabulous tradition of the found-
ation of Kelenderis by .andokos from sSyria, six gener-

ations later than King Kekrops I of Athens.
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That it was in fact Mykenalan I would argue from the
inscription of Karatepe which we examined at the beginning
of this chapter.® In it, Azitewad invokes Ba'al KRNIRS;
and the word is philologically the same as Kelenderis.2
The inscription is of the mid-eighth century. But, to
judge from the archaeological remains at the Heraion, Samian
trade - and, a fortiorli, Samian settlement - in the eastern
Mediterranean did not begin until 0.700.3 Besides, the
Karatepe inscription requires that by c¢.750 the name
Kelenderis should have become accepted even among local

barbarians.4

I suggest, instead, that Kelenderis was
founded in late Mykenaian times, and that the reason why
Azitawad invoked its god is that he knew that bot!. the
people of Kelenderis and his own Janunim of Adana were
sprung from the same Mykenaian stock,

Ten years after their expulsion, Leogoros and his men
returned from Anaia, and drove out Androklos to face the

barbarians of iphesos. He was eventually killed in a

skirmish near FPriene. We have no reason to think that the

1. V:Eugo. pP"o&
2. Cf. R. D. Barnett, JHS lxxiii (1953) 142, n.5.
3. Y.inf., pp. 1 144.

4. The name is Greek, not Anatolian: c¢f. Paus. II xxxii 9;
infra, p.6&.
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Kodrids attempted to gain a new foothold in Samos; prudently
they left Leogoros in peace, and planted their own towne on
the mainland.

VI

We have so far offered no evidence that the Late
Mykenaians in Samos, whom we identify with the traditional
Ionian colony of Prokles, did in fact come from Epidauros.
The predominance of the cult of Hera ius an obvious pointer;
though, of course, she was worshipped so widely that this
cannot be treated as evidenoe.l She was, however, the
greatest deity of the Argolid, and indeed possessed a temple
at Epidauros.2

The Epidaurian origin of the Samians is first specified

3 But we can at once argue the existence of

by Pausanias.
this tradition during the three centuries before Fausanias
wrote; for in the second century B.C. one of the chiliastyesg

into which the Samian people was divided bore the name of

1. Sakellariou, op.cit. 100f.
2., Paus. II xxix 1.

3. VII iv 2 (Strabo 633 mentions Prokles, but not his
origin).
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Epidaurioi.l Three more centuries, and we find Herodotos
pnaming 'Dorians' from Epidauros among the original settlers
of Ionia.2 Far from being an invention of Pausanias' own
day, the story goes back at least to the fifth century.

In 602 Samos founded her chief colony of the Propontis
at Perinthos.3 Stephanos of Byzantion explains the origin-
of the name, ¥wd (leeivbou *Emdaupioy Tod pera 0gectou
creaTevcdpévov. The source is not given, but should be
early: Perinthos will not have waited long for an
Zm)(:a(wc f{ewc.

Blirchner considered the tradition of Epidaurian origin
a fiction, based upon connexion of the name of an historical
Prokles mentioned by Aethlios, with the homonymous tyrant
of Epidauros in the time of Periander of Corinth.* On the
contrary, this Prokles was one of the three diadochoi of

the fallen power of Argos, who founded their power in part

1. L. Robert, BCH lix (1935), inscr. on p. 478, line 2.
He argues further (483) that the groups Athenaioi,
Haleieis, Kastaleis, ..lkalels, and Euboeis on a Samian
inscription of similar date (V. Theophanidis, Aex. Qelr.
ix (1927) 95ff) are likewise chiliastyes, since they
cannot be tribes, hekatostyes or gene.

2. Hdt. i 146: 'Dorians' an insignificant anachronism, cf.
Soph. Oed.Col.130l; Eur. El. 836, Or. 1372.

3. Infra, p.iY2.
4., RE, s.V. Samos, col. 2211: Aethlios, FGriist 5% F 3.
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upon a claim to pre-Dorian anceatry.l

C.700 Samos had
fought Argos for Epidauros,2 and Prokles may well have Been
named in compliment to the Samians.

We are accustomed to think of the close ties between
a colony and its metropolis as binding only on foundations
of the historic period. But it was not until the time of
Thukydides - or later - that the Greeks themselves began
to distinguish historic from prehistoric or legendary
gettlements abroad. It is therefore interesting to examine
whether such a sentimental connection may have existed
between Samos and the eastern Argolid. I believe that
its operation may be detected on two occasions. First,
Jamos appears to have been involved in the disastrous war
against Argos and Aigina which ruined Athens c,700: the
aim of this war, in which Athens and samos both attacked
Aigina, was to prevent Epidauros from becoming subject to
Argos, and to deliver her from the menace of the Aiginetan

corsairs.3 The second occasion was ¢.520. The democrats

l. Prokles was Periander's father-in-law, Hdt. iii 50; on
the racial element in the power of the Isthmian tyrants,
see A. Andrewes, The Greek Tyrants (London, 19%6) S4f£f.

2. Y.inf. pp. 934-

3., For this war, see ldt. v 82-88; dated and discussed by
T. J. Dunbabin, *Exo¢yq Ndiain, IZ5A xxxvii (1936-7) 83-91:
for Samos' part in it, Hdt. 1ii 59, interpreted infra
p. 5.



of Samos, though aided by their Spartan friends, had failed
to unseat the tyrant Polykrates. They sailed West, extorted
a hundred talents from the Siphnians, then made their way on
across the sea to the Argolid. There they bought the island
Hydra from Hermione, and left it in the temporary keeping of
the Trozenians, until they should themselves return from
further adventures in Krete.l Apart from the very decision
to return to the Argolid, I would suggest that the trust
reposed in the Trozenians may have been based upon history.
¥e have argued that Samos' colony of Kelenderis in

2

Kilikia is of Mykenaian foundation. In his exploration

of the eastern Peloponnese, rausanias takes the road from
Trozen and descends €m Tov wese 7 Kedevdéeer wdhoofedey 1.,..(,...3
This is usually identified with the Trozenian haven of
pogon.4  But 1f that is what Pausanias meant, 1% must be
admitted that he found a remarkably obscure way of expressing

it. The alternative is to suppose that he went to the other

2. gupra, pp. 5%
3. Paus. II xxxii 9.
4. For Pogon, see Hit. viii 42, cf. Strabo 373.
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harbour of Trozen, Psipha (modern Psifta, North of Trozen
and South-West of Methana). Less than two miles from here
is a IH III settlement, near the village of Ayios Yeorylos.
It is the only settlement of this date which has been found
in the area, and it lies virtually on the ancient border

between Trozen =nd Epidauros.1

That the first Samians in
their darkest hour remembered to call their foreign refuge
after an insignificant and otherwise unrecorded spot some
ten miles from Epidauros is as clear evidence as we are
likely to find in support of their own traditional origin:
better than if the Kilikian colony had been called after

Epidauros herself.

VII

The Ionian Migration was a long drawn-out affair,
and must not be thought of as immediately complete once
the main settlers had arrived. Several smaller companies
followed the Epidaurians to Samos. In the Roman period
certain families claimed descent from Kephallenian, Arkadian,
Thessalian, and Chalkidian, as well as Athenian and Epidaurian
colonists. Iamblichos states the fact; and its truth for

1. For a map of the area in Mykenaian times, see G. Welter,

roizen und Kalaureia (Herlin, 1941), Taf. 1. (The
site of Aylos Yeorylos is not marked: I am indebted to
Mr. R, Hope Simpson for knowled;e of it.)
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his own day is not discredited by his uncritical assertion
that Ankaios brought them all.l The names of the
Hellenistic chiliastyes take these family traditions back

to the generations which followed the return of the exiles
in 322 B.C.2 The Kephﬁllenian story is probably fictitious,
based on the similarity of the names Lame and bamos: there
is nec independent evidence in its support. 3ince Thessalian
connexions with continental Ionian place-names and cults

are strong, we may prefer to believe that the Thessalians

in Samos = if any - came from elsewhere in Ionia, not
directly from Thessaly.3 The same considerations holds

for the Chalkidians.’

The Arkadians have the scanty support
of a couple of inscriptions of men named Kleonaios, at least

one from the fifth century,5 and the cult of Hera

1. Iambl., de Vita Pyth. ii 3-4.

2. V. Theophanidis, Aex-AeAt. 1x (1927) 99; L. Robert,
LCH 1ix (1935) 477f£f; supra, p.62 and n.l.

3. For Thessalian traces in Ionia, cf. Sakellariou, Qp.cit..
passim.

4. Cf. ibid. 128 (Ephesos), 181f (Teos), 213 (Erythrai),
etc. Cf. also the Abantes of GZubola, Iliad 11 536ff;
XII ix 946 (Chalkis); HAt. i 146.1; Ion, FGriigt

2 F 1 (Chios).

5. Ath,¥itt. xxxi (1906) 416 n.l; JHS lxxvi (1956), Arch.
Heports 1955, 26.
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Pelasgis.l

At some time the Uamians, like the other members of
the Panionian league, came to accept kings of the House
of Neleus. When this revolution took place, we do not
know. But it left its traces not only in the adoption
of Attic tribes and calendar and Apatouria,2 but also in

the appearance of the tribe of the Boreié.3 The name is

1. Dion. Perieg. 534, and Eustathios ad loc; cf. Hdt. 1
146.1, Agwddee NleMeyol among the immigrants. Sakellariou
suggests th:t the cult may be Thessalian, op,cit. 97 n.4.
An altogether hopeless tradition brings a colony from
Phleious, led by Higpasos in flight from lemenos' grand-
son Rhegnidas, yet only three generations before the
time of Pythagoras, a descendant of the leader. This
story Pausanias (II xiii 2) picked up in rhleious and
Sikyon, not in 3amos; and it was probably invented to
glorify the Pythagorean school at Phleious (cf. Sakellariou,
op.cit. 99f).

2. Sakellariou, op.cit. 271, cf. 255. To this evidence we
should add the boiotian connexions of Samos, such as the
cult of Poseidon Taureos, ibid. 104, cf. T71f, 90f.

3, J. H. Mordtmann, Rev. Arch. N.S. xxxvi (1878) 303, cf.

Ath.Mitt. vi (1881) 49: for this, as for the Attic
ribes, the Samian evidence comes from Perinthos, so

giving a terminus ante guem in 602 for their arrival
in Samos.” The tribes Chesia and Astypalaia (Etym.
#agn., 8.v. 1vwdas ) are not mentioned before
Inscriptions of the Hellenistic period, and were pro-
bably invented after the restoration of 322, The
Al xerwvivy QuAq  of Hdt. 1ii 26 is, of course, not a
tribe but a family (cf. Id. iv 149.1, the Aigeidai at
Sparta): for Aischrion as a Samian name the fourth
century, cf. the poet, Liehl, Anth.Lyr.Gr.” fasc. 3,
pp. 121f; Athen. 296e, 335b.
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1l

also found for tribes at Miletos and her colonies,” and

for a late chiliastys at Ephesos.2

In a Milesian inscription
of 45C/49 B.C. we find the Boreis represented by their
Frosetairog Kretheus; and since that was the name of Pylian
Neleus' mortal step-father, it is virtually certain that
the Milesian claimed Neleid deacont.3 The name Boros is
attached to only three legendary figures, of whom one was
a descendant of Neleus and ancestor of the Kodrid family.4
We may be confident, then, that the Ionian Boreis comprised
the close family of the Neleids together with all who olaimed
their kinship; and their appearance at Jamos marke their
assumption of rule over the island.

Now samos could be permitted to Join in worship of the
Helikonian King. For the cult seems likely to have been
heleid in origin: there was an altar of Poseidon Helikonios

at Athens, and in that nart of the city especially associated

1. gakellariou, op.cit. 73ff, 254ff.
2. Ibid. 135.

U ] . ; .
3. 3IG7 87, dated by Iilet I iii No. 122.77 Odyssey xi
237 - tﬁe founder of lolkos; cf. infra,’p.+¢l.

4. Hellanikos, *GrHist 4 F 125, cf. (slightly different)
Paus. II xviii 8. The other two are a Maionian slain
by Idomeneus (Iliad v 43f), :nd a son of Perieres and
son-in-law of Peleus. 3akellariou, op.cit. 256ff,
cf. 73ff, following earlier scholars, supposes that
Kretheus and Perieres make the boreis Thessalian. But
the names are sufficiently accounted for by the fact
that the Cylian .seleids in fact came from Iolkos.
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with Kodros.l Poseidon was reputed to be Pylian leleus'
divine father;2 in the Odyssey Nestor is sacrificing at
Poseidon's shrine when Telemachos arrives, and the latter
and 'Mentor' begin by praying to the god.3 A recently
discovered Linear B tablet from Pylos shows that the wanax
did in fact worship Poseidon in Mykenaisn times;% and 1t
would be natural for the Kodrids to carry a local cult with
them, amalgamated with the worship of their Athenian and
Boiotian companions.

For above three hundred years, from the lonian Migration
of the Kodrids to the war against elie, our literary sources
give us not a date, not a2 fact, about the history of Samos.
We only have the iieraion to tell us there was anyone there
at all.5 Altar I seems to have been laid down early in
the tenth century. Altar II about the middle of the ninth,
Altar III in the second half of the eighth, and Altars IV
to VII at more frequent intervals between then and the end

1. Kleidemos, rGrHist 323 r 1; H. T. Wade-Gery, The Poe
of the I1iad 84 n.17.

2. Odyss.xi 254.
3. Ibid. 111 3, 43; cf. Strabo, 345, 347.

4. L. R. Palmer, Txass. Phil-Sec. 1938, (ff-

5. For Geometric houses of apsidal form, see Plate VIII;
for Geometric pottery, Plate XXXIV, No.l dated ¢.900,
and No.2 noct murh later,
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of the seventh century.l The first Hekatompedos was built
in the early years of the eighth century, and an outer

2 Inside was a row of

colonnade added a generation later.
thirteen columns dividing the gella into two equal aisles,
and behind the last column stood the cult-image. Columns
and image were all of wood, standing on stone bases.

The pottery from the Herzion shows no evidence through-
out this long pericd of considerable contacts abroad.3
The long stagnation of Ionia was the price paid for

settlement in an area dominated by the far more numerous
Karians. To hold their own against them was as much as

the Greeks could do. Gradually, however, progress was

made: three generations after the settlement of Chios -
whenever that was - King Hektor was able to expel the Karians

4

from his island. One of the main problems was the Karian

element around Mt. liykale. there was a strong Karian

strain among the Milesians, for many of the early settlers

1. Ath.Mitt. 1v (1930) 1ff; 1lviii (1933).

2. Ath.Mitt. 1v 10ff, Abb. 4ff, Beil. 1ff; 1lviii 151ff,
A b. 3f, 13ff, seil. 46f.

3, Cf., Hanfmann, Harv. St. 1xi '(1953) 10ff.

4. Ion, FGrHist 392 F 1.
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1

had taken barbarian wives; and the 1little town of Melie,

in whose territory lay the sanctuary of Poseidon Helikonios,
wag 80 completely infiltrated that Hekataios actually

called it WdAhic Keerdc. Even after its destruction

a fort in the neighbourhood retained its name of Karion.2

Stephanos of Byzantion found the reference of Hekataios
in the Genealogies, in which the geographer was perhaps

concerned to ask who were the 'parents' of Melie, that is,

3

who founded the town. He, then, may be the source of a

fragment of Theopompos in which the historian makes Melia

4

a daughter of Mopsos of Kolophon. The conclusion that

flelie was a pre-Kodrid foundation of Kolophon is supported

both by the fact that XKolophon owned nearby inaias before
5

the Melilac war,” and by the occurrence of a particularly

1. }idto i 14602-30

2. [F. Hiller von Gaertringen, Inschriften von rriene (Berlin,
1906) No.37, lines 108ff, etc.

3, Hekataios, FGrHist 1 F 11: Steph. Byz., MeAld: mole Keeide:
Exdretoc (evethepv .  Equally, Miletos and Priene are
geographically part of Karia; but Steph. takes care to
distinguish them as Ionian.

4. FGrHist 115 F 103. The text reads Mwhiddoc: from among
many proposed emendations I accept that of G. L. Huxley,
la Parola del Passato lxx (1960) S7f. e already knew
that Theopompos wrote of the lieliac war: Ff 59, 305
(Ins. v. Priene 37.121).

5. Ins. v. Priene 37.59f.
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great concentration of Boiotian place-names around Mt.
Mykale;l for the first Kolophonians were survivors of the
Fall of Thebea.2 B
But the survival of Kolophonian possessions in southern
Ionia after the growth of Ephesos was an anomaly. That
Melie, cut off from her metropolis, had largely reverted
to Karian occupation, was even less tolerable. And when
both Samos and Priene felt the pressure of the land-shortage
in the second half of the eighth century, they resolved to
seize the Melias. The brief mention of the war by
Vitruvius states that the cities of the Panionic Dodekapolis
joined together to destroy Melie, and most modern recon-
structions of the war assume the truth of this as a basis.>

But it is scarcely to be thought that Kolophon would join

1. Cf. Wade~Gery, op.cit. 5 and 64 n.16.
2. cf. supra, p. 9

3, Vitruvius, de Arch. iv 1.4: (after a list of the twelve
cities and "Melite') haec Melite propter civium adrogantias

ab his civitatibus bello indiﬁto communi cgggilio gg;
sublata. .« von Wilamowitz-M0llendorff, 'Panionion',
§EPAW 1906, 38-57 = K1. vehr. V i (1937) 128-51, argued
that Melie was a nuisance to the Ionians; that ¢.700
they banded together to destroy her; that they founded
a common festival immediately afterwards; and that

this was the first beginning of Ionian solidarity. See
also M. Caspari, JHS xxv (1915) 173-88; wade-Gery,
op.cit. 3ff; C. Roebuck, Class. Phil. 1 (1955) 26-40;
and for archaeological investigation of the site (mod.

gamli), G. Kleiner in Neue deutsghe Ausgrabungen 172-80.
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in the destruction of her own daughter-colony, and we learn
besides that Kolophon and Miletos lost by the var,'at the
expense of Samos and Priene,l suggesting that the former
pair even fought against the latter. Furthermore, as we
shall see, the date of the struggle coincides with that of
the Lelantine war, when Ionia was anything but united, and
when Samos and Miletos in particular were at loggerheads.
It is clear, however, that Samos and Priene were working

in concert. We read in Valerius Maximus that

Prienensibus auxilium adv Cara

implorantibus adrogantia instincti pro classe et
exercitu gibullam eis derisus gratia miserunt.

quam 11141 velut divinitus datum praesidum inter-
pretati libenter receptam vera fatorum praedjictione
victoriae ducen habuerunt2

Derisus gratis is a late und mistaken embroide;y of the
original story; for in their own day sibyls were held in
ave, and to send one would be a sign of friendship, not
derision.

The war took place earlier than ¢.650, for it preceded

1. Ins. v. Priene 37.57ff. The suggestion that 3amos
gave Miletos [hebe and Marathesion in exchange dejends
entirely on a restored part of the text: geographically
it is most unlikely.

2. Val, Max. I v de ominibus, ext. 1.
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the Kimmerian invasion.l If the story of the Samiansf
sending a sibyl is rightly attached to this occasion, then
we may accept a date in the last quarter of the éighth cen-
tury; for the Samian sibyl, Herophila, florui¢ in 712
according to Eusebios. It is noteworthy that she is also
said to have visited Kolophonian Klaros.>
When the Melias had been conquered, the victors

varcelled it out between them, together with lands wrested

3

from Miletos and Kolophon. But the border between Samian

and Prienian territory was to be a matter of recurrent

dispute between the two cities,4

whose false claims repeated
by historians made it impossible to recover the details of
the original division. It wvas agreed that of the strip

of coastal land from Mykale to Ephesos Samos took the

1. Ins, v, Priene l5:500 (0GIS No.l1l3) 11ff.

2. Paus. X xii 5, She was also closely associated with
Delphoi, consultant oracle to the Lelantine alliance to
which Samos belonged: ibid. 1, 5, ignoring the impossible
chronology there implied (cf. infra, p.92 and n.5 ).

JO Mo COOk, % liii‘liv 1958- 4' adde Hdt. i 143.3.
Smyrna's unsuccessful plea to enter the Dodekapolis, to
his archaeological date for Smyrna's becoming Ionic
(c.800), and argues that the Meliac War must belong to
the ninth century. But it was never more than & con-
jecture of Wilamowitz that the foundation of the Dode-
kapolis was linked to the war. Cook's excavations
rather show just how weak a link it was.

3. Ins. v. Priene 37.59 seems to make the Panionic League
responsible for the settlement; but this must be an
anachronistic mistake: cf. Roebuck, op.cit. 32. For
the topography, Th. Wiegand, Priene (Berlin, 1904) ch. i;

J. Keil, Jahresh. d. Yster, arch, Ingt. xi (1908) Beibl.

4, For further trouble in our period, cf. infra, pp.t?S{f,«&‘(“
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northern, Priene the southern half: but where was the
border? A Rhodian tribunal of arbitration examined the
authorities early in the second century B.C., and concluded
that Pygela had indeed been allotted to Samos, but that the
Batinetis, including Karion and Dryoussa, had fallen to

Priena.1

It seems most probable that Priene took all the
land from her own city to Helie.2 and that Samos was content
with the area between Pygela in the North and Anaia in the
South.>

With the deétruction of Melie, and the consequent
adjustment of boundaries on the peraia, Samos' part in the

Ionian Migration was at length complete.

1. . Vo Prie 37, esp. lines 98-123; for the Rhodian
iuﬁgmenf, Isig.. lines 157ff.

2. That she received Melie itself is argued from the fact
that she exercised the priesthood of Poseidon Helikonios
in later times: Strabo 384, 639. For Panionion was
on ghe site of Melie. Cf. Roebuck, gop.cit. 28 and
n.lé6.

3. DPygela, at the mouth of the River Kaystros, was surely
the natural possession of Ephesos. Had she perhaps
fought for Melie and, like Kolophon and Miletos, been
forced to cede territory upon her defeat? Was this
the occasion of the @évov cxfjy,c which caused both
Ephesos and Kolophon to give up celebration of the
Apatouria (Hdt. 1 147.2)?
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Chapter Two
THE LELANTINE WAR

Ty ‘BNl weviy fé& diel wore cuvTeoqoc €cre:
so Herodotos.l By the beginning of the eighth century
the small natural resources of the Greek mainland were
becoming insufficient for the growing population, who
therefore began to seek the means to a higher standard of
living overseas. The pioneers in this movement were the
Euboians. Early in the century a post was establiahéd at
Al Mine in Syria, at the mouth of the River Orontes. The
earliest Greek pottery from the site, skyphol decorated
with pendant semicircles, was formerly considered to be
predominantly Kykladic. But Mr., Boardmen has established
recently that these pleces are in fact Euboian: <though
the decoration is common to both areas, a noticeable free-
dom from mica betrays the true origin of the clay. It
was not until the second half of the century that other
wares began to arrive - from Corinth and East Greece -
while the Euboian potters themselves found an interest in

2

copying Protocorinthian kotylai. Al iiina is probably to

l. H4t. vii 102.

