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PREFACE

This book is a synthesis of the author’s carlier and more specialized
studies. It was written with the aim of making those studies accessible
to a wider audience without compromising scholarly standards. Since
the surviving narrative sources for the Hellenistic era are quite inade-
quate, no coherent account of events can be presented. On the other
hand, the evidence from inscriptions and coins is much richer than for
earlier periods and illuminates important developments and areas of
public life in unprecedented ways. With Athens as its model, the book
aims to show how, after the death of Alexander the Great, the Greek
cities strugggled to keep their own in a world drastically changed by
the appearance of major powers. Successes and setbacks followed one
another, as did times of independence and times of foreign domination.
Some cities, such as Corinth, were razed by one of the great powers,
while others, Athens among them, succeeded in surviving as vital social
organisms, despite considerable loss of political clout. The epigraph
from Horace expresses what Athens meant to the best of her con-
querors.

The book contains only minor changes from the German edition of
1995; most noteworthy of these are revisions of calendar dates pro-
vided by Professor John D. Morgan of the University of Delaware, to
whom I am grateful. More importantly, his work on the Athenian
calendar and on the chronology of archons of the period will result in
numerous changes of accepted archon-years. Dr. Morgan kept me
informed and even authorized me to make his findings known. But
since he has not yet published his study, I find that difficult to do. A
short note in the American Journal of Archacology 100 (1996) 395
reveals his most important result, in accordance with the rule men-
tioned by Plato, Laws 767C, that the new year began with the new
moon after the summer solstice, there was a nineteen-year cycle of
twelve ordinary and seven intercalary years, following each other in
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vi PREFACE

fixed order. If rigorously observed (as scems to have been the case),
the character of every single year, whether ordinary or intercalary, is
determined a priori, This, in turn, requires the shift of a number of
accepted archon dates, for instance, downdating most of the archons
from around 240 to 200 by one year. As a consequence, a number of
dates in this book will have to be revised, and while these revisions will
rarely seriously affect the sequence of events as told, I would have
preferred, had circumstances allowed, to have made full use of Dr.
Morgan’s work.

I am very grateful to Julia Bernheim, who typed and proofread the
manuscript and contributed much to the final version. I am also deeply
obliged to Deborah Lucas Schneider, who ably translated the book
from the German and made me aware of a number of errors. To work
with both was always pleasant and stimulating. Harvard University
Press did everything in its power to make this book conform to its high
standards. I am also grateful to all the people, too numerous to men-
tion here, who have helped this project along in many discussions and
by sending me copies of their own work. Any imperfections that remain
are my responsibility alone.
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Introduction

More than eighty years have passed since William Scott Ferguson
published the last account of Athens in the postclassical period, in his
excellent book Hellenistic Athens. Since then many new sources have
been discovered and new insights gained, creating the need for a new
account. The reasons why such a history has nonetheless remained
lacking are not difficult to discover, however. The interest of scholars
has always been drawn first and foremost to the events of the fifth and
fourth centuries g.c., the period when Athenian power and civilization
were at their height: the city’s defense against Persian attack, the
creation of an Athenian empire, competition with Sparta for hegemony
over the rest of Greece, the blossoming of Athenian culture in the age
of Pericles, and the rise of democracy. In studying the period after the
catastrophe of 404, historians have been fascinated by Athens’ resur-
gence, the founding of the second Naval Confederacy, the further
development of democracy, and finally the struggle against domination
by King Philip of Macedon.

The second reason for the neglect of the postclassical era lies in the
nature of the source material: it is not only much scantier than for the
classical age, but also so fragmented that it is extremely difficult to gain
an overview of the entire corpus of texts. Longer texts by individual
authors are lacking almost entirely; the available sources tend to be
limited to inscriptions in varying states of preservation. Fortunately far
more of them have survived from the postclassical period than from
carlier epochs, but their publication has been scattered in countless
different works. Such inscriptions also require scholars to take a ditfer-
ent approach; they cannot be read and interpreted in the same way as
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2 ATHENS FROM AL EXANDER TO ANTONY

the complete, coherent text of an ancient historian who intended his
work for future generations as well as his own. A student of the
postclassical period must spend years acquiring familiarity with the
sources, and the learning process is never complete: new inscriptions
are discovered almost daily, requiring us constantly to round out and
adjust our picture of the age.
The gaps in the sources and the formitous nature of their preserva-

ton make it impossible to frame a connected narrative history of
Athens in the 300 years from Alexander the Great to Antony and
Octavian, even in bare outline. Yet the inscriptions that have survived
can often provide detailed insights into the workings of the state. Many
aspects of public life in which every adult male citizen acuvely partici-
pated are better documented than for earlier times, such as the mem-
bership and actions of the Council and its committees, the celebration
of great festivals with their literary and athletic contests, the activities
of the ephebes, or life in Attic garrisons. The most lasting impression
produced by a study of the inscriptions is that of a community regu-
lating its affairs in exemplary fashion. Even if Athens was not always a
sovereign power, and often had to follow the dictates of Macedonia,

and later Rome, in foreign policy, the Athenians never relinquished
control of their own internal affairs. They kept them in admirably good
order, and the institutional framework within which they did so re-

mained remarkably stable. Thus, for example, the very detailed records

of resolutions passed by each Assembly looked in Augustus’ time

precisely as they had 300 years carlier; only the names and dates varied !

Such continuity over a period that, in American terms, would reach far

back into colonial tines is no mere matter of form; it reflects a general

will to preserve procedural norms that had proven effective, such as the

daily rotation of the president of the Assembly, the monthly rotation

of the executive commitree of the Council, the annual rotation of the

secretary, the responsibility of the introducer of a motion for his bill,

and the responsibility of the nine proedroi (presiding officers) for the
motions they brought to a vote.

Evidence of this orderly administration of affairs, which the citizenry

of Athens took pains to preserve, has survived in a variety of forms.
Among them are lists, chiseled in stone, of the 500 councillors of a

1. The wording of the prescript of IG VIL4253, from 331, corresponds exacty to thar
of SEG 30.93, from 20 R.C.
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given year? and lists containing the names of all 50 councﬂ%ors of the
tribe that rook its turn as the Council’s executive committee ff)r a
month every year.? Evidence exists in the form of hundreds of inscribed
lead tablets from the Council’s annual inspection of the cavalry corps
and valuation of individual horses.* For a span of 120 years We possess
the whole scries of “new style” silver coins issued annually, .mscnbcd
with the symbol of the vear, the names of the two magistrach in cbar_ge
of the mint, and the month of issue.®> Further signs of this contmule
can be found in the fact that for more than 150 years the office of Pubhc
herald was filled by members of one family,® and that the two highest
priesthoods of the Eleusinian Mysteries, the l_a_igraphmztes ?md the
daduchos, remained within two clans for centuries (the Eumolpidae and
the Kerykes respectively).” Whereas foreign states frequently caH.Cd
upon Athenian citizens to act as judges or arbitrators, the Athcmian
judicial system itself never needed outsiders to guarantee 1mpart1?11
decisions; in this respect Athens and Rhodes, the other la.\rgc republic
with an exemplary administration, contrasted favorably with almQSt all
the remaining Greek states.® These two states were s.uﬁ"laer?tly
confident of their own power to be able to dispense with asking
important Romans to advance their interests in the Senate and the
higher ranks of Roman society.® o _
But as competently as the city may have regulated its 1'nter.nal aﬁal'rs,
its position in the larger world was usually precarious. VV-lth‘ his superior
military forces, Philip 1I of Macedon subdued the majority of Gre.ck
states and deprived them of their independence. thn new r_nonarchles
arose to replace Alexander’s former empire, the situation did not fun-
damentally change, except that occasionally, under fa.vorable.arcum-
stances, some states were able to play the rival empires against one
another and regain their freedom. Athens managed it in 287 and again

2. For the roster of the year 336/5 (Agora XV.42), almost all 250 natnes of the 5 tribes
thar have been preserved are still legible, and for other lists, extensive portions of all 10 tribes
(or all 12 from the year 307 on; Agora XV.43, 61, 62, 72).

3. They are Agora XV.44, 85, 86, 89, 130, 137, 194, 206, 212, 214.

4. See Chapter 6 at note 41.

5. See Chapter 9 following note 79. _ ) dof

6. B. D, Meritt and J. S. Traill, Agora XV.14-15 {where certain data are now in need o
correction).

7. Clinton, Officialks.

8. L. Robert, “Xenion,” Festschrift P, I. Zepos (Athens 1973) 778 (= OMS 5.140). .

9. ].-L. Ferrary, Rapports préliminaires (10th International Conference on Greck and Latin

Epigraphy) (Nimes 1992) 80.
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in 229. The only Greek states to remain permanently independent after
Alexander’s death, however, were Rhodes and the Aetolian League.
Athens repeatedly received support from the Ptolemaic empire until
the closing years of the third century, but this was not always sufficient
to guarantee the city’s independence from Macedonia.

The decline of the Prolemaic dynasty’s power and a renewed threat
from Macedonia led Athens to call upon Rome for help in the year
200. This was a fateful step, for even though the Senate had already
decided to go to war against Macedonia for its own separate reasons
and the Romans did not send their army to Greece on Athens’ account,
they could later point out that the Athenians had invited them. 1n the
following period Athens adopted Rome’s political line so readily that
the city was soon allied with Rome against other Greeks. 1

Thus from the late third century on Athens’ policies were opportun-
istic and based entirely upon self-interest. Not long before, sometime
between 270 and 260, the city had led a coalition in a war against the
Macedonian king Antigonus, thereby serving the interests of other
Greek states as well as its own. The unfavorable outcome of this war
made a change of policy seem advisable. Thirty years later, when the
liberation of 229 made an independent policy possible once again, its
adherence to pure self-interest became obvious and was deplored by
Polybius.1!

Such a course may have brought little recognition to the citizens of
Athens, but it was realistic, and furthered peace both at home and
abroad. Avoidance of major wars lengthened the life expectancy of
citizens and improved the quality of life for the entire population of
Attica.

Nothing justifies the occasional claim that political participation by
Athenian citizens declined in the Hellenistic age. The history of Athens
did not end with its military defeats by the armies of Macedonia. Even
after these defeats the administration of justice and official cults, the
provision of food supplies, the regulation of finances and all the other
arcas of government administration remained the exclusive responsibil-
ity of the citizens of Athens. When in times of independence foreign
affairs were added to these rasks, there was certainly enough business

10. Nabis of Sparta, the Aetolian League, the Greek allies of King Perseus, the Achaean
League.

11. Polybius 5.106.6-8.
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at hand to require that the citizenry condnue to particiPatc é.lcti\'lely in
the running of the state. The Assembly met at least thirty-six times
year, and the Council met daily except on important holidays. The hs(l;
of jurymen, revised annually, continued to carry the names of 6,90
citizens; from this list juries were chosen by lot for c_iuty in the various
courts, as needed for each rial, and sometimes c_onmsted ?f more than
1,500 members. For the Assembly to pass certain .rcsolunm.ls, such as
the relatively frequent grants of Athenian citizenship to forclgnc'rs, the
law required 6,000 voting members to be present, and the ev1‘dence
makes it virtually certain that this quorum was rea‘chcd w1thqut
difficulty at most sessions. The number 6,000 symb.ohzcs the cnnr:i
body of citizens. When the case demanded a quorum, it was not s.e-ttle
by the usual show of hands, but by secret ballbting in which citizens
recorded their votes on potsherds.*? o '
Throughout the three centurics of the Hellenistic age the city re-
rained its role as a leader in intellectual life and the arts. There was only
one area in which Athenian achievements were sgrpasscd by .the com-
munity of scholars assembled at the Museum in Alexandria by ‘thc
Prolewnaic rulers of Egypt: the Alexandrians don‘nnated thf': new field
of philology—the study, criticism, and interpretation of classical texts—
until the king banished all intellectuals from Egypt in 145 s.c. After
the two schools of Epicurus and Zeno, both founded toward the end
of the fourth century, began to rival the older schools of Platf) and
Aristotle, Athenian cultivation of philosophy was unparalleled in the
ancient wotld, in both its attainments and its scope.

12. P Gauthier, Cakiers du Centre Gloz 1 (1990) 77-84.
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In the Shadow of
Macedonian Expansion
(338-323)

1. Political Leaders

Thc_ defeat which Philip II of Macedonia, through his effective gener-
alslyp and strong Macedonian phalanx, inflicted on the Athenians and
their Theban allies in the summer of 338 at Chaeronea in Boeotia left
both. Greek powers severely weakened and in 3 state of shock. Their
ensuing fate, however, was quite ditferent. Only a few years later the
Thebans reacted with a spontaneous uprising to the false news that
Alexander, the young Macedonian king, had died; they atternpted to
Shi.lkﬁ off the foreign occupation that had been imposed on them, and
Pald a terrible price when their city was sacked and utterly destr:)ycd
in the late summer of 335. The leading politicians in Athens by
contrast, managed to reconcile their differences and agree on a I];OI’C
prude.nt_ Eolicy. They refrained—if only by the slimmest of margins—
from joining the Thebans in their rash venture, and abstained as well
from the _rebcllion led four years later by Agis of Sparta, which collapsed
when Agis was defeated at Megalopolis in Arcadia in the spring of 330
by Antipater, Alexander’s viceroy in Europe.

A.r_hcns also profited during these fifteen years from the fact that even
dunn.g Philip’s lifetime the focus of political and military activity began
to shift away from the Greek mainland, first to Asia Minor in 336 agnd
then further eastward beginning in 332. After the catastrophe of
Thebes, Greece entered a period of relative calm that lasted until
Alexander’s return from India in 324 Alexander’s sudden death in
June 323 only fanned the flames of renewed conflict.

In thc. meantime, however, despite occasional tensions with Alexan-
der, Antipater, or the queen mother, Olympias, Athens expertenced a

6
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respite of peace in which most of its energies could go toward rebuild-
ing the city and restoring morale. As luck would have it, four excep-
tonally capable men, all at the height of their powers, chose to devote
themselves to this task. All born between 390 and 385, they were about
fifty years old at the time of the battle of Chaeronea. Besides partici-
pating actively in politics, Lycurgus, Demosthenes, Demades, and
Hypereides were also gifted orators. And despite their differences in
character, temperament, and political views, they were all first and
foremost Athenian citizens, patriots with their city’s best interests at
heart. No matter how much their opinions might diverge on important
political questions, no matter how hard they fought one another to win
a majority in the Assembly, they were still capable of close cooperation
until 324, when Alexander’s threats from his army headquarters, the
flight of his treasurer Harpalus, and the death of Lycurgus brought this
period of relative peace and harmony among the four leaders to an
abrupt end. Of the four, only Lycurgus died a natural death; the others
became victims of politics. On Antipater’s demand, Demades pushed
a death sentence against Demosthenes and Hypereides through the
Assembly m 322. In turn Demades was condemned to death by An-
tipater three years later, for although he owed his control of Athens to
Antipater, Demades had conspired against his protector.
Demosthenes, the best known of the four men, is famous both as
the implacable enemy of King Philip and as the greatest Greek orator
in the view of ancient and modern critics alike. Several times in his
political career he sought the support of the distant king of Persia
against Athens’ powerful neighbor Macedonia, and Persian gold, in-
tended to finance Greek resistance to the Macedonians, passed through
his hands more than once. Some of it went into his own pocket. It was
Demosthenes who at the last minute persuaded Athens’ longtime
enemy Thebes to join the alliance against Philip in 338, a venture for
which he also risked his own life at the battle of Chacronea. Even after
the Athenians’ defeat there, the citizens remained loyal and chose
him—over considerable opposition-—to deliver the funeral oration for
the fallen.! The remaining critics of his policies were silenced eight years
later, when Demosthenes defended himself vehemently in his speech

1. N. Loraux emphasizes the pessimistic tone of the speech that has been preserved,
noting that it offers no hopeful perspective for the future; The Invention of Athens, trans. Alan
Sheridan (Cambridge, Mass., 1981} 125-127. Whether the speech is actually Demosthenes’
is 2 matter of controversy.
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On the Crown. Demosthenes not only won the case against Aeschines,
his accuser, but also humiliated him so that Aeschines was forced to go
into exile. After Chaeronea Demosthenes continued to be held in high
esteem but no longer played the leading role that had enabled him to
forge the coalition against Philip. He had to cede part of his influence
to Demades, who had earned credit for achieving peace with the
Macedonian king. Demosthenes’ chief successor, however, was Lycur-
gus. The latter rose to such preeminence that the period from 338 to
324 has been called “the Age of Lycurgus.”

Lycurgus was a conservative, deeply religious man from a prominent
family who had married into the wealthy family of Callias of Bate.2 Not
long after the battle of Chacronea he was placed in charge of the public
treasury, a position he held for twelve years, most likely from 336 to
324 (rather than from 338 to 326). He oversaw the finances of the city
directly for a term of four years; after that, since an additional term was
not allowed, he placed front men in office and exerted indirect control.
Lycurgus was an administrative and financial genius. He increased state
revenues many times over and determined their use, spending one-
third on improvement of the city’s defenses on land and sea, one-third
on imposing architecture to improve its appearance, and saving one-
third to build up its monetary reserves. He envisioned a state strong
enough economically, militarily, and morally to break the bonds re-
stricting its independence. He prosecuted relentlessly all those who
failed to meet his standards, including profiteers, defeatists, and those
with unpaid debts to the state, and confiscated their property if they
were found guilty. As a politician he acquired a reputation for inflexibil-
ity and harshness but also for complete integrity. During these years he
created the conditions that would make it possible, after Alexander’s
death, for Athens to challenge Macedonia’s military might with some
prospect of success.

In a number of fundamental respects Demades was Lycurgus’ polar
opposite. Though from a poor family, Demades possessed such gifts as
an orator that he was able to acquire considerable wealth as an attorney
and, later, influence in politics. He understood better than anyone,
including Demosthenes, how to turn such influence into material
profit; he maintained his own racing stable and sent a winning team of
horses to the games at Olympia. Because Demades always delivered his

2. The recently discovered grave mound of the family near the state cemetery {demosion
sema) provides new inscriptions on the gencalogy of the family; Horos 5 (1987) 3144,
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speeches extemporaneously, no written versions have survwfed, but he
may well have been the most talented of the famous .orators_; in any case
he was the most flexible. His conscience allowed him a wider field of
activity than Lycurgus’ or Hypereides’ did, z?nd Demades was never at
a Joss when rapid adjustment to a ne€w situation was called for. .No one
could equal him in summing up an unexpected turn of events in pithy,
accurate language that at the samc time conv.cyed a powerful image.
Demades has been severely criticized by earlier scholars, who could
discern few if any virtues in him. Yet even if he deserves re_proach more
frequently than the others, his shortcomings should be wel_ghf:d against
his great achievements. He was no friend of the Macedon1an§, nor the
opportunistic turncoat he has often been callcd._ He was certainly more
willing than the others to come to terms with and accept foreign
domination when superior strength was on .tl}c‘ other side, but he
fought in the ranks at Chacronea and as a politician 'always put Athe:-
nian interests first. More than once he hClpi?d ‘bnng peace to his
country (in 338, as a prisoner of Philip, a.nd again in 322) or.pre§erved
the peace (335 and 331). Demades acqulreq his bad reputation in part
because he was the one to propose the (inevirable) motion to ostracize
osthenes and Hypereides.
D(}{Inypereides, the soilpof a wealthy family, was a man of the world anfli
devored to all the good things in life. It was no accident that he acte
as defense counsel for Phryne, the most famous courtesan of ancient
times after Aspasia, when she faced the death pexllalty foi' aﬂegcqlcr:{ngs
of sacrilege. (It is said that he scaled the VCI‘dlC't .of not gtluf:1 iyb dy
granting the jury a ghimpse of a part of her exquisitely beau ?1 (};
that was normally clothed; Greeks throughout the ages have r.c;gar e
extraordinary beauty as a sign of divinity.) Although Hypereides wlzlls
the equal in oratory of his three previously named contemporzncs,thc
held virtually no public offices. In 338, however, he_bclonge t::cl) c;
Council and was therefore unable to take part in Fhe .ba‘ € o
Chaeronca. But the citizens entrusted difficult d‘1plomat1c rmss1:i>ns to
him again and again, and his success always justified their conij1 1;ncc_.
His personal integrity matched that of Lycurgus. He once suc . f;lmd
ades for introducing a resolution to award honqrs to a man wdo 1 a
betrayed his city of Olynthus to Philip. Hypereides maintaine T (;);e
political and personal ties to Demosthenes for many years, untt the
scandal over Alcxander’s disloyal treasurer Harpalus sha’stered e
friendship. Hypereides then acted as one of Demosthenes .“;u:cltgscrsj
charging that he had accepted twenty talents from Harpalus. Dem
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osthenes was convicted and went into exile. The two were not recon-
ciled until Alexander’s death brought Demosthenes back to Athens.
And just as Demosthenes had delivered the funeral oration for the dead
atter the battle of Chaeronea in 338, Hypereides was chosen by the
people in 323 to speak the epitaph for the general Leosthenes and the
soldiers who had fallen in the first months of the Lamian War. The
major part of this speech, a swan song of Athenian greatness, has
survived.

Another important figure half a generation older than these four
men was Phocion, a man of conservative stamp who had been a pupil
of Plato at the Academy. In contrast to the others, Phocion spent most
of his long career as a military leader. He had learned his skills from
Chabrias, one of the great strategos, and the Athenians chose him as
their commander no fewer than fifty times. As a general, Phocion
tended toward caution and avoidance of losses whenever possible. He
gained fame above all in three campaigns on the island of Euboea in
the years 349, 348, and 341 and in defending Byzantium against Philip
in 340. This successful military career gave him some influence in the
political sphere, which, as his character would lead one to expect, he
used to combat nationalist fervor and to further peace with the great
power of Macedonia in particular. Thus he took Aeschines’ side in the
latter’s debate with Demosthenes over the “false embassy” in 343 /2.
Alexander the Great held Phocion in high estcem, and Plutarch con-
sidered him worthy of a biography. Phocion was incorruptible, a man
who never hesitated to speak the truth, however harsh, to his fellow
citzens and to offer unwelcome advice. He was called to take charge
of the government at the age of eighty, and soon afterward sealed his
own doom by acting against the declared will of the people during the
tumultuous period of the diadechoi (Successors).

2. Endangered Peace

As darkness fell that summer night in 338, 1,000 Athenians lay dead
on the battlefield of Chaeronea.? Another 2,000 had fallen into Philip’s
hands as prisoners of war, heavy losses for a state whose total adult male
population numbered at most 30,000, the old and unfit included. Yet

3. They were buried in a single mass grave in the common burial-place (polyandreion)
(Pausanias 1.29.13). A contemporary epigram written in their honor is partially preserved as
an inscription (Peck, GV, no. 27); the full text is in AP 7, no. 245. An epigram honoring an
individual citizen killed at Chaeronea was discovered recently; Horos 3 (1985) 132-133,
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even though the losses were great and the imprcssi(?n of dcfca.t ovc:(;
whelming, Athens set to work at once on energenc pr.eparanzns °
defend itself. The city’s fortifications needed strengthening, an ft:;: !
the private tombs in the Cerameicus were .pl'u‘ndercd for Tnat-‘:rilT ﬂsl
Each of the ten tribes was assigned responsibility for a section of e
city walls and received the sum of ten talents t© spanl on 1mp1r:ovlﬁgS
them; Demosthenes served as one of the ten cqmmlssmners Ofd i
tribe, Pandionis. Work on these fortifications conqnucd ona consi er-
able scale in the following years.® Tu the C0}1nc1l Hypercildcs intro-
duced a motion to grant citizenship to foreigners, and trecdlom tttlo
those slaves willing and able to bear arms; he also-proposed.armmg e
500 members of the Council itself.¢ These motions all faﬂed. to p?:li
when it was pointed out that they were contrary to law. In -kcepmfg wit
tradition, Athens took in citizens from allied states seeking, 52 cqc(l, 1r;
this case mostly refugees from Thebes, Acarnania, and the 1sla_n do
Euboea. The Athenian fleet had suffered no damage and remained a
n.
po?(;l;f?:;fe% with such determination, Philip was wise enough m)t't(;
seck further hostlities, and showed himself willing to make p.eaceD wit
Athens. The negotiator in this process was Dc.mad(?s, who, like 111‘1—
osthenes, had taken part in the battle but unlike him had been tls e]n
prisoner. When the king, celebrating liis victor)(, strutted Cll'l.ln eni
before his captives, Demades caught l‘liS attention by 5p§1hng :;_
boldly (saying that although fate had given him the rolt.: oPh iig'arr;r o
non, Philip was acting more like Thersites). Struck 'by this, Philip
Demades immediately and later sent him to negotiate tl_me peace. "
The terms acknowledged Athens’ full autonomy in mtcrnz.ll .af atlt:'s
but required the city to dissolve its naval alliance .ar.ld to ]Oflr.l dff
Hellenic League Philip was planning, thereby dc?pnvmg it of i dclte
pendence in foreign affairs. The Athenians lost their posscs.s{ons int ¢
northern Aegean but in return acquired Qropus on the A_tm-Bo:iouae
border, when Philip took this city away from .the Boeotians and gavf
it to Athens, along with its surrounding tcljntory and the .shrmel o
Amphiaraus.” Athens retained control of the islands of Salamis, Delos,

us Teoe. 43; D. Ohly, A4 80 (1965) 341-343. _
4; {:‘Yglri{aicr, Griechische Mawerbauinschriften, 2 vols. (Heidelberg 1959 and 1961) 1:

3648,
s Leoc. 36-37. ] . L.
2' I[gi:ur;ii:s] ﬂ{')ﬂ the Twelve Tears, ed. F. Blass, in Dinarchi Orationes (Lcipzig 1888) 9,

it was done at Philip’s behest. D. Knoepfler argues that Athens did not acquire Oropus
says it wi
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and Samos (where Athenian citizens had first settled in 365 ,/4), as well
as Lemnos,® Imbros, and Skyros.” Philip demanded no ransom for his
prisoners and returned them to Athens under the charge of his son,
Alexander. The Athenians responded by bestowing honors on the king,
his son, and several prominent officials.