2. J. Boardman, BSA 1ii (1957) 2-8, 24-26, with full references
to both published and unpublished material from the site.
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be identified with the ancient Posideion. Apart from a
late Mykenaian story, the settlement has no literary found-
ation tradition; but this is not surprising in view of

its early date.l Nor may we reconstruct one in detail.
Por Chalkis has never been excavated, and such of its
pottery as has been found does not differ from that of
Eretria so as to allow of distinction between the fabrics

of the twc.2

¥e can only say that Euboians from one or
both of these citieé established commercial relations with
the Syrian coast soon after 800 B.C.3 The object of their
voyaging was undoubtedly the acgquisition of metals, whiech
vere to be had in plenty from Kypros and Kilikia to
Phoinikia.?

No more than a generation later the Euboian explorers

1. For the identification, C. L. Woollay, JHS 1lviii (1938)
28ff; further discussed by Boardman, op.cit. 24ff.

2. Boardman, op.cit. 1ff.
3. The date is argued from the fact that the sgxfho; with
site:

pendant semicircles are found on no western
ibid. 7.

4. C. Roebuck, lonian Trade and Colonization (New York,
1959) chap. vi, 255%;§; R. J. Forbes, Metallurgy in
Antigquity (Leiden, 19 0).
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were investigating the prospects of trade with the Vest.
Their first permanent colony was founded c.766 at Kyme on
the Bay of Naples by a mixture of merchants from Chalkis,
iretria, and Kyme in Aiolis, who had for some years previously
based themselves upon the offshore islands of Pithekoussai
and Ainaria.l The joint nature of the enterprise is
important. Archaeologically, it was indeed with the
natives of Etruria and lLatium that the Greek traders in
the first part of the eighth century made their 'earliest
and strongest contacts', rather than with the nearer lands
of siecily and southern Italy.2 The predominant pottery
fabric imported into the west before and during the period
of the earliest colonies has been called Kykladic.3 In
the light of Mr. Boardman's discovery about Al /ina, we
shall have reason to suspect that this material too is in
fact EZuboian.

The advance into Sicily soon began. To judge from

the names of Ortygia and Arethousa, a Chalkidian post may

ln Thukc vi 4; pB-—Skymn. 238!; Dion. H&l.. Mo Vii
3:; Strabo 243, 247; Livy viii 22.5; T. J. Dunbabin,
The Western Greeks (Oxford, 1948, 3, 5ff, 445 and n.2.
For more recent archaeological material, see summary by

A. D. Trendall, Arch. Reports 1957 (London, 1958) 40f.
2. Dunbabin, op.cit. 3.

3. Cf. Dunbabin, op.cit. 4f, 8, 14, etc.
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have been sited near Syracuse, thou-h no archaeological
remains of it have been found.l Excavation has made it
clear, however, that Megara Hyblaia, founded in 728 B.C.,
was set down upon land coloniged by Corinthians half a

generation previoualy.2

Neither of these early settlements
is mentioned by Thukydides, who otherwise seeks to give a
complete account. It would seem to follow thet both were
quite destroyed by the eventual colonists of these places,
and that in consequence no ritual observances in honour of
their olkistai survived.

Before long some understanding of Italian and Sicilian
geography was carried back to Greece. Hesiod's father,
himself a merchant of Aiclian Kyme,3 salled far across the
sea in search of a living; and his son wrote of Aitna and

Ortygia, and the Straits of Peloros;’ and, in the Theogony,

1. Schol. Iliad ix 557; Strabo 449, The latter also
mentions a Chalkidian colony Euboia which Gelon took
for a Syracusan outpost (loc.cit.; cf. Hdt. vii 156;
Dunbabin, op.cit. 128).

3. Hesiod, Erga 631ff.

4., Eratosthenes ap. Strabo 23: 2.0xy. 1358 ii 25f.

5. Diod. iv 85.
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of Kirke's sons by Odyaseua.l

>Ayerov 58¢ Aditver Apdpove Te KeLTECOY TE,
of 84 Tor tc&&l THAe r(UXu;) vicwv fecdwr

wTdav Tu(cv‘vo?c.v :h’-lx)w'ro?cw “veccov.

Investigation of the Euxine seems to have begun at
the same time as that of Italy. The Eusebian date for the

foundation of both Kyzikos and Trapezous is 756, and Trapezous

2

is said to have been an offshout of Sinope. Eumelos,

laureate of the Corinthian Bakchiads during the early years

of their power, gave the name Sinope to a nymph, Borysthenis

3

to one of the Muses. The traditions of these cities made

them Milesian foundations; but there is some danger that

this evidence relates only to refoundation in the seventh

4

century, after the withdrawal of the Kimmerians. The

1. Theog. 1011ff; cf. Fr.4, the birth of Graikos. The
authenticity of the lines has been denied: cf. Jacoby,
Hesiodi Theogonia (Berlin, 1930) 27ff. I essume that
this poem is an earlier composition by the author of the
Erga. On his date, v.infr. pp. 8§64,

2. Xenophon, Anab. IV viii 22.

3. Ap. Rhod. Arg. ii 946 and Schol., Fr.8 Kinkel; Izetzes
ad Hes. i, p. 23, Fr.17 K: . will, Korinthiaka (raris,
1955) 124-8. See also T. J. Dunbabin, g%g 1xviii (1948)
67: the crucial evidence for Eumelos' date is Fr.l3 K,
which must have been written for the iMessenians before
the end of the First Var.

4. On the second foundzationsg, see for instance Beloch,
Griech. Gesch. I ii (1913) 233; J. L. dyres, CAH 1ii
662,



whole area has been disproportionately neglected by archae-
ologists, and it will come as no surprise if future exca-
vation shows Euboians or Corinthians to have been responsible
for this early penetration.l

It was most probably in this same period that Chalkis
and Eretria founded their liakedonian colonies. Most of
them lack a traditional date of foundation, and this fact

itself suggests a high antiquity.2

Moreover, there is no

evidence of strife between Chalkis and Eretria over the

choice of sites in the North, and so the colonies may be

contemporary with Kyme, or at least earlier than the beginning

of enmity between the two cities, which we shall place c.735.
The priority of contact with Etruria over settlement

in southern Italy and Sicily is rightly taken to show that

at this date the primary quest was for metals - Etruscan

3

bronze and iron from Elba. We find this to be the common

1. Eighth century remains have recently been found at
Kyzikos: E. Akurgal, Anatolia:i (1956) 1S4 . Rhys
Carpenter's nautical arguments ugainst eighth century
penetration of the Euxine (AJA 111 (1948) 1ff) were
effectively countered by B. W. Labaree, 'How the Greeks
sailed into the Black Uea', .JA 1xi (1957) 29ff; cf.
A. J. Graham, 1ICS v (1958) 25ff.

2. See D. W. Bradeen, 'The Chalcidians in Thrace', AJP
1xxiii (1952) 356-380, esp. at end.

3. Dunbabin, West. Greeks 3.
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interest of =11 the areas we have mentioned: metals from
Al Mina, and from the 'Copper Isle' on the way thither;
Serbian tin, and perhaps gold and silver from the Pangaian

range;l iron from the mountains behind Trebizond, where

the fabulous Chalybes laboured in their mines.2

Agriculture
was not at first the important motive, and we infer that
the shortuge of arable land did not yet weigh heavily upon
the Greek homeland.

But the new economic expansion led to a rise in the
birth-rate - or, more probably, a decline in the exposure-
rate - and within a generation the hungry and overpopulated
cities began to send agricultural colonies in the wake of
the traders - both directly to reduce the population at
home. and also to assure continuous production of foreign
grain for import into Greece. For this purpose the great
plains of eastern Uicily were chosen, where legend told
that Demeter first gave corn to mankind.3 Of the colonies
listed by Thukydides, Naxos was the first site selected.

It was settled by Chalkis in 734, probably (ite name suggests)

1. Cf. CAH 1iii 650.

2. Strabo 549ff; who adds that the Chalybes once produced
silver zlso. Trapezous way have been the end of a
caravan route to Urartu.

3. Diod. v 69.3.
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with Kykladic cooperation.l In the following year Corinth
planted Syracuse, probably on the site of earlier Chalkidian
activity. In 729 the Chalkidiens at Naxos joined some
Megarians (who had made a false start at Trotilon) in
founding Leontinoi. This they followed closely with a
post at Katana, thus securing by three cities the whole of
the fabulous Laistrygonian plain.2

But already we have evidence of rivalry and strife,
as Chalkis and Corinth sought a monopoly in the West. On
their way to dislecdge Chalkidians from Syracuse, the
Corinthians expelled Eretrian settlers from Kerkyra, planting
there a colony of their own, to assure safe passage to the
Weet.3 Chalkis, already controlling access to Sicily at
Naxos, lost little time in securing the route to Etruria

4

also by setting garrisons at Zankle and at EBhegion. In

1. Thuk. vi 3.1; cf. Hellanikos, FGriHist 4 F 82, Ltrabo 267,
p.5=8kymn. 273f.

2. Thuk. vi 3.3-4.2; Dunbabin, op.cit. 10.

3, Plut. §.Gr. 11 (Eretrians); OS5trabo 269 (Liburnians, an
anachronism); Schol. Ap. Rhod. Arg. iv 1212 (Kolchians:
apparently nonsense, but perhaps connected with Eumelos’
legend that Aietes and Medeia were of Corinthian origin,
fr.2 Kinkel, quoted by ichol. Pindar QOlymp. xiii 74 =
FGrHist 451 F 2c¢).

4. Rhegion was founded c¢.73U, near the beginning of the First
Messenian War (infra, p. 41 ). It was founded from
Zankle, which was therefore earlier, though later than
Naxos. The purpose of the two garrisons is well shown
by the nature of their steep and rocky sites, and by
the fact that zahkle was founded first by pirates from
Itdian Kyme, then by “halkis (Thuk. vi 4.5); while the
oikistai of these two parties were later honoured together.

See Dunbabin, op.cit. 11ff.



728 the Naxian Chalkidians expelled their Megarian friends
of a year from Leontinoi.l The present chapter recounts
the century of warfare whereby in envious competition the
cities of 0ld Greece disputed control of the new and
glittering opportunities abroad. It is easy to condemn
the futility of this attempt to ration the infinite; but
for the Greeks, 'plenty' was a concept known only in legend,
and not readily to be understood in real life.

The first extended manifestation of this rivalry we
call the Lelantine war - a misleading title, but useful;
for the grand alliance on either side grew from a preliminary
dispute between Chalkis and Eretria over the plain of
Lelanton which lies between them.

In his introductory chapters Thukydides is concermed
to show how trivial and parochial was the course of Greek
history in former generations. Yet, even he admits,
Pthera de €e Tov DAL WOTE yevopevor wole pov NeAuid€wy wal
BeeTeiv Kkl T Fo EANqudy e Soppogiar Endrédeuv didery) 2
In our reconstruction of this war, therefore, we must look
for extensive alliances: it was not merely a neighbours'

N ]
boundary-cuarrel. Jov ... woleépev , in Thukydides as

l. Thuk. vi 4.1-2, giving 728 as the era of Megara Hyblaia,
founded by those expelled from Leontinoi.

2. Thuk. 1 15.73.
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in Herodotoa,l implies a single war so well-known as to
need no further specification; and in the light of this and
of Strabo's assertion that wars between Chalkis and Eretria
vere rare,2 we may feel entitled to apply Ockham's razor to
this extent, that the balance of probability is that any
evidence of fighting between the two cities at an early
date belongs, in the absence of indication to the contrary,
to the war vhich we are considering.

Even so, there is little specific. From Herodotos
we learn that Chalkis had the help of Lamos, Eretria that
of Miletos.3 Plutarch read in Aristotle that Thessalian
cavalry aided Chalkis, redressing what had been a heavy
disproportion in favour of Lretria. With these Thessalians
came help from the Chalkidians in Thrake.? Those are the
only allies explicitly assigned. There is (so far) no

reason at all to suppose that any one of them was a

1. Hdt. v 99, o e M. Mlnol 'W(O!'Efov Tolc E(é'r(ucoct
TOV Wese XAwdéte WOAE pav CuvdiqvEtKdy.

2. Gtrabo 44%.
3. Hdt. v 99.

4. Aristotle fr. 98 Rose” (Flut. Amat. 17, ior. 760),
reading f‘!(-v %muou(oc Xt A degen (psr«) Tou O(-tcdk\l(ca)
WOAé pou wedc EfeTOrewc ¥xpstGovrocT (subj.
{leomachos of iharsalos). (It is possible that this
fragment belon:s not to the philosopher but to Aris-
totle the Chalkidian, FGrHist 423.)



particularly important or primary ally: Samos and Miletos
are mentioned in a iilesian context, Thessaly and Chalkidike
because their part in the campaign formed the background of
a love-story.

The direct tradition contains three indications of
date - if they could be interpreted. First, the war was

later than the foundation by the oligarchic Bippobotail

of
the Chalkidian colonies in Thrake, and therefore also later
than the change from monarchy to oligarchy in Chalkis.
Since the Hippobotai were 1lso responsible for the western

colonies of Chalkis,®

they were presumably in power by 734,
if not by 756. Az to the cities of Chalkidike, though
certainly tracing their foundation to Chalkis, they are
without traditional foundztion dates. This fact probably
indicates that they were exceptionally early.2

Secondly, Hesiod was present at the funeral games of

1. Aristotle fr. 603 (Strabo 447).

2. D. W. Bradeen, AJP lxxiii (1952) 356ff, esnecially
378-80.



Amphidames, a Chalkidian leader slain in the war.® It is
usually thought easier to date Hesiod from the war than
vice versa: but it would be strange if a Kymaian's son

wrote s0 vaguely of Agrios and Latinos, Etruscan kings in

the lioly Islands, at any great interval after the foundation
of westerr Kyme; and the korks and lDays belong most naturally
to the last third of the eighth century, in the midst of
nrescing poverty and the remedies then being taken.

Thirdly, Aristotle spoke of the conflict as one of the
obsolete cavalry wars, ém TQ U ¢ xetiav x({)vwv .2 Tnie
tactical evidence implies a pre-hoplite war, to be dated

therefore earlier than the rise of Argos in the first years

3

of the seventh century. An 'oracle' contained in the

1. Hesiod, Frga 650ff; with .chol. guoting Plutarch (vol.
vii p. 82 Bern.), v pi&v 03V ApeddpdvTh VawpdgoivTa Tiede
*Ceecteiéac Gute vou MAdvrov ¥moOiveiv. It has often been said
(as, recently, by Bradeen, TAP: lxxviii (1947) 228) that
Amphidamas was King of Chalkis and must therefore be
earlier than the Lelantine “ar in which the Hippobotai-
founded cities of Chalkidike took part. But in fact,
as rrofessor "ade-Gery has demonstrated (rhoenix iii
(1949) 87 n.7 = ssays in Greek History (Oxford, 1958)

8 n.l), there is every reason to suppose that Amphidamas
was not a king; and the difficulty thersfore does not arise.

2. Politica 1289%b.

3. Hoplite urmour care to Argos before 70.: ¢, Courbin,
5CH 1xxxi(057) 322ff, publishes a hoplite panoply from
2 Yate Geom. grave; no shield; but i,0xy. x 1241 col.
v 30ff credits Argos with invention of the hoplite shield.
Hoplites came to the rest of mainland Greece soon after-
wards: H. L. Lorimer, BSA x1ii (1947) 76ff.



Anthology confirms this 1nterpretation:l

4 he ’ ~
rJM)C Hev Wocve To ﬂez\dc\/ua}v 'ﬂ(\,oc ?J(.«avov,
ff‘l'ﬂo‘ OGLC&A\I—JA’., /\Jl(c—éda.r.awo( TE€ yuvd:l(éc,
éVbP& ¢)' 05‘ W{NOUCIV 5’5ue Kqu¢ »’4{69¢£c“c'
3 N . .

N E’n KA v €ty S!I-tu'vovec, of TV ‘-(G(vHJ
Tigov Boc valouct xai Apwadiyc wodvphiov,
’A(\/e—'{ot Atvo Oc.')(-"lér. ) l(flv’n'(ol TrTn)\e'rcoco.

[] ‘e -— D™ 2 ~ ’
t‘q-cé{c 0, w Me»,d(ﬂm ovoe T.(.'rvt, oV o TE Tl T 0,

Y 2 )
oude SvwléxaTor, 83T’ €& Aovyw 00T & e Opld.

It is clear that the 1 nes about Argos (and Megara) are a
later, illogical, addition. The men 'who drink the water

2 and the only possible

of Arethousa' are the Chalkidians;
context for an eclipse by Argos of Chalkis is the early
part of the seventh century. Before that date, we now
learn with interest, Chalkis was supreme. It will not
require the additional allusion to Thessalian cavalry to

persuade us that the original ‘'oracle' belongs to the time

1. %n!hi Pal. xiv 73. Another version of the ‘'oracle'
preferred by Hd. W. Parke and D, E. W. Wormell, Ihe

Delphic Oracle (Oxford, 1956) i 82f) has Aigion in
place of Megara.

2. Cf. Strabo, 449.
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of the Lelantine war.l

The direct evidence gives us a terminus ente guen

¢.680 for the Lelantine war. A terminus post guem of
¢.756 is provided by the foundation of Kyme, jointly by

Chalkis and Eretria: so they were then still at poa.co.2

To find a more precise date, and to see the nature of the

struggle, we must look for widespread warfare and alliances
in this period alone, and consider nothing which lies out-
side its two limits.3

In 733 Corinth acted against both Chalkis and Erotria.4

Megara was at war with Corinth during the last quarter of

the eighth century;5 and when the ilegarian settlers were

1.

3.

4.
5.

Further (as will appear) this version names only members
of the Chalkidian alliance: Thessalian cavalry on the
plain of Pelasgiotis (cf. Strabo 430, 436, etc.),
Sparta, and Chalkis herself.

It is formally possible that either the Chalkidians or
the Eretrians at syme were from the opposition rty.
we learn that there was stasls at Pithekoussai (.trabo
247; Dion. Hal., Ant. Rom. xvii 3), and this may have
been induced by the outbreak of the war.

¢cf. W. G. Forrest, 'Colonisation and the Rise of Delphi',

Historia vi (1957) 160-75. Admission of evidence over

too long a period 1s the common fault of A. K. Burnm,
x1ix (1929) 14ff, D. W. Bradeen, TAPA 1lxxviii (1947)

£f, and C. Rocbuck, Ionian Trade and Colonization
T1£f.

Supra, p. 83.

Hicks and 1i111, CHI No. 1; Paus. I xliv 1, Orsippos,
the first nude Olympic victor (720 B.C., Buseb.), later
fought in this war. cf. Plut., Q.Gr. 17; N. G. L,
Hammond, BSA x1ix (1954) 93ff.
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expelled from Leontinoi in 728, they took over the Corinthian
settlement at Megara Hyllaia, renaming it so.> But in the
previous year they had been invited to collaborate with
Chalkidians from Naxos in the foundation of Leontinod.?
Chalkis and Corinth, then, enemies in 733, were not yet
friends in 729. The sequence of these events suggests

that 728 was the date at which a series of loocal wars

between noighbour'3 began to give way to a 'world war'
between far-reaching groups of alliances. The hypothesis

of such an alliance newly forged between Corinth and Chalkis
is confirmed by the fact that ¢.721 Corinth sent one Ameinokles
to Samos, Chalkis' friend, to demonstrate a new advance in
naval design.4 It was perhaps to sesl her alliance at

this time that Samos instituted a cult of Apollo Pythios,
special helper of Chalkis and Corinth.5

l. 5\121‘. pf- 1‘; eq"
2. Thuk. vi 3.3-4.2.
3. C®, Id. 1 15.2.

4. Id. i 13.3: probably the pentekonter. C.704 is an
alternative date.

5, Paus. II xxxi 6, one of three examples of specially
ancient temples. Theodoros and Telekles made a
bronze cult-statue (Diod. i 98). Cf, also the Samian
sibyl Herophile at Delphoi, Paus. X xii 1, 5; supra,
P« 14 and n.2.
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3o far, then, Corinth gained control of the sea-
passage to Italy by way of Kerkyra, and acquired the ﬁlain
of Syracuse behind the best harbour in Sicily, while the
plain of Leontinoi became an exclusive Chalkidian pfeserve.
The combine sought control of the route to Etruria, and
to this end Chalkidians from Kyme (what had happened to
the Eretrions there?) and Euboia,seized the Straits of
Messina by planting a garrison at Zankle with an offshoot
at Rhegion.l The date lies between 734 and ¢.720: not
eariier, because Naxos was for Thukydides the first
Sicilian colony, founded in the former year; nor later,
because Rhegion, Zankle's daughter, counted among her
original settlers some members of the pro-Spartan party
expelled from Messenia at the beginning of the First

Messenian w;r.z This war, of nineteen years' duration,

1. Thuk. vi 4.5; Antiochos %2. Strabo 257. For the
interdependence of these two sites see Dunbabin,
.cit. 387: 'neither without the other had complete
control of the Straits. Zankle had the harbour ...
But Rhegion commanded the approach to Zankle, and the
position of the acropolis appears to have been chosen
for the view through the Straits.'

2. Strabo 257, not necessarily from Antiochos, but almost
certainly going back to his time: cf. Dunbabin, gp,cit.
11rf, 441f.



lasted from c.73% to c.716.1 It is particularly inter-
esting to find Chalkis giving a home to the Messenian

traitors; for Corinth, 'aslone of the Peloponnesians',

1. Duration from Tyrtaios fr. 4.7. Date: according to
Eusebios the war began in 746 (Jerome) or 740 (Arm.
vers.); while Messene fell in 734 (Jerome). An
earlier tradition that the war lasted ¢.735-716 is
implied by the Olympic list of etadiggggﬁ%, compiled
by Hippias of Elis and preserv y Eusebios. The
last Messenian victory was at the eleventh festiwval,
in 736; the break is real, since of these eleven
contests seven produced ressenian victors. The first
Spartan victory in the stadion was in 716 (though Akanthos
won the dolichos for Sparte in 720: Eusebios, and Dion.
Hal. Ant. Rom. vii 72.3); this too marks a real depart-
ure, since in the thirty-five Ulympiads xvi-1l there were
twenty Spartan victors. Hippias was short of reliable
evidence (Plut. Numa i - where there is, however, no
hint of forgery). In his arrangement of the list he
had to employ intelligent conjecture: he decided to
get the last Messenian victor just before the war, and
the first Spartan just after it. He read in Tyrtaios
that the war lasted for nineteen years, and knew that
its beginning was associated with the foundation of
Rhegion. He had access (as we have not) to the date
of this. I believe that he had reason to regard the
seizure of Zankle and Rhegion as closely contemporary
with that of Naxos; and the rest followed. If this
is s0, then the correctness of Hippias' date for the
Messenian War - and so for Rhegion - is independent of
his perhaps over-schematic arrangement of the victor-
1ist, which was a later step in the argument. (For a
recent discussion of Hippias, see W, den Boer, Laconian
Studies (Amsterdam, 1954) 42ff, with references to
previous literature.) The general correctness of this
date for the Messenian War is confirmed genealogically:
Theopompos led Sparta (Tyrt. fr. 4.1-2) eight gener-
ations before Leotychidas (Hdt. viii 131.2), who
commanded at Mykale in 479. See den Boer, op,cit.
65ff,
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and Samos both fought for Sparta against loyal Hossenin.l

The war was Sparta's way of dealing with the land-shortage,
common problem of her allies. But while she was engaged
upon it, Argos overran the Thyrostia.z
If Samos helped Sparta, then Miletos probably inter-
vened on the other side. Hence we may add the fact that
Melos, traditionally coloniged by Sparta c.1l116 B.C..3
suffered a iilesian attack during the regal period, at
about the same time as a similar attack on Karystou.4
Since we may confidently place Argos among the
enemies of Sparta, and so also of the alliance to which
Sparta belonged, it is right that we should consider Argos'
other great war of this period. Its circumstances are

5

related at length by Herodotos. Aiginetan pirates stole

1. Corinth, Paus. IV xi 1; osamos, Hdt. 1ii 47; cf. Jacoby's
comm. on FGrHist 265 F 34-46. ilessenia was aided by
Arkadia, Argos, and Sikyon: Paus., loc.cit. Since all
writers before Kallisthenes knew only of the eighth-
century Messenian war, it is to this that Hdt. must
refer, not to the Second var. But oral tradition must
have confused the events of both inextricably, and the
alliances must be treated with reserve.

2. Eusebios, dated 720 (Jerome) or 718 (Arm. vers.); cf.
Paus. III vii 5, where Theopompos, who began the war
inst Messenia, is now too 0ld to join the struggle
with Argos.

3. Thuk. v 8402' 112.2.

4. Konon, FGrHist 26 F 44; cf. C. Roebuck, Class. Phil. 1
(1955) %9 n.57.

5' Hdt. v 82“880



from Epidauros two wooden statues, in respect of which
Epidauroe paid an annual religious duz to Athens. Athens
attempted to recover the statues by force, and Argos 6amc:
t0 Aigina's assistance - which entails, googruphically;‘that
Argos had taken control of Epideuros on the way. The
defeat which Athens suffered on this occasion, c¢.700, was
severe indeed. According to Herodotos, not only the
Adginetan but the Athenian account itself maintained that
only one survivor reached Athens. Prom an archseological
roint of view, all that high promise which Athens had shown
in the eighth century was swept away, and the city did not
recover for half a cantury.l Herodotos' account was
repeated by Douris. Significantly, it appeared in his
A et .2  In the 1ight of this we may suppose

that Herodotos referred to the same war when he said that

Samos and Aigina did great damage to one another

1. See T. J. Dunbabin, '51(90] nd\*’\q » BSA xxxvii
(1936-7) 83-91.

2. PGrHist 76 F 24 (Schol. Eur. Hecuba 934); C. O.

Willer, Askinetics (Berlin, 1517).73.,, yhat pgrigd

II on Pythagoras: but F 24 is probably a 'flashback'.
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W Augughteoc Butcked ovroc b ﬁqug.l As I have remarked
2 Samos' motive for joining in this
struggle may have been a lively filial devotion to Epidauros;

in another context,

for Athens, the destruction of the Aiginetan pirates' nest
which perpetually menaced her trade was motive enough for
the war.>

In the Kyklades Naxos presumably supported Chalkis,
who borrowed her name for Sicilian Naxos in 734. If so,
then a prima facie case is established for Parian favour

of Eretria: it is as good evidence as we are likely to

£ind.4

1. Hdt. 141 59. An early date is implied by the survival
of kingship. BdcheJw 18 not used as a synonym for
Tugavvedw (though it could perhaps be so used; for
Herodotos uses AdciAe«’s and tigavvac  indiscriminately
in v 44), Nor can it be thought that the Rote\Aedc
is an annual magistrate, and that the phrase served
to give a precise date: +this would be most contrary
to Herodotean practice.

2. Sugra. Pe 63.

3. Now that Athens is added to the Chalkidian camp, it
is interesting to recall the tradition that Theokles,
a&gistgs of Naxos, was an Athenian: Strabo 267; ps.-
ymnos 273f; discounted by Dunbabin, The Western

Greeks, 8.
4. Certainly we may not use sixth-century politiocal

connexions between Paroe and Miletos, Hdt. v 28f; nor
even argue from the seventh-century situation in Plut.,

r. 30 (Mor. 298 AB), or Demeas, FGrHist 502 F 1
i:& xii 5 No. 445). For these e;en%e. v.inf., pp.ltsfn
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Against Alyattes of Lydia at the end of the seventh
century Miletos had one ally only, Chios. This help repaid
Milesian assistance once given to Chios against Erythrai.l
We cannot be sure that this collaboration was earlier than
680, our lower limit of relevance, but it may well have
been so. The best reconstruction of relations between
these states was tentatively proposed by Mr. Forrost.2
Erythrai, under King Knopos, entered the war on the side of
Chalkis and Samos, while Chios followed Miletos and Eretria.
But when Knopos was on his way to Delphoi, the chosen
sanctuary of the Chalkidian allies, he was murdered by
discontented aristocrats, who took possession of the city
with help from Chios.’ This is the Chian war against
trythrai for which Herodotos mentions Milesian aid. While
the aristocrats governed Erythrai, the city belonged to the

Milesian alliance. Together with Miletos and Paros,

1. HAt. 1 18.3.
2. Eistoria vi (1957) 168f with n.9.

3. Hippiss of Erythrai, FGrHist 421 F 1. iHonarchy, Delphoi
sngparistocrats sugéeat a date in the late eightﬁ cen- ’

tury, rather than in the time of that Knopos who founded
Erythrai, which is where Hippias places these events.



Erythrai sent settlers to Parion in 709,1 and at the same
time collaborated with Miletos in making war upon Naxos.2
But the aristocrats were expelled and the monarchy roatogcd
by Knopos' brother.3 Surely he had help from Seamos. Now
Erythrail returnedi to the Chalkidian alliance, in which she
remained until the middle of the seventh century.4 B

In this way we may divide up the cities of 0ld Greece
into two grand allliances: on the one side, Chalkis, her
Threkian colonies, certain Thessalians, Karystos, Corinth,
Samos, Sparta, Melos, Athens, Epidauros, the Erythraian
monarchy, and Naxos; on the other, Eretria, iMegara, Miletos,
Messenia, Argos, Arkadia, Sikyon, Aigina, Chios, the
Erythraian aristocracy, and Paros., A4ill the evidence belongs
to about thirty years within the wider limited period

1. Eusebian date: 709 (Jerome) or 708 (Arm. vers.).
Settlers from Paros, Miletos, and Erythrai, Strabo 588;
Ionia and Erythrai, Paus. IX xxvii 1l; of. Dion. Perieg.
517 (Thasians), Steph. Byz. 8,v. lesixéc (Boiotians).
Burn doubts the originality of the Milesian element
(JHS 1v (1935) 132 n.7), which Myres thought a later
supplement (CAH iii 657). Paros would be more reascnably,
though no more justly, suspect. Cf. Forrest, op.cit.
170 n.1. Burn further (log.git.) insists on lowering
the date of Parion with that of Archilochos and Thasos:
this seems a heavy reliance on Lion. Perieg. - for Burn
at least.

2. Andriskos, FGrHist 500 F 1.
3. Hippias. loc.cit.

4, She voted against Chalkis over Akanthos in 654: infra,
Pe.t27.




legitimately to be allowed; and evinces a greater degree
of cooperation then than at any other time in the archaic
period. There can be little doubt that these are the two
camps into which, Thukydides said, the Lelantine War split
all Greece.
Of the course of the war we only know what has already

been related. It is best summariged by means of a
chronological table.

c.800 Exploitation of Al Mina by Eretria or Chalkis

or both.
c.756 Foundation of Kyme: Chalkis and Eretria friendly.

? Joint colonies of Chalkis and Eretria in the
North.

c.750 Corinthian settlement on site of Megara Hyblaia.

¢.735-716 First lMessenian .ar: Sparta, Corinth, and Samos
against iessenia, Arkadia, Argos, and Sikyon.
Milesian attack on Melos.

? Chalkis and Eretria dispute possession of the
Lelantine Plain. Their hostility extends into
their overseas interests (stasis at Pithekoussai).
Sea-battle of Chalkis and Semos against Eretria
and Miletos: death of Amphidamas the Chalkidian:
Hesiod recites the %%gggggx at his funeral.
Milesian attack on Karystos.

734 Naxos founded by Chalkis.

733 Syracuse founded by Corinth at the expense of
Chalkis. They also expel Eretrians from
Kerkyra; dedicate the spoils of a naval victory
at Delphoi (Eumelos Fr. 11 Kinke

c.730 Chalkidians seize the straits of Messina.
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T29 Leontinoi founded by Chalkidians and Megarians.

728 Megarians expelled from Leontinoi, found Megara
Hyblaia on a Corinthian-held site. Corinth and
Megara Jjoin Lelantine alliances. :

720 Olympic victory of Megarian Orsippos: Megara at
war with Corinth.

c.T21 Ameinokles of Corinth builds four ships for Samos.
c.720 Argos seizes Thyreatis.

? Chalkis defeats Fretria on land with help from
Thessaly and Chalkidike.
? King Knopos killed by Erythraian aristocrats,

who seize Erythrai with Milesian aid.
c.709 Erythrai, ililetos, and Paros found Parion.
? Erythrai and siletos make war on haxos.
c.706 Taras founded by Sparta after the end of the
Messenian War (Eusebios; Antiochos, FGrHist 555
F 13, cf. Diod. viii 21).
? Restoration of the Erythraian monarchy.
¢.700 war of Argos and Aigina against Athens, Epidauros,
and Samos under King Amphikrates.
This list of events should mske it clear that commerce

and colonization were the chief concern of the belligerents.

They fought for the best land in which to settle, and they

1. Most of them were besides concerned in border-disputes
with their immediate neighbours - as Chalkis and Eretria
over the vineyards ( ¥y« ®v ... oivéwedev , Theognie
892) and minerals (Strabo 447, though there are no
remains) of lLelanton; Sparta and Messenia; GSparta
and Argos.

1
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fought for a monopeoly of produce to import into Grtoco.l

That is the significance of the fact that those who took

part may for the most part be divided into pairs of enviously
hostile neighbours. Bradeen looks far a key to the lLelantine
2 As well

seek 1t in the enmity of Chios and Erythrai: the truth

War in the participation of Samos and Miletos.

is that all Greece looked for a share in the new wealth
of Magna Graecia; for no such agriculturally fruitful
region was known elsewhere.

This conclusion is only apparently at odds with the
recent trend of opinion which denies the Greeks political

3

interest in economics. It is argued that even in the

fourth century there was no proper awareness of the necessity

1. A. R. Burn noted (JHS xlix (1929) 14ff) that the Eretrian
group of allies was more interested in the North-rtast,
the Chalkidian in the west; then, 1llogically, traced
the war to conflicting commerisl interests. D, W.
Bradeen pointed out (TAPA lxxviii (1947) 235) that con-
centration upon different areas would not lead to con-
flict. But the difficulty is resolved when we find
that exploitation of the North-iast does not seriously
begin until the end of the war. The two sides were
disputing the newly exploited West, where there is ample
evidence of activity by the Eretrian group.

2. Op.,ecit. 235, 237.

3, Cf. for instance A. H. M. Jones, Athenian Lemocra
(Oxford, 1957) 93ff; M. I. Finley, The world of
Odysseus (London, 1956) T1.
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to secure markets for exported produce; that a fortiori
such considerations can have had no influence upon policies
of the archaic and earlier periods. The disproportionately
high rate of survival of Athenian prose-literature has en-
sured that the evidence adduced is largely Athenian. But
Athens was in the special positioh of being able to pay for
her imports with silver mined at home, and it is scarcely
fair to take her as a typical case. Yet even in Athens

it is not hard tco find those who understood the importance
of exports, in the fifth century as well as in the fourth,

1 wWe do

the 01ld 0Oligarch and Thukydides as well zs Plato.
not maintain, however, that a monopoly of export merkets

was the prize sought in the Lelantine War, Rather the
contest was for exclusive access to apparently limited
sources of food and raw materials to be imported into Greece.
It takes no economic theorist to know that a state dependent
for its very survival upon foreign produce will soon die

if this is not forthcoming.

1. Ps.-Xenophon, Resp., Ath. 1ii 11, ssks how a city can
benefit grom a surplus of ship-building timber, iron,
bronze, or linen, if it ic forbidden access to export-
markets; cf. Thuk. i 120.2; Plato, Republic 370eS5-
371a2. We expect oligarchs, wealthy men, to show more
awareness of the problem than democrats; and in the
time of the Lelantine War commercial oligarchs (like
the Bakchiads, Strabo 378) enjcyed political power.
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The most noticeable effect of the war was that Chalkis
and Eretria wore each other out. which of them was
nominally victorious, we cannot be sure; but when trade
with Al Mina was resumed early in the seventh century, the
1 In the Nortn
Eretria's early predominance passed to Chalkis. Of the

volume of Euboian ware was much reduced.

allies, several were =ble to exploit each a section of the
shattered trading empire of the Euboians. In the West,
Corinth was the victor; and from now until her temporary
decline in the face of an Argive revival in the Peloponnese
there was scarcely & market in which Corinthian pottery

did not overwhelm its rivals. Megara and Miletos even-
tuelly established their own monopoly on the shores of
Propontis, no less jealously guarded than that of Corinth
in the west. The movement to the North-East began in the
last decade of the eighth century with the foundation of

2

Parion. A generation later the iMegarians founded

1. Boardman, BSA 1ii (1957) 25. DBoardman gives the over-
all victory to cretria, on the ground that her pottery
is known to have suffered no interruption (ibid. 28).
He believes that Chalkidian production was interrupted;
though until the site can be excavated it must not be
assumed that this is right, since the two cities pro-
duced pottery virtually indistinguishable (ibid. 2).
A. Andrewes points out (Greek Tyrants 40) that the
Chalkidian victory mentioned by Aristotle, Fr. 98,
refers only to one battle.

2. Cf. supra, p.97.
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Kalchadon, Astakos, end Selymbria, after which the stream
of settlers became 2 flood.l At Al Mina it was the turn
of the East Greeks: unfortunately their individual pottery
fabrics cannot yet be safely distinguished, end it is not
clear to what extent Samien ware is represented. But the
opening of this great depot to the East Greeks must have
caused the Samians no little interest, and, as we shall see,
their import of luxury goods from the Semitic area began
¢.700.2

So much by way of a general account of the nature and
scale of this war, in which Samos played a great, if shadowy
part. The question why both she and Miletos became in-
volved in it has never been satisfactorily answered. That
the two Ionian cities were opposed to one another locally
is easy enoughto explain on the grounds of land-shortage
at home and rivalry for foreign imports. In the last

quarter of the eighth century, as we have seen.3 Samos and

1. Kalchadon, Hdt. iv 144.2, founded 17 years before
Byzantion, which is dated c.657 by Eusebios; Astakos,
a colony of Kalchadon, acc. Charon of Lampsakos,
FGrHist 262 F 6 (though xusebios dates it 711 (Jer.)
or 705 (Arm. vers.); Selymbria 'earlier than Byzantion'
ps.-Skymnos 714.

2. Infra, pp. 74}
3. Supra, pp.724¢-
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Priene were involved in war against Miletos anﬂ Kolophon
for the coastal lands between Ephesos and Mykale, 1héiﬁding
the Melias. Like the enmity of Miletos for Samos, that of
Erythrai for Chios was the result of the tendency of both
islands to expand on to the mainland nearby. The reason
why Erythral was generally allied to Samos is clear.
chios and Samos vwere the last islands on the northern and
southern alternative routes to Asia Minor respectively.
Both routes followed the Kyklades to Mykonos, in sight of
land all the way, then divided at the western point of
Ikaria - hence iMiletos' interest in seizing this island,
to blockade Samoa.1 Samos and Chios were therefore
commercial rivals, and were subject to raids by their
mainland neighbours illetos and Erythrai. The robber of
one accordingly became the friend of the other, Chios and
Miletos against Sarmos and Erythrai, and it was on the
terminal points of the sea-routes that the Ionian part of
the war centred.

Still it is not explained why the Ionians joined the
two alliances of the mainland. Of course, they depended
on the major cities for metals and perhaps corn. But
could they not be sure of obtaining these no matter which
side was victorious abroad? For this purpose, a limited

1. Strabo 635.



victory at home was all that was necessary. Forsaking .. .
economics, it may be possible to maintain that dynastie.
responsibilities were the effective consideration, in a
period when the heroic monarchy still survived in a nnnhcg?
of the states involved, and when hereditary aristocragies . .
ruled the others. We have already suggested that Samos'
support of Epidauros was historically groundld;l and we
may notice also that Chalkidians traditionally made up a

2 ) similar explanation

part of the island's population.
may be given for the participation of Samos and Miletos in
the Messenian war, Eumelos composed a processional hymn
for a Messenian choir to sing at the Ionian cult-centre of
Delos.3 But what could bring ilessenians to Delos? I

suggest that they went there because of a strong historic

connexion between Miletos and Messenia (not Pylos only),

the same connexion which led Milesians to name their children

4

after the Dorian conqueror of lMessenia, Kresphontes. For

1. Supra, p. 63-
2. ©f. supra, p# ¢S¢

3. Bumelos, Pr. 13 Kinkel, quoted by Paus. IV xxxiii 2,
ef. iv 1.

3
4, I vi No.187 ( 58; Tod, 1€ 35).
filiibo found at the esian coldgglof Pontic Apolloniu.
xxv (1901) 317 No.15d; L. Robexs, }

(Paris, 1938) 199¢. t 1s otherwise
co o Messenia. Cf. infra, p.%39 . Aipytos,
foundor of Priene, ggr; th;)nam:n:f a agg of Messenian
Kresphontes (FP:us. $ Eusebios names .,
Mcslggian AngrOKIOI as Olympic victor in 768. ,
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Kresphontes had not sought to enslwe the pre-Dorian inhgpitantax
kaenaians‘and Dorians settled down together in Messenia to
form a mixed society similar to that of Corinth or Sikyon,

So Miletos loyally aided Messenia by raiding Spertan Melos,

and Samos was drawn to Sparta by her own enmity against Miletos.

II

To what extent does our reconstruction of the alliance to
which Samoes belonged receive support from archaeology? Ve
must not expect too much from this source; for our hypothesis
is of trade in goods which are not carried in pots, and which
are either perishadble (wool, grain, and spices) or unrecog-
nizable (unwrought metal). Even 80, the evidence i1s not
negligzible.

At the Heraion the earliest imported pottery from the
Greek mainland is from Corinth. There are 'some fragments

of large vases, an oinochoe and a 1id‘', Middle Protocorinthian

and to be dated c.700-675.1 This import stands virtually

1. C. Roebuck, Ioni de and Coloni n 77: R. Bilmann,
Ath, Mitt. lviii y Beil. xiv 4, 5; ¥. Technau,

bid. 1iv (1929) 26, Beil. xvi 5-10. Technau considered
this to be East Greek imitation of Corinthian work; but

it was later confirmed as genuine by H. Payne, Nggro-

inthia (Oxford, 1931) 342, and E. Kunse, . .
) 80 n.3. Further fragments were found in
1955: JHS lxxvi (1956), Reports y 26. For

recent discussion of the onology of Protocorinthian
ware, T. J. Dunbabin, A¢x.’6¢- 1953-4 i1 (1958) 247-262.
The North Nekropolis also produced examples extending as
late as Middle Corinthian (600-575): Payne, gp,cit. 62;
J. Bbhlau, Aus ionischen und italischen hek

(Leipzig, 1898) 39f (vae 21) 136£f, Pl. iv 1-3, v 1, 3.
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alone until the arrival of the first lLakonian ware c¢.640,
and continues steadily throughout the seventh century,
lasting until ¢.575. The quantity is not great. But it
becomes significant when compared with the results of ex-
cavation elsewhere: at Miletos there was no Protocorinthian,
and only a very little Corinthian.l Miletos' ally, Chios,
likewise received almost nothing froﬁ Corinth: Proto-
corinthian was almost non-existent, Corinthian scarce, at
Kato Phans; and very little of either was found at Empério
or Kofina ridge.2 A different picture emerges at Ephesos:
here significantly more pottery was uncovered, both rroto-
corinthian and Corinthian, to match the finds at .amos -

though the quantity was still small.’

iAnd at 0ld Smyrna
imported pottery from Corinth was found dating from the

second half of the eighth century, Early Protocorinthian
Kotylai, Late and Transitional ware in some quantity, and

Early Corinthian until the destruction of Smyrna by Alyattes

1. Wiegend commented on the rarity of Cor. work here, Abh,

Berlin 1908, Anh.8 Cf, K. F. Johansen, v
Sicyoniens tCOpenhagen, 1923) 88; Payne, %El_iig—raggﬂ
C. weickert, VI intern. Kongr. flir Arch. (Berlin, 1940)
332; Roebuck, loc.cit.

2. 2Aex-8elT. 14 (1916) 206, fig. 26 (Kourouniotes at Kato
Phana)j BSA xxxv (1934-5) 162f; R. J. Hopper, §§e
x1iv (1949) 252 (21); BSA xlix (1954) 135 No. 4, 140
No.67.