In the following winter (338 /7) delegates from all the Greek states
met in Corinth, where Philip had summoned them, and negotiated a
general peace. Only Sparta, which had ignored the invitation, was
absent. Following on the peace agreement came the founding of a
Hellenic League. All the member states sent representatives to the
union’s legislative body, the synedrion. Philip, through his rank as
hegemon, or commander-in-chief, of the armed forces, had the power
to call the assembly into session and to introduce bills. Fragments of
the union’s constitution have been found in Athens.'? The synedrion
passed a bill introduced by Philip containing a joint declaration of war
against Persia, making it appear as if such a war, which was in fact
Isocrates’ idea and solely in Philip’s interest, were a common goal of
all the member states. Many Greeks would have preferred to join a pact
with the king of Persia against Philip. The Persian empire had long
betore ceased to pose any threat to Greece, since it was held together
less by its own strength than by the presence of large numbers of Greek
mercenaries, who found in the service of the Great King the employ-
ment they could not find at home. To the general population in Greece
the war was presented as revenge for Xerxes’ campaign against the
Greeks in the year 480. Soon an advance force commanded by Attalus
and Parmenion set out, landed in Asia Minor, and began hostilities.
Philip intended to direct the campaign himself, but before he could
carry out this plan he was murdered in Aegae (Vergina), where the
wedding of his daughter Cleopatra and King Alexander of Epirus was
taking place. Whatever the real motives behind the assassination, they
were limited to Macedonian circles at Philip’s court.

As a result of the war in Asia begun by Philip and continued by
Alexander in 334, Athens lay outside the tocus of political events for

unteil 335, after the catastrophe of Thebes, and that it was therefore granted by Alexander;
“Adolf Wilhelm et les Amphiaraia d'Oropos,” in Aristore er Athénes, ed. M. Piérart {Paris
1993) 295-296,

8. Hesperia 9 (1940) 325, no. 35.

9. Ath. pol. 62.2.

10. 8:V, no, 403; all the evidence from literary sources has also been assembled and is
discussed there.
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the next twelve years. This is not to say that the city playcd, no role 13
the war; it had to contribute twenty triremes to Alexander’s .ﬂ.cct an !
probably cavalrymen to the army as well, anc‘l in 333 many citizens t())
Athens fighting on Darius’ side as mercenaries were taken ca}gnvc Y
the Macedonians at Issus. Concern for the safety of all these cmjzcns——
the men in the ships’ crews were simulta‘ncoqsly Alcx.andcr s hos-
tages—dictated the city’s difficult relationship W’l.th the king for rlnany
years to come. On the other hand it must be said that' bgth Ph ip 13
his later vears and Alexander, except for the last year of his hfe, rcframti
from all interference in Athenian affairs.!* The story that afterf thc
conquest of Susa Alexander restoresc(l) to Althensdtgc sculptures of the
.slavers seized by Xerxes in 480 is a legend. N
tyr;:(nits ngt possible tg explain in unambigu0u§ terms all the political
activities of Athenian citizens during this period. One of the n;ost
puzzling events occurred in the spring of 336, a few rqonths betore
Philip was assassinated, when Eucrates introduced the bill whose t<:xtf
was found in the Agora in Athens in 1952.13 Passed by the boarc? (l)
Jawgivers, this law was intended to protect the der.nocraq_( from possible
overthrow by a tyrant or oligarchs; it guaranteed 1mmun{ty from pr;sc—
cution to anyone who killed another persori attem.pnng to lea (ir
participating in a coup against the govcrnmcr'lt. To this extent it merely
repeated existing provisions. The next section of the bill, lllow;:\:ltlr,
contained threats addressed to the members of .thc Council of the
Arcopagus about what would happen should they, in case of: an attempt
to overthrow democracy, not refrain from all political activity. Up to
now no satisfactory explanation has been fOUl:ld for why the citizenry
thought it desirable to renew the old protective .lcglslauon, that is to
say, why they felt concern for the continued cxistence of detrlnocrac'ji
at that particular moment. Nor is there any explanation for why (siuspl
cion fell specifically on the group of former archons v\‘fho made t;llp
the Areopagus, for the Council could not b<_: conmdercd' either
overly friendly toward Macedonia or undemocratic and unpatriotic 11

11. The claim that Macedonian troops occupied Athens dur'mgul Alcx;rf:;lr’s rsig: ;::3 1;&;[1);
‘ et 1 i i “the real ruler o ens” a
the city quict is as false as the claim that Antipater was : ; thas fine
and t;lithristodc who was living in the city, enjoyed protection through Antipater’s friem
i i Ar ? 180,
hip; 1. Diiring, “Aristoteles, RE Suppl. 11 {1968) ) ) )
) pll M. Mf)ggi provides a detailed discussion of the story, ascribed to different kings by
ious ancient authors; ASNP (1973) 1-42.
vaﬂf;:s B. D. Meritt, Hesperia 21 (1952) 335-359, no. 5; M. Ostwald, TAPbx‘llggg()liggz
103—i8 écc also R. W, Wallace, The Areopagus Council to 307 B.C. (Baltimore
184; and M. Faraguna, Atene nellerd di Alessandro (Romne 1992) 270-272.
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spirit; some few years thereatter, in 330, Lycurgus praised it publicly.'*
Eucrates, who introduced the motion, later died as an enemy of Mace-
donia along with Demosthenes and Hypereides in 322, and only this
much seems certain: that this law forms a part of the democratic
ideology that was finding visible and official expression at that time in
the creation of a cult of democracy.!s
The news of Philip’s murder was received in Athens with rejoicing.

On Demosthenes’ motion the Council voted to offer a sacrifice of
thanksgiving, and the populace awarded posthumous honors to the
assassin, who had been killed following the attack. The Athenians did
not content themselves with ceremonies and oratory, however; they
also sought contact with other Greek states, with representatives of
Persia, and with Attalus, one of the two Macedonian generals in Asia
Minor, who may have entertained hopes of occupying the now vacant
throne himself. All these activities violated the terms of the Hellenic

League.!s Hypereides expressed the reigning anti-Macedonian senti-

ment with his charges against Philippides, whose case was heard shortly

after the assassination of Philip.}” This mood sobered very rapidly,

however, when it became clear that Alexander not only stood unop-

posed as successor to his father but also had at once taken the necessary

steps to safeguard his position as begemon of the Greeks. The Athenians

counted themselves fortunate when a delegation led by Demades re-

ceived confirmation from Alexander of his continued peaceful inten-
tions toward them.

But less than a year later the city made a very daring move that almost
led to catastrophe, when the rumor reached it that Alexander had been
killed fighting the Illyrians. At that dme a rebellion against Macedonian
rule was under way in Thebes, and the king of Persia had sent consid-
erable funds to Greece to support the enemies of Macedonia. In Athens
officials refused to take any money from Persia, but Demosthenes,
acting as a private citizen, accepted quite a large sum and joined a
group that was sending arms and supplies to Thebes. The rebellion had
been planned in Athens by Theban fugitives to whom the Athenians
had granted refuge. The Athenian Assembly expressed its support for

14. Lycurpus Leoc. 12 and 52.
15. A. E. Raubitschek, “Demokratia,” Hesperia 31 (1962) 238-243.
16. A. B. Bosworth, Conguest and Empire (Cambridge 1988) 188.

17. Hypereides® mention of Philippides’ belief that Philip was immortal (4.7) indicates
that the king was in fact no longer alive.
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the rebels by joining a mutual pact with Thebes? which undcr thIc
circumstances could only have been directed against Maccdoma.. t
must have been about then that Iphicrates, son of a faxlnous 1”_\th»:malr:i
general, left for the court of the new Great King of Persia, Darius III.
Believing that the hegemon of the Hellenic League to whom they had
sworn an oath of loyalty was dead, Demosthenes and Lycurgus were
now determined to do their utmost to shake off the Macc?doman yoke.
A corps of Athenians was raised to go to the Thebans’ aid, b1_1t bcf(k)lre
they had crossed the borders of Attica, the first reports arrived that
Alexander was alive and encamped with his army l:'-cfore Thebes.
News of the city’s conquest and utter destrucnpn reachcd. Athens
around early October 335, while the Great Mysteries were being ceh't-
brated. Shortly thereafter the Athenians, who had placed 'thcmsclvcs in
a most compromising position, reccived Alexander’s ultimatum: they
were to hand over to him cight of their citizens most suspected of
complicity in the uprising, and all Thebans who had fled to Atheps after
the fall of their city. It is to the credit of Athens that, ignorng t.hc
threats at the end of Alexander’s message, it refused to comp}y .w1th
his demands and sent emissaries to negotiate instead. And it is tO
Alexander’s credit that he listened to these ambassac.lo'rs-Dcmadcs
and Phocion—and accepted their proposals. His decision may have
been influenced by a preoccupation with I?chia; the war th.erc had
bogged down, and Alexander in’;;ndcd to inject new vigor into the
ign by taking charge himselt.
Ca?ﬁ?gsg A{hens cgscapcdg, by a hair’s breadth, the catastrophe that ha.d
threatened to engulf it. Thereafter Demosthenes, Ly‘curgus, and their
faction acted with considerably more caution, while Dcmadcs‘and
Phocion, who had succeeded in maintaining thc-: Peacc,.had a direct
interest in seeing their policy continued. All participants in the debate
realized that they would have to live with Maced_oman hegchl(.)ny, at
least for the time being. Only a minority of citizens was willing to
accept it as a permanent measurc. Yet if they wanted to win back thm(;
freedom one day, they would first have to make sweeping reforms an
build up their country again, both materially an.d moFaﬂy It was Ly-
curgus who developed the overall conccpt.for this project and had the
opportunity to put it into practice as public treasurer.

18. Arrian Anab. 2.152—4; A. B. Bosworth, 4 Historical Commentary on Arrian’s His-
tory of Alexander, vol. 1 (Oxford 1980), 233-234.
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Nothing else is so characteristic of the spirit of this renaissance as the
reform of the training of young citizens (ephebes) as established by the
law of Epicrates. The new regulation almost certainly dates from
336/5, since it first appears in four inscriptions of 335/4 and is
referred to in numerous inscriptions from the years immediately fol-
lowing. Aristotle describes it in detail in chapter 42 of his work on the
Athenian state, which he wrote between 335 and 324. Although the
institution of epbebia had been in existence for a long time, very little
is known about how it functioned originally; the new law transformed
it into a two-year period of introductory military training for all citizens
who had reached the age of eighteen and were physically fit. The
ephebes, young men from eighteen to twenty, made up the first two
of the forty-two annual cohorts required to provide military service
and lived communally during this terin of active duty. In the first year
of their service they were assigned to guard duty in Acte and the
fortress of Munychia in Piracus. Officially they served under the two
comnmanders-in-chief there, but the ephebic corps also had its own
commander, elected by popular vote and known as the kosmeres. He
was assisted by one sopbronist (superintendent) from each of the ten
tribes. The ephebes of each tribe had meals in their barracks, paid for
out of a sum which their sophronist received from the public treasury.
Instructors trained the young men in the use of hoplite weapons, as
well as the bow, javelin, and catapult. At the beginning of the second
year the ephebes gave a public demonstration in the theater of their
ability to maneuver in formation; after this ceremony each received a
shield and spear at the state’s expense. Thus equipped, the ephebes

were posted to one of the Attic fortresses {Eleusis, Panakton, Phyle,
Rhamnus, Sunium) and spent their second year patrolling the rural
areas. The oath they took upon entering the corps of ephebes was
known from the works of Greek authors even before the actual text,
containing only a few minor variants, was discovered on an inscription
at Acharnae in 1938. The ephebes swore to defend their homeland and
its possessions, never to desert their rank or the man next to them, to
obey their commanders and the laws, and to defend the government.1?

The goals of the reform can easily be deduced from the known

19. For a discussion of Epicrates’ reform see Rhodes, Commenrary 493-510, summariz-
ing the views of carlicr scholars. The inscriptions of the first decade are in O. Reinmuth, The
Ephebic Inscriptions of the Fourth Century B.C. (Leiden 1971), nos. 1 (334/3) o 15. Texts
discovered since are m AE (1988) 19-30 (class of 333/2 of Kekropis}); ABSA 84 (1989)
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details and the text of the ephebic oath. It aimed at increasing, the size
of the group from which hoplites were recruited by inclu?ling mér.nbcrs
of the poorer classes, and thereby improving the hophte's’ ability to
defend Attic soil and the democratic constitution. At a time when a
foreign power with a monarchical form of government was imposing
limits on the sovereignty of the demos, requiring an avowal of loyalty
to the prnciples of democracy amounted to a proclamation that the
Athenian demos was not willing to accept these limits forever. But the
reform also reflects the realization of civic leaders that they could not
attempt to rid themselves of this outside control unless the bf)dy of
citizens was better equipped, both mentally and physically, for the
inevitable struggle. In the decade following the reform of the ephebia,
Athenian politics concentrated above all on achieving ‘the' level of
preparedness that this would require. There are no indlcatl.ons that
differences of opinion existed among political leaders on this funda-
mental goal, although they certainly had diverging views on thc.b-cst
means for reaching it. Despite the existence of ideological and poh.nc.al
differences, Lycurgus and Demades worked hand in hand in admunis-
tering public finances and as members of commissions,?® and several
times both of them won votes in the Assembly on the same day for
motions they had introduced.”! When a motion to erect a statue in

333-344 (class of 333/2 of Erechthcis); and possibly J. $. Traill, Desmos and Trstys (Toronto
1986) 3-5 (Kekropis, ca. 332,/1); however, sce K. Clmton, AE 127 (1988) 39. Two Oﬂ‘lf?l’
texts from Panakton (Kavasala) dating from the late 330s are stll unpubhshc.d; one is
annotnced in SEG 38.67, and onc is a dedication from the ephebcs of the tribe Oineis from
332 /1, found at Rhamnus in 1993 (B. C. Perrakos, Ergon 11993] 7). The ephebic cath, the
text of which antedates the reform of 336/5 in any case, is in GHI 204. Contrf)vcrsy
continues over whether all young citizens were reqnired ro serve as ephebes, as the tesimony
of Arstotle and Lycurgus indicates (most recently accepted by N. V. Sc.ku.nda, ABSA 87
[1992] 329; and Faraguna, Atene 277), or only the three highest classes, i.e., only the sons
of citizens of the hoplite census class, excluding the rheres (so Rhodes, Commentary 503).

20. Between 334 and 330 Demades oversaw the military treasury, while Lycurgus—or
his surrogarc—was in charge of state revenues. Evidence of direct cooperan'm.l between thein
exists for 334 /3 {Bosworth, Conguest 206). For Lycurgus and Demades serving on the same
commissions as representatives of their tribes, see FDTL1.511 from 330, JG VI1.4259 from
329/8. .

21. On the success of both in winnirig majority votes in the same session of the Assembly,
see C. Schwenk, Athens in the Age afAézxm:der {Chicago 1985}, nos. 23f2‘5 for 334/31, nos.
36-37 for 332/1,and no. 53 and IG 11 .399 for 328 /7, on the datiug sce C. Habicht, Chiron
19 {1989) 1-§. These arc cases for which there is direct evidence; presumably many more

occurred.
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honor of Demades was introduced in 335, after the destruction of
Thebes, to express the citizens’ gratitude for protecting them from the
rashness of several other politicians, Lycurgus spoke against it but failed
to win a majority for his opposition. Here the tensions between leading
politicians, smoldering below the surface, become evident. Yet while
such rivalries may occasionally have erupted into the public arena, they
did not prevent old political enemies from pulling together when it was
a question of liberating Athens from its role as a vassal state.

For a long time they nourished the hope that Persian resistance to
Alexander would help bring them closer to their goal. Athenian mer-
cenarics who fought with the Persian forces contributed actively to
such resistance, and some of them were taken prisoner at the battle of
the Granicus in 334, in Alexander’s first major victory over the Per-
sians. In principle Alexander could not hold against them the fact that
they (and other Greeks) had fought for the Persian cause, since most
of them must have been serving in the Persian army long before the
Greek members of the League of Corinth voted to join the war on
Alexander’s side. Nevertheless, after their capture he sent them in
chains to Macedonia to do forced labor. The eight male skeletons with
shackled feet found recently in a grave from the Hellenistic era in
Acanthus in Macedonia may well be the remains of some of these
prisoners.?? Athens repeatedly petiioned the king to free theni, a
request not granted until the spring of 331. The reason for this harsh
treatment probably lay in the mercenaries” espousal of the Persian
cause, since it ran directly counter to Alexander’s declared aim of a war
of national revenge against Persia. This contradiction was all the more
striking because the Athenians had been the main victims of the Persian
attack in 480 and had suffered the most from the Persians’ devasta-
tions. Alexander did not fail to remind them of this at the time, by
sending them 300 captured Persian weapons as an offering to the
goddess Athena, with an inscription “Alexander and the Greeks, with
the exception of the Spartans, from the barbarians who inhabit Asia.”
However, since at the same time he refused to return the Athenian

citizens he was holding prisoner, most Athenians undoubtedly found
this dedication offensive.??

22. AAA 19 {1986 [1990]) 178-184.

23. For Alexander’s Athenian prisoners see Arrian Anab. 1.16.6; 29.5; 3.6.2. For Alex-
ander’s dedicatory mscription, Arrian Anab. 1.16.7 with F. W. Mitchel’s assessment, Lykowur-
gan Athens (Cincinnad 1970) 8. There was a long tradition of dedicating armor to Athena;
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Alexander had other grounds for dissatisfaction with Athens, for i.n
the first winter of the war the Persian flect put in at Samos, where it
was allowed to take on food and water. Samos was gc.)verned by Athe-
pian settlers and had been in Athenian hands for thirty years; O,I;IC of
the generals elected annually, with the title “strategos for Samos, w::s
in charge of defending the island. It cannot .havc escaped A'lexanc.ier s
notice that he permitted such support to be given to .thc Per51.ans:., either
willingly or because his forces were too weak to resist. The 1lnc1dcnt, a
violation of Athens” obligations as a member of the Helle.rflc League,
may have played a role ten years later in Alexander’s decision to take

way from the Athenians.2*
Sa[Vr:f(i)tShahstvictory at Issus in the autumn of 33?3, Alexander captur.ed
not only King Darius® camp but also a delegation sent to the Persian
ruler from Athens. Among this group was Iphicratfts, son of the famous
general of the same name. The date of the delegation’s departure from
Athens is not documented, but presumably it took place before the
storming of Thebes in 335. Alexander treated the son well out of
respect for the father and sent his rerlrllains 2gon*u: to Athens after the
hicrates succumbed to an illness.
Yo'l;[lﬁccrigipz)cns of Athens also had other problems bcside§ Alexander to
occupy them during those years. One of t.hc.se, involving an aﬂ;l;;e
named Callippus, caused a considerable stir in the summer of .
Callippus had won the pentathlon for Athens at the Olymp1c Games
but was later accused of having bribed the other competitors. They
were all fined by the officials. But just as victories at the games were
considered to enhance the reputation of the victor’s home city, Caﬂlg-
pus’ offense brought discredit on the entire city of‘Athcns. The affair
became a matter of civic pride. Convinced that Callippus had bf:cn the
victim of an intrigue, the citizens chose Hypereides to defend his cause
and gave him the task of persuading the Elean officials to revoke the
judgment. When they refused, the conflict escalated. Athens refu_sc.d to
pay the fine, wherecupon Athenian citizens were barred from participat-

mes of Athens, joined by members of the Naval Confederacy in [h.C ﬁ_fth
ceutury, did so every four years at the Great Panathenaca, celebrau?d around the begln.m[r;lg
of Augilst. It seems likely that Alexander had this tradiion in mind and planned for the
dedication to be made public at the Grear Pamathenaea of 334,

24. Arrian Anab. 1.19.8 with Bosworth, Commentary 141 n. 18.

25. Arrian Anab. 2.15.3.
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ing in future games. It took an announcement from the officials at
Delphi that the Pythian oracle would give no pronouncements to them
as long as the fine was not paid to make the Athenians yield. The money
from the fines was used for monuments (as had been done after a
similar case of fraud in 388); six bronze images of Zeus, called zanes,
were inscribed with exhortations to honesty and fair play and placed in
the sanctuary at Olympia.2s

This incident may have some connection with the fact thar in 331
the Athenians began turning their attention to a different oracle, that
of Dodona in Epirus. The newfound interest in this oracle led in turn
to a further diplomatic wrangle, in which Hypereides again defended
the city’s actions. In résponse to a pronouncement from the oracle, the
Athenians had added lavish ornamentation to the image of the goddess
Dione at Dodona, thereby offending Alexander’s mother, Olympias, a
member of the Epirote royal family and regent there at the time in the
name of her brother and son-in-law, Alexander of Epirus (then absent
in Iraly). Olympias sent a delegation to Athens with a letter of protest
setting out her claim to the territory of the Molossians in Epirus, where
Dodona was situated. The protest was discussed in the Assembly, where
Hypereides presented the city’s case. Among other things he pointed
out that only a short time before Olympias had herself made an offering
to Hygicia, the goddess of health, at the Acropolis in Athens, in
gratitude for the recovery of her son from a severe illness. Hypereides
argued that Athenians should have the same rights in Dodona. When
not long thereafter the news reached Athens that the king of Epirus
had died in Italy, the Athenians sent delegations to express their con-
dolences to Olympias as well as to her daughter Cleopatra, the king’s
widow.?”

These delegations undertook their mission at a time of renewed
tensions, for in the summer of 331 King Agis led the Spartans and
several allied Greek states into war against Macedonia, and Athens
came very close to joining them. A motion was passed to send a
contingent of the fleet to support Agis but was never carried out,
thanks to a clever tactical maneuver by Demades, who had responsibil-

26. Pausanias 5.21 -2=7; Hypereides frs. 111-112 Jensen; [Plut.] mor 850B; H.-V.
Herrmann, “Zanes,” RE Suppl. 14 (1974) 977-981. Apollo of Deiphi had helped his divine
father, Zeus of Olympia, to obrain satisfacton through the intervention of his servants.

27. Hypereides 3.19-26: J. Engels, Studien zur politischen Biographic des Hypereides
{Munich 1989) 189191,
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ity for the finances of such an opcration.zf W.hilc even Dcrnosthelncs
advised against such involvement, other politicians declared themse vc;
in favor of joining the war. The speech of an unknowln orator prcser;e
in the corpus of Demosthenes’ texts, Or_: the Treaties w_zth Alexunaker,
probably belongs in the context of this debate. In it . the spt;k er
addressed the Assembly to rebut the arguments of a previous speaker,
who had advised the Athenians to observe scrupulously the provisions
of the treaties with Alexander and the general peace. The author of the
rebuttal pointed out various ways in which Alexander and the Macc-
donians had broken the treaties and the peace, above all by setting up
tyrants in the Peloponnesian cities of Messene, Pellene, and Sicyon, and
further by seizing grain ships in the Black Sea hcaded.for Arllc?ns. A
Macedonian trireme had also entered the ha["bOI' of Piraeus without
authorization. Now, the speaker argued, the time bad come to take a
stand, and if he could find a majority to back him, he would move to
declare war on those who had broken the po::acc..29 o

Similar complaints are to be found at about this time in a speecl‘l by
Hypereides. This speech is far milder in tone, however; HYPCrCK:;S
mentions no specific details, charging Alexander and Olympias only
with occasionally making unlawful and excessive demands. The syned-
rion of the League of Corinth would be the proper plagc to oppose
these tactics, according to Hypereides, but the Athenian delegate
Polyeuctus had been lacking in determinati(?n.m .