3. Roebuck, op.cit. 78 with n.25.
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c.610.1 ¥e had not otherwise discovered the allegiance
of Ephesos or Smyrna. “

" 7o the evidence of pottery may be added the fact that
some of the earliest bronze gryphon heads, with which |
Corinth began to decorate votive cauldrons at the end of
the eighth century, found their way to Samoe.2

Contact with the Kyklades is proved by the discovery
of Kykladic Geometric vases at Samos, and by the influence
of their style upon the island's own fabric.3

The development and distribution of Samos' own pottery
is interesting. From the eerly eighth century for two
hundred years East Greece had a common artistic style,
whose evolution was led by the potters of Rhodes. 'It
prefers panels to continuous zones and delights in rich
constructions of hatched triangles, lozenges, and the so-
called "Rhodian trees".' Among the various cities, the
Rhodians were the 'most precise potters and the strictess
draftsmen'; after them the Chiotes. The Samians and

Ionians of the mainland, however, 'display a looser sense

1. J. K. Anderson, BSA liii-liv (1958-9) 138ff.

2. Cf. infra, p.I13% and n. S.

3. Technau, Ath. Mitt. 1iv 17, Beil. viii 4, 5; {bid.
lviii Beil. xviii 1, 6, 10; cf. Hanfmann, Harv. St.
1x4 (195%) 31, n.64.
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of comstruction, a broader, more pictorial manner of draving.'l
It is with the Geometric vases of Samos that we are
here concerned. In the Barly division of this period Samos
produced a series of 'thin-lined' kraters and skypho:l.2
Their style owes little to mainland pottery. They (or
their irifluence) do not extend beyond Delos and Siphn01.3
But Uamian lLate Geometric is a vastly more significant
fabric. The style sets in fully developed, not as & gradual
advance upon what preceded it, and it obviously owes a great
deal to Attic Ripe and late Geometric in its love of hatched
maeander and similar motivea.4 In view of this it is the
more surprising to learn that no Attic Geometric fragments
have been found in Samos: indeed, Attic imports are absent

from all Ionia except Smyrma until the end of the seventh

1. G. M. A, Hanfmann, op,git. 13. On Samos, W. Technaw,
0 Oito 9“, Abbo 1-3’ lOf, Bei . 1 3; RQ Eilmann'
_Eﬁ'—A . Mitt. lviil, 60ff, Abb. 8f, 14f, 17f, 20f, 26f,
15, On Rhodes and Chios, authorities cited by hanfmann,
it. 32 n.71 (who there dismisses 3chefold's
suggestion, JDAI lvii (1942) 124ff, that the influenoce
is rather Samian upon Rhodian).

2. Technau, o . Abb. 10 below left, 11, !!&g;ll- vi 2,

3, 4; Ei Op. . 622, Abbd. 8¢, 9b-c o XX
xxii. cCf. niti% 1-2. ’ ’ ’

3. 08 XV 1934; Pl. xxx no.60, xxi no.61; .siphnos,
x1iv (1949) 45, Pl. xv 2 (there dated by Brock to

e seventh century).
4. Cf. Plate XXXIV 3; Ath, Mitt. liv (1929) Beil. 1-1i.
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ccntury.l

~ Fortunately we are in a position to ﬁrgue from parFﬂ'L
ticular, as well as from general, resemblance that there
wvas immediate contact between Athens and Samos ¢.750-700,
at the very time when on other grounds we supposed the two
states to have been in naval league against Argos and ligina.
West of the altar at the Heraion were found fragments of a
large skyphos decorated with representation of a prothesis
after the Attic Geometric figure-style, hardly much later
than 750 B.C. 'Kein Zweifel,' says Technau, 'dass das
Gefiiss einheimisch 1at.'2 Archaeologists have often com-
mented that Attic influence is to be traced in the subjoot.3

1. Roebuck, op,cit. 79, with references to the few Geometric
sherds and oil jars at Old Smyrna.

2. Technau, op,cit. 15f, Iaf. ii. I am indebted to Mr.
Nicholas Coldstream for discussing with me the date of
this piece.

3, For example, A. Kkerstr¥m, Skrif, g&q%v, av gvggigg Inst, 4
%&, 1951. 79‘; Roebuck, MO . . . rmx‘.
ver, considered that the scene reflected local rather
than Attic usage: Homer \ (London, 1950)

161f. Hanfmann, o . n.68, y assigns the vase
to the Kykladic Susgoometrio 'Ad* group (see xv),
which J. K. Brock, x1iv (1949) 79, dates c. 75.
The only closely similar feature is the decorative motif
of oross-hatoching with dots in the interstices, as on the
skirt of a clay figure from Siphmos (Brock, « 19
No.l, Pl. vi 1=2). Samos does have this Subgeometric
motif elsewhere, cf. the terracotta heads, Plate XXXV 3-4
( 1111 (19335 287, fig. 13, and Hanfmann, .
fig. 13). But it began earlier, of. Ath, Mitt. lviii,

Beil. xx 11.



The scene is placed upon an oblong panel, small after

the East Greek manner in comparison with the extended zones
of Attic ware. The dead lies in a sort of hammock, seen
agnihst a baokéround of uneven détted lines. Beneath the
bier kneel two triangular-chested figures, their hands
clasped above their heads in the traditional attitude of
mourners. They are divided by a vertical row of dots.
At either side a warrior stands guard, in crested helmet
and equipped with 'Dipylon' shield and a pair of spears.
Between each of them and the outer quadruple boundary is
a vertical line of gzig-zag.

A close parallel to this Samian scene is provided by
the most famous of all the Dipylon vases, the amphora in
the National Museum of Athens, No. 804.1 Here the panel
is more elongated, and six figures stand on either side of
the bier, their hands clasped aloft in grief. Beneath
the bier are two kneeling and two seated mourners. All
the figures are divided by vertical columns of my or lambda.
There is no 'hammock'; but the pall is represented by an
area of chequered pattern behind the biler. It is this
last feature which most clearly shows that the Samian scene
is copied from an Attic vase; for the copyist did not

1. E. Pfuhl, erei und Zeic der Griechen (Munich,
1923) Abb. %% M. Robertson, Greek (Geneva,

1959), fig. on p. 34 (in colour); another, ibid. 38.
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4

underitand the chequerid area, and carelessly replaced it
by his uneven row of dots with no clear beginning or end,
vhich represent nothing but the artist's anxiety to loivo

no space unfilled. Compare with this the vertical rovs

of dots between the Samian figures, replacing the careful

columns of my and lambdg between the Attic.

1 The Geometric

friezes outside the scene itself can likewise all be
paralleled in Attic work.

The 'Dipylon' shields are essentially a mainland feature.

Moreover human figure-painting is very rare indeed on Geo-

metric pottery outside Athens and her immediate neighbours.
Yet apart from the prothesis we have fragments of two fursher

1.

The freedom of the copy here served to debase the original.
But for another attempt by a Samian artist, this time in
bronze, to adapt a mainland theme, and with more suecess,
cf. the group representing a lion hunt - the only Geo-
metrie bronze group from Ionia to include a human figure:

?. J. Dunbabin, The Greeks he tern N
JHS suppl. viii, 1 s Pl. Vv 23 G, ro
Personality in Archalc Sculpture (larvard, 1348) 23ff.

Springing lion, hunter, and dog, are all in motion, and
proportion has been sacrificed in favour of vitality.

The date is perhaps ¢.700. Contrast the static, angular
approach of the artists of the mainland, for instance

the centauromachy in New York, Dunbabin, op,git., Pl. v 1;
and Samian imitative pieces such as the horse and pair

of horses, Plate XXi{V 1-2, or the terracottas illustrated
by Hanfmann, Hary., Stud. 1xi (1953) figs. 12-13 (the
latter rather elongated example again more character—
istically East Greek).
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Samian skyphol representing warrioru.l There can be no
doubt that Samian Geometric painting owes much to direct
Athonisn~inlpiration:2 and we are not surprised to find
the connexion extended to military affairs also.

After this ilmpressive archaeological support for the
literary evidence of Samian friendship with Corinth and
Athens, it is disappointing to find that there is no similar
material to help the case of Chalkis and Sparta, the only
two other cities of the mainland with whom Samos is ex-
plicitly said to have been on terms of alliance at this time.3
Yet if their case is not supported, neither is it much
weakened ., For Chelkis is the only great city of early
Greece which has never been excavated, and we know nothing
of the imports which reached her. The evidence may yet be
forthcoming, therefore. For Sparta, on the other hand,
there is t00 much evidence: Lakonian pottery of the eighth
century (but not earlier) shows the gradual infiltration

1. Ath, Mitt. 1iv (1929) 16, Abb. 7f.

2. Mr. Boardman suggests to me that this inspiration was
not derived from imported Attic work, since there is
no evidence for the export of Dipylon vases; and that
the Samian artists therefore must have been to Athens.
At any rate, a notable degree of contact is attested.

3. BSamos' continental ally Erythral has not been excavated.
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of orientalizing motives.t

725#675 is fond of the common Samiasn and Rhodian device of
2

Transitional ware of the period

a8 triangle surmounted by an elaborate tau of maeander.

Clearly, these influences may have come to

i Sparta from Samos; but they are at least
equally likely to be Rhodian, when we remember
that the latter is the more widespread fabric.

No Samian pottery of this date has been found in the

West. But we have not maintained that pottery was ever a

considerable éxport of Samos: clearly it was not. The

excavation of Ithaka, however, produced some GCeometric ware
of the eighth century for which Samian parallels have been
proposed.’  Leaving the Gulf of Corinth, Ithaka is the
first port of call on the way to kKerkyra and the Vest.

Our verdict upon the archaeological evidence, then,  is
this: that contact between Samos and Corinth in the time

1. E. A. lane, BgA xxxiv (1933-4) 101.

2. Ibid. 113; for Samos cf. Ath tt. 1iii (1929) 18 Abb.
0; for Rhodes, Clara Rho&'o""‘I%Li”%mw) fig. 76, BCH
1912, 501 figs. Tf. Lakonian Transitional bird bowls
imitate a common East Greek class; but there are import-
ant differences: lane, %24§é§. 119; Price, past Greek
Potte 1f. The Transitio chalice, an open pot on
a higﬁ foot, has parallels in Samos particularly; but
here it seems that the influence is of Ipartan on amian
ware: Lane, op.cit. 110; B8hlau, op.cit. Taf. vi 1.

3. C. M. Robertson, BSA x1i4i (1948) 18f, 65 n., 81 n., 114.
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of Ameinokles is assured, while there was then no Corinthian
contact with Miletos; that there was a considerable artistic
connexion between Athens and Samos at the time when they
were both at war with Argos and Algina; +that East Greek -
probably Rhodian, but perhaps Samian - features appeared

on lLekonian pottery at the time of the First Messenian var;
and that at the end of the eighth century the influence of
Samian pottery extended at least some way along the sea

route from Corinth to the West.

III

The ancient monarchy of Samos had survived until the
end of the Lelantine War. Its last representative,
Amphikrates, ruled at that time. It is to be supposed
that the destructive campaign at Aigina led to disaffection
and revolution: the days of monarchy were everywhere past,
and with the brilliant example of the Corinthian Bakchiads
in mind, Samos was ripe for commercial aristocracy.

The next half century was a time of reconstruction
and expansion. The only fact about Lamos recorded of

this period is her foundation of a colony on Amorgos in 0.693-l

l. Semonides of Amorgos, FGrhist 534 T 1 (Suidas g,%z,
Eoppitc Podiec and'iq.um!.‘c Ketvéw Apoefivees t,;he ormer
iving the date asvg' years after v lewnca , the latter
which I prefer historically) ¢’ ««l v' years thereafter).

|
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Ail thebdetaila are obscure, or else anachronistic. There

was indéed a body calling itself o 3vu.wc o dxpiwv o kxToKwv
ev Mivuwiat in iellenistic Amorgos; but the phrase
recalls & cleruchy, and a recent one at that, rather than

an ancient colony.l

Are we then to dismiss the whole story
as an archaistic fiction? In favour of such a course is
the fact that Simmias of Rhodes, founder in one version,
is a well-known Hellenlistic grammarian. But outside the
mﬁseum in Tigani stands a fifth-century statue-base of gray
limestone inscribed Mdvove lAAHﬁeﬂlO . The latter name
at this date must lend support to the tradition of an early
foundation.2 |
The use of Amorgos was twofold. With Ikarie still
perhape in Milesian hands, it formed a precious Samian link
with the trade route through the Kyklades. And it made a
base for the voyage to the eastern Hediterranean without
following the Milesian-dominated coast of southern Ionia.

For despite the interlude of Kypriote monopoly at Al Mina,3

l. Cf, §§ xii 7 No.231.29ff (dated second to first century
B.C.)e Cf. also No.228,9f,0 dyuoc o Apoeyiov Tuv
Karowsvwiwy (wwav 3 No,395.1fF, NHX\lnwv TWy KLTot ouvOV
év AlywiAne.

2. For Amorgos and the Delian Confederacy, V.inf. p. &66.
3. Cf. Sir Leonard woolley, A For otten Kingdom (Penguin
Books, Harmondsworth, 1953) §7 t; R. Burn, The Lyric

Age of Greece (London, 1960) ¢7{%. adding Malalas, Chron.
iII P. 2571 Dindorf.
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Samos now becameé interested in trade with the Syrian coast.
The évidence of this is to be found in the new influx
of oriental objects into éﬁo Heraion. Some carved ivories
have been unearthed fhorc which belong to the Phoinikian
'Iayard Group' from the North-West Palave at Nimrud, used
as a storehouse by Sargon in the last quarter of the eighth
contnry.l There is a figure wearing Phoiniko-Egyptian

2 There is an

dress, parallel to an example from Lindos.
ivory panel of two figures enthroned on either side of an
inocense altar -~ again strikingly Egyptian in sppearance -
which is very close indeed to a panel from Nimrud in the

British Museum.> And there is a bearded head which evi-

4 None of these

dently belonged to a composite figure.
ivories is later than the eighth century. The pottery

with which they were found dates from before and after

1. R. D, Barmett, 'Barly Greek and Oriental Ivories', JHS
1xviii (1948) 1f£f.

2. Buschor, in Neue deutsghe Ausg;gbggagg. 210, Abb. 12;
of, C. Blinkenberg, Fouilles de Lindos i (Beslin, 1431) cols 3454,

lettered .: he ikimrud Ivories (London, 1957) Cat.

C48-50, of. pp. 128, . The London specimen bears

a cartouche apparently inscribed ';wbggg in hieroglyphics:
u

Barnett suggests this may refer to -bi'di, King of
Hamath in the last quarter of the eighth century - though

the style appears earlier.

4. JHS 1lxviii 3, Pl. 1ii b.

3. Barnett, op.cit. 3f, Pl. i a-b respectively (wrongly
) 1d



118

600 B.C.; but they themselves probably entered the sanctuary

¢.700.1

The Heraion has also produced ivories parsllel to the
'‘Loftus Group' from the South-East Palace at Nimrud. In

particular we may notice what eppears to be a fragment of

2

a tall pyxis, decorated with a frieze of lions; and a

pyxis-lid. engraved with concentric circles of cable and

3 Whereas the 'leyard Group' perhaps

other patterns.

originated as far South as Tyre.4 the Loftus pieces were

‘probably made at Hamath, only eighty miles or so from Al Mina.5
Another interesting object menufactured in the same

general area ia a black steatite censer in the form of a cup

6

held between the fore-paws of a lion. The type is well

known, often occurring in a varied form, with the bowl held

1. Buschor, ap. Barnett, ibid. 3 n. 17.

2. Buschor, Neue deutsghg Ausgr. 210, Abb. 13; cf. Barnett,
Nimro IV. Cat. S 2' esp, 350. pl. xxxiii"miv.

3. Plate XXXV 1; cf. Barnett, gp.cit. Cat. 534-46, pp. 47,
52, pl. xxix,

4. Barnett, JHS 1xviii 4 (citing Ezekiel xxvi).

50 _I_d_o, Eimra IV. 470

6. Plate XXXV 3; Buschor, op.cit. 210, Abb. 11 - early
daedalic context.
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b |

by a human hand, A good - though not close - parallel

to our pieoi is in Hanbnrg.2 The treatment of the engraving
and modelling is more linear, but there are holes for the
lion's eyes which in our example are inlaid,

Por the sake of completeness we may add local Samian
work which closely follows oriental modelss a bronze
statuette of a bearded man, of Assyrianizing atyla;3 and

4

an ivory lion's head of Late Hittite inspiration, We may

remark too that the arrival of Kypriote terracottas shows
the sea~route to the Fast to have been used for all this
contaot, rather than a continental caravanprouto.s

During this century the cult image of Hera was made by

1, Por instance the ivory example, PLATE XXXV 4, held
between two handsy cf, E, Kunse, Ath, Mitt, lx-1lxi

2, Mus, f@r Kunst und Gewerbe, 1928/40: H, Th, Bossert,
sigia xi (1930) 133-45, P1l, xxiv-xxv, esp. 136 No,l0,
f. 'x’:;”%' _I_'_i_eg Altsz_z_:ion (Mbingon, 1951), R0.763'
(+3 9 .

3. E, Kunge, Kretische Bronsereliefs (Stuttgart, 1931)
2382, Beil,vV a, 0.

4, E, Akurgal, SpAthettitische Bildkunst (Ankara, 1949)
i 75, 1331, Tal, x N

5. Cf., infra, pp. 162f,
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smilis,l

the inspiration was oriental: basically the garments are
2

A recent study of its dreas shows that here too

those of Astarte.
It was fortunate that Samos had turned her attention
towards the eastern Mediterranean; for the supplies of
western produce brought by Peloponnesian merchants were
endangered by the renewal of hcstilities among their native
cities. The trouble came initially from = recrudescence
of Argive power as a result of her enthusiastic development
of the new hoplite tactics. Those who suffered most were
her neighbours on either side, Corinth and Sparta. In 669
Sparta attempted to recover the Thyreatis, but was decisively
beaten at Hysiai.3 The most serious result of this defeat
was that Sparta's military power appeered contemptible to
her other neighbours. In 659 Phigaleia, with the help of

1. Olympichose, FGrHist 537 F 1; of. Paus. VII iv 4;
Kallimachos, Fr. 100 Pfeiffer, and Dliege %%Zlgﬁ.
('Skelmis'); Aethlios, FGriigt 536 F %, ggv he
date 88 &nl ieewieouve = mani%eatly a mistake, unless

due to a confusion with Frokles, tyrant of Epidauros
at this time. For Smilis, a contemporary of Daidalos,

see H. Stuart Jones, Ancient Writers on Greek Sculpture
(London, 1895) 15. cf. 1-14. )
2., Ch. Kardara, AJA lxiv (1960) 350-358, and illustrations.

3. Paus. II xxiv 7; cof. Eusebios (Jerome) gd 01.28.1,
udipedalia primum acta mone, and Wade-Gery's
analyeis of the origin of the festival, CQ x11i4 (1949)
79ff. That the Spartans were the invaders is argued

by geography; cf. also supra, p.1S.
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certain Arkadiens, successfully resisted a Spartan invasion.t

About the same time the Messenians ventured upon a revolt

which Sparta only crushed at tae greatest expense.2

The Chalkidian alliance seems to have abandoned Corinth
by c.681. It was in about that year, according to
Thukydides, that the first naval battle took place, between

Corinth and Kerkyra: unhappily he does not say who won.3

l. Paus. VIII xxxix 4-5.

2. Almost no details can be recovered. The fact of the
Second ilessenian War was first recognized by Ksllisthenes
in the poems of Tyrtaios, Iater versions all ultimately
derived from the former's largely fictional account,
further embroidered by Rhianos, involving the legendary
Messenian hero Aristomenes: cf. Wade-Gerﬁ, C. 114
557f; Andrewes, CQ xlv (1951) 43ff; FGriHist 265
Rhienos Ff 38-46, 124 Kallisthenes Ff23-4, and Jacoby
ad locc. As to date, Tyrtaios (Fr. 4.6) said in the
time of the Second War that n2TEeww Yuerdewy Tdrdeec
fought in the First; this appears to date the Second
War, or some part of it, between 675 and 655; though
it ie possible that Tyrtaios' words are only a vague
mark of great antiquity, like wa{dwv TAIEec
in Hdt. iv 145.2. This expression was the only evidence
available to ancient writers, as to ourselves: unfor-
tunately he did not name the Spartan kings involved
(Paus. IV xv 2). A date c.650 is suitable historically,
and the only evidence there is supports it.

3. Thuk. i1 13.4, taking the end of 'this war' to refer to
the Peace of Nikias (cf. Ameinokles in 721, supra, p. 90 ).
The implication is that the naval raids of the lelantine
War were not set battles - unless Thuk. dated the war
later than 681. H. Dondorff, De Reb
(Diss. Balle, 1855) 12, recognized the significance of
the date; but placed the war earlier on the ground
that it was fought on land by naval powers.
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In 663 Akral was settled by the Syracusans, apparently
without the customary appeal for an gikistes to be sent
from Corinth their metropolis.l In both these avents we
see Corinth's colonies, beyond the reach of a revitalized
Argos, remaining loyal to Chalkis and the allies. Towards
the further abasement of Corinth, Argos lent help to Megara

for her colonization of Propontis.2

Surrounded by the
enenmy, the Bakchiads declined rapidly, until Kypselos came
to deliver his city into new prosperity in 655.°

No produce from Magna Graecia could reach the Aegean
but by one of two routes, across the Isthmus or around the

Peloponnese, During the second quarter of the century,

1. Thuk, vi 5.2; T. J. Dunbabin, The Western Greeks 56.

2. Hesychios of Miletos, FGrHist 390 F 1; H, Merle,
Byzantion und Kalchedon lD%as. £iel, 1916) 7. Cf.
Paus. VI xix 14; Argos helped Megara to revolt from
Corinth &rect v' (Clavier's emendation - oddly rejected
by wade-Gery, CAH 1ii 541 - for the pointless éTecw
of the M5S) before the building of the Megarian treasury
at Olympia - i.e. 50 years before (probably) Theagenes.
It has been suggested (wWade-Gery, loc cit.g that it was
Megara's dependence on Argos at this time that gave
point to the last two lines of the 'oracle' quoted
above, p. ¥¥-

3. It was as the leader of the nationalists, anti-Argive,
that he became tyrant: though his mother was a Bakchiad,
his paternal ancestry was pre-iorian (Hdt. v 924);
nationalism was the main factor, the racial question
subsidiary, of. A. Andrewes, The Greek Tyrants (London,
19%6) 56. Cf. also the Sikyonian tyrant house, which
came to power within a twelvemonth of the Corinthian.
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Argos controlled the former through her satellites Corinth
and Megara, Algina and Epidauros: Poseidon himself forbade
the latter.l The futility of their continued voyaging to
the VWest wae soon realiged by the Chalkidisns, and they
returned to pick up the threads of their colonial enterprise
in Threke, this time in uneasy alliance with Andros, the

ancient colony of Eretria,

2 then

In 655 8 joint expedition founded Stageiros,
landed on the promontory of Akte and seized the site of
Sane. Two spies, a Chalkidian and an Andrian, were sent
North to explore Akanthos, rlutarch relates, perhaps from

an Aristotelian gg;iteia.3

Bvidently there was already
some sort of settlement, presumably deserted, for the
Chalkidian outran his colleague to possess the place for
Chalkis. ¥hereupon the Andrian hurled kis apear into the
gate and cried that Akanthos had been taken by the spear

for Androe.4

1. Cf. the proverb quoted by Strabo 378, remarking on the
lack of alternative to the lethmian crossing: MdAEac d¢
Kipype €éMmAiBov 7T&¢ Jikale

2. Date, Eusebbs: Andrian, Thuk. iv 88.2; Chalkidian,
8trabo 331 Fr. 36. The dilemma is resoved by their
joint activity at Sane and Akanthos in the same year;
and since this ended in hostility, the foundation of
Stageiros must at least precede that of Akanthos.

3. Plut. Q.Gr. 30 (Mor. 298A-B); Halliday ad log.; date,
Eusebios.

4. Cf. the Spartan saying vop:Gers ety 19w de ¢ T dopu
¢pecesrae,  [Plut.] Apophth. .ac., Mor. 210E, 217E, 216F.
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The incident produced an ugly international crisis.
In the short time remaining Andros added enother link to

1

her chain, Argilos. At the same time Thasos seized

Galepsos and Cisyme, sites choser to irnsulate her own
peraia from the Andrian coloniee where war was now expected.2

From Peros Archilochos commented on the Thrakian crisis
to his friend Glaukos in worried Thasos, using the metaphor

of storm signs which they btoth knew only too w31133

(Aidy' doac fedve qde H8q kdpacry Tepdccetac
“!M'Tocl 2“4‘?: c\\ &"q’d rucq_’cqy 3{’95" et’tfut’:'dt Vé?ot;

~ ~ . a'( é‘ 2 > \ 4 .
Yt X Epwvoc: K yLv e €§ deln Tiye @ofoc .

1. Thuk. iv 103; undated.

2. Thuk. iv 107.3; on the date, E. Oberhummer, RE xvii
_ 2288, ef. F, von Hiller, RE v a 1313f. With these
probably belongs Neapolis, undated (Hiller, loc.cit.).

3. Archilochos Fr. 56. His date has been conclusively

settled by Jacoby, CQ xxxv (1941) 97ff (an answer to

A, A. Blakeway, 'The Date of Archilochos', Greek ILife _

and Poetry (Oxford, 1936) 34-55): 'The poet was a youn g

man about 652 B.C.' The association of Fr. 56 (and Fr,
3, below) with the Akanthos dispute was suggested, but
not argued, by H. T. Wade-Gery, The Poet of the Iliad
Cambridge, 1952) 61 n,l; cf. k. G. Forrest, Hist. vi
1957) 163f. It is made attractive by the commentary
of Herakleitos, who introduces the fragment (Alleg, Hom.
5 p._6 ed. Bonn.): 6 yde ¥YMNL Yoo Tegwoc, ETeed

3¢ Ov Méyew oqpivwv, _ Emovbpwc ¥Mwyogis KLAeTTat,
KoL OF e *Agxidoxoc f(‘a, ?—v Toc 0(1(-(0‘& ?{m-)«qppévoc
Sewoic ToOV wolepov c?uﬁg QoA T T  KAIS W

Aeyuy Qe nwe .., For this allegory,

cf. perhaps Plut., Pericles viii 7.



125

Whether the pesks of Gyral are in Tenos or near
Kaphareus in Euboia - the former seems more likelyl - the
direction is virtually the same from Paros. That was the
direction of the storm which Archilochos anticipated:
Andros would maske war upon Chalkis, and she would have the

help of her mother-city Eretria; the Lelantine war would

1. B¥lte first proposed Tenos (uiehl ad.loec.), arguing
from Hesychios' note of Mt. (Jede {ng.) in Tenos, and
the existence there of s le [lded (IG XII v 872.93;
873.9, 12; 875.17; 877.7). Sir Meurice Bowra,
1iv (1940) 127ff, added to QOdyssey iv 500f, 506f (the
death of Ajax), Quintus omyrnaeus xiv 568-72, and
argued that the :Zpic tradition set (vesiy, =w7ey by
the south-east Iuboian promontory Kaphareus. Fo H,
sendbach repliea, CR lvi (1942) 63ff, by arguing from
the emended text o?_bicergm%%zgﬁg. v 12.1, vwhere the
author speaks of his dete tion to stay in Delos
after a rough passage from Peirseus nisi omnia ¥wex
Tveéwr ura_vidissem (cj. Miiller from AKcaiiiPiON
M: ealie wvulg.). There is more than an element of
circularity here; and Archilochos' text is itself
emended from Herakleitos' MIS: we must not lightly
dismiss D'Arcy «. Thompson's ¥ued 1’ odefwv CR 1lv
(1941) 67), for, pace Bowra, the weather sign is a
common one. candbach quotes local meteorological
phenomens at Tenos to give special point to %me/ and
o¢®b6v ; clouds form on the sides of the mountains,
but are dissipated by the winds so as not to overtop
the summit. Sandbach's very reasonable solution is to
suppose that the ipic @@« were in Fuboia, dut that the
nzme later became attached to Tenos, since tradition

laced AjJax's grave on lMykonos (Apollod. vi 5) or Delos
%Lykophron, Alexis 400ff). Hence mt. Gyras and the
phyle Gyra referred to above.
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1
4 . \ - s
00 Tou weAN' Enl T Eu TAVUECCETH. 035 ¢ Octperatl
cpevdbvae, &i7 VA pokev  Apyc coveryy
~ 4 a1
év -meéf.,:;- g’.fé...v € MACTovVer €ccetoc €pyov
Todn\'c y&( K €< vot badpovéc elen HZ«Mc

decmorat ERolne deveinduol .

In fact, there was no war; for the two parties to

the dispute resolved to put it to arbitration, probably

late in 654. The judges chosen were Jamos, as an ally of

Chalkis; Paros, the ally of tretria; and Zrythrai, who

had fought for both.2 The result was not a foregzone

conclusion, for Samos and Erythral had lost their pro-

1,

Fr. 3. This has until recently been associated with
the Lelantine uar. It is rightly divorced by Forrest,
op.cit. 163f. The fragment hzs also been commonly
connected with Utrabo's account (348) of an inscription
in the precinct of Artemis at Amarynthoc, recording an
agreement between Chalkis und Eretria g xeqc®« TureBilacc.
Forrest (loc.cit.), with less justice, denles the
authenticity of this pact to 'ban pikes and stick to
gunpowder'. But it might well have been made by two
normally friendly cities (Strabo, loc.cit.) immediately
after an unpleasant war with pikes. (Compare our own
tacit agreements to abstain f{rom poison gas and stick
to nuclear bombs.) However, since the agreement, if
genuine, must be earlier than Archilochos' lines, we
2gy :llow that there is no close temporal bond between
e TWO,

Plut., Q.Gr. 30 (Mor. 298 A-B).
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Chalkidian monarchs since the alliance had last been
seriously tested.

There was another factor. In the East the Kypriote
embargo had lost its effectiveness.l The Tast Greeks were
enabled to trade at Al Mina once more. Samos was only
slowly recovering from her troubles of ¢.700, and if she
were to vote for Chalkis now she ran thé risk of exclusion
from Al Mine by Eretria and her even more powerful partners.
It was a risk she could not take. Samos and Erythrai
voted for Andros, Paros fof Chalkis.2 This latter
defection was uhexpected, and Andros could not let it pass.
Henceforth no Andrian was allowed to contract a marriage
in Paros. But for Paros the decision was clear: Aif
Samos and Erythrai were crossing from one alliance to the
other, then she, their enemy, could not remain in the same

3

camp.

l. Woolley, op.cit. 173ff.

2. The result of the arbitration is assured by Thukydides,
who speaks of both Sane (iv 109) and Akanthos (iv 84)
as Andrian colonies, as well as Staceiros (iv 88.2) and
Argilos (iv 103).

3. That Paros' enemy Naxos remained friendly with Samos
is suggested by the presence of a Naxian daedalic
statue at the Heraion, dedicated c.630: Plate XIX;
¢f. E., Buschor, Altsamische Standbilder i-iii (Berlin,
1934) 23f’ m. 2' 3. 5.
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This change in Samos' alliance is well documented by
pottery. At Eretria, probally in the temple of Apollo
Daphnephoros, were found a large number of fragments of
the lips of lebetes, together with some pieces of their
bodies, with Subgeometric decoration c.650.1 The closest
parallels for the lip-profiles of these vases are to be
sought in the material from the Samian Heraion, where simi-
lar vessels were likewise offered to the goddess.2 The
temple of Apollo and the cemetery excavated by Kourouniotes
were remarkably bare of pottery imported from across the
Aegean. But there were 'three fragments of large East
Greek skyphoi of‘the type common on Samos, and of similar
fabrio.'3 The Samian pieces referred to are certainly

local work, and it is of the greatest significance that the

1. J. Boardman, BSA xlvii (1952) 7, 1. iiB 6, 7, 14-18.

2. Re BEilmann, Ath. Mitt. lviii (1933) 106, Abb. 51-53,
with Boardman, op,cit. fig. 9 (p. 8). A difference
of technique, however, may be seen in the incised wavy
lines on the 1lip of Gamian fragments, Ath, Mitt., 1viii
Beil. xxv 7, 8, 14: Eretria used white paint in this
position.

3. Boardman, op.cit. 12; cf. bilmenn, op.cit. 68f, égg.
17-18., Thie Samian ware is slso found on Delos, iaxos,
and Thera: Lélos xv 'Rhodian' nos. 13, 14 (Fl. xlvii
B), cf. Silmann, Abb. 17¢; mno.l5 (Pl. xlvii C), cf,
£ilmann, Abb. 18a; Thers ii 30 fig. 80, cf. -ilmann,
Abb, 17c¢c; Ath. Mitt, xxviii (1903) 66; Naxos, Ath.
mt.éliv (1929) 155 Abb. 8, cf. iilmann, Abb. 17a;
AES. L]
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only Eaat Greek pottery of this date so far discovered in
Eretria turns out to be lamian, while even local Eretrian

ware admits Samian influence upon its shape.

with the arbitration over Akanthos, the Lelantine
troubles came to an end. Overseas activity everywhere
continued in its twin aspects of trade and colonization;
but henceforth the emphasis was upon the former. Samos
had learnt from the failure of her violent partisanship
of the eighth century: now she became unwilling to fight
other cities' wars, thouch she would not shrink from her
own., Instead she exploited her new pisition of near-

I

neutrality in such widespread commerce that before another
century had passed she had taken her place among the most

progressive states in Greece.
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Chapter Three
THE AGB OF THE GEOMOROI

‘ Instructed by Delphoi to found a colony in Libya, the
reluctant Theraians had left their professional guide
Korobios alone on the island of Platea, while they went

back to seek further advice from the Oracle. After an

unexpectedly long absence they returned, crossed to Aziris
on the Libyan mainland, and moved to Kyrene six years later.l
The Euseblan date for the foundation of this last city is
631 B.C.2 Aziris therefore was settled c.637, and Korobios'

sole charge of Platea is to be dated c.638.>

His provisions were running low, when a Lemian merchant-

4

ship arrived, belonging to one Kolaios. The samians left

l. Hdt. iv 150-158. For the geography, see . Chamoux,

ngé%e sous la Monarchie des Buttiades (Paris, 1953)
1 R

2. TFor archeseological support, cf. Chamoux, op.cit. 121.
Though lLakonian Geometric ware reached Kyrene in the
eighth century (Ath. Mitt. 141 (1927) 53, Abb. 31), no
Early lakonian did so.

3. Cf. Dunbabin, ¥estern Greeks, 339 n.l, further noting
the consistency of this date with the Kyrenaian royal
genealogy as given by Herodotos.

4. Hdt. iv 152, for Kolaios; A. Garcfa y Bellido, Hispania
%raeca (Bgrcelona. 1948) 1 116 £f; A. Schulten,
artessos® (Hamburg, 1950) 45f.
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EKorobios stores for a year, then sailed on their way.
Their friendly act secured Samos the lasting goodwill of

1

both Thera and Kyrene. ¥hen they had reached home from

the voyage they had a huge profit of sixty talents to
account for - a figure only once surpassed, notes Herodotoe.2
They said that they had been on their way to Egypt - the
normal route would be by Rhodes and Kypros = when a gale
carried them off course to Platea., From there the Zast
Wind bore them on between the Pillars of Herakles until by
& miracle they came to land at Tartessos. They were the
first traders to visit the place, hence the great value of
their return cargo. A tithe of it bought a dedication for
the Heraion, a dronze krater with jutting gryphon-heads
around its rim, ‘'Argolic' in style, supported by three
kneeling colossi, also of dbronze and seven cubits high.3

The story demands an archaeological commentary. First,

gryphon-kraters. Throughout the seventh century and during

1. Hasebroek, Trade and Politics in Ancient Greece (London,
1933) 69 n.1l, rejects the story of kolaios as a fifth-
century invention to explain this goodwill,

2. By an Aiginetan Sostratos, son of laodamas: perhaps the
dedicator of two bowls to Aphrodite at Naukratis 25. A.
Gardne§, Naukratis ii (London, 1888) 62, Nos.701 (Pl. vi),
702‘5 o /e

3, HAt. log.g% . Buschor considered that Kolaios also
dedicate s ship - on the puzzling 'ship-bage' later
covered by the South Stoa (Ath. iitt.1x (1935) 238f);
but it is better to keep this as a naval trophy: v,inf.,

pe. 197.
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the early part of the sixth they found much favour with
wealthy dedicators from Samos to Etruria.l Complete dbut
late examples have survived, great bowls upon stands,
gryphon-heads around their rims, sometimes in alternation
with sirens. Basically, the head is that of an eagle,
with horse's ears, short or long, a more or less decorstive
top-knot or knob, and often with locks of hair falling

down the neck to end in spiral curls.

The inspiration of these bowls decorated with heads
of animals is Urartian; and the same area is the birth-
place of the gryphon -~ though no bowl from the East has
been found adorned by gryphone.2 It has been suggested
that the Urartian influence did not reach Greece directly,

3

but through Parygia. This seems unlikely on two grounds:

first, complete western examples, and especially their

1. U. Jantzen, Griechische Greifenkessel (Berlin, 1955);
earlier discussions by A. Furtw&ngler, Qlympia iv (Berlin,
1890) 119ff; E. Kunge, II 01 . Bericht lngf, Pl. 46fF;
H. Payne, Perachora i (Oxford, 1940) 126-30; G. Karo,
Greek Personality 47ff.

2, Cf. K. R. Maxwell-Hyslop, Irag xviii (1956) 150ff. esp.
1562f. The solitery gryphon from Sousa (Jantzen No.
142) was perhaps a Persian prize, like the statues of
Harmodios and Aristogeiton (raus. I viii 5).

3. R. D. Barnett, JHS 1xviii (1948) 10; cf. K. Bittel,

Grundziige der Vor- und Fggggeechichte Kleinasiens?
ingen, 1950) 81; Rpebuck, Ionian Ig%ge 45¢. For
a different, less credible, account of the origin of
these bowls, cf. C. Hopkins, AJA lxiv (1960) 368ff.

|
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stands, follow the Urartian pattern with closer fidelity;l

secondly, such heavy objects are more likely to have been
brought by sea from Al Mina than to have crossed the Anatolian
continent, where no considerable remains have in fact been
found.2
In Greece the gryphon, like the siren, soon forgot its
oriental origin. In general, rast Greek style is to be
distinguished from Peloponnesian: in the former the shapes
are finely drawn and of a naturalistic character, while the
latter leans towards a more abstract construction, boldly
plastic, wit: emphasis upon the horizontal and vertical axes.3
The gryphons may also be grouped by technigue, hammering or
casting. Hammered examples were not made after c¢.650, and
seem all to be of Peloponnesian style. For chronology
the effective stylistic criteria are progressive lengthening
of the ear and elaboration of the top-~knot, curving and
slimming of the neck, and reduction of an originally much

swollen pouch at the throat. For an absolute date, we

1. (Compare the stand of the Urartian bull-krater from
Altintepe (Ankare mus. inv. 8823, Anatolian studies iii
(1953) Pl. xiii) with the Etruscan example from the
Bernardini Tomb at Praeneste (.em, Amer. Acad. Home iii
(1919) P1. x1ix).

2. Cf. Dunbabin, The Greeks snd their zastern Neighbours 67.
Roebuck suggests that the Kimmerisns prevented develop-
ment of the trans-continental route, gp.cit. 53 and n.59.

3. Cf. J. M. Cook, JhS lxxvii (1957) 361.
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depend upon Btruscan tomb-groups and representations on
pottery, notably that of Corinth.l In his reconstruction,
Jantzen relies heavily on two fixed points of Samian strati-
graphy. One of the earliest of all examples was found beneath
the surface of the ;lidhalle, together with geometric and
orientalizing pottery of the mid-seventh century,2 rather
later than the second Hekatompedos, which Buschor dates
670—-60.3 This piece, Jantzen holds, actually arrived in
the sanctuary c¢.700 or earlier. At the other end of the
series is a late gryphon from the ash-layer of Rhoikos'
altar, to be dated earlier than 550, perhaps 0.575.4
Between these limlts the other gryphons are ranged by style,
and Jantzen's findings are consistent with the Etruscan and
Corinthian evidence.

The earliest gryphon-heads were produced by hammering

sheet~bronze, and among the very first are Jantzen's lios,

4 and 5 from Samos, of Peloponnesian style.5 The repoussgé

l. Cf. Payne, loc.cit., and references there given.

2. Jantzen, op.cit. 32, 84 (No.4); Atn, Mitt. lviii (1933)
142ff; 6 » 90 ('Group J').

3. Featschrift Rumpf (Krefeld, 1952) 32ff; cf. Neue
eutsche Ausgrabungen 212.

4, Jantgen, ogig; . 84 (Ko.176). By this time the fashion
had evidently passed, for the style is in considerable
decline.

5. Compare No.4 from Samos with No.3 from Olympia, Jantzen's
Pl. 1.
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examples fall into four groups, dated ¢.700 or sooner to
¢.650. The first embraces the two Samian specimens and
gthere from Olympia, Delphoi, and the Barberini Tomb at
Praeneste; but the three succeeding groups, though enjoying
otherwise similar distribution, are not represented at Samos.
This distribution suggests that the Samian imports - for such
they must be - came from Corinth: <the conclusion is supported
by the presence of Protocorinthian pottery at the Herszion,
and by literary evidence of friendship between the two
gtates at the time of the Lelantine War.l If the style
had its Greek origin at or near Corinth, then Herodotos pro-
perly calls it ’Argolic'.2

Gryphon=~kraters quickly became popular, and casting
gsoon replaced hammering to keep pace with the increased
demand. The first three groups of cast gryphons are
contemporary with the hammered specimens. All have examples
in Samos. The Samian factory probably began production at
the time of Jantzen's second cast group; for between that
and the first are two failures, the result of an unskilled

attempt to use piece-moulda.3 I would therefore suggest

1. Cf. gupra, pp.90, (06 f

2. Hdt. iv 152.4, z"ouiclv‘to X.(}.c-"'(ov ‘('IT:!C"‘ Aevohwed TesTor:
Tee § 3¢ d™d yeonOv Keputhd eowpoccol eice.

3. Nos. 47-8, Jantzen's Pl. xviif.



136

that Nos. 44-6, of the first cast group, are likewise
Corinthian 1mports.l The second cast group, on the other
hand, contains the earliest examples from other East Greek

2

sites, from Kameiros and Zphesos; and their manufacture

perhaps marks the opening of the Samian factory, c.670 B.C.
This agrees with our view that the first quarter of the
seventh century was, for Samos, a period of growth and
reorganization. Thereafter expansion was speedy, and
from ¢.650 onwards Samos became the chief centre of pro-
duction.

Jantzen's monumentale Gruppe, Nos. 72-9, shows a
remarkable increase in sige ¢.650, when gryphons were made
large enough to match the proportions of Kolaios' krater.
The surviving sixth-century examples, on the other hand,
would be too small.

Kolaios' bowl was supported by three kneeling colossi.
For this there is no direct parallel. To judge from
surviving examples, the alternatives were of Urartian work-

manship or inspiration:3 a tripod-framework of bronze alone

1. No.22 from Perachora is catalogued as repoussé by Jantzen;
but Payne (lo§.§;t.) specially noted that, unlike its
Olympic els, it was cast. We seem therefore to
have evidence for this technique in use at Corinth.

2. Kameiros, Nos. 56=7, of. Samos hos. 54=~5; Ephesos, No.60.

3. But cf. Barnett, op,cit. 10 and fig. 11 (Barberini Tomb,
infra n.5), who argues that actual Urartian workmanship
18 not always distinguishable from North Syrian and
Phygian.



137

or of iron with bronze feat.l or a bronze cone with ;gnougsé
decoration.z Bowls supported by caryatids do however occur,

in other materials than bronze, from the very end of the
seventh century. The design appears to have originated in
Sparta: at least the earliest examples, perirrhanteris from
Olympia and Isthmia, appear to be earved from the charscter-
istic blue marble of Lakonia.3 The crowning bowl is carried
on a pillar and further supported by three women, each
standing upon a recumbent lion whose tail she grasps in her
hand. The style crossed the Aegean, but without the lions:
substantially later is an example from the Athenian Akropolis,
of Naxian marble and island workmannhip.4 Further East

1. Cf. Bernardini Tomb, Mem. Amer., Acad, Rome 1ii (1919)
Pl. x1ix (and gsupra p./ss n. ! ); %5 aaronne, Jantzen,
ope.cit. Pl. lviii,

2. Cf. Barberini Tomb, ?gm. Amer, Acad. home v (1925) Fll.,
xxviiif, The tripod made by Glaukos of Chios for
Alyattes combined elements of both these forms of support
in its design, to judge from Paus. X xvi 1 and Athen. 210c.

3. Qlympia iii (Berlin, 1897) 26ff, Taf. v; cf. F. Matz,
Eescﬁ. der ech, Kunst (Frankfurt a.¥., 1950) i 382¢%,
Taf. 120, 25%: Tathmia, Hesperie xxiv (1955) 128f and
fig. 1 on p. 130, Pl, 50c, d (lion's head, and base);
ef. ibid. xxii (195%) 191f, Pl. 59d (lower part of woman
holding lion's tail). A similar perirrhanterion of

limestone, archaistic or reworked, came from Corinth to
the Ashmolean Museum: Cecil Smith, JHS xvi (1896) 275-80.

4., H. Schrader, Die archaischen Marmorwerke der Akro
(Frankfurt a.M., 1939) 325 Lo. 448f, Abb. 375ff; Ath.