In the meantime Antipater, Alexander’s viceroy in Eurgpc?, had df.:»
feated King Agis and his allies in a great bat_tlc at Megalopolis in Arc;;hﬁ
(probably in the spring of 330). Agis was killed in thc.c.ncountcr, wd c,
also brought a violent end to the Greek states’ uprising. Alexan Er ;
great victory over King Darius at Gaugamela on 1 Oc.tobcr SSIscllas e
the last hopes the Athenians had placed in the Persian forces.?! They

28. [Plut.] mor. 818E. . . .
29, EDemz)sth.] 17. 1 follow the gencrally accepted dating. W. Will has argued for dating

the speech in September or October 333, shortly before the bsa:;c ofslzssu,s; RAEM 125 (1982)
ill’s view; 254 and n. 32.
202~-213. Faraguna has adopted Will’s view; Azene : '
30. Hyperc?clilcs 3.20 and 24, dating from 330 at the earliest and thus almost certainly
is’ am ai ) - - . -
ﬁo?la&;;?fll;tccof Fhegl{:attle of Megalopolis has not been precisely determined; esm;laatcl:s
range -betwcen the autumn of 331 and the spring of 330. We know the exact date o(fi the Htt e_
of Gaugamela, however, thanks to the astrouomical diaries of Babylon (t‘\. Sachs an H7'9. Ltzlr;
ger, Astronomical Diavies and Related Texts from Babylom'al, vol. 1 [Vienna 1988]1} 1.9 ;
24:]'1 of the mouth of Ululu), which corroborate the date given by Plutarch (Camiflus 19.5;
Alexander 31.8). See also I Bernard, BCH 114 (1990) 515-517.
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knew that from then on they would have to depend on their own
cfforts if they were ever to shake off Macedonijan domination, The
politicians of Athens vied with one another to prepare the city for such
a confrontation,

3. The Age of Lycurgus

The most striking characteristic of Athemian history in the fourteen
years from the battle of Chaeronea to the death of Lycurgus (324) is
the variety of political activities and the large number of citizens for
whom political activity can be documented Although we have a
better record for these vears than for most other periods of Attic
history, as a great many speeches have survived and new inscriptions
are constantly being found, it would perhaps be a mistake to claim that
more political initiatives took place then merely because more material
happens to be available to us. Nevertheless, an impressive number of
citizens introduced bills in the Council of 500 or the Assembly: more
than fifty names appear in the records even though they are still far
from complete for this period.® Equally impressive is the scope of
reforms, public building, and measures for strengthening the country’s
finances and economy during these years. Instead of paralyzing the
Athenians, the defeat at Chaeronea seems to have galvanized them into
activity,

While Lycurgus is usually—and probably correctly—regarded as the
leading figure behind these developments, many members of the upper
classes cooperated with him and with one another to achieve the same
ends.** Prominent citizens who contributed their efforts to such pro-
jects included Polyeuctus and Xenocles of Sphettos, Pytheas of
Alopeke, Epicrates of Pallene (who initiated the reform of the ephebin),
Eucrates (initiator of the law to protect democracy), Hegemon, Aris-
tonicus of Marathon, and Cephisophon of Aphidnae.# Lycurgus’ in-
crease of state revenues to the sizable sum of 1,200 talents annually is

32, This section is based principally on Mitchel, Lykosrgan Athens; Faraguna, Atene; and
Bosworth, Congnest 204-215. 1 have also drawn on §. Humphreys, “Lycurgus of Butadae:
An Athenian Aristoceat,” in Esseys in Honor of C. G. Starr (n.p. 1985) 199-252; and Schwenk,
Athens, See also E, Burke, GRBS 26 (1985) 251-264.

33. Their names are listed in M. H. Hansen, GRBS 24 (1983) 159-179.

34, Humphreys, “Lycurgus™ 204.

35. Sece Faraguna, Atene 21 1-243; for more on Aristonicus see Hansen, GRBS 24 (1983)
161; on Epicrates: Davies, APF4904; on Eucrates: Hansen 167; on Hegemon: Hansen 168;
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considered to be one of his great achievements. This is s]jght.ly more
than two and a half times the yearly tribute demanded by the city from
the member states of the Naval Confederacy in the ﬁfth century.
Although the figure is clearly documented and trustwort_hy, it is not at
all clear how Lycurgus was able to achicve such an_mcrf:asc. The
opening of new mines and reopening of apandoned mine sites led to
an increase in leasing fees.3 Additional leasing fees came from the new
state land in Oropus,* and the state also confiscated the assets o‘f those
found guilty of crimes. There were revenues from trade, such as 1rnpor3:
and export duties amounting to 2 percent of the v.alue of g(.)ods.
Athenian citizens paid no direct taxes, although resident foreigners,
known as metics, did. In addition metics were required to pay a yearly
fee of ten talents, which went toward the censtruction of doc'k}‘(ards
and an arsenal. Lycurgus had some success in urging wealthy citizens
to make substantial donations to the state treasury. Finally, the increase
in revenues was matched by a reduction in outlay; less was spent, for
example, on theorika, the state allowances paid to poorer citizens to
enable them to attend theaters and festival pcrformancesﬁ‘" Thf: regular
minting of bronze coims, which began during Lycurgus’ time in office,
must also reflect an economic upswing,.*0

The increase in revenues made it possible for the state to carry out
the most important projects of these years: the strengthening of Atb-
ens’ defenses on sea and land and the construction of many splendid
and imposing public buildings. Soon after the defeat. at Chaer_onca,
Demosthenes introduced and won a majority for a bill to repair the

on Cephisophon: Davies 8410; on Polyeuctus: P. Treves, “Polyeu.ktfos,”. RE (195.2) 1614-16,
no. 4; on Pytheas: C. Habicht, ZPE77 (1989) 83-87; and C. Veligianni, He:l.lﬂmca 40 (1_989)
245—&47' on Xenocles: C. Ampolo, PP 34 (1979) 167-178; and C. Habicht, Hesperia 57
(1988) 323-327.

36, Hypercides 3.36. .

37. L.yRobcrt, Heilenica 11-12 (1960) 194-202; M. K. Langdon, Hesperia 56 {1987}
47-58; M. B. Walbank, ZPE 84 (1990} 95-99, Faraguna, Atens 218 n. 21 and 343 n. 26.
See O. Hansen, Eranos 87 (1989) 70-72. . ‘

38. The confiscated assets of the mine owner Diphilos amounted to no lcss. dlafl lflvO
talents; {Plut, ] mor 843D. Epicrates allegedly made a profit of 300 talents from his mines in
only 3 years; Hypereides 3.35. . ) N

29. Y] BucthE:a.n, Theorika: A Study of Monetary Distributions to the Athenian Cm_ze.nr;f
during the Fifth and Fourth Centuries B.C. (Locust Valley, N.Y., 1962) 72.—74‘ For D;‘elmas
donation of land as a “gift for Lycurgns,” sce [Plut.] mor 841D. On the wdlmgne;s9 of many
citizens to make private donations during these years, see Faraguna, Azene 381-399.

40. Kroll, Coins 27.
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fortified ring of walls erected under Themistocles, which Conon had
repaired with the aid of Persian funds at the beginning of the fourth
century. A moat was added in front of the walls, and Cephisophon
successfully introduced a measure to fortify Piracus.* Even earlier,
during the archonship of a younger Themistocles, the construction of
new docks in Piracus had begun, which were finally finished some
twenty-four years later, in 323 /2. The number of warships, both the
traditional triremes and the increasingly popular larger quadriremes,
was growing year by year.#2 And after passage of Epicrates’ reform of
the ephebic corps, the military training provided to the young men of
Athens improved in scope and thoroughness.# The estimated cost of
maintaining the corps (approximately 1,000 men strong, with 500 in
cach cohort) was at least forty talents annually, and to this sum must
be added the cost of the arms supplied to each ephebe by the state
Not since the days of Pericles, a century earlier, had there been a
building program on the scale undertaken during Lycurgus’ adminis-
tration. It was also the last time Athens itself had the means to pay for
public architecture in the grand style. Later phases of comparable
large-scale building were financed by foreign rulers, chiefly the rulers
of the Attalid and Seleucid dynasties in the second century 8.C., and
the emperor Hadrian in the second century A.D. In the late fourth
century it is as if the citizenry wanted to demonstrate that although
Philip had defeated them, their vitality remained unimpaired.* At once
the walls were reinforced, the docks enlarged, and an arsenal built.46
As part of these defense measures Lycurgus and Aristonicus jointly

41. Aeschines 3.27-31; Maier, Mauerbauinschrifien 1: 36-48,

42. N. G. Ashton, AB5A 72 (1977) 1-11; J. Tréheux, RPk 63 (1989) 284,

43. See note 19 above.

44. Bosworth, Conguest 209-210.

45. For more on Lycurgus and the construction during his administration see the biog-
raphy of Lycurgus, [Plut.] mox 841D and the decree in his honor, IG 112.457!),5—9 and
[Plut.] mor 852C. Sce further Mitchel, Lykourgan Athens 33—48: and R E. Wrycherley, The
Stomes of Athens ( Princeton 1978) 19-20 {the walls), 60-62 (Pnyx), 66-67 (Apollo Parroos),
181-183 (Sanctuary of Asclepius), 207-211 (theater), 215 (stadinm), 226 (Lyceum). For
more on the constructiou of the stadium, see I 112,624 (Schwenk, duens, no, 48); Fara-
guna, Atene 257-269.

46. For the arsenal of Philo sec Vitruvius De architeciwra, pracf,7.12, and the description
of the building in IG 11°.1668. The foundations were discovered in 1988 and have dcter.
mined the location: G. Sreinhaver, m Haws und Stadt im klassischen Gricchenland” , ed.
W. Hoepfier and E.-L. Schwandner {(Munich 1994} 44-50.
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introduced a proposal in 335 /4 for combatting piracy. A‘sq-uadron of
fast sailing ships was sent out under the command of Diotimus, and
they must have succeeded in their mission, for Lycurgus proposed
honors for Diotimus the next year.#’ . .

During the celebration of the Great Panathenaea in the summer of
330, the dedication took place of a stadium Lycurgus had bl.:lllt on ‘1and
donated by Deinias. The new stadium provided thc. A.rhemans ?v'lth a
suitably imposing setting for the athletic contests, artistic comp?cun(?ns,
and races held until then in the Agora. A law introduced by Ansto!n.cu:s
of Marathon has survived in part from this same period containing
regulations on the annual, or lesser, Panathenaea.*® To the venerable
theater of Dionysus at the foot of the Acropolis Lycurgus added new
seats of hewn stone and an elaborate probedria, the privileged seats for
official dignitaries.*® He also commissioned the build_ing of the Lyceum
with its palaestra, one of the city’s famous gymnasia. Work had bccp
going on for some time on the Pnyx, the hill where ic ekklesia
(Assembly) met, as it needed to be enlarged; these renovations, result-
ing in the so-called Pnyx II1, must have begun in the 340s a.nd' were
completed in about 325.5° A temple of Apollo Patroos was built in the
Agora, and a columned hall more than 160 feet long was added to the
sanctuary of Asclepius.®' The well-preserved and archltect.urally inno-
vative monument of Lysicrates at the foot of the Acropolis also dates

- from this period. It was dedicated by Lysicrates in 335/4 after the

boys’ chorus of which he was patron won a choral competition during
the Great Dionysia.®? ‘

There were also two sites outside the city where construction on a
large scale was undertaken during this period: at the sanctuary f)f
Demeter and Kore in Eleusis and at the sanctuary of Amphiaraus in

47. IG 112.1623.276—308; [Plut.] mor 844A with IG %414 (Schwenkz Athens, no. 25).

48. IG11%.334 (Schwenk, Athens, no. 17); see further L. Robert, Hellenica 11-12 (1960)
189-203. . .

49. M. Maass, Die Probedrie des Dionysostheaters in Athen (Mmjuch 1972).

50. The most recent discussion is in 1. A. Thompson, He.fpcm.z Suppl. 19 (19823 133-
147, which cites the older lirerature. On the period of construction of the Pnyx 111, see
144-145. ) )

51. H. A. Thompsou, Hesperia 6 (1937) 77-115; for a partial rebuttal, C. W. Hedrick,
AJA 92 (1988) 185-210. ) .

Jr52. F(or the) inscription on the monumeur see IG 112.3042', Hans Riemann, “Lysikrates-
monument,” RE Suppl. 8 (1956} 266-347; H. Bauer, AM 92 (1977) 197-227.
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Oropus. A long inscription from 329/8 is the primary source for
details on the work at Eleusis.® Processions and pilgrims made their
way from Athens to Eleusis along the Sacred Way. A few years after
Lycurgus’ death his colleague Xenocles of Sphettos had a stone bridge
built across the Cephisus to make the journey safer for the pilgrims.5
Athens had acquired the shrine of Amphiaraus, the hero and healer,
along with the city of Oropus on the border between Boeotia and
Attica after the battle of Chacronea. The Athenians immediately placed
Pytheas, their superintendent of wells, in charge of improving drainage
and sanitary conditions there; in honor of the hero they aiso instituted
a new festival with gymnastic and equestrian contests, which took place
every four years and was celebrated for the first time in 329,/8.%

In the first half of the 320s Athens experienced a serious grain
shortage that made itself felt throughout Greece and the Aegean be-
tween 331 and 324. Several authors and numerous inscriptions bear
witness to the gravity of the situation.’” Demosthenes’ speech against
Phormio in 327,/6 reveals that the price of wheat had risen from five
drachmas a bushel to sixteen, and Cmergency measures were taken to
ensure that everyone received a share of the available supplies.’® Nu-
merous decrees were passed to honor merchants who contributed to
the relief efforts. A unique document from Cyrene was discovered in
192559 It is a list from one of the years of the shortage headed “Those
to whom the city gave grain when it was scarce in Greece,” containing
the names of almost fifty states.®® The list also notes the amount
provided to each in descending order, from 100,000 bushels for Ath-

53. IG1I2.1672. See further 1673-75 and 1933; Mitchel, Lykourgan Athens 45,

54. IG 112.1191; AP9, no. 147, with the literature cited in notc 35 above,

55. IG 112.338. See C. Habicht, ZPE 77 (1989) 83-87; and C. Veligianni, Hellenica 40
(1989) 245-247,

56. L. Deubner, Amtische Feste (Berlin 1932 229; D. Knoepfler, “Les Amphiaraia
d’Oropos” 2729ﬁ302.

57. IG 11°.360.8-9; [Plut.] mor 851B; P. Garnscy, Famine and Food Supply in the
Grarcco-Roman World {Cambridge 1988) 154-166; Faraguna, Asenz 225-230 and 330-331.

58. Demosth. 34.37 ff.; sec also [42].20 and 31. IG1I°.360.30 and 68 confirms that the
normal price for a bushel of wheat was 5 drachmas.

59. Abh. Akad. Berlin 5 (1925) 24-26 no. 3 (SEG 9.2). Text revised with eommentary
by A. Laronde, Cyréne er fa Libye bellinistigue (Paris 1987) 30-34; a map shows where grain
was distributed, and the amounts in each case (34). . Brun, ZPE 99 (1993) 185-196. See
the general discussion in G, Marasco, Athenacum 62 ( 1984) 286-294.

60. Olympias is mentioned for Macedonia, and her daughter Cleoparra for Epirus. Cleo-
patra had only recenrly exported grain to Greece between 334 and 331 {Lycurgus Leoc. 26)
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ens to 900 for Knossos in Crete (after an earlier shipment of 10,0Q0
bushels). Seventy-two thousand bushels were shipp.ed to Macedonia
and 50,000 to Epirus, but it is Athens that heads the l{slt of needy states,
The decision of the Assembly in 325,/4 to create a military base on the
Adriatic Sea was related to the food shortage of those years. The
measure aimed at protecting grain shipments from Etruscan pirates. A
fleet was equipped for this purpose and deployed under the command
of Miltiades of Lakiadai, but nothing is known about the results of the
expedition.®! - _ '

During these years of intensive activity, Athenians who d.1splayed
signs of weakness or cowardice were called to account by their fellow
citizens. Here Lycurgus played a particularly active role. Very soon aftcr
the bartle of 338 he sued Autolycus, a former archon, for having
evacuated his wife and children from the city when i‘t was threatened
by Philip. Eight years later he took to court another citizen, Lfsocrates,
because after Chaeronea he had departed for Rhodes, taking his money
and family with him, and eventually moving on to Megara. The people
of Athens had threatened to punish with death any more attempts to
flee. Leocrates, correctly assessing the drift of public opinion, stayed
away for many years and conducted his business affairs fron_l Megar.a.
Finally, however, he risked a return in 330, expecting that interest in
his case would have died down. Lycurgus wished to make an example
of him, however, and brought a charge of treason, based on the law
that had been passed after Leocrates’ own flight. Ir.l his speech to ic
court {which has been preserved), Lycurgus argued in favor of applying
the law retroactively to Leocrates. Despite the fact l.:hat- the proposal
lacked all legal basis, Lycurgus came very close to winning, thanks to
his eloquent appeals to the jurors’ patriotic feelings: the vote ended in
a tie, with the result that Leocrates was acquitted and spared from the
death penalty.62 .

Even more representative of the dominant public mood was tl‘le
celebrated trial over Demosthenes’ crown, which also took place in
330, not long after the trial of Leocrates. Officially Demosthenes

Cleopatra also represents the crown of the Molossians of Epirus in the list of hosts to theoroi
from Argos (ca. 330); BCH 90 {1966} 156 {f., col. 1.11, with commentary by P. Charneus,
177-182. . .
61. IG11%1629.145 271 (GHT200). See also Engels, Biggrapihic des Hypereides 247-251.
62. Lyeurgus Leoc. For the case of Antolycus, see PA no. 2746.
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appeared in court to speak on behalf of the defendant, Ctesiphon of
Anaphlystus. In fact Ctesiphon is barely mentioned, and Demosthenes
dwelled instead on his own past actions. He delivered a stirring defense
of his earlier policies, which had led to the war against Philip and the
defeat ar Chacronea. The nominal defendant Ctesiphon had proposed
awarding a crown to Demosthenes at the Great Dionysia for his serv-
ices to the state, particularly his work on the city walls. Aeschines
thereupon brought suit against Cresiphon, charging that such an award
would be illegal, because Demosthenes had not yet submitted the
required account of his activities as commissioner for the repairs. The
real aim of the lawsuit was thus to humiliate Demosthenes publicly.
The great majority of the jury found in his favor, however; Aeschines,
the plaintiff, received less than one-fifth of the votes, The verdict ended
Aeschines’ political career and sent him into permanent exile. Why the
case was not heard until six years after the fact is unclear. Aeschines may
have been tempted to dredge up the old charge after Agis was defeated
by Antipater, Alexander’s viceroy for Europe, calculating perhaps that
this recent show of Macedonian strength would discredit Demosthenes
and his anti-Macedonian policy in the eyes of the jury. The outcome
of the trial represented a political triumph for Demosthenes; it also
indicated clearly that popular opposition to Macedonia was still wide-
spread, and that Macedonia was indeed the prime target of Athenian
national sentiment.®* The unambiguous response of the jury appears
almost like defiance, all the more notable because at that point Athens
could no longer hope for military support from either Persia or Sparta.
This strongly nationalistic mood was matched by an equally strong
emphasis on democracy in the political thought of the time. It found
expression not long afrer Chaeronea in Eucrates’ law to protect democ-
racy from any attempr to overthrow it. It can also be seen in the
decision of the departing Council in June 332 to erect a bronze statue

of a figure representing Democracy as one of the last acts of their year
in office.5*

63. The main speeches for the opposing sides at the trial have strvived: 3 by Aeschines
(Against Cresiphon) and 18 by Demosthenes (On the Crawn ). For an exhaustive commentary
sce H. Wankel, Demosthenes’ Rede Siér Ktesiphon diber den Kranz (Heidelberg 1976), In
contrast to the prevailing view, E. Harrs argues that Demosthenes (not Aeschines) had the
law on his side; Persuasion: Greek Rhetoric in Action, ed. 1. Worthington (London 1994}
140-150,

64. A. E. Raubitschek, “Demokratia,” Hesperia 31 (1962) 238-243. He cites a consid-

erable amount of further evidence for the existeuce of a cult of Democracy in Athens ar thar
tme.

.
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It was during Lycurgus’ administration, not long after Alexander’s
razing of Thebes, that Aristotle returned to Athens after an absence of
more than twelve years. Among the works he produced in rhc:‘ follow-
ing years is the Athenaion Politeia, an account of the .Athcnljan state
preserved almost complete in a London papyrus published in 1891.
This is the sole surviving work from the series of 158 such essays on
individual Greek states produced by Aristote and his circle in thar
period. It was written between 335 and 330, perhaps by P.mstotle
himself.® The first and longer section (chapters 1-41) df:scnbcs the
development of the Athenian constitution up to the opening years of
the fourth century; the second section (chapters 42-69) pro_wdcs a
systematic review of existing constitutional institutions and their func-
tioning at the time of writing.% It is not known with certainty whether
Lycurgus actually invited Aristotle to settde in Athens agam..ﬁ? The
commission for a statue of Socrates awarded to the sculptor Ly.sq?pus‘58
can hardly have come from anyone but Lycurgus, and placing it in the
Pompeion was tantamount to official rehabilitation. Lycurgus also
initiated an official review that would result in accurate texts of the
works of the three great tragedians Aeschylus, Soph.ocles, and
Euripides, to protect them from unauthorized interpolations of the
kind that acrors occasionally inserted.® While a philological underFak—
ing of this nature resembles some of the work being done at the time
by Aristotle and his pupils, the inspiration for it need not have come
from that source. . .

Lycurgus still participated in the debate that took place in Athens in
324 over granting Alexander the status of a god,” but he must have
died shortly thereafter and played no part in the uproar over Harpalus.

65, Rhodes, Commentary 51-58; the menton of the archon of 329/8 in 54.7 is consid-
ered a later interpoladon. . . .

66. A detailed discussion is in ibid.; see also the collection by M. Piérart, Awristote et
Avbines,

67. See Mitchel, Lykourgan Athens 38.

68. Diog. Lacrt. 2.43. _ .

69. Galegn Corpus Medic. Graecor V.10.2.1, p. 79 Wenkebach; R. Pfeiffer, Hirory of
Classical Scholarship from the Beginnings to the End of the Hellenistic Age (Oxford .1968) 82
and 192. Lycurgus had statues of these three dramatists placed in the Theater of Dionysus as
part of his renovation and improvements. Statues of other poets were z{ddcd larcr:. the
Athenians Menander and Philippides, Phanes of Chios, and Dioc‘ioms of Sinope (Habicht,
Untersuchungen 14-15); for more on the general topic see Pausanias 1.21.1. Thc'base of tl}c
statue of Menander, sculpted by Cephisodotus and Timarchos, sons of Praxiteles, is m
161 3777,

70. [Pluc.] smor 842D.
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In general, critics have taken a positive view of Lycurgus® achievements
on Athens’ behalf, although recendy Sally Humphreys reached a very
different conclusion. She argues that Athens isolated itsclf from its
surroundings and failed to develop “a constructive foreign policy” as
aresuit of Lycurgus’ “lack of political insight and imagination.””! Such
criticism scems unjustified in light of the political situation that existed
after the defeat at Chaeronea and the destruction of The bes. The events
following Lycurgus’ death demonstrated swiftly enough that Athens
had by no means departed from the political arena for good.

4. The Crisis

Alexander’s return from India to Persia and Mesopotamia put an end
to the respite Athens had enjoyed during the years of his expedition to
the East.”? Relations deteriorated so swittly and seriously that war
appeared imminent. Alexander’s sudden death on 10 June 323 did not
prevent its outbreak but rather hastened its coming. The two events
precipitating the war were the flight of Alexander’s treasurer Harpalus
to Athens” and the king’s proclamation that he intended to take Samos
away from the Athenians, whose setders had occupied it for forty years,
and return it to the Samians, now living scattered throughout the
ancient world.”* Additional tensions arose from the king’s wish to

71. Humphreys, “Lycargus” 220. She also observes for this period an “increasing ten-
dency of the city to act out a representation of polis life for her contemporaries in the
Hellenistic World rather than seek a role in the new configuration of power. And this, surely,
is the most significant criticism to be made of his [Lycurgus’] politics,” the “absence of any
constrnctive foreign policy . . . a lack of political insight and imagination” {219).

72, The most imporrant recent works on the period are S. Jaschinski, Alexander und
Gricchenland unter dews Eindruck der Fluche des Harpalos (Bonn 1981); W. Will, Athen und
Alexander (Munich 1983); Bosworth, Conguest 215-228 and 278-290; and R. Sealey,
Demosthenes and Fis Time (New York 1993) chap. 8.

73. For more on Harpalus and the involvemnent of Athens in his fate, see H. Berve, Das
Alexanderveich auf prosopagraphischer Grundlage, vol. 2 (Munich 1926) 75-80; E. Badian,
JHS 81 (1961) 16—43; Jaschinski, Alexander und Griechenland; 1. Worthington, SO 61
(1986) 63-76; R, Lane Fox, Chios: A Conferemee ar the Homereion Chios 1984 (Oxford
1986) 117-120.

74. For more on developments concerning Samos, see C. Habicht, AM 72 {1957)
156-169 and Chiresn 5 {1975) 45-50; B M. Erringron, Ghiron 5 (1975) 51-57; E. Badian,
ZFPE 23 (1976} 289-294; K. Rosen, Historiz 27 (1978) 20-39; W. Transier, Seminka-
Epigraphische Studien zur Gesclrichte von Samos in bellenistischer und rimischer Zeit (Mannhcim

1985) 19-26 and 163-164; G. Shipley, A History of Samas, 800-188 B.C. (Oxford 1989)
161-168.
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reccive the kind of honors from the Greek states traditionally reserved
r the gods. o

° thtisler the Athenians had earned Alexander’s wrath by permitting
the Persian fleet to take on supplies in Samos on one occasion is not
certain. But around March 324 or shortly thereafter Alcxefn(;ler ms.lde
a public announcement, either in Susa or in his camp, of his intention
to return Samos to the Samians.” The news must hav.c rc.achcd Athens
before the summer, just when the Athenians were beginning thf.: debgtc
over whether or not to award Alexander divine honors.” The sm}atlon
was exacerbated by the unexpected arrival of Harpalus in late spring of
that year. Fearing, presumably with good reason, that Alcxaqdcr would
punish him for his misdeeds, Harpalus had absconded with a largc‘
amount of treasure from Babylon and set out for Athens l?y way of
Tarsus, with a large fleet of warships and an army of mercenaries. When
they arrived in June, however, Philocles, the general in commanc% of
Piracus, refused them entry to the harbor. Harpalus thereupon sailed
on to Taenarum in Laconia, which had long been a gathering p!ace t.“or
mercenaries looking for employment. There he disposed of his ships
and their crews and returned to Athens as a supplicant, with only thr‘ee
ships and 700 talents of silver. He received permission to enter the city
about the middle of June. A few years before Harpalus had been
awarded Athemian citizenship in gratitude for his help in keeping the
city supplied with grain.”” He could thus claim some right to be talsen
in, no matter how difficult his request might prove for the Athenian
state. _

At about this time Nicanor, Aristode’s adopted son and son-m—le}W,
arrived in Greece as ambassador to attend the Olympic Games (wl.nch
took place in late July 324) and to proclaim Alexander’s new “exiles’
decree”: the Greek states must readmit all citizens whom they had
previously sent into exile. The contents of this decree were in fact

75. See the decree issned by the Samians only a short time larer for Gorga.s of Ias?s,
Alexander’s guardian of arms, who put their case o Alexander; Syl 312, reprmu.:d w1Lh
denailed commentary by A. . Heisscrer, Alexander the Great and the Grecks: The Epigraphic
Evidence (Norman 1980) 169-203. There it is further stated that other Greeks congr.atujatcd
Alexander on his decision. At least one more officer intervened on behalf_ of the Sagnans and
was honored by them not long afterward (AM 44 [1919] 6, no. 5G). A l¥ttlc later, in r_J1c fall
of 324, Gorgos urged Alexander to wage war against the Athenians (Ephippos, FGrHist 126
F 53,

;6. Habicht, Gottmenschentum 28-36 and 246-250; Bosworth, Conguest 288-290.

77. Python, TGrF 1, no. 91, F 1.16.
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already known, since Alexander had read it to his army that spring, In
expectation of its enforcement, countless Greek exiles had streamed
into Olympia, and they greeted the announcement with enthusiastic
applause. Demosthenes, who was present at the games as official leader
of the Athcnian delegation, seized the opportunity to negotiate on
behalf of the city with Nicanor. The situation had become critical.
Alexander had ordered the Athenians both to vacate Samos,” a colony
they were unwilling to give up, and to hand over Harpalus.”
Demosthenes was apparently able to negotiate a delay on the ques-
ton of Samos, enabling a delegation from Athens to negotiate with the
king; in any event the royal decree was not enforced immediately. The
Athenians avoided having to extradite Harpalus by allowing him to
escape. (Soon afterward he was murdered by one of his own lieutenants
in Crete.) Demosthenes yielded on the question of Alexander’s divin-
ity; he had previously opposed every such proposal, but now he was
clearly hoping to win a concession from the king regarding Samos. The
citizens of Athens duly approved a motion introduced by Demades to
worship Alexander as a god. It was then discovered that half of Har-
palus’ 700 talents—deposited at Demosthenes’ suggestion on the
Acropolis for safckeeping after Harpalus® arrest—was missing. The
disappearance of the money caused a tremendous scandal, and the
populace, already stirred up by the demand to give up Samos, was in
an uproar. The city buzzed with rumors, and suspicion fell on a number
of politicians, especially Demosthenes. In September responsibility for
investigating the matter was given to the Areopagus Council made up
of former archons. The investigation ran on for six months, until March
323. About this time the delegation sent to Alexander returned with
the news that he was unwilling to bargain in the matter of Samos. It
may have been this decision which prompted the Areopagus to hand
down indictments in the case of the missing funds. Those named had
to stand trial, chief among them Demosthenes, accused of having
accepted 20 talents of Harpalus® money, and Demades. Among De-
mosthenes’ accusers at his trial were Hypereides, who had been his

78. It remains an open question whether this demand arose from applying the provisions
of the deerec on the return of exiles or—as seems more probable—was a separate aetion along
the same lines,

79. No fewer than three people demanded Harpalus® extradition: Alexander’s repre-

sentative Philoxenus, Anripater, and Olympias; Hypereides 1.8.10-24; Diodorus 17.108.7;
Pausanias 2.33.4.
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close associate for so long, and Deinarch; their spcthcs hayc sufvwcd
complete or nearly complete. Demades had gone into cx1!c w1th01;t
waiting for trial. Demosthenes received a large fine and, proving unable
to pay it, was thrown into prison. He soon managed to escape, ho“i—
ever, and fled to Aegina or Troizen. There the news of Alexander’s
death in Babylon must have reached him. _

In the meantime the conflict over Samos had intensified. Two reso-

lutions of the Samian popular assembly from the years 32_1—3 19, dis-
covered not long ago, have provided some unexpected .dctalls. ”.ic first
is a decrec honoring Antileon of Chalcis for the followu.lg scrv1ces.3? A
number of Samians returned to the island from Anaia, the Sanu@
territory on the mainland of Asia Minor (near present-dlay Kusadasi).
The Athenian Assembly thereupon passed a decree ordcrlng the Athe-
nian strategos for Samos to arrest them all, including the children, and
send them to Athens. These orders were sent by the fast government
sailing ship Paralos. When the Samian captives reached Athens,.thcy
were imprisoned and sentenced to death. As soon as hc. heard, Annleo.n
intervened, out of the long-standing fiiendship existing between his
city of Chalcis and Samos. He sent a sum of his OWN money to the
Council of 500 and “the Eleven,” the officials responsible for execu-
tions, thereby saving the captives’ lives. Antileon then .arranged for
their transport back to Chalcis. After their return, the Samians honored
him with a bronze statue in the sanctuary of Hera and a gold crown at
the games held in honor of the kings. . .

The Samian resolution must date from 321-319, since this was the
only period in which the festival of the kings Philip Arrhidaeus and
Alexander IV took place in Samos. In 321 Perdiccas,. then regent tor
the kings, carried out Alexander’s intention of returning thcj: 1sl?nq to
its original inhabitants; this must have been the occasion for instituting
the games in the kings’ names. Ouly two years later, however, the new
regent Polyperchon reversed the decision and returned Sal‘f]OS to the
Athenians. As it transpired, the new decision was never cniorc.cd: th_c
Athenians did not reclaim the island, and the Samians kept their terri-
tory. Nonetheless the cult of the two kings and the games can hardly
have continued under the new circumstances,

The Samian returnees’ arrest and sentencing took place before Per-

80. C. Habicht, AM 72 (1957) 156-164, no. 1; A. Bielman, Retour & la liberté (Athens
1994) 22-31, no. 7.
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diccas’ decision, however, when there was still an Athenian general for
Samos and the island was still in the hands of Athenian cleruchs—in
other words, before 321, and also before the end of the Lamian War.8!
The Samians taken captive by the Athenian commander must have
decided to return home after hearing of Alexander’s intention to re-
store their island to them, which he announced in the summer of 324.
They may even have arrived while Alexander was still alive, before June
323; in any event, they came early enough to fall into the Athenian
general’s hands.#?

The second resolution, passed at approximately the same time, hon-
ors Nausinicus of Sestus on the Hellespont for having helped the
Samians return to their island by sending two warships.®* Gaps in the
surviving text of the inscription leave unclear whether he only helped
transport them from the mainland to the island® or also supported
them in a war against the remaining Athenian cleruchs.3®

Both the order sent by the Athenian people to the commander at
Samos to place returning Samians under arrest and the death sentence
passed against them (though never carried out) demonstrate unmistak-
ably that Athens had no intention of accepting Alexander’s decision
and was determined to fight to keep the island.®® Thus as soon as
Alexander’s intention became known in the summer of 324, the city
began reckoning with the possibility of war and secretly started prepar-
ing for it. The Athenians sought allies among those states which had
suffered most from Alexander’s policies. The Aetolian League was an
obvious choice, since Alexander had threatened to take revenge per-
sonally on the Aetolians for destroying the Acarnanian city of
Oeniadac.¥”

The Athenians made contact with the Aetolians through Leosthenes,
an Athenian citizen who does not appear to have held public office
before this period.?® Leosthenes proved an able organizer and diplomat

81. K. M. Errington was the first to recognize this correctly; Chiron 5 (1975) 51-57.
82. Whether this occurred shortly before or after Alexander’s death is immaterial.
83. C. Habicht, AM 72 (1957) 164-169, no. 2,

84. For the restoration of lines 8-9 sce J. and L. Robert, Bulletin épigraphique (1960)
a1s.

85. E. Badian, ZPE 23 (1976) 289-294, suggests 7| Ghepov].

86. Diodorus 18.8.7.

87. Diodorus 17.111.3 and 18.8.6; Plur. Alexander 49,

88. Both Jaschinski ( Alexander und Griechenland 51-54) and Bosworth (Congrest 293
294) have made a strong case that this Leostheues is not the territorial commander for Attica
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in the ensuing months and emerged as a military}eadcr. His rise to
prominence is linked with the problem of mercenaries. In 324 Alex?n-
der had ordered all satraps to disband their mercenary armies.
Leosthenes gathered together a large number of these rootless, unem-
ployed men and transported them to Taenarum, already known. as an
assembling point for mercenaries looking for work. The soldiers .at
Taenarum chose Leosthenes as their new leader, and Leosthenes in
turn placed himself at the disposal of the Atheniar_l government, The
Council secretly approved his request for aid, scgdmg him ﬁ.fty talcn_ts
and a shipment of weapons. With the approval of the Councﬂ_, but;c EJst1ll
acting as a private citizen, Leosthenes approached the Aetolians. At
the time of Alexander’s death he headed an army of 8,000 battl.e-
trained mercenaries. This must have been when he was chosen hopllt_c
general of his home city for 323/2. The Atht‘:nians. had funds at their
disposal from the treasure Harpalus had left Pehmd, and they had
already sent out secret diplomatic feclers to various Greek states. The
Athenian navy numbered several hundred ships. When the news of the
king’s death in Babylon reached the city, it was prcparec.i for war. Now
that Alexander was no more, however, the aims of the impending war
would be different: the Athenians would be fighting not only to main-
tain possessiou of Samos but to rid themselves and their Greek allies of
Macedonian domination altogether. In the fall of 323 what was then
called the Hellenic War broke out, which has since come to be known

as the Lamian War.

in the much-discussed inscription of Oropus, AE (1918) 734100., no. 95-97 (Reinmuth,
Inseriprions, no. 15). Tt has also been demonstrated that this inscription bcl(_mgs not Lo 32.4/ 3
but rather to between 329/8 and 326/5; see A. W. Gomme, The Populutwn.af Athen..f n the
Fifth and Fourth Centuries B.C, {Oxford 1933) 67-69; H.-J. Gebrke, li'hakmn. Studien zur
Erfassung seiner bistorischen Gestalt (Munich 1976) 78-79; Bosworth, Conguest 294,

89. Dicdorus 17.111.3 and 18.8.7-94.
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Under Foreign Rule
(323-307)

1. The Hellenic War

As soon as the reports of Alexander the Great’s death were confirmed,
most Greek states felt the time had come to put an end to Macedonian
domination; new tension had arisen when Alexander ordered them to
readmit all the citizens they had exiled.! A few states felt differently,
such as Sparta, still suffering from the effects of King Agis’ war, and
Boeotia, where the neighbors of the razed city of Thebes had carved
up Theban territory and shared it among themselves. The Boeotians
had no interest in disturbing the status quo. But most cities were in
ferment. In Rhodes the inhabitants drove out the Macedonian forces
of occupation; in Athens Leosthenes came out in the open and, with
the support of Hypereides among others, persuaded a majority of the
Assembly to vote for war. The warnings of Demades and Phocion, now
almost eighty vears old, fell on deaf ears. Athens entered into alliances
with the Aetolians, the Phocians, and the Locrians in central Greece,
with the city of Sicyon in Achaea, and with others on the Peloponnese.
The Aetclians were especially important, for their population was large
and they controlled Thermopylae, the strategic narrow pass between
Macedonia and Greece. Demosthenes lobbied the Peloponnesians to
join a coalition against Macedonia and, as an exile from Athens, found
a hearing where official delegations had failed. After this success his
kinsman Demon introduced a motion to rehabilitate him; Demos-

1. See in general for this chapter Will, Histoire 1: 27-74; J. M. Williams, Atbens without
Democracy: The Oligarchy of Phocion and the Tyranny of Demetrius of Phalerum, 322-307 B.C.
(Ann Arbor 1985);, H.-J. Gehrke, Phokion. Studien zur Erfassung sciner bistorischen Gesialt
{Munich 1976); L. A, Tritle, Phocton the Good (London 1988).
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thenes returned to Athens and made peace with I—Iyper‘cides, a Qohucal
comeback reminiscent of Alcibiades’ return from banishment 1n 408(i
The Assembly voted to mobilize the fleet and the‘ army gr_ld declare
war to liberate Greece from Macedonian occupation.? Citizens up to
the age of forty were called up, that s, half of the forty-two ycar-classesf
(ages eighteen to fifry-nine) expected to bear arms. The mcmber.s o
three tribes received orders to defend Attica; the other seven tribes
were to hold themselves in readiness for an offcnsivr.?.e' . .

The public mood turned against all who had mamtamec.i close ties
with Macedonian leaders. Because he had sponsored the bill to grant
Alexander divine status, Demades was fined ten talents for the crime of
«introducing a new god.” When he provcd. unable to pay, he was
deprived of the rights to vote and to hold pubhc ofﬁcc;‘Other con;pro-
mised politicians, such as Pytheas and Callimedon th.e Crab, . left
Athens and joined Aatipater in the Macedonian camp. Ar.1stotle, widely
known to be on friendly terms with Antipater, left the city tox.vard the
end of 323 to live at his mother’s house in Chalcis, on 'thc island of
Euboea. (All Euboca except the city of Carysu}s ren.lamcd loval to
Macedonia.) A charge of impiety was entered against him, rclgtcd toa
poem he had written some twenty years earlier in honor of his fgt.kler-
in-law, the tyrant Hermeias of Atarneus; allegedly 1t‘b0re a s.uspxaou.s
resemblance to a religious hymn of worship. Before his death in Chalcis
in 322, Aristotle learned that he had been further punished by revoca-
tion of the honors granted to him by the Amphictionic Cou.ncﬂ at
Delphi. He wrote to Antipater that this caused him no great distress,
although naturally he resented the insult.*

2. The most imporranr sources for the Lamian War are D.iodorus 18.8-18; Plut. Phaczm;
23-29, Demostbenes 27-31; and Hypereides’ Funeral Ovarion (6). Nu@crom passages ©
variou.; authors and several Attic mscripgons from 323/2 mcntign alliances with the Ae-
tolians, Phodans, Sicyon {$r¥; no. 413), and the Docriza.ns (He:pen.a 2 [1933] 397, no. '17).
Still valuable is A. Schaefer, Desnosthencs und seine Zeit”, vol. 3 (Leipzig 1887) 351-398; see
also F. Stihelin, “Lamischer Krieg,” RE (1924) 562-564; G. A. Lehmann, ZPE 73 {1988)
121-149.

: 3.14Dgiodorus 18.10.2. For the strength of the Arhenian navy, see N. G. Ashton, ABSA 22
{1977) 1-11; J. S. Morrison, JHS 107 (1987) 88-97; N. V. Sckunda, ABSA i’; (199,33
348-354. Although 417 warships arc registered for the year 323, many of them not s
ac“;’.n .Aeli.an Var bist. 14.1 and further 1. Diiring, Aristorle in the Ancient Biogmphua:&l
Tradition (Goteborg 1957) 339-340 and 401, T 67 c. Diiring notcs r,hat_ the Statf:mt:illt bm
consistent with a passage in the Nicomachean Etbics and that the lcrtcr_ mlght t]'?ua we tc:
genuine. Aristotle named none other than Antipater as executor of his will (Diog, Laert,
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The Greek allies formed their own fynedrion (council), which con-
sisted of one delegate from each member state, and met at army
headquarters.® Leosthenes was elected commander-in-chief. He imme-
diately attacked and defeated the Bocotians, occupied Thermopylae,
and joined forces with the troops of the Aetolian League. Antipater,
hoping to prevent Thessaly from entering the war on the Greek side,
moved south from Macedonia, With his forces badly outnumbered, he
lost a battle to Leosthenes and withdrew to Lamia, a city that now
endured a long siege and gave the war the name by which it would
later be known. Antipater had hopes that two of Alexander’s generals,
Craterus and Leonnatus, would come to his aid with reinforcements.
Shortly before his death Alexander had appointed Craterus to succeed
Antipater as “general for Europe,” and at the time of the Iamian War
Craterus was in Asia Minor at the head of an army of 11,000 veterans.
Leonnatus, a relative of the Macedonian royal family and satrap of the
territory near the Hellespont, had been a member of Alexander’s
bodyguard and was said to have ambitions to the throne.

For the time being, however, Antipater had to hold out alone. He
repulsed Greek attacks on the city of Lamia but was in danger of being
starved out. The situation became so precarious that finally he agreed
to negotiate. Leosthenes demanded unconditional surrender, but An-
tipater refused. With the early Greek victories still being celebrated in
Athens and the allied states, the war of attrition around Lamia contin-
ued. Leosthencs was killed in one of the skirmishes. The Athenjan
Antiphilus succeeded him as commander-in-chief but was no match for
his predecessor in energy or prestige; Leosthenes’ death proved a severe
blow to the Greek cause.

Leosthenes and the others killed in the carly months of the war were
buried in the winter in a ceremony in the Cerameicus. Hypereides
delivered the funeral oration in thejr honor, just as Pericles had done
for the Athenian soldiers killed in the first year of the Peloponnesian
War, and as Demosthenes had done after the battle of Chaeronea.
Large portions of Hypereides’ speech, which achieved fame in its own
tinte, have been preserved on papyrus. He praised Leosthenes for
initiating the war and serving as its commander, and praised Athens as

5.11). On the honors from Delphi see W. Spoerri, i Compres et inventaires dans Ia cité
Jreeque, cd.zD. Knoepfler (Geneva 1988) 111-140, esp. 129-130.
5. IG11°.467.8-10.
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the champion of Greek liberty, a cause fcn: which L::osthcnt:i1 and thac:1
other citizens had given their lives. Hypcrc.ldes placed the fun :hment !
opposition between monarchy and rcpul?llcan govcrnmilnt adt ; c?ih
of his speech, equating them with despomm on the one han and w A
the rule of law on the other. Defeat, he said, would mean the tn;lmpﬁ
throughout Greece of Macedonian arrogance over the power of law.
This funeral oration is the last surviving great speech from Athens,
the swan song of Greek freedom. At the battlefrogt t.hc balance of
power was beginning to shift. The allies were finding it d}fﬁcult. to keep
an army in the field for such a long siege, and the Aetolians withdrew.
The remaining allied troops appeared strong enough to overcor;:ie
Antipater’s last resistance. But in the spring of 322 Leonnatus and hs
forces arrived. The Greeks attacked early to prevent them from reac ;
ing Antipater in Lamia, and the Thessalian cavalry under Menon iﬁ
Pharsalus won a splendid victory, forcing Leonnatus back onto a hill.
By the end of the batte Leonnatus was dea.ld_. che‘rtheless on I;h’e
following day his infantry, which had not participated in the first d;y ;
fighting, entered Lamia, and Antipater was saved. The Greek fochs a’
prevailed on the battiefield, but they were unable to block Antipater’s
i to the north. ‘
m;lrlldtls: r?llcandmc the war had spread to the sea. The At.heniai;l admiral
Euetion set out with 170 ships to find and destroy Antipater’s f’lect at
the Hellespont. However, Perdiccas, the regent, sent Alexander’s ﬂf:et
out from Phoenicia under the capable command of the M‘acedonlgn
admiral Cleitus, and Antipater’s fleet was soon enlarged. Cleitus was in
time, and in two naval battles around the first of July ‘322, at Abydos
on the Hellespont and then off the island of Amorgos 1n7thc Cycla‘d.es,
their combined forces destroyed the Athenian armada. "l‘"he decisive
land battle took place not long afterward. Craterus and his army hac::
joined forces with Antipater under the latter’s command. A total o
40,000 Macedonian hoplites thus faced only 25,000 Grce%cs in a battle
nca’u' Crannon in Thessaly in early August 322. Once again the Thes-

6. Hypereides 6.3; 5; 16; and 20. Ac the start of thc war he c.ncountcrt:d a dillegilil::
from Antipater in Rhodes whose members praised Antipater as a just anlct{ :o.nor? Ste one”i
Hypereides responded, “Yes, we know, but we do not want a despor, even if he is a ju ;
[Pl;f.]Tﬁ:znigjﬁ;Mﬂcs, especially the firsr one ar the Hellespont, are mcnnon::d :19 :,-SC?E-;I
tesolutions of the Athenian Assembly from the next few years: fG 117.398, 492(2), Wﬂ,h Im,
506, Hesperia 8 (1939) 30, no. 8.18-21(}); 40 (1971.) 171%, no. 25. See also A, elm,
Attisehe Urkunden, vol. 5 (1942) 175-181 (= Akademieschriften 1: 791-799).
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salian cavalry held its own, but the Macedonian phalanx defeated the
Grecek footsoldiers. The Greeks managed to retreat without a rout, but
the war was lost. When they asked for terms, Antipater insisted on
negotiating with each Greek state separately, thus dissolving the alljance
and forcing the allies to compete with one another for the most
tavorable terms. Very soon the Athenians and Actolians were left iso-
lated.
For their own negotiations with Antipater and Craterus, the Athe-
nians sent a delegation led by Demades and Phocion, the very men
who had advised against the war in the first place, joined by Xenocrates
of Chalcedon, a philosopher who had become the third warden of
Plato’s Academy® It was now Antipater’s turn to demand uncondi-
tional surrender. When the Athenjap delegation agreed, Antipater
stipulated his own conditions for peace: Athens would have to permit
stationing of Macedonian troops in the harbor fortress of Munychia
and extradite the chief Athenjan politicians responsible for the war, e
also demanded an amendment to the city’s constitution providing that
only citizens with assets worth 2,000 drachmas or more would enjoy
political rights, although democracy would continue to exist in namne.
This census class, most likely proposed by the Athenian representatives
themselves,” reduced the number of citizens with full rights from
21,000 to 9,000. Athens once again lost the city of Oropus and the
sanctuary of Amphiaraus. Officially Antipater left the fate of Samos to
be decided by the two kings, but in actual fact by the regent, Perdiccas,
as neither of the two kings was capable of independent action. Anti-
pater cleverly avoided taking sides on an unpopular question by declar-
ing Samos to be Asian LeTTitory; as strateqos for Europe only, he had no
authority in the matter.

Phocion and Demades now assumed leadership of the government
in Athens. Demades lent his name to the inevitable motion to condemn
to death those Athenians who had opposed Antipater. Prominent
anong those condemned were Demosthenes, Hypereides, and Eu-
crates, who had initiated one of the reforms of 336. Antipater’s hench-

8. Demades’ privileges as a citizen, which he had lost for proposing to honor Alexander
as a god, were hastily restored to him to emable him to participate in the mission. Despite his
opposition to the war, Phocion had served Athens loyally as a general, defeating a Macedonian
force that fanded near Rhamnus in Attica,

9. Gehrke, Phokion 91; sce also R W

Wallace, The Areopagus Conncil to 307 B.C. (Balri-
more 1989) 201.
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men pursued them to the Peloponnese, and Hypcrmdcsfand;)t;nt;lc;s; .
thenes met their deaths in October within a \fvcck o cacA o n
Hypereides on the ninth of Pyanopsion according to the A Ecn ;}11 :
calendar and Demosthenes, by his own hand, on the sixteenth. }[qzh -
ron of Sicyon and the surviving leaders of other Gref:k states me e
same fate.® However, Antipater appears to have a\{cud.cd exccsscti:s.nl
the rest of Greece he arranged political matters to suit himself, an o. 31/
the Aetolians remained independent. With Craterus, who had m?)mi
his daughter Phila, he began a war again.st them, but they soon broke
it off to devote all their attention to Asia, where developments Wt;rj
moving swiftly after Perdiccas, v:fjho clila%d ;;(l)unted an unsuccess
invade Egypt, was murdered in . '
attlcrrln r[:]ti;f)szzr;);mbcgg.? Macedonian troops took over th-ﬁ fortress 1;1
Piracus.!! At once they became the despised symbol. of foreign clc))nf[:ro ,
not only renewed but now exerted much more directly than eb(')lfe.
Simultaneously, however, the occupying troops g.uara‘nteed. the stability
of the Athenian regime. In Caesar’s time the h%storlan Dloc'iorus saw
Athens’ subjugation as a late but deserved pumshn'lent tor its part 1rn
the sacrilege committed by the Phocians at Delphl‘a ger‘lf‘:ranolrll. ca.n
lier.'? The philosopher Xenocrates, offered Athenian c_mze:t;s 1ph 1d
recognition of his service as a mcmbcr‘ of Fhe delegat]o_r(lj at z:l !
negotiated peace with Antipater, refused it, saying .r_hat he di not v&;a X
to become an Athenian citizen through the provision of a constitutio
red to avert.!?

hcﬂl: af‘:‘:faljr(l)oiths later, near the end of 322, news about the .fatc lcof
Samos reached Athens from the kings’ court; Demades and his <-if;;;t-
gation had failed to win their case. Alexander’s order was uphcld.. (c::l
Athenian cleruchs had to leave the island, and the Samians rega(ljne
possession after forty-three years in exile.!* Among Fhose forced to
return to Athens were the family of the philosopher Epicurus, who was

2

10. IG 11°.448.52-36. _

l(l) This event occurred on the 20th of Boedromion, 13 years to the day after news of
the destruction of Thebes had reached Athens.

12, Diodorus 16.64.1.