Mitt. xvii (1892) 41, Taf. vii.
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still, & clay model of perhaps the second quarter of the
sixth century, from an Bast Greek factory, was found in
Rhodea.l Conservative as ever, the motive remained popular
among the Spartans, who commemorated their victory over the
Messenians in 490 by dedicating bowls borne by single
caryatids at Amyklasi - two by their own sculptor Gitiadas,
and one by Kallon of Algina.®
Bowls supported by three human figures, then, seem to

be 2 Spartan innovation. vhat of the kneeling colossi?

A plastic vase of this form, and to be dated c¢.550, was
found in Rhodes. But Professor Buschor considers it Samian,
and brings it into connexion with Kolaios' dedicatiou.3
In this he is supported by the discovery in Samos of a

4 Alternatively,

virtually identical head from a similar vase.
the colossi may have been of the form of a statuette in

Vathy, kneeling on the right knee, left foot advanced, with

1. F. Studniczka, in ike clastik . Amel (Berlin and
Leipzig, 1928) 251F, Abb. 1-8.

2. Paus. III xviii 7; for this iessenian revolt, rlato,
« 698e, cf. 692d: for a full discussion of the
problems involved see L. H. Jeffery, JHS lxix (1949)

26“30.
3. Al che Standbilder 49, Abb. 179; 4. I. Maximowa,
es_rlastigues ris, 1927) Pl. xvi 67, cf. xvii
3 L. Curtius, Ath, Mitt. xxxi (1906) 174ff, Abb. 5,
Taf. xv.

4. Buschor, op.cit., Abb. 194.
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the right hand on the hip, left on the left knee.l Even
though the parallels are later than the time of Kolaios,
we may say that the kneeling man is found as a motif favoured
by Samian modellers.

It is clear from Herodotos' use of the present tense
that his report of Kolaios' offering is that of an eye-

witness.z

The size of the gryphon-heads, implied by the
scale of the whole composition, argues a date not long
after the middle of the seventh century, and this is con-
sistent with the literary tradition of Kolaios' voyage.
It 18 not possible to be s0 certain about the supporters:
they could have been original, but we have found no parallel
examples &8s early as c.630.3

S0 much for Kolaios' offering: next we consider his
Journey. Discussion of relations between Samos and Kyrene
must be reserved until we come to examine Arkesilas' request

4

to Polykrates. Contact with Thera is demonstrated archaeo-

logically. Samian Subgeometric ware was not widely

1. BuBOhor’ 2] 1) clt oy Abb, 183=5: Vat‘hy B232.
2. Hdt. iv 152.4, quoted supra, p..35n.2.
3., Paus. VII v 4, discussed infra pp.24¢H , shows that the
Persians destroyed Rhoikos' Heraion ¢,540. Kolaios
original stand (of Urartian pattern?) might have been
destroyed and replaced.

4. Y.inf., pp. 3(bff-
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distributed; we have alréady met it in Chalkis énd Eretria;
otherwise it is recorded only from Naxos, Delos, and Théra.l

Samian contact with Thera's metropolis, Sparta, began at
this time: the eariiest of a long series of Spartan pots
imported into the Heraion is dated c.640.2

From Platea Kolaios sailed to Spain to begin the
exploitation of 2 virgin market at Tartessos.3 That the
name belongs to the neighbourhood of Cadiz is shown by its

geographical confusion with Gades, Gadir, by later topo-

4

graphers. As Professor Rhys Carpenter has pointed out,

1. V.sup., p.A¥n.3 Ionian contact with Thera (and Krete)
was rare before c.650: Roebuck, Ionian Trade 76.

2. E. A, Lane, BSA xxxiv (1933-4) 179, 184: Lekonian I
fregment, with a lion.

3. This does not necessarily imply that traders had not
reached other parts of Spain previously; and Rhode
(Gerona Prov.) is said by Strabo 654 to have been founded
from Rhodes before 776. There is no archaeological
confirmation of this; nor a great number of Rhodian
pots from Sicily before c¢.650 for support (cf. Dunbabin,
The Western Greeks 228ff, 340, 472f). The earliest
pottery from Spain is from Ampurias (Emporion), Corinthian
from ¢.600 onwards. (The first piece is Carcia y
Bellido, §2‘§%§. ii 150 No.6, 21. lxiv; cf. H. Payne,
Necrd=corinthia 147, fig. 54C-D.) There are no foreign

ports into Spain earlier than those from Cadiz Prov.

4., Noticed by Paus. VI xix 3.
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there were three Tartessoi:> a Celtic kingdom of outh-West
Andalusia;2 a river (the Guadalquivir, whose 'silver roots'
were in the Sierra Morena above Cordova;3 and a trading-
post in Cadiz Bay, where offshore islands provided as good
a shelter as Platea in Libya or Pithekoussai in Italy.
Despite attempts to explain them otherwise, Herodotos'
words are explicit in theilr insistence that Kolalos was the
first foreign trader to reach Tartessos. Roman tradition,
derived from Timaios, held that Gadir was founded by the

Phoinikians ¢.1100.%

This must be dismissed; for the
earliest Phoinikian objects discovered in the area date
from the final decades of the sixth century. Phoinikian
importe into Utice and Carthage began in the third quarter
of the eighth century; into Motya and western cicily not
before 700; into Sardiria towards the end of the seventh
century; and into Ibiza (Pityoussa) in the balearics in
the early sixth century. Their absence from Cadiz, there-

fore, until a comparatively late date is what (without

1. AJA 1xii (1958) 51.
2. Hdt. 1 163; Celtic, R. Carpenter, AJA 1ii (1948) 478ff.
3. Stesichoros, Fr.4; cf. Paus. loc.cit.

4., Shortly before Utica (Vell. Pat. i 2.3), founded 287
years before Carthage ([Arist.]weer Owpn. Ycovew. 134),
whose Timaian ers was 814/3 B.C.
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Timaios) we should expect.l

It is all the more significant to find that the earliest
foreign material from near Cadiz is Greek. First comes a
'Corinthian' helmet found in 1938 near Jerez de la Frontera,
at the edge of the River Guadalete which empties into Cadiz
Bay. It is to be dated c.630-625.2 Of about the same
date are two Etruscan brongze Jugs, round bodied with small
mouths and conical necks, to be paralleled among the finds
in the Regolini-Galassi Tomb at Caere. It is unlikely
that they were carried to Spaln by Etruscan ships: probably

3

Greeks picked them up on the way. The third earliest

find is also of bronze: one of the gryphon-heads of which

4

we have spoken, to be dated c.600. The peculiar convention

l. R, Carpenter, AJA 1lxii 37; ecf. ibid. 47f, 51, refuting
the arguments for = much earlier date surmarized by .
F. Albright, AJA liv (1950) 174-6. The identification
with Tarshish of the 0ld Testament is to be abandoned,
since Eziongeber in the Gulf of Agaba was on the way
there (Kings I xxii 48; R. Carpenter, AJA 1ii 479).

2. Garcfa y Bellido, op.cit. ii 82f No.l, Pl. xix, with

bibliography; ecf. the similar helmet, Die Antike xv
(1939) 21, Abb. 2f; A, Schulten, Forscg. u. For%sggr.
xv (1939) 44f, there dated to the seco 1f of the

century by E. Kukahn, A helmet of c.550 or later was
found at Huelva: Garcfa, op.cit. 84f No.4.

3. Discussed by Carpenter, AJA 1xii 50.

4. Jentgen's No.134; Garcfa, op.cit. ii 83 No.2, Pl. xx

2; Arch, %xg 1941,205 (better photograph): Madrid
market, 1 , Baid to have come from Andalusia; present

whereabouts unknown.
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whereby the edges of beak, eyelids, and brows, are pinched

into a ridge can readily be paralleled among Samian examplea.l

We conclude that there is evidence of Greek contact with

Tartessos at the time of Kolaios' visit, but not before,

2

and that Samian bronze-work was taken there during the next

half-century.

Of what did Kolaios' return cargo consist? So great

a profit could only be made in silver. Stesichoros of Himera

called Tartessos river geyucoec:Goc ; and hie city was a

port of call on the route to Spain.3 This, of course, is

not evidence for the preceding century. But Arganthonios

the Tartessian king was on his throne at least as early as

c.620,

4 and his name is evidently derived from the Celtic

1.
2.

3.

Cf. Nos. 118, 120ff, of this group.

H. R. ¥. Smith, AJA 1vii (1953) 33, rightly rejects Garcia's
insubstantial contention that rhokaians preceded Xolaios.

Stesichoros, Fr. 4. It is to be noticed that liimers and
Selinous issued silver coin before the other Sicilian
states. Roebuck, Ionian Trade 99, makes Fhokaia's own
preference for electrum coinage an obstacle to supposing
that she imported quantities of Spanish silver. But the
use of electrum was dictated by Lydia. For Tartessian
silver, see also Strabo 151, and Diodoros v 35.

He was 'already dead' at the time of the fall of rhokaia
c.539 (Hdt. 1 165), and he reigned for 80 years (%g;_.
163.2), His longevity (120 years, Hdt. lo t.) was
proverbial in Samos also: Anakreon, Fr. giving him
150 years). If not credible as a reign, perhaps the

80 years mark the antiquity of Greek trade with Tartessos.
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argant, 'silver'. Rhys Carpenter points out that this
implies Arganthonios was a Celt;l it also implies a high
antiquity for Tartessian silver.

The other valuable material to be obtained from

Tartessos was tin, both raw and alloyed as bronze.2
Pausanias tells us that idyron of Sikyon dedicated two
thalamoi of bronze at Olympia in 648, Tov v Adewev , TO¢ 8¢
deyadiae T5c A dvwr. The Eleans, he adds, said that

3

the bronze was Tartessian. This information may of course

have been mistaken or deceitful; and if the stylistic
reference is to orders of architecture, then it is ana-

chronistic and the thalamoi are to be dated no earlier

than the sixth century.4

But even that date is early
enough to be interesting.

The tin route to Cornwall,5 however, closed since its

l. AJA 1ii 478ff.

2. On the scarcity of tin see Roebuck, op.,cit. 97: a precious
metal in the Iliad, unknown in the Odyssey, and not
readily available nearer than Iran and the Caucasus.

3. Paus. VI xix 2ff.

4. Cf. TAPA 1xxii (1941) 266ff: perhaps dedicated by Myron
II (acc. 600-595 B.C.).

5. Cf. M. Cary, JHS x1liv (1924) 166ff. There are a few
objects of Mykenaian and contemporary Egyptian faience
in the County Museum at Iruro. 'Beads for the natives.'



145

slight exploitation in Mykenaian times, appears to have

been reopened at least by c.700. The evidence for this is
in the Herzsprung ahields.l These shields are distinguished,
for whatever reason, by an indentation of their central boss
or its surrounding rings, V-shaped or U-shaped. The latter
form is widely scattered in northern Europe and even reaches
Ireland. The former also reaches Ireland; but otherwise

it is known from reliefs of Atlantic Bronze Age II date
(750~550)2 in Spain, and from eighth and seventh century
contexts at Delphoi, Samos, Krete, and Kypros. The most
securely dated of these are in the form of terracotta votives
from the Semian Heraion.> They were found beneath Altar V
and Hekatompedos II, and so are earlier than c.670-660: how
much earlier, we cannot be sure. It seems clear that this

Greek style reached Ireland by way of Spain, but not through

1. H., Hencken, AJA liv (1950) 295-309; ILorimer, Homer and
§_§5§gggggg__ 69 (the 'Lambda' shield), quoting Sir
Myres.
2., Cf, Hencken, op.cit. 302f.
3. R. Eilmann, Ath., Mitt. 1lviii (1933) 121f, Beil. xxxvi

13, 16; xxxvii 3-5 (under Hekatompedos II); =xxxvii 7
(£111ing of Altar V).
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Tartessos.l and not necessarily emenating from Samos. It
is hard to see what this route is but that of the tin trade.
A literary tradition has survived which may help.

Pliny tells us, plumbum ex Cassiteride insula primusg

adportavit Midacritus.2 The name has been re-hellenized,

and we read much hopeful speculation about Meidokritos the
Massaliote adventurer,’ who first brought tin from its northern

source. All this ie fantasy. Pliny's text is guaranteed;?

1. R. Carpenter, AJA 1xii 49f, adds the Herzsprung shields
(which on any reckoning must be considerably earlier than
Kolaios' voyage) to the Jerez helmet, to make an hypo-
thesis of Samian trade in finished armour against raw
bronze., But (as Hencken had already pointed out, 9p.cit.
303) the distribution of the Herzsprung shields in Spain
does not follow the drainage of the Guadalquivir, but
rather the valley of the Guardiana, the southern part of
the present frontier between Spain and Portugal. This
presupposes a different point of contact, perhaps still
used in the second half of the seventh century, if we
may Jjudge from a scarab of Psamtik I found in southern

Portugal (Correia, Una Conferéncis sdbre a necropole
Aldcer do Sal (Coimbra, 1925) 21).
2, Pliny, NH vii 197; A. R. Burn, The iyric Age of Greece 57.

3. Cf. P. Bosch-Gimpera, CQ xxxviii (1944) 54. The mistake
wag not made by M. Cary and E. H. Warmington, The en
Explorers (London, 1929) 30f, though they give the
nationality a€ ‘'presumably Phocaean' with no more reason.

4. By the garbled versions of Hyginus, Fab. 274.6, Midas
rex Cybeles fiiius Phryx plumbum album et nigrum orimus
invenit, and Cassiodorus, Var. iii 31.4, plumbum Mida
«e+ regnator Phrygiae. (We must not, of course, follow
Knaeack, %ermes xv% (1881) 587, in emending Pliny's text
to Mides Pﬁgx .)
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then the correct Greek form is Midakritos, 'chosen of Midas':
not a name to be given later than ¢.700, and immediately
suggesting Kymaian nationality. For Kymaian Agamemnon's
daughter married the Midas of her day,l and the city was
concerned in the early quest for metal, both at Italian
Kyme in the first half of the eighth century, and zlso in
the East, as is shown by her early foundation of Side.2

The arrival of the Celtic Tartessians probably marked
the establishment of a monopoly in tin, and their market
wag a fruitful source of both northern tin and Spanish
silver by the time of Kolaios' arrival.

Samian exploitation of Tartessos lasted until ¢.600,
when the Phokaians took over direction of the far-western

trade.3

Roebuck suggests that the Samians retired content
with their profite from Egypt and the eastern Mediterranean;

alternatively that their business cense was too ken for

1. Pollux, Onom. ix 83, with a story of interest in precious
metal; cof. Aristotle, Fr. 611.37.

2. Kyme, supra p.18; Side, Strabo 667; Roebuck, op.cit. €7
and n.24. fiow was the tradition of .ildakritos' voyage
preserved? surely by the same means at Kyme as that of
Kolaios at Samos. The link is provided by Ephoros of
Kyme, from whose work weei edeqpsiwv Pliny apparently
drew his information: next but two he lists Anacharsis’
invention of the potter's wheel, a fiction of Ephoros
(FGrHist 70 F 42 = Strabo 303 with refutation from Homer);
?nd Pl%ny confesses acquaintance with the mee éﬁgweﬁq\h

T 334).

3. Cf. P. Bosch~Gimpera, 'The Phokaians in the Far hecsti
an Historical Reconstruction', C§ xxxviii (1944 ) s53¢£F;
Garcf{a y Bellido, op.cit. i1 111ff; A. Schulten, Tgrtessog2
441,
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Arganthonios' liking.l The former explanation is incredible,
the latter I should like to believe. But in fact we should
seek a reason for Samos' advance rather than for her subse-
quent eclipse. It is easily found: her mainland rivals

had been held down by the Kimmerians at the crucisl moment

of her own expansion. Now they had recovered, and competition

had to be endured.

II

Kolaios was on his way to Egypt when the storm swept
him to Libya. That is to say, by c.638 Samian trade with
Egypt had begun. There is nothing remarkable in this:

Egypt had been open to Greeks for a century, ever since the
reigns of Tefnakhte and his son Uahkere' of the XXIVth
Dynasty, the earliest Pharaohs known to historical Greek
tradition, in which they appear as Tnephachthos and Bokchoris

respectively.2

Archaeological evidence agrees: no Proto-
geometric, and virtually no Geometric pottery has been {ound
in Egypt, but Egyptian objects reached mainland Greece at

Eleusis, Sparta, and Perachora by the end of the eighth

1. Op.eit. 96.
2. Diod. 1 45; of. CAH 1ii 276f,
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century, and the traffic increased thereafter.l That Samos
exploited at least part of the route to Egypt during this
period is shown by her continuous import of Kypriote terra-
cottas from the early seventh century until well into the
eixth.2
The first reliable literary evidence of East Greek
contact with Egypt is Herodotos' account of the rise of
Psamatik I, which took place a quarter of a century before
Kolaios' wvoyage. Psamatik's success in overthrowing the
Dodekarchy came with the help of a hoplite mercenary force
from Ionia and Karia;3 and to Egypt at the sazme time came

a contingent sent by Xing Gyges of Lydia.4 But we are not

l. Lorimer, Homer and the lMonuments 88 with n.4; cf. the
vase with cartouche of bokchoris from Tarquinia (E. H.
Dohan, Italic Tomb-Groups (Philadelphia, 1942) 106ff),
and a scarab wi is name from Ischia (Arch. Reports
lgiz (London, 1958) 41). A Subgeometric sherd, per-

p8 Euboic, is known from Memphis: Ch. Clairmont,
Berytus xi (1955) 100 No. 8, Pl. xx 6.

2. Vide infra, p. 3.

3. HdAt. 1i 151-4. Tor the date of rsamatik's succescion,
663 B.C., see discussion, H. R. Hall, CAH 1iii 287f.

4, Cf. the elay cylinder of Assurbanipal (D. D. Luckenbill,

Ancient Records of Assyria and oscbylonia (Chicago,
26-~7) 11 298, para. 785). Gyges' contingent may, of

course, have consisted of the Ionians and Karians men-
tioned by Hdt. We learn from Plut, {.Gr. 45 (Mor.
302e) that Gyges employed Karians for his rise to power.
For the contemporary Archilochos they were typical
mercenaries: Fr., 40.
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told from which cities the Ionian soldiers were drawn.l

It seems likely, however, that some came from Samos.
Excavation of the Heraion has made it clear that the great
series of Egyptian souvenirs brought to Samos began to
arrive about the middle of the seventh century - earlier
here than at any other East Greek site so far examined.2
One of the first offerings, a bronze cat, was found discarded
in a dated context of the third quarter of the seventh
century, together with Protocorinthian and local pottery.3
Its arrival, therefore, should be set not later than ¢.650,
and many other yet unpublished finds are said to be no later.

The cat, seated with the tail (as usual) on the ground
at its right side, is a typical Saite figure of Felis
ocreata maniculata, native of Ethiopia and the Upper Nile.
The modelling is naturalistic, with emphasis on the massy
spatulate shoulders; the back is perhaps more rounded than
is common; the whole surface is left plain except for hair-

incision of whiskers and ears, though the latter were pierced

1. The Abu Simbel inscriptions of 589 B.C. (Tod, GHI i° 4;
A.Bernand, Rév. des Et. Gr. lxx (1957) 3-20; dated by
A. Rowe, Annales du Service des Antiquités de 1'Egynte
xxxviii (I938) 157ff) were carved by men from Teos,
Kolophon, and Ialysos (among others). Their captain
Psammetichos son of Theokles may have been a second-
generation mercenary. But the same is not necessarily
true of his men.

2. Lorimer, loc.cit. J. D. . Pendlebury's statement, isegyptiaca
(Cambridge, 1930) 105, that only one Hgyptian object was
found in Samos (an Apis) is superseded by the great amount
of material now exhibited in Vathy.

3. Vathy, B445; PLATE XXXVIII 1: Arch.Anz. 1937, 204 Abb. 4
another view); Ath. Mitt. lxviiy iIQSBJ 127 n.2. ) éBlO7O
ig g Minute cat B whoas finding no details are. avai, 20Le,
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for the adornment of ear-rings now lost. Our cat was evi-

dently not of the most expensive class, for its eyes were

not inlaid in paste but cagg in one piece with the figure.l
In Egypt the cat was sacred to the goddess Bast; and

reverence of the cat revolved about the goddess' sanctuary

at Boubastis.’
When Psamatik's foreign troops had fulfilled their

task, he settled them on either side of the rPelousiac iNile,

in veteran colonies which they called sStratopeda, oAiyev éveede

3

QovRderioe mohroc. Sirce the initial service of Psamatik's
mercenaries is contemporary with the import of Egyptian
trinkets into Samos, while Boubastis is the likely source

of at least some of this material, we are justified in con-
cluding that some of the dedicators were mercenaries returned
from reserve at Stratopeda, and so that Samians fought in

Psamatik's army.

Psamatik celebrated his victory by building the South

1. For a similar cat (but with inlaid eyes), see F.F. J(ones),
Rec. of the Art Mus. Pringeton Univ. xi (1952) No. 1, 2ff
plate. . also N, and B, Langton, The fat in
Ancient Egypt (Cambridge, 1940) Pl. v 227, xv 43.
2. Cf, BHat. 11 67.
3. Ibid. 154: not identical with Daphnai (ibid. 30, 107 -

now Tell Defenneh), as H. R, Hall argued, CAH 1ii 292;
cf. R. M. Cook, JHS 1vii (1937) 234¢f.
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Propylaia at Memphis, to the glory of Ptah.l

This god,
identified by the Greeks with Hephaistos,? was the chief
lord and protector of the ancient royal city. The occu-
pation of Memphis marked the final success of Psamatik's
initiative, and his mercenaries must still have been with
him, To one of them the experience was unforgettable;
and when he returned to his home in Jamos and married, he

named his son in memory of the expedition, Hephaistopolis.3

1. Hdt. i1 153; he also consecrated a Court of Apis here.
- It was at Memphis that Psamatik had received the omen of
his success: ibid. 151.

2, Cf. Hat. 11 2 et passim.

3. Rhodopis, who was at Naukratis in the time of Amasis, but
also of Saprho (see discussion, infre pp.!54¢), had pre-
viously been a slave of Iadmon son of Hephaistopolis
(Hdt. 41 134f). This should mean that Iadmon was born
¢.615, his father born and named c¢.650. The Greeks
constructed many such divine nicknames for Egyptian
cities (but comparatively few for cities outside Zgypt):
Strabo records Aphrodites Polis, Apollonopolis, Dios
Polis, Heliou Polis, Herakleous Polis, Hermou Polis,
Latopolis; besides such animal-names as Kynos Polis,
Leontopolis, Lykou Polis, and even Krokodeilon Polis.
Some of these were certainly current in Herodotos' day,
as Hermeo Polis (i1 67) and Heliou Polis (i1 3, 7-9
etc.; NB Heliopolitai, supporting the form Heliopolis),
and it is probable that others also were then in use.
The distribution of such names makes it virtually certain
that Hephaistopolis relates to Egypt, undoubtedly to
Memphis. The name is never found again, and did not
supersede that of Memphis among the Greeks: precisely
parallel is the case of Dios Polis, which never replaced
the name of Thebes (Cf. Strabo 805, 815). (Dios Polis
may be a sixth-century name, for it occurs in the
Pythagorean biographical tradition: Iambl., de Vita
Pyth. 1i 12.)



153

The Milesian contingent, a naval force of thirty
vessels, established a post near the Bolbitine mouth of
the Nile which they called MV\\-\L:QV TFTKoC R A few
years later they defeated Inaros in a battle on water, and
founded what was to become a trading settlement at Naukratis,
already the site of a considerable native town.l The name
of the place, 'strong in ships', agrees well with this
tradition,

According to Strabo, the Milesians founded Naukratis
i \P&tqaqt(xou .2 The other indication of date is given
by the mention of Inaros. The story of his defeat is
commonly rejected as due to confusion with the fifth-century

3

Libyan of his name. From what the confusion arose if

there was in fact no seventh-century Inaros is not explained.

1. Strabo 801, where the synchronism with the reign of
Kyaxares of Media should perhaps be rejected as & gloss,

following Hirschfeld, Rheini g%s. x1lii (1887) 211f.

For Psamatik's encouragement of Greek trade even before

he overthrew the Dodekarchs, cf. Diod. i1 66.8. For

the special friendship between iMiletos and the Saites,

cf. Necho's dedication of Josiah's trappings at Branchidai
after the battle of Megiddo in 608: Hdt. ii 159, and

How and Wells ad loc.; II Kings xxiii, II Chrom. xxxv,
for the battle.

2. Loc,.cit.

3. Por instance, W. M. F., Petrie, §gg§;g§;g i (London, 1886)
4. This course involves the further difficulty that
the fifth century Inaros was & friend of the Delian
Lea%us (Thuk, 1 104.1, 110.3), of which Miletos was a
member,
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On the other hand, the 'Fight for the Armour of King Inaros',
a romance first written down in the Ptolemaic period after
four centuries of oral transmission, involves historical
figures mentioned by Assurbanipal as having been set in
authority in the course of Esarhaddon's campaign in 671 B.C.:
Pedubastet of Tanis, Pakruru of Pisopdu, Ziha of Sidt, and
Pimai probably of Mendes.l This evidence suggests that

the traditional date of the foundation of Naukratis was at
the beginning of Psamatik's reign, and that it.had a circum-
stantial basis.

Since the work of Beazley and Paynez

it has been usual
to date the foundation of Greek Naukratis c.615-610.° That
is the date of the first pottery imported from Corinth:
there was very little indeed of Early Corinthian ware, and
no Protocorinthian, apart from one fragment of a debased
linear style which lasts in parallel with Early Corinthian
until the end of the seventh century; while the majority

of fragments belonged to the first quarter of the sixth

century. The earliest Attic pottery was found to belong

1. On the 'Fight for the Armour', see H. R. Hall, CAH 1ii
290, cf. 281f. For Assurbanipal'’s record, v. D. Luckenbill,
%ﬁc;eng Reogg%s i1 293f, para. 771. Hall does not mention
e passage of Strabo, and inclines to believe that this _
Inaros too was the fifth-century king. (On the name Inaros,
see recently D, M. Lewis, Historia vii (1958) 395.)

2. J. D. Beazley and H., G. G. Payne, JHS x1ix (1929) 253-72,
for the Attic pottery; Payne, Negrocorinthia (Oxford, 1931)
25 with references there given, for the Corinthian.

3. 3Jee especially R. M. Cook, JHS lvii (1937) 227£f, with
full references to the material from Naukratis and else-
where in Egypt.
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only to the very end of the seventh century.

It may well seem strange that this East Greek colony
should be dated by reference to pottery from Athens and
Corinth rather than from the East Greek homeland. The
disproportionate significance attached to this evidence
arises from the greater minuteness of the study of these
fabriecs by such scholars as Beazley and Payne, and the
formidable certainty of their conclusions. In fact the
relevance’of Corinthian pottery for the date of a Milesian
colony (except to provide a vague terminus ante guem) is
made extremely doubtful by the very small quantity of such
pottery which reached Miletos 1tself;1 and the incfeaaed
volume of import into Naukratis after 600 only reflects the
new alliance between Periander and Thrasyboulos. As for
Attic ware, in the period before 600 it left Greece very
rarely indeed - and then perhaps on Corinthian ships - and
the wonder is that any reached Naukratis at all.?

The East Greek wares are not so well known: but there
wvas a great amount of 'Rhodian' at Naukratis, and it is
becoming increasingly probable that some of it is consider-
ably older than anything on the site from Corinth or from

1. YV.sup. p./0] and n.l.

2., B. L. Bailey, 'The Export of Attic Black Figure Ware',
JHS 1x (1940) 60ff: before 60C the only foreign sites
are Cervetri, Marseilles, Naukratis, and Troy.
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1

Athens. It is unlikely that any of it will prove to be

earlier than c.640; but we cannot yet rule out the possi-

bility of a military foundation early in the reign of Psamatik,

which gradually became commercial during the suocceeding
generation,

The Greek cities most involved in trade at Naukratis
established their own religious centres there. Herodotos
names three of them, the sanctuaries of Milesian Apollo,
Samian Hera, and Aiginetan Zeus.2 To these must be added,
from archaeological evidence, the sanctuaries of Aphrodite
Pandemos and of the Dioskouroi.3 There was besides an

Hellenion.?

Three temene were marked out before the end
of the seventh century. Those of Apollo and Aphrodite are

as o0ld a8 the town itself, to judge from the pottery found

1. Cf. Roebuck, Class. Phil. x1lv (1950) 236 and 244 n.7.

Naukratis is not a stratified site - despite the attempted

reconstruction by E. G;erstad. Livérpool innals of Arch.
and Anthrop. xxi (1934) 67-84.

2. H4At. 11 178. That of Zeug was not found by the exca=~
vators. For the significance of Herodotos' remarks,
see discussion of Amasis' reorganization, infra pp. 247{{.

3. Aphrodite: E. A. Gardner, Naukratis ii 33ff; randemos
in dedicatory inscriptionsz ibid. 66 Nos. 818, 821,

Roebuck, Class. rhil. xlv (1 242, argues that the

shrine was ote. Dioskouroi: Gardnar, op.cit. 30ff,
4., HAt. 11 178: established by Chios,gTeos, Phokaia,

Klazomenai; Rhodes, Knidos, iHalikarnassos, FPhaselis;

and Mytilene: probably dating from Amasis' reorganization,

infra p.2%o.



157

in them. The Samian temenos was found to have been virtually

obliterated by modern stone-hunters, and it contained little
material which could be dated.l However, the building
wvhich it surrounded -~ presumably the Temple of Hera, though
the orientation is without paralle12 ~ was shown by its
level to have been among the earliest on the site.

Before the time of Amasis there were other posts besides
Naukratis: this follows from Herodotos' statement that
Amasis abolished them.3 They may have taken the form of
islands in the Nile: we have seen that islands were often
favoured for this purpose when the goodwill of the natives
was uncertain, as at Pithekoussal and Platea. Stephanos
of Byzantion, s8.v. ’quwr , notes that €er wad E Qecoc & O
N;—:\.:; K& Kioc wan A?cﬁoc ati Kiugoe Wi Elpeec Wl f‘)‘k"“:

5: ‘bxaidaoc .4 If these names were known to Hekataios,

1. Gardner, op.cit. 60f (originally thought by Petrie to be
the Palaistra).

2. Interior measurement 56' x 18'10"; surrounding wall of
myd-brick, retaining a carefully levelled and sanded area
which held the vanished foundation-blocks. Dimensions
and position favour identification of this as the Heraion.
But the orientation is North-South. The parallel of
Phigaleia is deceptive, for there difficulties of terrain
are an explanation, not relevant at Naukratis. The
temenos also contained another building 'of unknown char-
acter and extent' (Naukratis ii 61), of which no more
has been heard.

3. Hdt. 11 178-9.
4. Hekataios, FGrHist 1 F 310.
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then since they are unlikely to have been given between his

time and Amasis' reorgnnizationl

they must be earlier than
elther. Chios and Lesbos were members of the Hellenion
at Naukratis, and so among those affected by Amasis' res-

trictiona.2

Samos is & certain, Kypros a plausible trader
there. It therefore seems probable that the best inter-
pretation of this fragment of Hekataios is to understand a
reference to emall national trading posts in the Nile; and
it is interesting to find that Samos maintained one of them.
There was, then, considerable scope for contact between
Greece and Zgypt until the time of Amasis, among mercenary
settlements, at Naukratis, and on a number of smaller sites
in the Delta. 50 far as Samos is concerned, detailed
evidence 1s most readily availasble at Naukratis. Samian
pottery arrived here at the end of the seventh century,

when quantities of characteristic one-handled cups were

1. Here the actual nature of the reorganization is
irrelevant: the argument depends on the Ionian
opinion of it, given by Herodotos.

2., Hdt¢., loc.cit.
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1

dedicated in the precinct of Hera. Lekonian ware began

to be imported about 590, at which date it began to reach

2

Samos too. The Hephaistos Painter and his contemporaries

are strongly represented on both sites, and it is an easy
guess that this otherwise narrowly confined fabric found
its way to Egypt in Samian ships.

The merchants at Naukratis made immense profits,3 which

they were as ready to dissipate as any other sailors far

from home. Prostitution flourished there, says Herodotos;4

5

and Aphrodite received her share of the proceeds. It was

1. Naukratis ii 61, 67; Edgar, BSA v (1889-90) 54 No.20 -
now CVA Fitzwilliam Mus. Fasc. 2 (Gt. Britain Fasc. 115
IID P1l. xvii 71, insceribed [MAJduxec p dvedfque] Tyelye ].
For examples from Samos, Ath, Mitt. 1liv (1929) 33 Abb.

25.3-4, Beil. xviii 2 (compared by Kunze ap. CVA, loc.cit.);
and my PTATE XXXV 5. There is one vertical handle; out-
side the lower half is painted in poor black glaze, the
upper half left plain; the whole of the inside is usually
painted. Slightly later is a type of stemless kylix
painted outside with broad and narrow bands of black,
inside either similarly decorated or black-glazed all

over (Naukr. i Pl. x 4 etc.; Boehlau, Aus ion. und

ital. Nekr. Taf. viii 21). Pots of both sﬁgpes occur
with the name ¢y painted; but on most the dedication

is scratched.

3. Pergfps the Alginetan Sostratos was one of them: sup.,
p.! n.2.

4. Hat. 11 135.5; cf, Athen. 596b.

5. If the dedications by women to Aphrodite (Naukr. ii 62ff,

Nos. 712, 74%, 761, 798, 808) are gifts from free
hetairai - for this category, cf. Hdt. ii 135.2 - then
many of the dedications by men will be gifts from owners
of prostitute slaves.
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probably about 580 that one Xanthes brought from samos the
most notorious courtesan of them all, the Thrakian slave
Rhodopis. She won the heart of Sappho's brother Charaxos
of Mytilene, who bought her and set her free, moving his
angry sister to lampoon his weakness, Rhodopis chose to
stay in Naukratis, however, and was still there in the time
of Amasis, piling up a great fortune - great, that is, for

a Rhodopis, says Herodotos - out of which she sent a present

to Apollo at Delphoi.l

1. Hdt. ii 134-5. The date degends on the reference to
Sappho (and, less reliably, on a synchronism with iesop
the fabulist, cf. infra, p.25S). D. L. Page holds
that Sappho need not have been aged more than 50 in the
early years of Amasis' rule (Sappho and ilcaeus (Oxford,
1955) 49). But she cannot well have been younger; for
she was a contemporary of Alkaios and Pittakos (Strabo
617; cf. Andrewes, The Greek Tyrants 93), and suffered
banishment as early as the 45th Olympiad (6C0-596 B.C.s
%grm. Par., FGrHigst 239 A 36; Page, op.cit. 225; cf.

. J. Cadoux, ] 1141 (1948) 92). She will not have
been a child at the time, for the date was taken as her
akme (600/599, Jerome; 595/4, Arm. vers.). It seems
chronologically preferable, therefore, %o take Herodotos'
phrase wotts Apdav Ascdhefevta Je Yrpdfeves “A¥Tmc (134,2)
to refer to her period of high success after Charaxos
had freed her (135.2).

Is Rhodopis identical with Doricha? Page is con-
vinced (op,cit. 49 and n.1l). The identity was first
proclaimed by Strabo 808, Athenaios, who knew his poets,
says (596c: speaking of Doricha) "Hesderoc (sig) ¥ oy
Pod Dy KNG, Uyvolsr oR €dee ™Me Bueixyc €Ty .

At any rate, the surviving poem (Fr. 5 + 15b LP) is not
that mentioned by Herodotos; for here cappho prays that
Charaxos may come safe home, and not fall a viectim to
Doricha again (i.e. he has given her up), whereas the
taunting poem Herodotos knew was written after Charaxos'
return.




161

But Naukratis not only provided opportunities to make
money and to spend it: it held the place of an inter-
national university for the exchange of ideas and inventions,
exerting an influence of almost incalculable magnitude on
the philosophical and material background of life in sixth
century Ionia. Here, in the first quarter of the sixth
century, in company with his future colleague Rhoikos,1
Theodoros came by the knowledge and versatility which made
‘him the greatest practical genius of the age - architect,
inventor, sculptor in bronze, goldsmith, and seal-engraver.2
The young Pythagoras too was sent to Egypt a year or two
before Amasis' reorganization of Naukratis, when continued

residence in Samos became politically impossible for him.3

1. Rhoikos' presence is attested by his dedication of a bowl
to Aphrodite: Naukratis ii 65 No.778; FPrinz, 'Funde
aus Naukratis', Klio, Beiheft vii (1908) 118; dated c.600=
575 by L. H. Jeffery, Local .cripts of Archaic Greece
(Oxford, 1961) 328: Poigoc p awednue Tylgc]od Tye.

2. On Theodoros, cf. Lippold, RE 'Theodoros' No. 195. Theo-
doros' date depends on that of the Ephesos foundation
deposit: infra, p. 193 w.l.

3. Iamblichos, de Vita Pyth. ii 11-12, The best reconstruction
of the chronology of rythagoras' life is by i. Rostagni,
Atti della R, Accad. delle scienze di Torino xlix (1914)

f, 554ff. Rostagni takes the final exile as his base
date, 529 B.C. I set it two years eacrlier, and conse-
quently raise all dates by this amount. For a criticism
of Rostagni, see K. von Fritz, Pyth&gorean rolitics in
Southern Italy (Columbia, New York, 1940) 47ff. The
two 'Iacts'wﬁich will not fit Kostagni's reconstruction -
the capture of Pyth. by Kambyses, and his tuition of
Empedokles - form the basis of a. Delatte's attempt
(Musée Belge xviii (1920) 5ff); but he creates more
difficulties than he settles. Cf. also APPENDIX C.
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The city gave its visitors an unrivalled opportunity both

to learn from fellow Greeks whom politics might otherwise

prevent them from meeting, and to travel into the interior
and taste the wisdom of the native Egyptians.

Polycharmos of Naukratis recounted the adventures of
the Naukratite Herostratos, a trader between Egypt and
Kypros, and the dedication which he made to Aphrodite in
gratitude for the safe ocutcome of an uncommonly hazardous

oroesing.l

The date given is 688 B.C., impossibly high

since it precedes the foundation of Naukratis itself by a

generation at least. But Herostratos' career should perhaps

be retained in the early years of the settlement. His

name, as a 'Hera' compound, may indicate Samian origin:

certainly it was borme by a Samian in the second half of

the sixth century.2
Herostratos' enterprise covered the last lap of the

Journey from Samos to Egypt. We must look now at the

earlier part of the route, and add a short note on the

island's relations with Kypros. This part of the eastern

1. Ap. Athenaios, Deipn. 675f-676c.
2. Antigonos of Karystos, FGrHist 544 F 1: ¥.inf., p.32\.
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shipping lane had been open for commerce between Kypros and
Samos ever since the early years of the seventh century.
West Kypriote terracottas of all dates from then until well
into the sixth century have been found in the Heraion,
besides others of Kypriote craft but Samian clay which prove
the immigrant status of their makers.l Greek terracottas
everywhere were individually made until the second quarter
of the seventh century. But even among the earliest of
these Kypriote imports are examples of figurines cast in a
mould. It appears that Samos learnt the technique from her
EKypriote guests and passed it on.2
Within this period of intimacy between Samos and Kypros
we must set the career of Dexikreon, who, according to
Plutarch, amassed a great fortune from the sale of fresh
water to mariners between the two islands, and enriched

Aphrodiite with a part of 1t.3 There is a bond between

Irade 65-8.

2, Id., ibid. lxvi (1941) 34ff. It is interesting that
Pliny, M xxxv 152 (a comparison withxxxv 16 establishes
the source as Cornelius Nepos), records that plastice,
clay modelling, was invented in Samos multo ante
Bacchiadas Corintho puls - but by Rhoikos and Theodoros:
perhaps an anonymous acﬁgevement hopefully ascribed to
famoue names.

3. Plutarch, Q.G6r. 54 (Mor. 303C). Halliday, gd log, supposes
the source to have been Douris.
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Dexikreon, Herostratos, and all the merchants of Naukratis,
in their special devotion to Aphrodite. Indeed, this

deity seems to have been the only one honoured at Naukratis
with both a temenos of her own and a place in the Hellenion.l
It is clear that she stood in a tutelary relation to
Herostratos and Dexikreon, and to the former, at least, as
mariner rather than as merchant. Probably she watched

over the whole route in her capacity of Euploia, a title

with which we find her endowed in later days at Mylasa,

2

Knidos, and Aigal in Kilikia. Besides, Ionian poetry

knew her as Kypris, a name full of meaning for traffickers

in these seas.3

III

Our account of the commercial expansion of Jamos must
be interrupted for a political digression. In the first

decade of the sixth century Uamos fought a colonial war

1. Infra, p. 25!.

2. Mylasa, Mouc.«d R\QX\oO.ipécvqc 1875, p. 50; Knidos,
Paus. I 4 3; Aigai, Inscr. Gr, ad. res Rom, rt. iii _
921 ( 4443%; named with Augustus and oseidon Asphaleios).
See also L. R. Farnell, The Cults of the Greek States
(Oxford, 1896) ii/636f; RE s.V. Euploia.

3. Iliad v 330 etc.£ cf., Odyssey viii 362f, for her home
at Paphos. i

|
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with Megara in the Propontis, TOLv yewpspwv Zxévmv T v
WATeWwy ety My Byuoreleuc CQANYY Kdi My whTahvav Me & Ketveo
Hﬁﬂ‘{xi“.l This is the only reference to Demoteles
which has survived.
The preliminary question to be decided is the meaning
of pevegxia . Thouch its literal translation is 'sole
rule'. it seems probable that the ordinary usage of the
word in non-philosophical prose is as a synonym for Tvc@vv&,

2 fThere

a meaning which is as 0ld as Solon and Theognis.
can therefore be little doubt that Demoteles was a tyrant,
not last of the hereditary kings.

There is no indication of the date of Demoteles'
tyranny, except that it preceded the war with Megara;
though the fact that it was mentioned at all in this context
may suggest that its dissolution was a comparatively recent

event. We shall not go far wrong in supposing a short-

lived tyranny at some point in the last third of the seventh

1. Plutareh, Q.Gr. 57 (Mor. 303E). The source was probably
" either Aristotle or Douris: ialliday, gd loc. For the
date of these events, v.inf. pp. 17¢,(5§.

2. A. Andrewes, The @Greek %xgggta 26f: Solon, Fr. 10 Diehl
presumably of Peisistratos; Theognis 52 (a condemnation
of tyranny). Thuk.i 122.3%, ‘monarchy' and 'tyranny' as
synonyms in the same passage; cf. Isokrates, Panegyricus
125f. TFor Herodotos, Aseileuc, Tufswvoc and
tobvidgxec  are interchangeable: see J. E. Powell,

x;go& to Herﬁdwtos (Cambridge, 1938) s.vv. (As an
exception to the gule, at Kos pevgxer are annual
megistrates: G2 1012.)
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century, an attempt as premature here as that of Kylon at
Athens,

This is perhaps an appropriate moment to consider the

Geomorxrol. ¥e conjectured that they succeeded the here-
ditary monarchs in power: now for the first time we meet

them explicitly. The word is used of Samians only once

more in the extant sources, in Thukydides' account of the

1

events of 412. Politically, the Geomoroi were oligarchs:

Plutarch says so specifically.2

and in Thukydides they are
identical with the édouvdrei, and subject to attack by the
demos. As to numbers, in 412 two hundred of them were
executed (79v OVVATWTLTW~ ), and four hundred banished;
80 there must have been at least six hundred altogether,
and even more if any were allowed to remain in the island.
It is almost certain that the word was a proper name
in Samos, as at Athens and Syracuee,3 and it should there-
fore be capable of definition. The decree of 412 con-
fiscated the lands of those condemned; and the lands were

later parcelled out among the demos. The same decree for-

bade intermarriage between demos and Geomoroi. For this

1. Thuk. viii 21.

2 Y T‘\\' ONQ'LO YG‘WB—"’(MH ;L“HN'“’ lOC ° Cit .

3. Athens, Aristotle, Resp. Ath. Fr. 2, a division parallel
to Eup&tridai and'DemIourgoI; Syracuse, Hdt. v1£3155.2.
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provision there must have been a simple test to enable the
legality of any marriage to be decided. From this it
follows that the Geomoroi could be defined formally; and
since their land-tenure, their geomoria, had been abolished,
the criterion can only have been one of birth. The Geomoroi,
then, were certain named families, and the composition of
their order was therefore immutable.