13. Plut. Phocion 29.6; D. Whitchead, RAM 124 (1981) 238-241. O

14, Diodorus 18.18.9; Diog. Laert. 10.1; and the “Demades Papyrus” ( Ber. tr.;e i
ertexte 7 [1923], lines 188 ff, and 213-214), with commentary by H vonk::rmmi,n VR
(1922-23) 87-88. Approximately 35 decrees from the next two dc(;ldca. ili'ef :hwnasqismmc

ed citi  vari he Greek world for the ass

Samians thanked citizens of various states rhrougl:nout 8 < i

ttzzy ﬁa;;dﬂcd 1o Samian refugees during their exile. The Samians also asked for loans to
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born on Samos and twenty years old at the time of the family’s reset-
tlement. 13

Athens was hit far harder by its defeat in 322 than in 338. Its fleet
had been destroyed, and Athens never regained its status as a major sea
power.'® In addition the city suffered the loss of its outposts Oropus
and Samos!” and, most humiliating of all, was forced to accept the
presence of foreign troops in Piraeus. Nonetheless the Athenians did
not have to hang their heads in shame; they had led a courageous
rebellion to liberate their city and all of Greece, and had fought bravely.
Their achievement has never been so misunderstood as by the classicist
Ulrich von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, who wrote at the age of thirty-
two thar “the Athenians completely lost their heads after Alexander’s
death, imagining that because it was possible for the king to die, they
could scream their long-lost freedom back to life”!® The opposite, and
in my view correct, conclusion is that of A. B. Bosworth, who recently
wrote, “Once Alexander’s death was known, the people rose to the call

of liberty and . . . to the sacrifices war demanded of them in an effort
not unworthy of their greatest days.”!

2. Unsettled Postwar Years

During the war significant political changes had taken place in Asia that
would powerfully affect Athens and the rest of Greece.?® Alexander’s
field marshals had met in Babylon to choose the king’s successor and

cover the costs associated with their return and the foundation of a new government; among
those who contributed were the stare of Sparta ([Arstotle] Oeconomica 2.2.9) and the
respecred Milesian citizen Sosistratus (AM 87 [1972] 199, no. 4}; C. Habicht, Chéiren 5
(1975) 45-50.

L5. Diog. Laert. 10.1. He had joined the corps of ephebes in the city in 325 /4, together
with his contemporary Menander.

16. Beloch, GG 4.1: 73. M. Amit’s Ashens and the Sen (Brusscls 1965) ends with the year
322, 1n a curse tablet fron the period A. Wilhelm, recognizing the names of ten trierarchs
and others involved in the administration of the fleet, realized rhat it was occasioned by a
lawsuit of 323 /2 involving the fleet; JOAI 7 (1904} 122-126. The unknown author’s curses
on his opponents were all too effecrive.

17. Thus when Demades observed that he was at the helm of the wreck of Achens, his
remark had some wuth to it.

18. Antigonos von Karystos (Berlin 1881) 182,

19. Conguest 211.

20. For more on the subject of this section sec Beloch, GG 4.1: 61-133; Will, Histoire 1:
19-65; and Hanmond, Macedonia 95-150. For the dual monarchy sce C. Habicht, Vestigea 17

divide up the most important offices of the empire ar:ilor,lg t:;;n;i::)l:;:r
They decided to have two kings rule joindy: Alexan elI)- s brother
Philip Arrhidaeus and the son, also named Alexander, or’n ;o he e
king’s Iranian wife Roxane several months aftcr the f:‘sthcr s Lﬁa Macc_
as Philip was feeble-minded and Alexander spll an infant, . E e
donian Perdiccas took command of the empire as regent. 1he 0li c

chief posts were shared among Craterus, then on lus.wz;y tktlo rctreve
Antipater in Macedonia and Europe; Prolemy, who received the sa .apzri
of Egypt; and Lysimachus, who got Thrace. ]_.tonrlatl.ljl ;(;l:cw?

Hellespontine Phrygia, and Antigonus .the satrapy of central T rygl?:
Antigonus became the first to rebel agamnst Perdiccas ‘ autocratli1 alm 1f
tions. Too weak to oppose Perdiccas alone, he enlisted d:jl- elp o

Antipater and Craterus, who, having defﬁ:atf:d the Grcek‘ 1anf[t:hat
Crannon, were now involved in a war against the Actolians. }fy
agreed to drop the Aectolian campaign 1mmcdlat.cly a‘nd come to Lrsl
support in the fight against Perdiccas, and their alhanj:c was scl);;)is
strengthened by Ptolemy and Lysimachus. In the following gea,rs :
pattern would prove typical of the struggles among Alexander’s suc

cessors: when one of them (first Perdiccas and later Antlgon.us)t
achieved a position of primacy, all the others banded together agains
him. Some of the Successors, such as Antigonus and pr(?bably Craterus,
harbored their own ambitions to achieve sole dominance, whereas
others like Ptolemy and Lysimachus simply wanted to prevent any one

om gaining the upper hand. ‘
leagzdﬁrccas ittackegd Ptolgmy in Egypt before Antipater and Craterus

(1973) 367-377. The chronalogy of events from 321 to 312 is. exu:cmely c;r-mr:?vgﬁ.gg:
foundation was laid by Beloch; the most imporrant recent COnt[lbthlOl‘l; are » s Frong ir,l
D ot o L
ift S. Lauffer (n.p. 1986) -378; and A. B. .

‘Ef:nc‘;trfl S:md Gﬂla& /gchober reject Beloch’s chronology, arguing tf;a:;] tiu:h ?253;?[::: nj:,
Triparadeisos took place not in the summer of 3%1 but a year lall:cr,|an a hptiithrind
at the Bosporus in which Antgonus defeated Cleitus took pl_acc in the summ O Phio
than 318. However, Bosworth supports Beloch’s conclusions. Scholaf's agt c b e
Arthidaeus and Furydice died in the fall of 317. For the events of [.hIS peno A Pho_,
Errington’s “low” chronology has been corrected: The restoration of c;;mocracl'yl 3 o8]
cion’s execution took place in the spring of 318 (J. M. Wﬂhams-, err;;e:l L
300-305; Gullath and Schober 338-349; Bosworth 68—69). According to Be on and B
worth, Cassander began rebuilding Thebes in the summer f’f 316;. Err&gtios o
lath /Schober argue for the summer of 315. Cassander’s campaign ag:;J;stH l:;ﬂ 3,98)

Athenian forces participared, is assigned by Errington 1o the fall of {Her .
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could arrive with reinforcements from Europe. However, Ptolemy
managed to defeat Perdiccas on his own, inflicting such great losses
that two of Perdiccas’ officers murdered him; one of them was Selen-
cus, who later founded what was to become the greatest of the “suc-
cessor” kingdoms. After the mutiny the army offered Ptolemy the
regency in Perdiccas’ place, but Ptolemy refused. At the time of Per-
diccas’ disastrous attack, his ally Eumenes opened hostilities on another
front. Eumenes, a Greek by birth who had once served as Alexander
the Great’s secretary, won a resounding victory in Asia Minor at a battle
in which Craterus, the third of Alexander’s outstanding generals after
Leonnatus and Perdiccas, was killed. Meanwhile Antipater had taken
his forces to Syria to meet Perdiccas’ army on its return from Egypt,
which had elected him regent in his absence. The leaders of both armies
conferred at Triparadeisos in central Syria in the summer of 320; the
clection of the now seventy-eight-year-old Antipater as regent was
confirmed, and he also took over Perdiccas’ files containing all the
murdered regent’s correspondence. Among the documents were let-
ters from Demades in Athens that would prove fatal once their contents
were discovered. The army leadership passed death sentences against
Eumenes and the leaders of Perdiccas’ party and delegated Antigonus
to campaign against them. Antipater dispatched his son Cassander to
assist and no doubt also to keep a watchful eye on him. Antipater
himself then returned to Macedonia with the two kings.

In the interim Athens” defear in the Lamian War had resulted in
major political changes at home. The new leaders called the basis of
their regime “the constitution of the fathers” (parrios politeia), but
their democratic opponents soon decried it as a virtual oligarchy.! The
most significant innovation was the creation of two classes of citizen-
ship, one with full rights and the other with restricted rights. Members
of the second class could neither vote nor hold elective office. They
were thus placed in effect on a level with the atimor, the “dishonored.”
These were citizens who had been found guilty of committing, an
offense and deprived of their political rights. Antipater offered land in
Thrace to the disfranchised Athenians, and although many must have
accepted, the claim that Athens lost a third of its population at this time

21, IG 11 .448.60-62 of 318. According to Gehrke, Phokion 95, this was a “modificd
oligarchy.” For details of the constitution sce Ferguson, HA 22-27; F. W. Mitehel, Hesperia
33 (1964) 346-347; Gehrke 90-97; Williams, Athens 113-129; and Wallace, Areopagus
Council 201-204.
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scems greatly exaggerated.2? We do not know whether pflymcnts w.t:::
continued for jury duty or attendance at Assembly meetings (to ;:‘11-_[1 -
burse citizens for the time lost from their rc_gular employments). o
corps of ephebes continued to exist at all, 1t‘must have lc.ns_t mem lgsst
and potential recruits in the same proportion as the cmlfftx}r;;t _
citizens with full rights, namely about four-sevenths. The chiet altera
tion to the structure of government was the_ replacement of the scc;;:-
tary of the Council (grommatens) by a registrar ( ufaugrupheu:), ;v o
took up his duties at the beginning of the next term, in July 321, aldoutf
eleven months after the new leaders assum.ed office. In the records ;:
the years 321,/0 and 320 /19, this oﬂiciz_ll is usually namcc.i jl).eforefthc
eponymous archon; this fact, together with the known acnvmcsbo t ef
registrars, SUggests that the office was filled by powerful mem e;-ls:l o
the new regime, elected rather than chosen by lot. Another new o t(:-’
that of the “guardians of the laws” ( nomophylakes), was created a’ih 1s
time (or shortly afterward under Demetrius of Pl-la.lc.:rurln). The author-
ity of the ten city magistrates, whose responsibilities included strc;:ts
and public thoroughfares, was ;ranif;errcd to another ten-member
i e of the city’s markets. .
bo'}rl?cl?c;gz:sg of the ncfvy regime were Demades and the now aging
Phocion, who had been elected strategos almost every year since hf" first
reached the minimum age of thirty in 371 /0, or forty-five times in all.
Demades’ forum was the Assembly, where his name appears in the
records of the next few years primarily as the sponsor of decrees. On
his motion the most active opponents of Macedonian rule .had, been
outlawed; their burial on Attic soil was forbidden. (Hypereides rc:l:;-1
tives managed to circumvent this prohibition and ho.ld a secret ﬁllm;;
in Attica.) The new regime dealt with Euphron (?f Slcy.on as weh. ¢
first Peloponnesian leader to join the Greek alliance in 32?:, de :lvlai
granted citizenship by the people of Athens as a mark of graitu ;tha
same year. His honors were now revoked and the tablets on whic ;:y
were inscribed destroyed. But the Athenians did not shun all r.hojsc who
had fought at their side. In 321/0, upholding one of the city’s most
laudable traditions, they took in some fifty Thessalians expelled b);
Antipater at the end of the war and gave asylum to a number ©
Dolopians who had suffered the same fate, probably in the same

22, Williams, Athens 112.
23, IG117.380.
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year.2* An exception to the general rule was made to permit the refu-
gees to purchase land in Athens if they wished; their names were ap-
pended to the Assembly resolution. Stephen Tracy has shown that IG
1122406 contains nine names from the list of Thessalians given asylum,
one of them definitely from the city of Pherae.28 A fragment of another
Assembly decree dating from the early summer of 321 is notable
because it was found in Oropus, a city the Athenians had lost almost a
year earlier. Presumably it is a copy, sent to Oropus, of a law related in
some way to the transfer of power.2® Hegemon, the sponsor of the
resolution, belonged to the circle around Phocion and was among the
politicians prepared to negotiate with Macedonia as early as 338.%7
In the few years of its existence the moderate oligarchy of Athens
was quite generous toward foreigners: six decrees involving awards of
citizenship have survived in full or in part, and evidence from other
periods suggests that this constitutes only a fraction of the total num-
ber.?® Honors were also given to several foreigners who had aided the
Athenians after the recent naval battles by rescuing shipwrecked sailors
or assisting prisoners of war with supplies, ransom money, or transport
home.?* The general public began to find the presence of the Mace-
donian soldiers in Piracus more and more disagreeable and pressed
civic leaders harder to try to make Antipater withdraw them. Phocion
refused to associate himself with any such initiative, but Demades,
relying apparently on previous assurances from Antipater, bowed to the
general will; he and his son Demeas were clected as ambassadors to
Antipater, who had returned from Asia in the spring. But when they
reached Antipater’s court at Pella in the summer of 319, they had no
opportunity to plead their case; they were at once accused of high
treason and thrown into prison. Deinarch of Corinth presented the
charges against them to a tribunal presided over by Cassander, Anti-

24. IG 112,545 as reconstructed by A. Wilhelm {1939} 20-21 in Akademieschriften 3;
32-33. For the dating see also J. Pedrka, The Formula for the Grant of Enktesis in Attic
Inscriptions (Prague 1966} 83-84. For the Dolopians: IG 1% 546.

25. 8.V. Tracy, Athenian Desmocracy in Transition: Aitic Lettcr Cutters of 340 to 290 B.C.
(Berkeley 1995) 84 and 87-90.

26. IG 11" 375.

27. Gehrke, Phokion 100-101. Hegemon was executed at the same time as Phocion.

28. Osborne, Naturalization 1: 88 (L., D 29-34, and perhaps also Hesperia 62 (1993)
249,

29. Hesperia 40 (1971) 1274, no. 25, dadng from sometime around June 319 and, from
about the same period, IG 117.398.
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pater’s som. Cassander had been summoned back. frog ASI; i\{licr)‘r:
because his father was near death. The chargf?s agfjunst cma1 ¢ e
not unfounded, for among the papers in Perdiceas’ files were ;ttf:; he
had written to Perdiccas urging him to come to Grcccsh and ri e
country of “the old despot” (meaning Antipater). All 'f gnsor[l1 I
appeals to respect their diplomatic status werc of no avail: Cassa
oth executed.
haindtli;r;t:r died not long afterward, and his demise further altered t}l;l.e
political landscape. In choosing his successor he had pass.ed over 15l
son Cassander and named as regent an aging Macedonian gencrcal\_
named Polyperchon, Cassander, unwilling to accept the role of sccon:
in-command, secretly left the courtat Pella to set up new hca(%unartcrs.
From there he sent demands to all Antipater’s comr.nanders in Greece
to place their forces at his disposal. The man he dlspatchef;i to c;rry
this order to Athens was Nicanor, who may have been his ncpf il\lv.
Nicanor’s mission succeeded, and Menyllos, the commander Z ¢
Macedonian garrison in Piracus, did in fact step down and hand over
his troops.®® Cassander also sent appeals to Ptolemy and other satraps
ire, sceking their support. .
OfItItllilf:l f[;il (;f 319 Pgolypcrchon issued a procla\‘mation in tt.le. na\mt;1 (?f
the two kings, hoping both to prevent his allies ﬁqm .sh1f3tinlg : iu
loyalty to Cassander and to win the Greeks over to his s1dc.:. r; it ;
blamed Antipater for the disasters that had befallen Greccc‘srll 32th, anu
urged the Greeks to reopen their battle for freedom, promising that a
Greeks who had been banished from their homelands by Macs:domap
commanders since 334 would be allowed to return and reclax.m fl;h(‘,l.li
property. The Greek states were ordered to readmit thcrq by mid- dpn
(the thirtieth of Xandikos according to the Maccdopian ca_lt?n ar)(i
Samos was also promised to Athens agair}, since King Philip ha
“given” it to them (that is, had not taken it away). All Greeks were
called upon to live in peace with one another, fmd Polyperchon was
ordered to implement the royal edict (actually his 0\1‘.!11).. )
The proclamation created a sensation in Athens, for it held out the

30. Until recently it was agreed that Nicanor was Aristotle’s .son-m—law who L11'117;«:l ;:V'n
nounced Alexander’s order concerning the exiled Greeks at Olymplla. A'.B' Bosworth, o
ever, has made the attractive suggestion thar he should instead be identified a; _13 sson o
Macedonian Balakros and Phila, i.e., 2 nephew of Cassander; CQ 44 (1994 Sb . P 50

31. Diodorus 18.56.1-8 {(where 56.3 should read as suggested by L. Robert (

[1926] 66).
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prospect that they might regain not only their frcedom but also
Samos.?? Phocion’s public support declined immediately, and over his
opposition the citizens sent a delegation to Pella to ask for help in
achieving the goals of the proclamation. The Athenians also debated
how they could rid themselves of Nicanor and the troops in Munychia
without outside intervention. The Council held a meeting in Piracus
that Nicanor attended after Phocion promised him safe conduct. Der-
cylus, the strategos in charge of the harbor, urged the Council to arrest
him, but Phocion refused to break his word; under the circumstances,
Nicanor was his most important source of support. The Assembly then
directed Phocion, as commanding general, to expel Nicanor from the
fortress, but again Phocion refused to act, and Nicanor, instead of
withdrawing, quickly summoned reinforcements and brought all of
Piracus under his control. A further resolution now instructed Phocion
and others to meet with Nicanor and insist that he carry out the royal
orders. This time Nicanor replied that he had been sent by Cassander
to take over the fortress and could do nothing without further instruc-
tions from him. (Cassander had already departed for Asia Minor.)
When an order to vacate the Piraeus arrived from Olympias, however,
Nicanor began to waver; he agreed to go, then stalled for time.

At this point Polyperchon’s son Alexander appeared with an army,
raising hopes in the population that he would help them regain Muny-
chia and Piraeus. Instead, Phocion persuaded Alexander to negotiate
with Nicanor, and the two commanders began talks that excluded the
Athenians. Phocion was acting in obvious defiance of the public will.
In March or April 318 he and the members of his government were
removed from office and indicted. Phocion could flee to either Nicanor
or Alexander and chose the latter, who passed him on to his father with
a letter of recommendation. At the same time the new masters in
Athens sent a delegation to Polyperchon under the leadership of Hag-
nonides. At a meeting with both sides in Phocis, Polyperchon demon-
strated both a lack of political skill and the extent of his perfidy: he
dropped all pretense of support for Phocion and his party, handing
them over to their opponents to deal with as they saw fit. He wrote to
the Athenians that in his eyes Phocion was a traitor, but they were a

32. For more on the eventrs related here, sec Gehrke, Phokion 108-120. The main sources
are Diodorus; Plut. Phecion 30-38; and Nepos Phocien. On the chronology of events in
Athens see note 20 above. F. W. Mitchel has argued convincingly for placing the decree from
Eleusis in honor of Derkylos (IG 112,1287) in the year 319 /8; Hesperia 33 (1964) 337-351.
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free and independent people and should dc.cide_ for thcrnselvcs.l :’;
vicim of his own policies, he dropped Phocion 1n or.der nottl tod oOf
face with the Greeks.”?? In Athens affairs were now in the acll'l frs
Hagnonides and a circle of radical democrats \fvho had -I'Ctu:ﬁle 0;3
exile. The Assembly met in a tumultuops session and illegally I(Jiassth.
Hagnonides’ motion condemning Phocion a_nd his followcrs to c;i :
the condemned men were led away tO pr.ison 1mmcdlately.‘ In earlyk tﬁy
318 (the tenth of Munychion in the Attic calendar) Phoqon drank the
cup of hemlock to which he had been sentenced and died at the age
ighty-three
OfSelngc};xtYwere the circumstances under which' Athc:n.s returned to (;ls-
mocracy in the spring of 318. The new public officials crcat(?.d l?y t}
oligarchs remained in office until the year ended at the begmnu;g d_cl)
July (a reference to the anagrapheus occurs on the last day of the
year),% but with reduced responsibilities; as soon as the new ti;m
began they were replaced by traditional officials. In the fall Hagnont e_}
introduced a motion officially to award once more to Euphron o
Sicyon the honors carlicr revoked by the oligarchy. A new mom;trnerzt
containing both the old and the new decrees was erected in Eup O:_lh S
honor; the text of the original decree had to be c;pmd fromf e
Assembly archives, as the old stele had been qcsFroycd. Shortly ble ore
this, at the Great Panathenaea about the bcgmfnng of August, Po Ziper-
chon’s son Alexander dedicated a set of hoplite arms to the goddess,
as Alexander the Great had done in 334 0na grander sc.ale. At the same
celebration Conon, a descendant of the famous admlral.of the same
name who had lived around the turn of the century, received a crown
from the people; the honor is notable in viC\_v o:f thclffict tl'.lat1 1r;7the
year just past he had been a member of Phocion’s political circle. .
All in all Polyperchon and Alexander failed to fu}ﬁll the h‘opcs place 1
in them by the Athenians. They succeeded in holding the city and rura

33, Gehrke, Phokion 118. . . i

34. Characteristically, Demophilos, one of the leaders in PhOClOl} s prosecutlo;, 5115(()i
appeared as one of Aristotle’s prosecntors in 323 (Athf:n. 15.696B;.D10g. Laer;.357.) ),};{: !
Hagnonides introdnced charges against Theophrastus in 318,/7 (Diog. I.,acrt.. . ’ .h o
the Lamian War, Hagnonides was allowed to stay on the Peloponnese during his exile than
to Phocion (Plut, Phocion 29.4; AM 67 [1942] 41, no. 49).

35. Hesperia 10 (1941} 268, no. 69.

36. See IG 11°.448.1-34 for the earlier and 35-87 for the later deerees. . »

37, IG112.1473, col. 1.6-8 (Alexander); 1479 A 18-21 {Conon). For Conon’s role before
the democratic coup, sce Diodorus 18.64.5.
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areas of Attica, and protected its democratic government.® But
Polyperchon’s attempt to besiege Piracus and drive Nicanor out was
unsuccessful; Nicanor retained control of the harbor and was prepared
to hand it over to Cassander, who would soon return to Athens with
Antigonus’ troops after his campaign in Asia Minor. Asia Minor was
also the scene of strife over the succession, and, as usual, events in one
part of the empire swiftly influenced developments elsewhere as a
leader’s star rose or fell. At the Triparadeisos conference, Antigonus
had received the new title of “general of Asia” and with it orders to
make war on the supporters of Perdiccas. He waged a highly successful
campaign and began to expand his authority at the expense of other
satraps. In the spring of 318 he expelled Arrhidaeus from all but a small
enclave of his satrapy on the Hellespont and forced Cleitus, satrap of
Lydia, to flee to Macedoma. Cleitus, who had won the sea battles of
the Lamian War, allied himself with Polyperchon; he was present in
Athens for the verdict against Phocion. Meanwhile their opponent
Cassander approached Antigonus with a request for support; An-
tigonus acceded, as his own best interests lay in weakening the central
authority of the old empire now controlled by Polyperchon. He sup-
plied Cassander with an army and ships, and Ptolemy also promised to
send help from Egypt.

Polyperchon countered by inviting Alexander’s mother, Olympias,
to come from Epirus and take over the education of her roval grand-
child, hoping that some of the great respect she enjoyed in Macedonia
would accrue to him and his cause. Olympias agreed, since she hated
Cassander as much as she had hated his father, Antipater. Polyperchon
and Olympias also attempted to reassert their control over Asia, where
Antigonus was more and more openly flouting their authority. His
disloyalty was becoming apparent in such actions as his seizure at
Ephesus of a shipment of gold intended for the two kings, which he
used to pay his own mercenaries. Polyperchon and Olympias appointed
Eumenes as their representative in Asia, giving him instructions to start
a campaign against Antigonus. Eumenes was just recovering from a loss
to Antigonus, who had subjected him to a long siege in a Cappadocian
fortress. With great ingenuity and boldness (and a measure of luck)

38. In May or June 318 Polyperchon wrote to Athenian officials asking thar ewo of his
aides be awarded Athenian citizenship; the Assembly resolution grandng this requesrt is
IG 117.387; cf. Gullath and Schober, in Festschrift S. Lauffer 343 n. 44.
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Eumenes escaped from what had scemed a hopeless situation, ;n?{. Eﬁ
see the outcome of the Triparadeisos conference turned on its Caﬂ;e'r
a flash he bad been transformed from an enemy of thc:: kmgts1 _mto t 1st
guardian and protector. It was then that Eumenes achieved his irea c "
coup: armed with authority from Polyperchon and‘ (.)_lymplas, ¢ wti "
over the corps of 3,000 elite veteran troops in Cilicia knowE ai
ugjlver shields” (argyraspides) and, wit'h them, contrql of t e large
treasury of silver they guarded in the k.mgs’ names. With thxs. IlIlIOIlCZ;
Fumenes recruited an army of mercenaries strong enough to withstan
. .
An'lt“]fgsn I;S the year 317 opencd, two great opposing factlonsll }.lad
formed: Polyperchon, as regent of the two kings, headed one coa 180?
with Olympias and their allies Cleitus and Eumenes; Antigonus, thas
sander, and Lysimachus, satrap of Thrac;, composed the o ;r.
Polyperchon held Athens, and Cassander Piracus. Februa\_ry saw : ;
commencement of skirmishes in which elite Athenian spldxers ( epile
t0i) played a praiseworthy role.3® While Polyperchon tried to win O:Er
to his own coalition Cassander’s allies among the Greek states .0f1 ;
Peloponnese, Antigonus began prcparations to Cross the _strmF.s an
attack Macedonia. To support this effort Cassander, now 1n Piraeus,
sent Nicanor to the Bosporus with the ships .he had rcc.ewed frpm
Antigonus. Polyperchon sent Cleitus out to intercept him. Cleitus
reached the Bosporus and joined forces }mth Arrh1daf=,us, who wIas
holding out in the remaining portion of his Hellespontine sa'fr:(ajply.' n
July or August 317 two naval battles ensued at the Bosporus: Ci\t;lls
defeated Nicanor, but that night after his troops went to sleep, -f
tigonus fell on them in a surprise attack; assisted by the {uli;';j (1)
Byzantium, he had managed to sneak his army across t.he strait. ;
Antigonus struck at Cleitus’ army taken unawares, Nicanor rcturne1
with his remaining ships and sank Cleitus’ ﬂec_t at anc,hor. pttery
routed, Cleitus tried to flee but was killed by Lysm‘lachu_s SOldl-ﬁl‘S.
The defeat was a heavy blow for the regent’s cause. His prestige fell
throughout Greece, while Cassander’s supporters grew bolder and
more vocal. Antigonus now decided to let Cassander pursue the war
in Greece, and Cassander at once mounted an attack against Athv?ns.
His first attempt to take the island of Salamis failed, but he took Aegina,

39. Hesperia 4 (1935) 35,n0.5, with commentary by P, Roussel, RA (1941) 11.220-222;
of. 1G I12.1209.
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then Salamis*® and the fortress of Panakton on the Attic-Bocotian
border. When Polyperchon suffered a major defeat at Megalopolis, his
coalition began to lose support at an even faster pace. In Athens the
democratic regime came under attack; citizens demanded in the As-
sembly that the city negotiate with Cassander.*? Talks began with
residents of Piraeus, particularly with supporters of Phocion, who had
fled to Nicanor in order to escape trial and condemnation, and also
with Cassander’s officers. A leading role in these talks fell to Demetrius
of Phalerum, an Athenian educated in the philosophical school of
Aristotle and Theophrastus and a man of the world who had been
sentenced to death in absentia after Phocion’s overthrow. They reached
a settlement with Cassander in 317.42 Athens allied itself with him, a
step that reunited the city and its harbor under one government and
allowed Cassander to maintain troops in Piracus for the duration of the
war. Otherwise Athens was guaranteed full sovereignty in all its internal
affairs. A few of the most heavily compromised political leaders were
executed, foremost among them Hagnonides, who had introduced the
resolution sentencing Phocion to death. Phocion’s remains were
brought back to Attica and reburied in a state ceremony. The city
retained a democratic form of government, at least in name; poorer
citizens were again excluded from full political rights, but the census

was not as rigorous as the measure of 322. The new minimum property

qualification for full citizcnship was set at 1,000 drachmas, or half the
previous requirement. Cassander appointed Demetrius of Phalerum to
head the new government, a position he would retain for the next ten
vears.*? Soon afterward a conflict erupted between Nicanor, vainglori-
ous after his recent victories, and Cassander. It ended with Cassander’s

40. Pausanias 1.35.2; Polyaenus 4.11.13.

41. Diodorus 18.74, Fragments of two decrees from Samos date from the first decade
after the Samians returned to their island in 321; though incomplete, they reveal that the
Athenians mounted a lightning attack against the island. The Samians repelled it with the
support of one of the rulers” generals (AM 72 [1957] 182-186, nos. 18-19). This probably
happeued after publication of Polyperchon’s edict, which returned the island to the Athenians,
and after Phocion’s overthrow but before the fall of the democratic regime; that would place
the attack between the spring of 318 and the summer of 317, the other possibility being
during 315—%11 {see below, text following note 73).