But while landownership played no part in defining the
Geomoroi in 412, etymology proves it to have been the
original basis of their hame. At Teos, it appears, tradition
preserved the record of lands granted (mﬁeqo\ ) when the

1

Ionians first settled there. At diletos there was still

in the fifth century a clan which traced its ancestry to

Keleus, leader of the Ionian migration.2

The most likely
explanation of the special position of the Gamorol at
Syracuse is that they were the descendants of the early
settlers, who followed Archias from Tenea with their estates
already allotted before they aailed.3 We may conclude that

the Geomoroi of Samos claimed descent from the Epidaurian

colonists who shared in frokles' colony at the end of the

1. CIG 3064, 3081; D. W. S. Hunt, JHS 1xvii (1947) 68-76.

2. Infra, pp. 384t
3. Cf. How and Wells, ad Hdt. vii 155.2.
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twelfth century. Their name, however, is probably no
earlier than the political unrest which culminsted in the
fall of the Kings.

v

The Kimmerian onslaught of 652 had seemed catastrophic
at the time, and Gyges had paid the penalty of his dis-
loyalty to Assurbanipal in sending help to Psamatik I for
his well-timed blow against the Assyrian yoke. But Ardys
did homage to the Emperor, and the Kimmerians did not
remain for long. Sinope and the other devastated northern
colonies were soon refounded, and joined by yet more new
aettlements.l

The trade route from the rich orops and mineral deposits
of the Black Sea shore to the hungry cities of Greece led
through the Bosporos and the Hellespont. Of these strate-~
gically vital lanes Megara already held the former, with her
colonies at Kalchadon and Byzantion, supported by Selymbria
forty miles westward, on the northern coast of the Propontis,

1. For recent archaeological commentary, cf. M. Mellink,
%%A 1ix (19%5) 235f; Roebuck, Ionian Trade ch. viii.
e current view is that the Pontic colonies were first
founded at the end of the seventh century; but not
enough excavation has been done to make this conclusive
against the strong literary evidence of earlier settlement.
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and Astakos at a similar distance to the East.® From
Bygantion the merchant hugged the Asian shore as far as
the Hellespont, avoiding the savage Thrakians of Europe.2
He sailed by a continuous line of Milesian posts dominated
by the ancient colony of Kyzikos at its centre.3 Arrived
at the straité, his passage was at the mercy of Miletos

and Mytilene. On the European side Mytilene held Madytos
and Sestos, while in Asia she shared Abydos and Arisbe with
her ally. To the North, Milesian Lampsakos; to the South,

a Mytilenaian post on 'I-enedos.4

1. Vide supra, pp-tozf.

2. For Thrakian wreckers at this time, see Archilochos, Fr.
79 (at Salmydessos on the Euxine, and still active in
the time of Xenophon: Ansbasis VII v 12).

3. Kios (626/5, Eusebios), Daskyleion, Kyzikos (756, 675,
Eus.), Artake, Priampos (at the same time as Abydos, Strabo
587, ¢f. 590), Kolonai, Paisos.

4. Abydos (founded in the time of Gyges, Strabo 590) is
Milesian in Thuk. viii 61, Aiolian in ps.-Skymnos T09;
Arisbe Milesian in Strabo 635, Mytilenalan in Steph. Byz.
Since Arisbe is also a place in lLesbos, we may think
that the Mytilenaian settlers arrived first. Lampsakos
was Milesian according to Strabo 589, though its native
Charon said the colony was rfhokaian (ap. Plut. de Mul.
Virt. 18 = Mor. 255A-E: FGrHigt 262 F 7). Steph. Byz.
records both traditions. Tenedos is Aiolian in Thuk.
vii 57; Madytos and Sestos Lesbian according to Strabo
(ap. Eustathios on Dion. Perieg. 513): see busolt, Gr.
Gesch. 12 463f. It is to be noticed that the two

assocracy Lists from which the surviving Eusebian list
is welded overlap at this point; =and that the Milesian
version gives Miletos a period of povwer from the treaty
with Alyattes ¢.600 to the end of the Milesian tyranny
¢.585, while the Athenian (?) list embeds these years in
a longer Lesbian period. See APZENDIX D.
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Our story opens in the closing years of the seventh
century, when Megara lay under the shadow of her greater
rival, the Corinth of Periander; when oligarchic wrangling
in Mytilene had not yet been resolved by the asccession of
Pittakos; and when Miletos, with nothing left but hope,
was on the point of ending her ruinous war with Lydia by
a treaty. This, if ever, was the moment for others to
seize control in the North.

Now Athens took a hand, and in about 600 founded
Sigeion in the Troad, and Elaious on the opposing European
shore. The plain of Sigeion is broad, the soil deep and
fertile: but we cannot think that the strategic aspect was
overlooked. This act was a deliberate challenge to the
Mytilenaian ‘empire' of which Aelian epeaks,l and it was
not long before Athens was embroiled in warfare. Unhappily
at first, for her commander, Phrynon, was killed in single
combat with the gladiator Pittakos, later to be tyrant of
Mytilene. The affair was finally settled by the arbitration

of Periander - impartial because his own interests lay in

1. Var. Hist. vii 15: another aspect of the thalassocracy.
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North~West Greece and Magne Graecial - and Athens retained
Sigeion.2

From this base she could disrupt Megara's Black Sea
trade, an economically useful contribution to the current
campaign to take Salamis. This Solon asccomplished at some
date before his archonship in 594/3;° not long before, if

1. This is not contradicted by his settlement at Poteidaila
in Chalkidike (Nik. Dam., FGrHist 90 F 60; cf. Thuk. 1
56). The area was rich in timber and minerals, certainly.
But the real significance of the colony was its cioseness
to the end of what was later the Via fgnatia, at
Thessalonike. The other end of this ancient trade-route,
branching to Epidamnos and ipollonia, had already been
secured by Corinth, whose exports now pernetrated far
along it.

2. iMain narrative in Hdt. v 94f, who confuses this war, how-
ever, with the later campaign of Peisistratos (pace
D. L. Page, Sappho and Alcae 154ff, vho argues uncon-
vincingly that there is no confusion). For Pittakos'
gladiastorial net, see Flut., de her. Mal. 15 (ior. 858B:
not in Hdt.). The date: Pittakos is a contemporary
of Alkeios, whose floruit in rusebios is 595, and in
Suidas 01.42, 612-08 B.C. The poet's brother fought
for Babylon (Fr. 350 Lobel-rage, gp. Strabo 617), probably
during Nebuchadnezzar's Palestine campaign of 597, since
r. 48 L~P 10f refers to both Babylon and Askalon. in
Philistia. Cf, Page, op.cit. 223f. Phrynon was sald
to have been an Olympic victor, and Eusebios records a
victor of that name in 636.

3. Plut. Solon 8-9; cf. Arist. A6.ileN. 17, To this success
Solon himself refers, Fr. 2.6: the 2«&dpuvageral are
those who lost Salamis later, and the fr. is propaganda
before Peisistratos' final seizure of the island: there
is no reliable evidence that Athens had ever held Salamis
before Solon; though she had probably made an unsuccess-
ful attempt in the time of Kylon and Theagenes.
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he was still alive when Peisistratos first seized the tyranny.l
But Solon's success was not assured by Athenian activities
alone. While Jigeion disrupted Megara's trade, her defensive
poets at Byzantion and Selymbria were put in jeopardy by a
newcomer to the North-East.

In 602 Samos, freed by Lydia from the threat of Milesian
reprisal, founded Perinthos on the readily defensible

chersonesos of Marmaraereflisi, some twenty-two miles along

the coast West of Selymbria.’  And with this foundation we
must associate the further fortresses of Bisanthe and
Heraion Teichos. Bisenthe, the modern Tekirda¥, lay nearly
thirty miles from Perinthos, toward the Hellespont.3 This
too is a well-defended site, and was one of Alkibiades'
castellg.4 The character of Heraion is sufficiently
emphasized by its suffixed title Teichos. It lay at the

nodern Karauli, not far to the Zast of Bisanthe, which it

1. Plut. Solon 32; cf. Fr. 10.

2. Synkellos 238, cf. Busebios; Plut. g.Gr. 57 gﬁgg. 303E);
Pliny NH iv 18. Remains at Marmaraereplisi (der. later
Herakleia): for map of the site,,and further references,
see RE, 'Perinthos'. Lat. 40°58°N; Long. 27958 E.

3. Mela de Chor. ii 24; Steph., Byz. 8.V. G.fivﬂq.(Formerly
Rodosto, from later Rhaideston vel s;g;%./ There is no
direct evidence for the date of foundation: the terminus
an uem is 430, Hdt. vii 137 with Thuk. ii 67. Iat.

0058 N; Long. 27932'E.

4. Nepos Alec. vii 4; cf. Plut. Alk. 36. 'Ein festes
Schloss‘, E. Oberhummer in RE, "Bisanthe'.
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helped to link with Perinthos.l

To this date also we must assign - if we accept its
late tradition - a Samian settlement at Prokonnesos.2
This island, lying off the peninsula of Kyzikos and Artake,
bad been a Milesian colony slince the time of Gyges, for it
was founded at the same time as Abydoa.3 Now Samos seized
it, to protect the lines of communication with her three
new cities on the North coast. There can be no doubt that
all these sites were chosen for their military advantages.
They covered a pioneering route, which preferred to cross
the Propontis near Kyzikos and to follow the European coast,
braving the Thrakians, from there to the Bosporos.

The new foundatione did not have long to wait for

Megara's reply. She sent a naval expedition against

1. Steph. Byz. and 5uidas, both g.,v. “Hessov T&ljgec.  The
terminus ante quem for the foundation is Hdt. iv 90,
an account ¢f the geography of Dareios' expedition across
the Bosporos in 514. (It does not necessarily follow

from the context that Heraion was there at the time of
the expedition.)

2. Theophanes Continuatus, de Constantino Por ogenit
272B, ed. Bekker (Bonn, 1838) p. 437. later .alone:
now Pascha Limani, 40.28 N., 27.37 E (identification
discussed by ATL 1 542f):

3. Strabo 587 with 590; cf. Herodotos' dating of Aristeas
of Prokonnesos ¢.680 (iv 14ff). If the tradition of a
Samian foundation is accepted, there can be no better
commentary on the weakened state in which Miletos found
herself as a result of the Lydian wvar.
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Perinthos, probably in support of an amphibious assault by
her own colonies in the area. vamos reacted in haste by
sending a force of thirty ships under nine commanders, and
after two had been destroyed by lightning the remainder

inflicted an overwhelming defeat on the Megarians.l

All
this argues an extremely good Samian intelligence service.
Plutarch gives no indication of the date of this battle,
but 1f belongs naturally to the historical context which

I have already outlined. I shall argue later on other
grounds that it was fought before 591,2 and if this is so
it is not unreasonable to suppose that it was the departure
of the Megarian fleet for Perinthos that gave Solon the
opportunity to seize Salamis. But this latter event was
earlier than 594/3; and the foundaion of Perinthos and the
other forts, the Megarian attack, and the capture of Salamis,
should all be set between 602 and 595.

Disaster to Megara, however, brought no corresponding
advance to the government of the Geomoroi, now in power in
Samos. Like the Spartans at Tegea, the Megarlans had brought
chains with them for the prisoners they intended to take.

Instructions were sent to the Samian generals that these

1. Plutarch, Z.8r.57 (Mor. 303E-304C).
20 See Pe '%%'
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were to be used to bind the six hundred Megarian captives
themselves, who were then to be carried to Samos. The
sailors had no love for their aristocratic masters, and
persuaded the prisoners to help overthrow the home govern-
ment . S0 upon their arrival in Samos the Megarians were
led through the market-place to the council-house, their
ostentatious chains caught by a weak link, and with swords
concealed in their germents. They fell upon the Geomoroi
and killed them where they sat. In return, they received
citizenshlip in the new democracy -~ the first, so far as we
know, that Samos had received. 1o commemorate this event
a great hall was built, and the Megarians' chains leid up in
this Pedetes for posterity.l
At about this time -~ 1 shzll try to establish the
exact date later - a dispute broke out between Zamos and
Priene over borderlends of the Batinetis. The effect of
this was to challenge the settlement made between the two

1. Plutarch. loc.cit. It has been suggested that the
reception of these Megarians covers a regrouping of
alliances, and that Megara and Semos made common cause
agalinst their hostile neighbours Corinth and #iletos,
as a reaction to the friendship of Periander and
Thrasyboulos ({3lotz and Cohen, Histoire Grecque i 2793%,
312f, 329). The idea is attractive; though the fact
that the Megarians accepted thne Samlan invitation to
settle (this, not an honorary title, must be the right
interpretation) itself arguss that they were at odds with
their home government.
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cities at the end of the ileliac War.l It seems thet during
the Kimmerian raids both Samians and Prienians had abandoned
their farms in the area. But the invaders only remained
for three years, and when all was safe agein at first only
the Prienians returned in any considerable strength; while
the few Samians who did venture on to the meainlend paid to
Priene what clearly amounted to ‘protection money'.2 At
last the Samians began to return in greater numbers, and met
with a hostile reception. Losing patience, Gamos sent a
contingent of a thousand men., the Prienians fell upon

them and massacred them. Nothing more was said about
attacking Priene for the next six yeara.3

It will be useful at this point to sum up the chronology

80 far:
c.600 var of Athens and Hytilene for Sigeion;
Treaty between Alyattes of Lydia and Thrasyboulos
of Miletos (Hdt. i 20ff).
602 Foundation of Perintkos, Bisanthe, Heraion Teichos,

Prokonnesos.

¢.602-535 Unsuccessful Megarian attack on Perinthos; 3Solon
takes Salamis; democracy at tamos.

1. Cf. supra, pp-16¢}-
2. Inschriften von Priene No. 500, rescript of Lysimachos
Kinge of Thrake 306-38% B.C. (Dittenberger, CGL3 No. 13).

3. Plutarch, Q.Gr. 20 (Hor. 296A); cf. infra, pp.!S2ff.
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The following is the chronology which will be proposed
for the events which occupy the rest of fhis chapter.

591/0 Mytilene attacks 3Samos; Lydo-Median war begins.
590/89 Generalship and subsequent tyranny o? Syloson I.

©.587 Murder of ILykophron at Kerkyra: Syloson rescues
Kerkyraian boys.

586/5 Death of Periander.

585 Alliance of Miletos and Samos;
May 28th, end of Lydo-Medisn war; Battle at the Oak;
Bias' settlement between Priene and Samos.

Athens and Samos had probably concerted their measures
at Sigeion and Perinthos; and Hytilene and Megara must have
concerted their defence. ‘The dlaster at Priene had been a
crippling blow for Samos, and now her enemies might retaliate.
The regarian fleet was probably still too weak to venture
far from defensive patrol duties at home. But Mytilene
(now reviving under Pittakos) was unhampered, and descended
without delay. This was the situation at the end of the
nineties: confusion and susricion in the island following
the defeat of Priene, the Mytilensian fleet all round,
making short raids, destroying crops, as they awaited their
opportunity for a major assault. Events cried out for a
strong leader to rally the dissidents behind him and to
defeat the enemy. Fortunately, the fleet was still intact.

The long Sacred Way across the marsh to the Heraion
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was vulnerable, and the sea-borne enemy could descend quickly
at any point along & shore approachable for its whole length.
Consequently, the festal prccession had been cancelled.
Syloson, the son of Kalliteleg, who hed been elected general
sgainst the Aiolisns in token of hig apparent democratic
leanings -~ the democracy was thercfore still in power -
said he would not remain in office and see the goddess thus
neglected. Besides, he urged, the very act of holding a
normal festival at the present moment would strike a heavy
blow at enemy morale. The Semians were enthusiastic in
their praise for Syloson's courage and his piety. But
while they were all at the Heraion, he and his sailors
seized the Akropolis by night, and in the morning Samos
awoke to find a tyrant in control.t
This event is most naturally to be dated in the year
following the Priene affair. We heay no more of the Aiolian
var,2 80 no doubt the Mytilenaians were defeated - or bought
off - by the new government. This was the firast test that
any such aspirant had to pass.

It has been usual to dismiss this story, which appears

1. Polyainos §§g§§e§. vi 45. Polyainos calls the enemy
fleet Aioiian. t it wes more precisely Mytilensien,
I infexr from the historical context.

2. Until its revival against Polykrates: HAt. iii 39.4;
int.p pp. 3'3 H‘t
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in no author but Polyainos, as a distorted and duplicated
account of the rise of Polykrates and his brothers. Both
revolutions took place when most of the people were at the
Hsraionzl but this argues competent planning on either
occasion, and the circumstances are otherwise very different.
Furthermore, this Syloson is described as the son of Kalliteles,
not of Aiakes.2 Since we have no independent evidence for
the Aiolian war, the story contains no indication of date.
But if it is true, we must suppose that Syloson was in some
way connected to Polykrates, on the ground of the name of
the latter's brother. We shall therefore seek to place
him in the sixth century. Perinthos was founded in 602,
and some time later the Geomoroi were still in power.
They were succeeded by a democracy; and any date from then
onwards would be suitable for the rise of 3ylcson.

At the end of his long life Periander of Corinth tried
%o make provision for the succession of his tyranny in
capable hands. His chosen successor was Lykophron, the

younger of his two sons by the unfortunate felissa, and now

l. Cf. Polyainos 1 23.

2. We may note that Kalliteles was a Samian name in the
second century B.C.: Amyntas, P.Oxy. iv 662, col. ii,
odvepd wWev Nealy $4pin, Teve ke deyoriec | KT Aoue yevduey - - -

(D. L. Page, Greek Litersry Papyri (Loeb) i 456).
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viceroy of Kerkyra, with whom, however, he was on no friendly
terns. The arrangement finally agreed between them was that
Lykophron should come %o Corinth and take over the government
while Periander retired to Kerkyra. But the Xerkyraians,
never easily loyal to the House of Kypselos, and still
sympathetic to the Bakchiads whom they harboured, frustrated
his design by murdering Lykophron. Periander's revenge was
to take three hundred sons of the leading Kerkyraians, and
gend them to his friend Alyattes of Lydiz to be made eunuchs.
The convoy put in at Samos on the way to Sardeis, Samos'
alliance with Corinth had lapsed when Periander becanme
friendly with Thrasyboulos in Miletos: the slliance had

in fact been with the Corinthian empire of the Bakchiads,

and Samos was true to its spirit now. The poys were helped
to escape to the temple of Artemis, and, like David, they

fed upon the shew~bread until their enemies sailed away.l
They were restored to Kerkyra, Herodotos says, by the Samians.
But Plutarch says that the Knidlans came and drove off the

Corinthians, then took the boys home.2 It is hard to tell

1. Hdt. iii 48-53; cf. %nfra. p. 196 w.1 , fThe alliance
was effective c¢.721, Thuk. i 13. On Kypselos' accession
some of the Bakchiads banished (Hdt. v 92e) settlcd in
Kerkyra, Nik., vam., EGr Hist 30 F 57.

2. pe gef. Mal, 22 {(Mor. 8603C), citing Antenor's ZAretika
and Dionysios the Chalkidian. This would only be
possible if the tyranny had now fallen; so a date at
the very end of Periander's reign 1s certain.
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which account should be preferred.

In 525 the Corinthians were eager to join the Sparten
expedition against Polykrates, which was undertaken at the
request of the Samian democratic opposition. They were
moﬁed, Herodotos says, by the desire for revenge for Samos'

frustration of Periander's gift to Alyattes.1

This motive
is only intelligible if the rescue of the Kerkyraian boys
had been the work of a tyrant; and then perhaps only if
Polykrates could be held responsible for the deeds of a
relative.2 A general punitive expedition we could under-
stand; but the episode of the boys is given as a reason
for the provision of assistance for one party against another.
To sum up, we can only say that there are no grounds
for disbelieving Polyainos' account of Syloson's revolution.
If his story is true, then the political situation suggests
a date some time after 602. And if I am right in arguing

that Syloson was responsible for the affront to Corinth,

1. Hdt. iii 48.1. We shall not be much moved by Flutarch's
strictures (loc.cit.).

2. Plutarch points out the apparent illogicality of motive
(loc.cit.), but dismisses the motive instead of res-
toring the logic. There is the further difficulty,
to see why the Corinthians should have felt the need to
avenge a reverse suffered by the tyrant whose memory
they most abhorred. Herodotos himself raises the
question (iii 49), and we may accept the explanation he
gives, continuing bitterness between Corinth and Kerkyra.
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then the context in Periander's last years gives a terminus
ante quem between 590 and 585.1

Tie § Neyopevoe & Mlewuy T dpul cxiétoc Plutarch
inquires.2 His answer was to be found in Aristotle's
£apiov Nohireda,?  Six years after their notable defeat
of the Samians, the men of Priene 'met the Milesians by
what is called the "Oak", and lost the best and foremost
of their citizens. This was the occasion when the Sage
Bias won praise, on an embassy from Priene to Samos.'
After this terrible disaster the most solemn oath among
the women of Priene was 'By the Darkness at the Oak'. The
'Oak' (Aeve ) was the territory of Dryoussa, containing the
fort Karion, in perennial dispute between Samos and Priene.
The dispute waé put to arbitration in Hellenistic times
and we possess two inscriptions of that date about it:
the one gives the historic reasons for the decision of

Lysimachos in favour of the Council and People of 5amos,4

1. Our authorities differ slightly on the date of Periander's
death: 586/5, Sosikrates ap. Diog. Laert. i 95; cf.
Eusebios, 586 (Arm. vers.), and 587 (Jer.); cf. also
Aristotle, Politica 1315b, and Diog. Laert. 1 98.

2. Q.Gr. 20 (Mor. 296A); cf. Diog. Laert.} 84, quoting
Demodokos Fr. 6 and ﬁipponax Fr. 73

3. This is given as the source by Zenobios, Centur. vi
12: Aristotle, Fr. 576 Rose (1886).

4. Inschr. von Prieme No.500; 0GIS No.1l3.
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the other the judgment of a Rhodian commission declaring
for Priene, on the ground that the Samian evidence did not
bear close scrutiny. The Rhodians say that the only
authority for the Samian claim to Karion and Dryoussa was
Maiandrios the Milesian, and that even his writings are of

doubtful authenticity.t

But even if the terms were forged,
there is no reason to doubt that Bias did in fact make some
gsettlement between Priene and Samos. And Plutarch is not
telescoping the narrative when he mskes Bias' embassy the
consequence of the Battle at the Oak: peTd $¢ tTdv wuedTu§iv
Tea (bvspoviv odvic (se. the Sasmioms) wori ledveic Em Aeui
KiL vikde ke (v ’e'xsw KL TdltTdv T dv X.,.'»caw év Tidic cuvOyrauc
L0 yevecOan | 5e1§dc bde ot ToT  dIToC S Sddnav poan 2
Bias' embassy was to Samos, not to Miletos, and the
Rhodians make the battle one betwean Priene and Samos. it
follows that in their victory Aristotle's Milesians were
acting as the allies or agents of Samos, an event so extra-
ordinary in the history of the two cities as to require

special explanation. A time at which such an alliance

was merely possible will not suffice: we shall look for

1. Inschr. von Priene No.37; SGDI 3758; IGrHist 491 F 13
nes 118-123, allowing that more reputable authorities
supported Samos' claim to Pygela.
2. Ibid., lines 106f.