42, IG117.1201; Diodorus 18.74,

43. In Stadt und Herrscher des Hellenismus {Leipzig 1937) 53, A, Hceuss has misinter-
preted Diodorus’ text, which appears to mention an clection. Heuss concludes that the people

participared in selecting a regent. lu fact the rext says metely that Demetrius of Phalerum was
selected by Cassander.
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- . army trying Nicanor, who was found guilty and exe}iumgﬁ Caj:s(r)llciiscrl
returned control of the harbor to the city, although he st dci) rolled
the fortress of Munychia overlooking it. He then returned to
donia, where new developments were demanding his attention.

3 Demetrius of Phalerum

Demetrius, whom Cassander placed at the head of the P;:heman gov-f
ernment in the summer of 317, was born around 360.*# The solntod
Phanostratus from the demos of Phalerum, he may have been rtzi a ;_-
by marriage to the family of the famous gcncrals' Conop az 1d
motheus. Demetrius is reported to have bftcn a pupil of Aristotie .and
his successor Theophrastus in the Peripatetic school, where he'recccl:lvcd
an education both broad and thorough. He e@erged as a skille an
active writer interested in a wide variety of su‘b]rccts3 and even durmkgS
‘the years he ruled Athens he continued to write. Hls surviving ‘wor .
include texts on philosophy, philology, rbctorlc, history, politics atI;l
political theory, as well as a list of Athenian archons, an essay on Z
interpretation of dreams, and numerous s.p-eeches. Later generation
have differed in their judgments of his political role,.but fox.' ccntun;l:s
Demetrius of Phalerum the author was read and admuf:d. ClCt-:I'O, who
shared his conservative outlook and intellectual and literary 1.11.ttf;restsci
regarded him as the only Greek who excftlled at I?oth politics atnh
scholarship.#s Throughout his life Demetrius remained loyal tof e
Aristotelian school and to his teacher Theophrastus, v?'h(,) came from
Eresus on the island of Lesbos; when during Demetrius’ rule ?heo-
phrastus was unable to buy land in Attica because he was a ff)rc;g}r:;:r,
Demetrius helped him find a piece of property al}d thcreby a§51ste tn;
in keeping the school open. Since the dme of AnstorAle s service as tl;.l 0
to Alexander at the Macedonian court, he and' his pupils had cc;cn
considered loyal royalists and supporters of Angpatcr.and Cassander.
In times of intense nationalism Aristotle and his pupils found them-

J 44, The texts relating to the biography of Demetrius of Phalerum and the surviving

fragments of his writings are collected by F. Wehdi in Die Sehule dﬁ".f z?rzs';gzlg, “:(;12 ;F
Demctrios von Phaleron (Basle 1968). The hisrorical ﬁ‘:_xgmmjlts are alf,o in Il; o
1-52, with Jacoby’s commentary. For more on the 1lftl3 ot'D'cmemus, ;c;_lga;;' c% o
107—’110; and H.-J. Gehrke, Chiron 8 (1978} 149193 (with bibliography 1 ;cf.

o ‘E;l.o‘giccro De leg. 2.66; 3.14. Positive opinions of Demc.tn'us are also expressed by Cicero
in frs. 16, 62, 73, and 135. Strabo mendons him favorably in 9.398.
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selves in some danger; after Alexander’s death in 323, Aristotle found
it advisable to leave for Chaleis; a similarly tense period occurred after
Demetrius’ overthrow in 307/6. However, sympathetic Athenians,
just as good patriots as the nationalists, always came forward to protect
them.

It is thus hardly surprising that Cassander chose a member of Ags.
totle’s circle to rule Athens. Demetrius himself had served as a member
of the delegation that had gOn¢ o negotiate peace with Antipater in
322. Demetrius’ brother Himeraeus, however, was an ardent national-
ist and one of the politicians whose extradition Antipater had de-
manded as part of the settlement; the Athenians viclded, delivered up
their compatriots as prisoners, and Antipater had them executed. When
the rebellion against Demetrius’ close political associate Phocion came
to a head, Demetrius took refuge with Nicanor, commander of the
Macedonian troops in Piraeus. Cassander’s conquest of the city de-
prived Athens of all independent initiative in foreign affairs; such policy
was now dictated by Cassander. Demetrius’ willingness to relinquish
the city’s independence was vechemently opposed by those (such as
Demosthenes’ nephew Demochares) who clung to Athens® past as a
great imperial power, yet it brought the city a decade of quiet and
almost continuous peace.

The official title Demetrius bore as ruler of Athens is not known; in
old texts he is variously styled as epimeletes (governor, commissar),
epistates, or prostates (president or superintendent), while in the schol-
arly literature the title nomozhetes (lawgiver) also has been proposed.*”
In 309/8, in addition to his other functions, he served as cponymous
archon of Athens. Whether he ever filled the office of strategos is
uncertain, however; the text always cited in support of this claim
actually refers to his grandson of the same name, placed in charge of
the city by King Antigonus Gonatas after the Chremonidean War. 48

As foreign policy was closed to him, Demetrius focused his attention

46. Two long decrees of the deme of Acharnae from 315,/4 contain no indication of
unruly times; AE 131 (1992 {1993]) 179-193,

47, The rgfcrcnccs are in G. Marasco, Democare d5 Lesconos (Florence 1984) 184-185,

48. IGI11°.2971. §. V. Tracy, Bosotia antigua, vol. 4 (Montreal 1994} 151-161. It is
questionable how much credence should be given to Polyacnus’ report {4.7.6) that the clder
Demetrius served as strategosin 308,/7. But in the decrec of the deme of Aixone in honor of
Demetrius (IG 112.1201), loTparyyds] should pethaps be restored in line 11 {in agree-
ment with De Sanctis, Ferguson, Heuss, and Gehtke). Whether the inscription on the base
of the starue erecred by the deme of Sphettos refers to the elder or the vounger Demetrius
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on internal affairs, and in this ficld he made a name for th;elf as
lawgiver, reformer, and administrator. He began 4\gmth letgal f; ormz,
some of which aimed to secure his tenure in office. Hc‘ hlmscthscrve
as archon, so we may presume that the other archonships, a-t e ‘.tf;ry
least the office of the eponymous archon, were filled by election ra e(; |
than by lot during his rule. He either created or greatly strengthene
the board of seven “guardians of the law,” also clef:ted to a one-year
term. Their duties included supervising other officials to ensure they
conformed to existing laws (which under the democr'acy had been a
function of the Council) and intervening in the‘ Council or the Assem-
bly if a proposed resolution appeared to the_m élther contrary to law or
detrimental to the city. Before that time objections to illegal actions or

~ proposals could be raised only by lodging a formal complaint, which

could no more than postpone the matter in question until a verdict was
50

rcaI;l;f:e.trius’ laws imposing curbs on extravagance h.ave always re-
ceived particular attention, seeming as .thr.:y do to comt.)me twho l(l)pfli:l(l)(si
ing tendencies, namely the democratic idea of equality, whic tis
excesstve displays of wealth abhorrent, and a thoroughly undenjl(;ckra Cf
desire to regulate citizens’ private lives. In fact, however, the dislike o
flaunted wealth and excessive consumption sprang not ﬁ'c_)m a demo-
cratic ideology but from an aristocratic outlook prcfern.ng that no
individual should appear superior to other members _of his c.lass. Be-
cause the authorities’ opportunities to introduce regimentation were
essentially limited to two spheres, religious ceremonies anq burial p}ll'ac-
tices, private households were affected r1.1amly on occasions suchﬂ:f
weddings, funerals, and feasts. All excessive expenditure was prol
ited. The maximum number of guests for any onc feast was setat r.hn.'ty,
for example, and newly created officials ensured that this and mmnl;{
laws were obeyed. Though known in Athens and e'lscwhcre as gymzt;l
onomoi, “supervisors of the women,” their authority extended to the

of Phalernm reinains an open question (BCH 93 [1969] 56-71}. The sculptor Antignotos is
n. . .
Oth":;‘.“i:\ Iri]n:?r?a\:blc chronicle of Paros for the year 317,/6, FGer.rr 23? B .13' e
50. H.-]. Gehrke, Chiron 8 (1978) 151-162. Formal complints against illegal -orh clt;lrk
mental resolurions began to be passed again in 307, “:ith the rerurn o_f dcmocra[:y, tfﬁ 13 ;\;‘
of Sophocles (see Chaprer 3) was objected to on the foriner grounds in 306. The office
nomophylax was presumably abolished in 307.
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activities of men.5! Funerals were henceforth to take place before dawn,
and the law imposed limits on the number and cost of shrouds. In one
of the most radical provisions of the new decree, only gravestones of a
plain and modest kind were allowed; elaborate monuments with statues
or reliefs disappeared at once.’? Gone forever were the large marble
vases crowned with palmetto finials, the superb reliefs with scenes of
leavetaking, and the impressive grave steles. A single funerary relief has
survived from the third century along with a small number of grave
steles, but without exception the monuments are for foreigners, reveal-
ing that the restrictions applied only to citizens.® The rich funerary
art of Attica vanished, for there was no other demand for sculpture
from private citizens. Many artists who made a living from cemetery
comrnissions must have emigrated, and in fact a notable example of
Attic funerary art from a slightly later date has been found in Dem-
crrias in Thessaly.>* Since the law remained in force for centuries, it
must have had the approval of a majority of citizens unwilling to permit
a small number of very rich Athenians to flaunt their wealth in such a
manner.

While the moneyed class thus lost one favorite avenue of display and
self-advernsement, another of Demetrius’ reforms removed a burden
under which they had long suffered. From the middle of the fourth
century on, numerous critics—including Isocrates, Lycurgus, Aristotle,
and Theophrastus—had spoken out against the institution of liturgy,
the state’s requisition of private funds from citizens for one of its
activities. Choregia—the practice of requiring the most affluent citizens
to sponsor a chorus and to pay for the members’ room, board, and
rehearsals during the annual dramatic festivals—was one of its most
unpopular forms, and complaints about it had abounded.?® Demetrius
himself remarked that many a lavish tripod was a monument only to
the ruin of the family that had overspent its resources in commissioning

51. Philochorus, FGrHist 328 F 65; C. Wehrli, MH 19 (1962) 33-38; B. J. Garland,
“Gynaikonomoi: An Investigation of Greek Censors of Women™ (Diss. Johns Hopkins 1981).

52. Cicero Deleg. 2.64-66; A. Brueckner, Der Friedbof am Eridanos (Berlin 1909) 25-26;
. Kirchner, Die Antike 15 (1939) 93-97; H. Mdébius, Die Ornamente der gricchischen
Grabstelen hlassischer und nachhlassischer Zeit' (Munich 1968) 4445; J. Twele, AJA 74
(1970) 204; R. Suchel, A4 107 (1992) 433440 and the literature cited on 433 n. 1.

53. J]. Kirchner, AE (1937) 338-340.

54. A, Conze, Die atrischen Grabreliefs, vol. 3 (Berlin 1906} no. 1563; Mébius, Orna-
mente 60; C. Wolters, La Thessalie, ed. B. Helly {Lyon 1979) 86-87.

55. 1. Koehler, AM 3 (1878) 229-241.

it.56 The reform provided for the annual election of a dlrccto(;' Ef ttlgz
competition, the agonothetes, whose exper}ses were relrnbur;e - );u o
state, although he was allowed (and possibly oft_en expecte )dd_ fund
special touches, such as more elaborate decorations or an a iti

- contest, from his private purse.

Presumably the other onerous forms of liturgy were abolis.h.cd at the
same time, such as trierarchy, which rcqui_red one wealthy cmzenfotrh a
small group to equip 2 trireme and keep it seaworthy. Thc.rolf: o hc
Athenian navy had shrunk considerably after 322, and even if trierarc ?1
persisted in name (or was reintroduced),”’ th.e burder‘l for the ric
certainly ceased to exist in the old forrn.. To t.an extent it s correct dtlo
say that the constitution of the Hellenistic perl‘od, including that of he
reestablished democracy, was modified in the interests of the wealthier
da’?ﬁ: powers of the Areopagus, the “aristocrat%c” Counci.l consisting
of former archons, had been severely limited dungg r_hc': rac.hca.l democ-
racy, but scveral of its reported activities dur'm_g this pcnod' indicate tlllla.t
Demetrius endowed it with reuewed authority and”prestlge. The p 1—f
losophers Theodorus, nicknamed “the Godless,” and Stlpon of
Megara had to appear before the Arcopagus to answer to. charges of
sacrilege; the regent himself is said to have mte‘rvcned in fav.or o
Theodorus. Whether the Council had any authquty to pumsh. is un-
certain, but it is known to have been responsible, along with the
gynaikonomoi, for enforcing the Jaws against cxtravagance.®® .

Noting that the years of archons in office frequently appear on h(;ﬂ)t
(stones marking mortgaged property) from 315 /4 on, some scholars
have conjectured that a law was passed in 316/5 requinng mortgage
contracts and similar legal documents to be dated and d.cposned V?’lth
third parties.®® Later critics have generally rejected this s.uggcsnon,
pointing out, among other things, that many undated kores exist from
later periods.®® A recently discovered horos from 319/8 has now un-

dermined the very foundation of the theory.

56, Wchrlzi fr. 136; FGrHig ?28 Fsgg I.hisc‘lguzt}; c;:f ;ior;gg; t:ll to 28 citizens annually.

g; \{\(;lllic'el,‘*jfl'éfpi;: éguf;?;l204—’2/015; S. Said, in Aristote et Athénes, ed. M. DPiérart
(Pa‘:;.lx‘?’ﬁ‘)a.llzz';ui(l).n, Kiie 11 (1911) 265-276; S. Dow and A. Y. Travis, Hesperin 12
(1933.) ;/15911 GF?I;lev Studies in Land and Credit in Ancient Athens, 500-200 B.C. (New
answid;, NT., 19'?’52) 177-181; H.-J. Gehrke, Chiron 8 (1978) 176-177.
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Most historians have long been agreed that Demetrius’ legal reforms
were directly derived from the philosophical doctrines of Plato, Aris-
totle, and Theophrastus, but opinions vary widely about which particu-
lar philosopher or doctrine may have inspired a given law. However,
H.-J. Gehrke has discovered so many discrepancies between these
teachings and Demetrius’ reforms that it becomes difficult to accept
the notion of any immediate influence beyond the most general kind.
On the other hand, he notes the many similarities between the Athe-
nian reforms and the laws of other Greek states, and concludes that
some of the new laws may have arisen quite naturally out of the
situation in which Demetrius and the city found themselves. Other
scholars, occupying the middle ground between Gehrke’s standpoint
and that of earlier scholars, stress that although there is no evidence of
specific borrowings from Aristotie, Theophrastus, or other philoso-
phers, the general tendency of Demetrius’ innovations conforms to the
doctrines of various philosophers and Greek reformers of the fourth
century.®!

One of Demetrius’ most important administrative measures was the
introduction of a general census. The census he carried out resulted in
a count for all Attica of 21,000 citizens, 10,000 resident foreigners,
and 400,000 slaves. {The last figure is certainly corrupt.)6? Scholars
agree that the census of citizens included only males age eighteen and

older. This figure plays a key role in studies on the population of Attica
in the late fourth century. Historians who accept the number 21,000
s accurate estimate the toral population to have been about 150,000
(including citizens, foreigners, and slaves of both sexes ).%3 Others be-
lieve the adult male population to have been much higher—around
31,000—and reach a figure for the total population closer to
250,000 .54
Although Demetrius is known to have criticized the amount of
money Pericles spent on the construction of the Propylaea, he carried
on at least part of the building program begun under Lycurgus. The

6l. Gehrke, Chiron 8 (1978) 176-177: . M. Williams, An-W 15 (1987) 87-98.

62. Cresicles, FGriia 245 F 1.

63. In the recent lively discussion of this issue, one of the main proponents of the smaller
number has been E, Ruschenbusch; see ZPE 54 (1984) 253-269; 72 (1988) 139-140; 75
(1988) 194-196; Williams, Athens 226-240; and Sekunda, ASBA 87 (1992) 311-355,

64. The most active proponent of the larger numbers is M. H. Hansen, particularly in

Demography and Democracy (Herming 1986), Historisk-Filpsofishe Meddelelser 56 (1988) 7-
13, and ZPE 75 (1988) 189-193.
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portico in front of the temple of Demeter and que lrfl_ llgllleus.ls \:fl:;lz
completed during Demetrius’ tirrr;. in office by Philo of Eleusis,
itect of the arsenal in Piracus. _ o
arc]gletlilen'ius possessed outstanding, ab.ility as a financial adr.mmsiltirataodr_,
as cven his political opponents grudgingly conc?ded. During his d
ministration he reduced the state budget by end1.ng payments to ;lh
ns for attending meetings of the Assembly and jury sessions, and he
o abolished the custom of paying theorika, subsidies tha.t enabled
aj:)?)rcr citizens to attend the theater. Demetrius is further said to have
Fncrcased state revenues to 1,200 talents annually, cxacﬂ_y .th;: sum
mentioned for Lycurgus’ administration. Th.e source of tl.ns in orn;zll-
tion, Duris of Samos, also reports that while he spent httle‘ on ;
administration and defense of the city, .and rfhrougl? his lav.vs 1n}pose
limits on others’ extravagance, Demetrius h1rnf;clf lived a life 0f great
luxury. Duris’ testimony, however, may bc‘l_alased: though S ormﬁf
schoolmate of Demetrius, he was also a.pohtIcal opponent. lt;moc y
ares, another political opponent, mentions that Demetrl_us :i)ach
about how many goods had been availab‘le at modcr.atc’ prices during,
his rule. Demochares wrote a rebuttal after Demetrius’ fall, accusmaﬁ
him of thinking like a peddler or customs clerk, who had forgotten

the great Greek ideals and served a foreign master without any sense

of shame.® The rebuttal was written after DcmeFri}ls’ fa‘ll, since ]):,(1’;]-
ochares refers to the regent’s defense of his administration titled “On
thinT ElctY CD:Tl:t.srrlletrius must have looked back on his achievements w1tthh
some satisfaction, for despite his unpopularity later g(‘)vc.rnments wi _
a very different political outlook retained most of his important 1e
forms. After his overthrow Demetrius found a:s.ylum a.nd protection
with Cassander for ten years, until Cassander himself died; tbercaftc(;
he lived at the court of Ptolemy I of Egypt, wthc he once again plaq;:I
an important political role as one of the king’s influential adv1stt3rs. e
is credited with having persuaded the ruler to found both the ahmi)us
Library at Alexandria and the Museum, the lroyal academy of Tc o atr;
and poets supported by the king.%” Demetrius also urged Prolemy

65, Vitruvius De architectura 7, praef. 17; K. Clinton, ®iAea . Feaschrift G, Mylonas,
1987} 260. ’ ’
VOl;ﬁz (1;2‘:2:/611& lzr 132 (Demochares, FGrHiz 75 F 4) and Marasco’s commentary,

Dﬂg;m;hlsdl;ugrg'entation for this is late and weak bur not necessarily uncrustworthy; see
. The
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choose as his successor his son by Antipater’s daughter Eurydice,
Prolemy “Keraunos” (“the Thunderbolt™). The king ignored this ad-
vice and chose his younger son by Berenice, also named Prolemy,
instead. When the younger Ptolemy became sole ruler in 283, he is said
to have remembered this slight and to have kept Demetrius under
arrest in the countryside, where he died from a snakebite. Further
evidence suggests that Demetrius may have played a role in framing the
laws of Alexandria, which are supposed to have resembled those of
Athens 58

Demetrius devoted one of his writings to Tyche, the goddess of
fortune, whose influence on human affairs is profound but utterly
unpredictable. Polybius preserved an excerpt from this work in which
the author expresses amazement at how quickly the all-powerful Per-
sian empire was eclipsed by the formerly insignificant Macedonja. He
goes on to prophesy that one day Tyche will pur an end to the reign
of the Macedonians as well It would be interesting to know when
Demetrius wrote this observation, which one is tempted to read as a
reflection of his own experience.

Under Demetrius’ government, Athens long avoided becoming in-
volved in the fierce bartles among several of the diadochoi in Asia
Minor, Syria, Mesopotamia, and Iran; the city was spared as long as
Cassander retained control of the Balkans and Greece. Cassander soon
defeared Polyperchon and his son Alexander, but the victory was not
achieved withour great upheaval in the Macedonian royal family.”® After
Cleitus’ defeat at the Bosporus and about the time Cassander con-
quered Athens, Eurydice, the wife of Philip Arrhidaeus, changed sides
in the conflict, a shift with dire consequences. She persuaded her

R. Pleiffer, History of Classical Scholarship from the Beginnings to the End of the Hellenistic Age
{Oxford 1968) 96-104.

68. P Hibeh no. 196, with commentary by E. G. Turner; further J. Bingen, CE 32 (1957}
337-339;and P. M. Fraser, Peolemnic Alexandria, vol. 2 {Oxford 1972) 179 n, 27. For more
on the correspondence between the laws of Arhens and Alexandria, see BOxy, 2177; for
Demetrius as lawgiver to Prolemy I, see Aelian Var bist. 8.17.

69. Wehrli fr. 81 from Polybius 29.11.1-6. The conclusion is
Aemilianus prophecy on seeing the smoking ruins of Carthage, that
day be reduced to ashes,

70. For the difficulties in establishing the chrouology of the events reported in this
section, cf. Gullath and Schober, in Festechrift 8. Lauffer 363-377.

eminiscent of Scipio
Rome too would oue

husband to name Cassander regent in Polyperchon’s p.l;?e.thRfﬁSél;E
to accept his demotion, Polyperchon joined forces w1C ‘ cdqr een
mother Olympias, and the two seized a moment when assatﬁ cf e
absent from Macedonia to attack with an Epirote army. In bet atheir
317 Philip Arrhidaeus and Eurydice mou.ntcd a dcfenaslc, uO]l e
Macedonian soldiers deserted to the other side out of loyalty tob y b
+ pias. When Olympias captured king and queen, she had them bruta };
+ ¥ uted and began a bloodbath against their followers and those o
g:s(;andcr. She had Cassander’s brother Nicanor killed and dc§ccratcd
| | the grave of his brother Iolaus, rumored to have brought, on h-lS gaﬂ;cr
a Antipater’s orders, the poison that killed Alexander the Great 11(1: aby-
. Jon. These excesses cost her a great deal of support; as scon as Cassan-
- der returned to Macedonia from the Peloponuese the followu.lg s?prEg
© (316), he defeated Polyperchon’s troops and trapped O.lymignas 1;1 thz
" city of Pydna. After a long siege the threat (?f starvation force
| queen to surrender in the spring of 315. Breaking his promise to spare
her life, Cassander had her sentenced to death by his army and exe-
cuted. He had now also acquired custody of the younger lfmg Alcxrfllrj)-
der and his mother, Roxane. After arranging for- tht‘t bodies of Philip
Arrhidaeus and Eurydice to receive proper bun.al in the o_ld M;ce-
donian capital of Aegae (Vergina),”! Cassander hlmself married Thes-
> salonike, a daughter of Philip IT of Macedon and half~31st.er of Alexan-
i der the Great. He then set to rebuilding Thebes, the city Alexander
; ed twenty years carlier.
| ha%?: S:ﬂ(?;nians fo'ltlyoied the reconstruction process with gre,at syn;-
pathy, not just because they were now mern.bers of. Qassandcr s coali-
. tion. The Thebans had been their allies against Philip and the Mace-
donians at Chaeronea in 338, and in 335 Athens had b‘ec? on thc verge
" of coming to Thebes’s assistance when news of the city’s anqlhl%atmn
reached them. Now, hearing that Cassander intended to rebuild it flnd
had summoned the scattered Thebans to return home, the Athenians
put on garlands, their customary acknow!cdgm.cnt of goocli news. I;x
the following years they parricipated actl"yrcly in the .rcbulldmg an
reportedly constructed most of the new city wall, while other states,

71. They are the probable occupants of the large tomb excavated i:.1 1977, but chis rcm;iélls
a matter of controversy. See R. M. Errington, A History of Macedonia (Bcrkclcy. 1990% :
0. 5, which cites the relevant literature; and E. Borza, In the Shadow of Olympus: The Emer
Jence of Macedon (Princeton 1990) 260-266.
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including some as far away as Italy and Sicily, contributed money.”2 The
Thebans’ loss of their homeland had aroused as much sympathy
throughout the Greek world as the Samians’ had earlier when the
Athenians expelled them from their island.

While Cassander was besieging Olympias in Pydna, the successors’
wars continued in the East. Antigonus defeated Eumenes in Iran after
long and heavy fighting and subjugated all the satraps of the eastern
einpire except Seleucus of Babylonia, who escaped and was given
asylum by Ptolemy in Egypt. Antigonus” ascendancy led to the forma-
tion of a new coalidon against him in 315, consisting of Prolemy,
Lysimachus, Cassander, and Asander, the satrap of Caria. Antigonus
responded by forming his own coalidon with Polyperchon and Alex-
ander, who continued to hold part of the Peloponnese. Antigonus
attempted to undermine his opponents’ position in Greece by issuing
the famous decree of Tyre and giving it as much publicity as possible;
it declared that all Greek states should be independent, autonomous,
and free from foreign occupation.” A small Athenian fleet took part in
the battles between the two coalitions. In 315,/4 an Athenian naval
squadron was operating in the Cyclades; commmanded by Thymochares
of Sphettos (father of the two brothers Callias and Phaedrus, who
would later become famous), it took the island of Cythnos and cap-
tured the pirate Glaucetes.™ The following year Cassander wrote to
Demetrius of Phalerum and to Dionysius, his own commander of the
occupation forces at Munychia, demanding twenty warships for an
attack on Lemnos. This island, long an Athenian possession, had ob-
viously been captured by Antigonus in 318. Lemnos was an important
base for voyages between the Bosporus and the Aegean. Cassander’s
campaign to recover it was backed by a fleet of Prolemy’s under the
command of Seleucus, the expelled satrap of Babylon, and by Athenian
ships under the command of the admiral Aristotle. When the garrison
on Lemnos remained loyal to Antigonus, Cassander’s allies laid waste
the countryside and began a sicge of one of the island’s two cities.

72, Dicdorus 19.53-54 and 63.4; [Ilut.] mer. 814B. For a catalogue of the cities and
rulers that contributed to the rebuilding of the city, see M. Holleaux, REG 8 {1895) 7-48
(= Etudes 1: 1-40).

73. Diod%rus 19.61.3—4; A. Heuss, Hermes 73 (1938) 113-194.

74. IG 11" 682.9-13; H. Hauben, ZPE 13 (1974) 62; L. Robert, RN (1974) 23-24
(= OMS 6.185-186). If the Athenian attack on Samos {above, uote 41) was part of this war,

then cne can wonder whether the same squadron led by Thymochares tried to take the isfand
and failed.

-
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Seleucus sailed on to Cos, leaving only the Athenian fq;ce berh;ff&
Dioscurides, one of Antigonus’ naval commanders, easily ;:rap red
most of the Athenians® ships and crews and drove .thc rest og 1
jsland.”> The same Dioscurides put an end to Ath(_:man 1‘1.116 on ] e os.,j
probably in September 314, and, in accordance w1th Antigonus’ proc
lamation, declared the island’s independence, which Delos was to
intain for almost 150 years.”® '
magézlzf the very few surviving Assembly decrees from the time of
Demetrius of Phalerum dates from ]anuar.y or Ff:brua:y 31.3; it hon-
ored Asander, satrap of Caria, apparently in gratitude for‘ his support
of Athenian naval operations. As a member o_f the opposing coalition
in Asia Minor, Asander proved unable to Wlths_.tanc‘i strong prcssu{;
from Antigonus. He was forced to sign a treaty .dx.ctatlng that he wou
surrender control of his military forces, admmlstc:.' ‘thc. satrapy as a
virtual fief for Antigonus, and declare the Greek cities in it autorclio—
mous. As a warrant that he would honor the treaty provisions, Asan ;.r
sent his brother Agathon as hostage. A few days later, howcfrer, ;
changed his mind, reclaimed his brother, and ap[?ealcd t.O Selculuus arll]
Prolemy to send help quickly. Antigonus reacted 1mmc.d1atcly, dl-Sp atc d
ing an army under the command of his gcnc-rals Nl.edems of Larissa ::in.t
Docimus. They made short work of c;pturmg Miletus and declared 1
in accord with Antigonus’ policy.
ﬁ.czilgarfey at the Hcllegspont between Antigonus an.d Cass:;d: d;)ri
possible peace terms ended in failure. As the war continued, cful :O
nians participated in Cassander’s campaign, plumately unsu;clcss S,u ©
take the city of Oreos on Euboea. But Antigonus was equally un

i ich
i 9 68.3—4. There is much in the chronclogy ofevents in 315-312 on whic
schZ)lsa:rsI:;{:;;ucsiitidcd. R. M. Errington ( Hermes 10.5 [1977] 496.—500} plécc;lila?gcc;:;t:
ayear later than 1 do here, e.8., Antigonus’ proclamaugn of Greek trc.cdomzmTh ; be bame
for Lemnos sometime aronnd October 313, and the siege of .Orcos. in Sih;“ er fptvys
good reasons for doing so, bot problems remain, such as the liberation oD. lctu.sd S ‘;
Cf, Will, Histoire 1: 40. ). Tréheux, RA 31-32 (1948)11.1031, also_ dates 10.'5(:u1-1‘t ¢ 3lyag
to the islands (Diodorus 19.62.9) in Scptembcr;;lé, whf(r)gals Erringron assigns 1 .
theux. RA 31-32 (1948) 11.1008-32, esp. . _
;?' ]T-'I;rcrfil'cii:e; honoring Agandcr, introduced by the anugrgphzm for the yearm?»:nl g/t;)u:(s:
jleai 450; the honors awarded him far exceeded the norm and included an eques Di(;dorus
in the Agora and the right to dine in the prytaneion. For the furth‘er CV?I.ltS t}slecr1 diodorss
19.68.2, 5-7; and 75.1-6. With its liberation, a new era began for Miletus; in hc ns ofthelr
annual eponyms the following remark is appended to the name of th(.: sep umecji‘!dcmoc-
313 /2: “Under him the city received its frecdom and auronomy from Antigonus
racy was reinstated” (Miler 1.3, no. 123.2-4).
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cessful in his attempt to cross the straits and attack Cassander in
Macedonia, for the city of Byzantium, whose cooperation was neces-
sary for the crossing, refused assistance on the urging of Lysimachus.
Nonetheless Antigonus increased the pressure on Cassander by sendin I3
his nephew Polemy with a fleet of 150 ships. Polemy conquered or waon
over Chalcis, Eretria, and Carystus on Euboea, as well as the city of
Oropus on the Attic frontier, which could then serve as the base for an
attack on Attica itself 7 Diodorus reports at this point that the Athe-
nians had already sent a secret appeal to Antigonus to liberate them (a
step that can only have been the private initiative of a group of Athenian
citizens, and not an official embassy voted by the Assembly). With
Polemy now poised on their borders, the citizens forced Demetrius to
agrec to a truce and to send negotiators to discuss the possibility of
their forming an alliance with Antigonus. The city was thus on the
point of changing sides in the conflict, a move that would casily have
caused Demetrius to fall from power.”?

Demetrius® overthrow was staved off by the truce and by a great
battle in distant Syria, where in 312 Ptolemy of Egypt won a momen-
tous victory at Gaza over Antigonus’ inexperienced son Demetrius,
The defeat was a major setback for Antigonus and forced him to come
to terms with the opposing coalition. After protracted negotiations
they reached a peace agreement in 311, whereby Cassander was to be
strategos for Europe (like his father Antipater before him) undl King
Alexander came of age. Lysimachus would retain possession of Thrace;
Prolemy would keep Egypt and Cyrenaica. Antigonus was to be ruler
of all Asia, and Seleucus was left empty-handed.80

The coming of peace reduced the pressure on Cassander and also on
the government of Demetrius of Phalerum. The very next year (310)

78. Diodorus 19.75.6-8, 77.2-7, and 78.2
seize Oreos, see IG1] .082.13-18.

79. Diodorus 19.78 4.

80. Diodorus 19.69.1; 80.1-86.5 (Gaza); and 105.1—4. See further C. B, Welles, RC 1
(ou the peace); and 8V, no. 428. As a result of the battle of Gaza, Seleneus succeeded with
Prolemy’s help in winning back his old satrapy in battles apainst Antigonus® generals. He

thereby laid the foundation for the largest empire to Bgrow out of the old monarchy of
Alexander the Great over the next 30 years,

—3. For Athenian support m the attempt to
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i i i f Mace-
woman named Barsine, and proclaimed hun the new k;rllcgr ::155 e
donia. Cassander, however, talked him into having
Barsine executed in 309, ‘ ]
In 310/9 a distant war between Syracuse, led by its tyrarllt, }l:f;ﬂ;g-
cles, and Carthage had repercussions in Athefnﬁs;;l Agatdhoc;lse ad e
iste i llas, a veteran of Alexander
listed the Macedonian Ophe »ave . e et
jol in North Africa. Ophellas,
wars, as an ally for a joint campaign e
ing as Ptolemy’s governor of Cyrcnalca,. a
sEc:trfl)I)l’iice from the family of Miltiades, the victor at Marathon. As af
result of rjhis connection he was able to recruit a large number o

| i i ticu-
Athenian citizens as mercenaries for the war against Carthage, par

i litical rights in 317. But after
from the group that had lost its po .
l(i;rpi))l]lcﬂ(:smjoineg forces with Agathocles, the tyrant had him murdered

. and appropriated his army.8!

In 309/8 Demetrius of Phalerum hel_d thf.: oi?ice of _epi)nyml(;lls_;
archon. He organized the festival of the Dionysia with p_argc(;l ar sp o
dor in the spring of 308; poems in hjs1 hl;)n(t)rdwerchzz'c:::m? ;:nfsun—

1 i ich he was celebrated as bzl A
izaf’aglgfl::lgiis?c:nhfs archon Athens faced new dangers. Ptolemy
had- come to terms with Antigonus ax.ld now attacked Greicc, pf:rhal(:))sir
in response to Cassander’s alliance with Polyperchon. Inftt ¢ sg:n% o
308 he captured the island of Andros anc? soorn therea Ifrlw nglcse
control of Corinth, on the isthmus, and SlCY?ﬂ, on the Pe (;po nN CXZ
by Cratesipolis, the widow of Polyperchon‘ s son Alexander. et
Prolemy drove out Cassander’s forces and scized Megara, evcnnmd '
to Athens. As the occupier of Andros and Megafa he rcprzse fec 2
threat to Athens until he negotiated a new peace with Cassander in

summer of 308.83 . . .
But Cassander’s loss of Athens and its harbor, and his appointed

81. Diodorus 20.40.1-42.5; Plut. Demetrins 14_1; Sﬂﬁ no..432. Th;;tzg:rsn)clcl;;h;ct (:E::,l._
las sc1:1t a delegation to Athens “concerning an alh:mcc (Dlodf)rt;s : A .n from Canthage
stood only as explained in the text. The presence in A-rheus of a de cgatio xom Carthage
(IG117.418) could be connected with Ophellas’ activities there, fo.r the 1ns:‘;paai"re neudon-
ing it (assigned by Koehler ro the period 330-300) is the w.o.rk ofa stonﬁ cuth s et hove
320 and 298; see Tracy, Athenian Democracy in Transition ;38. T ;:og r prs may have
learned from Z%theuian mercenarcs in Ophellas” employ rhatl his errnyt (aH:;,,-,'a Santaram
days on the fruit of the Joros during its march through thle African d(::crlgé‘}) Sy
4.3.2). For more on Ophellas’ campaign, see E. Will, REZA 640(7 O s
A. Laronde, Cyréne et la Libye hellénistique (Paris 1987) 203, 20 s

82. Duris, FGrHist 76 B 10.

83. Dicdorus 20.37.1-2.
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governor’s fall from power, were less than a year away. Antigonus sent
his son Demetrius to liberate first Athens and then the rest of Greece,
as called for in his proclamation of 315, and in June 307 » Mistaking
Demetrius’ ships for Ptolemy’s (with whom they had made peace the
year before), the Athenians admitted the enemy fleet into their harbor.
The attackers stormed Piracus, and at once Demetrius of Phalerum’s

regime crumbled. The Athenian ruler was escorted safely

to exile in
Thebes with all due honors, and Cassander’s garrison in the fortress of

Munychia was encircled. At this time Antigonus’ son Demetrius re-
ceived the epithet “Poliorcetes,” “the Besieger.” Only after conquering
the city of Megara did he attempt to storm Munychia. The fortress fell
in August 307, in the year of the new archon Anaxicrates, and was
razed at once 8¢

Thus ended Demetrius of Phalerum’s ten-year rule over his home
city. He had headed a peaceful and mild government and later claimed
he had not enly preserved democracy bur also “corrected” it.55 Never-
theless it was rule by one man, placed in command by a foreign

rights as a result of the new census classes, for the citizens who retained
theirs were unable to excrcise them freely. “They liad an oligarchical
constitution in name, but in reality it was a monarchy.”® Demetriug
Poliorcetes’ immediate proclamation of freedom and a return to de-
mocracy was thus received with great rejoicing; the Athenians ex-
pressed their gratitude to the conqueror and his father, Antigonus, by

84. Diodorus 20.35.1—46.3; Plut. Dentetrizes 8-10; FGrHist 239 B 20-21,

85. Diodorus 18.74.3. npxer eMkds  kal TPOS  Tovs  mohiras
dharfpdmws; Strabo % b 398: 00 udvor o xarévoe W Snpoxparion
M kal émrdpBuce,

86. DPlut. Demerrins 10.2.6 calls Demetrus’ ryle 2 “tyrannis,”

THREE

Between Freedom and
Dependency
(307-287)

1. Democracy without Full Freedom

In an assembly of Athenian citizens called at the start of the Attic nc‘;v
ear in July 307, Prince Demetrius Poliorcetes declarcd the' c1;ys
}i;ndependencc and announced that city and harbor \;(;?ldfrirpa}nt 1:::
i i king on behalf of his father,
arrison. At the same time, spea ) '
?\ilsigcg)nus he promised the Athenians a large donation o.f grain artl)d 1.31
’ ildi i tution abol-
hipbuilding. The democratic consti :
supply of lumber for s : pstitution abol.
i i d, and the innovations
ished in the spring of 317 was restore . : tions introduced
i ompatible with it, su
by Demetrius of Phalerum that were inc ueh s the
f nomophylakes, were revoked,
new census classes and the board o yla xod whnle
i bolition of choregia an
f his other reforms, such as thF a
;i?sc]jcr)niting extravagance, remained in force. The new %overglmeg;
tore down all statues
declared the deposed governor a nonperson, P all statucs of
I i inst his supporters, accusing
him, and began proceedings against . : 8 chem o
: i le (literally, “the disso
icipati the overthrow of democratic ru : \
lFl).‘latll:]C:)lfllE())afut(;l[; 1l:l;lc:oplc”). The shift of power occurre‘d without violence,
for the most incriminated members of the oh’?l regime took adv:ciinttéflc
of the opportunity offered them to go into exile rather 'r_han stanc : ali
The smaller fry who remained in Athens and had their cases trie -
won acquittal. Pro forma death sentences were handed dg\znlaﬁalfhse
the leaders, including the former governor, aﬁgr 'thcyh (E)lf Cc(:)rimh
’ i ile was Deinarc R
country, Among those who went into exi
;oicalt)lzly attoricy famous for his oratory, but he f\‘r'vas ;lllowcd towsitll
i d been on friendly terms
his property first. Some others who ha ec _ ‘
DZ£Z£HSWOf Phalerum feli under suspicion, including the poet

o7
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influential associates.!

Lycurgus, who had died in 324, was now awarded posthumous
honors on a motion introduced by Stratocles of Diomeia. The text of
the resolution elevates him to a symbol of Atheman democracy and
national aspirations? and ends with the tribute “As an officeholder in a
free and democratic city he frequently had to submit reports on his
activities; every audit showed his conduct to have been above reproach,
with no hint of corruption.” While Lycurgus was thus belatedly
awarded the recognition he deserved, the two men who had restored
fteedom and democracy received lavish honors of a kind never before
voluntarily granted by the city to mortals.? The Athenians made offer-
ings to them as “saviors” or “savior gods,” instituted games, and
appointed a priest for the cult of their worship. Two new tribes,
Antigonis and Demetrias, were added to the existing ten and placed at
the head of the list. At the same time the total membership of the
Council, to which each tribe sent 50 representatives annually, increased
from 500 to 600. In the Agora, statues of Antigonus and Demetrius

were added to the group of founders who had given their names to the
other tribes; the pedestal had to be specially enlarged to make room
for them.* The city also erected statues of them next to those of the
tyrant-slayers Harmodius and Aristogeiton, regarded not only as lib-
erators of Athens from the tyranny of the Pisistratids, but also in
popular tradition as early champions of democracy. Finally, in addition
to many lesser honors and awards proposed but not ratified, two new

1. Demerrius of Phaletum, fis. 52-57. For the identity of Menander's advocate, see
D. Potter, Historia 36 (1987) 491-495.

2. IGII".457 conrains the fragmentary inscribed version; [Plut.] mor 852A-F, the text
handed down in the litetary madition, is more complete bur differs slightly. The stele is
decorated with 12 inscribed crowns, a teference to the crowns awarded to Lycurgus during
his public career (A. Wilhelm {1925) 14 in Akademieschriften 1: 463466). A portion of
the base of the statue dedicared to Lycurgus has survived (IG 112.3776% Lycurgus’ son
Habron served as chief admim'stratgr of the city’s finances in 307 /6 (IG 11°.463.36) and as
military treasurer in 306,/5 (IG 117.1492 B 123), and was thus a leading member of the
government in the first few years after the city's liberation.

3. For more on the subject covered in this section see the full discussion in Habicht,
Gotrmenschentium 44-55. At Alexander’s behest an official cult of worship was introduced for
him in 324, bur the city was under pressure to pass the decree. The Athenians revoked it
immediately after the king’s death and punished its initiator, Demades.

4. T. L. Shear Jr., Hesperia 39 {1970) 171-176 and 196-198.

Menander, who, however, was spared through the intervention of

T 307-287) 69
BETWEEN FREEDOM ANIY ENCY (

——

i i join the
ships named after Antigonus and Dc@cgﬂus were built to join
“ d triremes” Paralos and Ammonias” -
S%glz Spartan admiral Lysander had received comparab.le h;an;)r's 1rr11
Samos in 404 after restoring to power the olig.archsl previously dnvejd
amb the Athenians, and several Greek cities in Asia Minor ha pai
gil;ﬂai homage to Alexander the Great for liberating therp from Persian
domination; but nothing like this had ever occurred in the mother
Suntry its::lf. Athens’ reaction to the liberation of .307 set a ge::;
Ctandard‘ truly exceptional achievements, such as cndJ‘ng a p;rlllo _
fforf:ign domination ot rescuing the city from grea(; [;enl, hcoul dsc?[(':lie
1 ly reserved for the gods.
be rewarded with honors former '
1;2;:: of such men ranked with those of the immortals. Ong Elhl;ee Ear;
i 1 d honors of this kind for kin
¢ the inhabitants of Rhodes approved ! - :
lli::)lemy after his aid in preventing their sub]uga.n(:‘n _by Dem‘cm’is
Poliorce"ces the very man the Athenians saw as their “divine savior.
The Athénians’ shift of allegiance—from Cassande;\;. Macedogliﬁc
i in Syria, Asia Minor, an
Greek realm to that of Antigonus in Syrid, 5 . and ¢
i in particular with the com .
Aegean—renewed old connections, . iy
1 iti ded Athens as their mo
in loma that had traditionally regar e o wone
it y an
communities had followed the cvents ot 24/ _
’krﬁt;fl? pleased with the outcome; many Tonian qucs expressed thccl[l:
sense of solidarity with the new democratic regime 31 Aﬂrg:ns by ;e§07
1 i for its leaders. betwee
ine delegations with crowns and honors | en
l:-1nrlgd 301g'mscriptions document such demonstrations of goodwx!ii irsoglf
’ i d the Ionian communy
Miletus, Ephesus, Priene, Colophon, an : A s o
’ 1 Athenian merchants gainc
Chalcis and Tenos.” Ar the same ume ‘ ained
access to the territories ruled by ADUg-O’I;ll'lS, so that md?;OS /4,
example, importauon of grain “from Asia” 1s documented.

5. Philochorus, FGrHist 328 T 48.
6. See below after note 32. ) . For Colophon there
M 2 phesus; IG112.1485 A9. For C
. JG 1191129 and 1485 A 24. Ep ( . r .
" ulzinlfl:iz)u; ﬁcriplions discussed by A. Wilhelm in f.lmltnlmﬂ St::_t;.lv llv;Vn fi i:;cm;:
?:l:i . hester 1939) 345-352. For Pricne sec the texts discussed by C‘h;'q- i v:;f,g
Uf:::;dm vol. § (1942) 166-175 (= Akademieschriften ,1-' 7!?2—791). : cnf.this tcx.t o
d He e,ﬂ'zt.i (1937) 323, no. 4. "Tenos: IG 11°.466. The 1nterP;tctauonf¥ e
aC? chi:f greatly oversrares the case (CQ 42 [1992] 366--368); the citizens of 1eno
- i ici i i i Arthens.
I ty parcicipate in the liberation of ) e
deSHO;-;iE:;z g {(1936) 201 \z?oicily, then ruled by Agathocles, was another region where
Athe.nians bought grain; IG 11°.499 from 302/1.
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To create even stronger ties, Antigonus gave back to the city the

islands of Lemnos and Imbros, which he had seized when Athens was
allied with Cassander.® Demetrius, speaking in Antigonus’ name, had
promised the Athenians 150,000 bushels of grain and timber for 100
warships; Antigonus presented these gifts to a delegation from Athens,
adding to them a large sum of money.!® The new Athenian govern-
ment, antcipating an attempt by Cassander to regain control of the
city and harbor, regarded as one of its most urgent tasks the repair and
reinforcement of the walls in the city and Piracus, as well as the Long
Walls connecting the two. An Assembly resolution introduced at once
in 307 /6 by Demosthenes’ nephew Demochares ordered the necessary
measures and even specified which jobs were to be awarded to which
contractors. As in 338, the program was divided into ten segments; the
retention of this number, reflecting the original number of tribes, may
indicate that administrative reorganization connected with the found-
ing of the two new tribes Antigonis and Demetrias was still in progress,
or it may have been kept for other unknown reasons. It was estimated
that the work would take five years to complete, and each of the
contractors received a schedule.!!

Characteristic of the new spirit prevailing at the time, the decree
required the names of the contractors chosen and the amount of
money each would receive in payment to be made public, “so that any
Athenian citizen who wants to know what work is being carried out
on the walls can go and see for himself.”!2 This approach reflects two
priorities of radical democracies: the wish to keep the public well
informed and the importance of the oversight function performed by
ordinary citizens. The same attitude revealed itself again a few years
later in 304 /3, when the entire code of laws was published.!?

29. Lemnos: IG II°.1492 B 133 (305/4) and 550; ISE 8.8-9 (303,/2); Imbros: IG
11°.1492 B 133 (305,/4) and Diodorus 20.46.4.

10. IG 112.1492 B 97-99 and 119-121 with the observadons of R. Meiggs, Trees and
Timber in the Ancient Mediterrancan World (Oxford 1982) 494 n. 87. See also Diodorus
20.46 4 and Dlut. Demerrins 10.1.

11. IG 112.463, with dewailed commentary by F. G. Maier, Griechische Manerbauin-
schriften, 2 vols, (Heidelberg 1959 and 1961} 1: 4867, For the estimated time span of the
project, see lines 106-107. Cf. also IG I1°.550 and, from the year 306/5, IG II°.505.30-36

and 554.14-16. The Council of 500 is still mentioned in IG 112.466.45 (probably from
307/6).

12. IG11%.463.29-31.
13. IG11%.487.6-10.
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But perhaps the most striking evidence of change under the new

: i mbl
leadership was the almost excessive zeal with which the Assembly

. o
recorded and publicized its activities. Whereas tk}ere 1fs I?}?H ;);1:1 vr:?il y
Assembly resolution from the decade of Demetrius O € s rul
:s.nt namely the decree awarding honors to Asandex('i, s;trap ﬁ arr ;
e fo ted by well ove
1 i f democracy arc represen :
the following six years © LT on
jons 1 less complete form, still only
tundred resolutions 1n more or nf o iy 8 e
by the citizenry; all were <op
the total number passed by COpic
?ni)odcn tablets for the archives, but only a fewdwere msfcgllzcﬁti);
: ic display. All the former and many o
marble steles for public disp a o he larker
i the surviving eviaence
. hed. Yet the discrepancy between id
Pt:rzs ngimcs cannot be attributed solely to chance; 1t prox;e(s;;lzs;
different circumstances prevailed. In th; 3cn0d'§§?c:’ 11?; tac; 07
3 1 scribed possibili
ckklesia had both somewhat crcum : tics For 4 een
isinclinati blish its decrees in lastng rorm. !
a strong disinclination to pu : S
tic Assembly was a1mos
307 and 301, however, the democra 1 o isble
1 hibit the results of its work'1n a y
cally active, and eager to €x o
the only—reason tor
manner. One—though by no means : 0 hange
jor lies i lutions typically passed:
i ¢ lies in the nature of the reso :
lgrct;ihr?::j?)rity of them honored individuals or foreign ;Eatesth foxj tcl'llie
Often the mndi-
' they had rendered to Athens.
RO aere n i . nce Demetrius {soon to become
i d were in the service of Prince Demic ‘ : .
vlgdxll; 1;)Itlzjlrlrtltirius) and all the honorees had an interest 1l seeing their
blicized. .
awgrcllz [r);llan in particular stands out for the nu_rnbcr 9f mou?ns he:
introduced to award honors to mean in Dcm(eitréllls Poho;cz;e;oizz-
i i se e awar
ice: Stratocles of Diomeia, who also propo sthu-
lI(r::i)us honors for Lycurgus. Of the surviving decrees frorrrll1 thxsagtt;r
tiod, no less than twenty-six stem from him (only two of (intlom] r
3013 and these must represent only a small part (?f the actu;:t o .Or
Evid(:,nce of such intense activity by the ekkl::f‘uj; exists for no rher o
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has been published in Horos 4 (1986) 11 ff.
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307 /6, 306/5, 304 /3, and 303/2 passed the Assembly on the same
day.1s

Some resolutions were drawn up after Demetrius informed the Athe-
nians that one or another of his retainers had done something to
benefit the city.!® Stratocles’ assiduity in introducing the corresponding
resolutions and proposing honors for Antigonus, Demetrius, and their
confederates quickly earned him a reputation for servility toward the
new regime. His career revealed with particular clarity that Athens was
now neither entirely free nor entirely dependent; the city’s freedom was
relative, and limited to matters to which its new masters were indiffer-
ent. When their wishes or interests were at stake, the city had to submit,
as it had submitted to Cassander’s wishes during the administration of
Demetrius of Phalerum. The Athenians had served in Cassander’s
military operations whenever ordered, and now they had to provide
troops for Demetrius on demand.

These circumstances left the political leaders of Athens little room to
maneuver, but all the same the alacrity with which Stratocles accom-
modated the city’s new masters caused otfense. It provoked a conflict
with Demochares of Leukonoe, who had urged the strengthening of
the city’s fortifications in 307/6 and who shared political leadership
with Stratocles in the first three vears of Demetrius Poliorcetes’ rule.
During the winter of 304/3 Demochares castigated an especially ser-
vile action of Stratocles with such cutting irony that he was banished,
to return only in 286 /5, after the city had liberated itself for a second
time from Demetrius’ rule.!” By the time Demochares and Stratocles
clashed, however, Athens” political climate had shifted, and Demetrius
Poliorcetes was no longer celebrated as the liberator and restorer of
democracy. After taking up residence in Athens, he acted in such a

15. For 307/6: IG I12.460, 461. For 306,/5: IG I1>.471, 472. For 304/3: JG II*.486,
597; Hesperia 7 {1938) 297, no. 22; and Horos 4 (1986) 11 fF. For 303/2: IG I12.493, 494,
495, 496 (+ 503), and 497.

16. This is the case for 3, and perhaps all 4, of the decrees from the end of the year 304 /3
mentioned in the preceding note. Polyperchon had procurcd honors for two of his retainers
from Athens in this manner in 319,/8 (G 11°.387).

17. Plat. Demerrins 24; [Plut.] mor 851E in the proposal of Demochares’ son Laches for
posthumous honors for his father from the year 270, In it Stratocles, the man responsible for
Demochares® banishment, is referred to as one of the “destroyers of democracy” (katalvwantes
ton demon), ie., accused of the same crime for which he had brought proceedings against the
supporters of Demetrius of Phalerum in 307 /6.
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there was little doubt in Athenians’ minds that the principal target of
his resolution was the school of Aristotle and Theophrastus. It had
been under attack for some time, since its heads were suspected —not
without reason—of opposition to radical democracy and friendly feel-
ings first toward the royal house of Macedonia and then toward An-
tipater, Cassander, and Demetrius of Phalerum. It is easy to see why
the radical democrats and nationalist politicians attempted to gain
control over it right after Cassander’s puppet regime was overthrown.
In Alexis’ play, however, the first political figure to be mentoned in
connection with Sophocles’ resolution is Prince Demetrius. This fact
suggests that Demetrius was associated with the group behind the
motion or at least favored its passage. In these circumstances the
outcome of the vote does great credit to the citizens of Athens, who
refused to accept the power over the philosophers that Sophocles” law
proposed to give them. A few months later Epicurus, an Athenian
citizen, returned home from Colophon and opened his own school in
Athens, which became the third of its kind after the Academy and the
Peripatos®!

As was to be expected, Cassander did not give up Athens withour a
fight. He attempted to retake it more than once during the conflict
known as the Four Years’ War {307-304). Surviving records show that
he attacked Attdica in 306. The Athenians repelled this attack, in part
because of their own strength, but also because of military support
from the Aetolians.?? The city was exposed to even greater danger in
304, when Cassander’s troops first besieged and then assailed it. They
laid waste to Attica and conquered the two Attic fortresses Phyle and
Panakton, in addition to the island of Salamis. They surrounded the
city, and Athens might well have fallen had King Demetrius not re-
turned from Rhodes with reinforcements in the summer or fall. He
landed at Aulis and forced Cassander to retreat beyond Thermopylae.?

21. Diog. Laert. 10.2; 15 (Apollodorus, FGrHist 244 F 42).

22. The hostilities of that year are documented in IG 112.467.22, 470.11-14, 469.8-10.
The credit for gaining the support of the Aetolians belongs to the Athenian pencral and
statesman Olympiodorus, and the year in which they came to the aid of Athens is more likely
to have been 306,/5 than 304 (Pausanias 1.26.3); according to Pausanias their assistance was
a erucial factor in saving the city. IG 117.503.11-13 can refer to hosdlitics in either 304 or
3%6. A surviving dedication of Athemian citizen soldiers from 3065 exists as well (IG
11°.1954).

23. Plut. Demetriys 23; Diodorus 20.105-106; I 112.492.8—9; Horos 4 (1986) 11, lines
13-15, 19 ff,; Hesperia 6 {1937) 323, no. 4; Ancient Macedonian Studics in Honor of C. F.
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phrases used by Demetrius upon his entry into the city in 307: he had
his herald proclaim that he had come in his father’s name to drive out
the foreign garrison, liberate the Athenians, and restore to them their
laws and traditional constitution.?*

Such were the official pronouncements, at any rate, and immediately
after the liberation of 307 most Athenians would probably have ac-
cepted them as close to the truth. As the years went by, however, alarge
proportion of citizens became disillusioned as a result of the compli-
cated and problematic nature of their relationship with the king. This
shift in public opinion was caused by a variety of events, both within
and outside Attica. Demetrius’ extended stays in the city during the
winters of 304/3 and 303/2 revealed the more repellent sides of his
character and the servility of his Athenian supporters. Antigonus’
ceaseless attempts to wrest control of the empire from his rivals also
affected the city. The first of these encounters after the liberation of
Athens took place in 306 near Salamis on Cyprus, where Demetrius
won a great naval victory over Ptolemy.?® After this battle Antigonus
assumed the title of king and granted it to his son as well.3!

Next came a joint attack on Egypt by both kings toward the end of
306, which Ptolemy succeeded in repelling.3? Because the Rhodians
had refused to participate in this campaign, Demetrius made Rhodes
his next target and laid siege to the island from the spring of 305 to
the spring of 304. During this year Ptolemy, Lysimachus, and Cassan-
der renewed their earlier alliance and came to the threatened island’s
aid.?* Within a short time all three assumed the ttle of king, as did
Seleucus. The last significant event of these years occurred in 302,
when Demetrius went to Corinth to create a second league, in an
attempt to revive the tradition of Philip’s Hellenic League, founded in

29. Plut. Demetrins 8.7,

30. Diodorus 20.47-52; Plut. Demetrius 15-17.

31. The precise dates when this battle occurred and when, not long afterward, Antigonus
assumed the dtle of king are not known. In an Athenian document from the 22nd day of the
10th prytany of 306,/5, approximarely April 305, he is named withour the dtle {IG 121492
B 97-99), but on the last day of this pryrany, at most 8 days later, his name occurs with it

(IG 112.471). The verses by Alexis in celebration of the victory refer to Antgenus as king;
PCG2.85, fr. 116.

32, Diodorus 20.73-76; Plut. Demetrins 19.
33. Diodorus 20.81-88 and 91-100; Plut. Demetrius 21-22; Marmor Parinm, FGrHist
239 B 23; Pap. Berol. 11632, ed. F. Hiller von Gaertringen, SB Berlin (1918) 752-762.
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before his name, it confused his judgment and puffed up his vanity, and
he became pompous and arrogant in both speech and manner.® The
Athenians were shocked by Demetrius’ licentiousness and unusual
fondness for women and courtesans; one of them, for a long time his
favorite who bore him a daughter, was an Athenian-born woman
named Lamia who had been captured at Salamis. Like most courtesans
she was well educated and a witty conversationalist. But she was by no
means the only woman in Athens to enjoy the king’s favor: other
women mentioned as his courtesans were Leaina, Mania, and Myr-
rhine. He squandered lavish sums of money on them, which on at least
a few occasions came from the city treasury; he allowed Lamia and
Leaina to be celebrated as personifications of Aphrodite and wor-
shipped as goddesses. Lamia’s influence with the king was said to be a
source of great annoyance to his closest advisers.*0 Although Demetrius
had been married for some time to Antipatros’ daughter Phila and
made no attempt to conceal his concubines from the Athenians, he
took another wife at about this time, Euthydike, an Athenian woman
of noble birth who had accompanied her first husband, Ophellas, to
Africa and returned to Athens after his death 4!

Among contemporary authors, only Philippides accused Demetrius
of turning the Parthenon and the Acropolis into a brothel. This state-
ment must be accepted with caution, however, for Philippides was the
king’s sworn enemy and a resident at the court of Lysimachus. Plutarch
reports that of all the rival rulers Lysimachus hated Demetrius most
bitterly. Alluding to Lamia, Lysimachus remarked that it was the first
appearance of a prostitute on the tragic stage, prompting Demetrius to
retort that his prostitute had more sense than Lysimachus’ Penelope.
Philippides may well have exaggerated, but there can be little doubt
that the king’s behavior was gross enough to cause offense. Other
reports claim that one particularly beautiful boy, seen by the king while

39. Plut, Demetrius 18.5.

40. The king’s Athenian hetaerac are mentioned by the contemporary authors Democh-
ares (FGrHist 75 F 1), Philippides (PCG 7: 347, fr. 25), and Lynceus of Samos (Athen.
3.101E.4, 128A) and by the slightly later authors Machon (frs. 12, 13, 15, ed. Gow) and
Phylarch (FGrHist 81 F 12). Most of the material is contained in Athenaeus 3, 4, 6, 13, and

14 and can be easily found in the index of Kaibel’s edition under the names of the individual
courkesans.

41. Plut, Demetrins 141,

42, Philippides, PCG 7.347, fr. 25; the exchange between Lysimachus and Demetrius is
reported in Plut. Demetrius 25.9,

& pature of the city’s independen

. own weakness in yiel

ap7-287) 79

bk iy e cY (
BETWEERN FREEDOM AWD D:BPBNDEN

e ——

_ - de.
bathing, could escape Demetrius’ pursuit only by c;mm;g:zguzggl dizc
Another boy from a prominent family is supposce to e e
king’s favor by persuading him to write to city ofﬁaals and or
2 43
to cancel a large finc owed by the boy’s fa-thcr. o e lusory
thing reveals morc clearly than this last 1nc1demf
oty ce when Demetrius® own interests were
i isode. Ashamed of its
t this was not the end of the episo

O ding to the royal will in the matter of the fine, the
Assembly passed a resolution forbidding any citizen aa?uscd or ct(i)gn

‘csted of wrongdoing to present 2 letter from the king tl[;l c;mnec on
“ i 1 ree

i i d Demetrius that the aec

i case. This defiance so Incensc : :
Wlﬂ;:;é; and its authors punished. This was the controversy 1n whxicl::
r[c)lc:mocharcs clashed with Stratocles and was afte‘rward senltdllrllto \:}h er;
Stratocles continued to spare no effort in his service to the g Wher
Demetrius returned to Athens in the spring of 302 from Co ,

e he had founded the second Hellenic League, he wished to be

wher Hel ' o
initiated into the Eleusinian Mysteries in a single ceremony. No y

this occurred in three stages: candidates were admitted toﬂ;cheGIr,ZZig
Mysteries in the eighth month (Anth.estcnon) am(]il to cear‘ aer
Mysteries in the third month (Bogdromion) of the fobqwmagd{n itt,Cd o
this they were required to wait another year.bcfore c:;lfh orics
full membership in the cult. Pythodorus, chlcf priest O e the
refused to allow these steps to be compressed mt(l) ﬁﬁ 311_111 < ,; e
ever-resourceful Stratocles hit on a scheme to fulfill t ed ﬂi vishe:
he introduced a resolution that tqnporanly re(rimatmcbe o eion
(tenth) month of the year 302—wh'1ch l'lappcnc rc:) e
(April)—Anthesterion, thereby mal.ung it the apt[.;)i S;;} e e,
Demetrius’ initiation into the lesser rites; as SOON a$ his had b the
it was immediately declared to be the moth Sf Bct,:ci: I:I)avest; nd e
king was admitted to the Greater Mysteries. This e and
religious ceremonies must have dcePly offen.ded ma:;ye Democi—lares
Philippides expressed their anger In c?.usuc languag ‘;,arded chares
condemned just as sharply the cxcq?u_onal honors albl ded o
courtesans Lamia and Leaina, and crlr_fcmcd thf: As'sefrln ytia1 ot
gantly exceeding the customary limits in honoring nfluen
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the king such as Adeimantus of Lampsacus, Oxythemis of Larissa, and
Burichos.*® The impression given by these authors that Stratocles was
responsible for most of these resolutions is confirmed by the epigraphic
evidence.

In the early summer of 302, soon after his return from Corinth,
Demetrius reopened the campaign against Cassander, which he had
waged so successtully in the Peloponnese the preceding year. As Cas-
sander had blocked the route through Thermopylae, Demetrius em-
barked at Chalcis and sailed north to Thessaly, where he first seized
Larissa Cremaste and then the more important city of Pherae. There
messengers from his father, Antigonus, reached him with a request for
help: Lysimachus, Seleucus, and Prolemy had joined forces to attack
Antigonus, and he needed the support of Demetrius’ troops. Deme-
trius negotiated a provisional peace with Cassander and set out for Asia
Minor at once; in 301 he took part in the battle of Ipsus at his father’s
side, against the coalition of the other kings, which in the end did not
include Prolemy (who had turned around on hearing the false rumor
of a great victory by Antigonus) but did include some of Cassander’s
forces. It is reported that the battle was lost when Demetrius, pursuing
the opposing cavalry too rashly, left the flank of his father’s phalanx
exposed. Antigonus, who had delayed the battle until his son’s return,
numbered among the slain.*

As a result of this victory, Seleucus gained the territory of northern
Syria and, with it, access to the Mediterranean; Lysimachus emerged
as ruler of the Asia Minor. Many Athenian prisoners, fighting with
Demetrius’ forces, had fallen into his hands. The decree of 283 award-
ing honors to Philippides reveals some details of what happened.
Philippides, held in high esteem by Lysimachus, interceded with the
king on the prisoners’ behalf. He was granted permission to bury the
dead, and successfully arranged for the prisoners’ release. Those who
wished were allowed to join Lysimachus’ army, while those who
wanted to return home received money and supplies for the passage

45. FGrHit 75 F 1. 1 have discussed the subject in greater derail in Gomsmenschentum
55-58. Their characterizaton as “lackeys” (kolakes, flatrerers) is unjust, as L. Robert in
particular has shown in the case of Adeimantus, a celebrated citizen of Lampsacus and a close
friend of Theophrastus, who served as Demetrius’ represenrative to the council of the League
of Corinth and was honored in Eretria and Athens; Hellenica 2 (1946) 15-33. Oxythemis
and Burichos were also prominent men assisting Demetrius.

46. The main sources for the war fonght by this new coalition are Diodorns 20.106-113
and Plut. Demetrins 28-29.
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Athens when the representatives of the city caught up with him in the
Cyclades. Their news came as a shock and a bitter disappointment to
him, but he only mildly reproached the ambassadors; he asked only
that his ships be returned to him, and the Athenians complied.’! While
most of the states Demetrius had previously controlled now drove out
his forces and allied themselves with his enemies, the Athenians de-
clared their intention to remain neutral in the same resolution that
repudiated Demetrius. Of course this did not exclude contacts with
other kings, and such dealings were no doubt necessary to ensure the
city’s continued food supplies.>? The evidence shows that the Athenians
were in contact with Demetrius’ opponents Cassander and Lysimachus
within two years of the battle of Ipsus. On the twenty-first of Metageit-
nion (about 4 September) of the vear 299 (exactly two years afrer
Stratocles’ last documented appearance before the Athenian Assem-
bly}, a delegation returned from the court of “King Cassander” and
delivered its report.5 And in the same year a large donation of grain,
procured from Lysimachus for the city by the poet Philippides,®™ was
distributed among the citizenry. Thanks to this aid, there were
sufficient supplies in the year of the Archon Euctemon, 299/8; a
dedication to Eueteria, the goddess of prosperity, and a decree in honor
of the “guardians of the grain”% also indicate the presence of enough
food.

These facts are significant because a severe famine occurred at some
point during this period, allowing a popular demagogue named
Lachares to take control of the city.*6 At the time of the coup, Lachares
commanded the mercenary corps; he made himself tyrant of Athens at
Cassander’s urging, and possibly with Cassander’s assistance. Since
Cassander died in the spring of 297, Lachares’ rule can have begun no

51. Plut. Dessetrins 30.1-31.2.

52. G. Marasco, Athenacym 62 {1984) 288-289. Details on Athens’ political orientation
in thesc years are in E. Meyer, Klio 5 (1905) 180-183.

53. IGTII".641. Athenian documents from 307-301 never give Cassander rhe royal title,
since he was an enemy of the city.

54. The same Philippides who had buried the dead and generously assisred the Arhenian
prisoners after the battle of Ipsus, and who had sharply attacked Strarocles,

55. The documenrary evidenec is given in Habichr, Untersuchungen 19.

56. Until 1959 the name Lachares was documented only a few times in Artica for the
period of the emperors; S. Dow, CPk 52 (1957) 106-107. Smce then evidence has been
diseovered of an Athenian sculptor Artalos, son of Lachares, presumably the same Artalos

named by Pausanias (2.19.3; see 474 63 [1959] 280). In any event Artalos son of Lachares
was active in Pheneus in Arcadia and in Argos.
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It is significant that the ekklesiz pronounced the verdict against these

men, even if its action was illegal, for it shows that the tyrant had not
suppressed Athens’ most important democratic institution. He also left
in place the law decreeing that the secretaryship of the Council would
rotate annually among the twelve tribes in their official sequence.
Under Lachares the strategoi continued to be chosen by popular elec-
tion as well,®! a further indication that he left unaltered the most
important outward forms of democracy. If he actually came to power
in the spring of 300, as it appears, then the delegation that visited
Cassander and returned from Pella in the summer of 299 must have
been sent by Lachares on a mission to his mentor. In this case both
Lysimachus’ donation of grain, motivated in all probability by the
famine of the previous year, and the gifts he sent to Athens in the first
half of 298 for the celebration of the Panathenaca would also fall in the
period of Lachares’ rule.%? In view of the good relations that always
existed between Cassander and Lysimachus,®® these benefactions to a
city in the former’s realm would not be surprising.

A decree of the cavalry in honor of the treasurers of Athena from the
year of the archon Hegemachus (300,/299) also dates from the time
of Lachares, if the chronology assumed here is correct,® offering fur-
ther corroboration of the continued existence of traditional democratic
institutions. In the same year the Doric portico was built in the sanc-
tuary of Asclepius at the foot of the Acropolis.®® In addition a long list
has survived from around 300, containing the names of about 150 men
from some fifty different states, with a particularly large contingent
from Thrace,% almost certainly a list of mercenary soldiers. The list

also J. H. Lipsius, Das attische Recht wnd Rechtsverfabren, vol. 1 (Leipzig 1905) 185-186.
According to Osborne this conflict did not oceur until 298 /7 ( Naturalization 2; 148). The
Ameinias named as one of the condemned men is Ameinias of Xypete, who received honors
after a campaign, in 301 /0 at the carliest, and definitely in thar year if he was executed in
300. He may have been another member of the board of genetals; B. D. Meritt, Hesperia 11
(1942) 279.

61, IGII".682.21-24. For the cycle of the Conncil secretaries see Habichr, Untersichusn-
gen 11 oo 455.2

62. IGII".657.14-16.

63. Diodorus 20.106.3.

64. IGII7.1264,

05, IG 111685, newly edited with commenrary by S. B. Aleshire, Asklepios ar Athens
{Amsterdam 21991) 13-32; for the name of the archon, see 29,

66. IG117.1956, with the Thracians named in lines 146.
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their daughter Stratonice.”" Soon afterward Demetrius made peace
with Prolemy. These maneuvers gave him greater freedom of move-
ment in the eastern Mediterranean, and his hopes of what he might be
able to achieve rose when Cassander’s death in 297 preceded by only
four months that of his son and successor, Philip. Philip’s two half-
grown younger brothers became absorbed in a battle over the throne
of Macedonia, increasing Demetrius’ prospects.

Demetrius’ first target was Athens, where he could count on support
from the separatists in Piracus. On his way to Attica, however, a storm
destroyed much of his fleet. He sent orders to Phoenicia to begin
building replacements and, after a few unsuccessful skirmishes near
Athens, turned his attention toward the Peloponnese. During a siege
of the city of Messene he suffered a severe wound from a catapule
shot.”? In the spring of 295 Demetrius renewed his attack on Atrica,
conquering the fortresses Eleusis and Rhamnus and the islands of
Salamis and Aegina, and laying waste to the countryside. He also cut
off supply routes to the city with a naval blockade, provoking what may
have been the worst famine Athens had ever experienced. It is reported
by Plutarch that Epicurus counted out the daily ration of beans for
himself and his pupils; a handful of capers became a valuable possession,
and in one family a fight broke out between father and son over a dead
mouse.

Though surrounded, Lachares mounted a stubborn and courageous
defense. When his soldiers demanded their pay, he took the offerings
from religious shrines and melted them down for the precious metals
they contained. He also took the golden robe Phidias had made for the
statuc of Athena in the Parthenon, so that it was said Lachares had
stripped even the goddess naked. A bronze head of Athena Nike from
the Age of Pericles, found stripped of its gold leaf, further testifies to
Lachares’ acts of sacrilege. The Assembly, which had good reason to
fear a return of Demetrius after its vote against him in 301, passed a
resolution threatening the death penalty for anyone who advocated
reconciliation with the king.”?

71. Phut. Demetrins 31.5-32.3; OGI 10. For the ship with 13 banks of rowers see Plur.
Demetrius 31.1 and 32.2.

72. The alliance berween Messene and Lysimachus, documented by a treaty found in the
city in 1990, probably belongs in this conrext; sce P. Themelis, Praktika (1990 [1994])
83-84; P. Gaurhier, REG 108 (1995) 467—468.

73. The main soutce for this passage is Plut. Demetrdus 33-34. For more on the king's
conquests see Polyaenus 4.7.5; for the famine sce Demetrius, PCG 5.11. For the theft of
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ship and the continuation of democratic government. Herodorus was
granted rare honors, including the right to take meals with the
prytaness at state expense for the rest of his life, a bronze statue in the
Agora next to those of the tyrant-slayers and the city’s “saviors” (An-
dgonus and Demetrius), and Athenian citizenship, The citizens con-
sidered these honors appropriate to his high rank and his extraordinary
efforts on their behalf.”® It was then necessary to award cven greater
honors to the king himself. Plutarch describes Demetrius’ honors of
295 and 307 not in chronological sequence but in a separate summary
of all honors awarded to the kings in Athens.”® One day of the year and
the month of Munychion were renamed in his honor, and a Demetrius
Festival was added to the festival of Dionysus (for which an inscription
has survived from the year 292).77 None of these honors seems to have
remained in force afrer the city rebelled a second time (in 287), al-
though the religious cult of the “saviors™ Antigonus and Demetrius
and the tribes named after them continued to exist.

Possibly Dromocleides’ resolution giving Piraeus to the king merely
sanctoned the existing state of affairs, for Demetrius may already have
taken it when the city fell.”® (‘This is not necessarily true for Munychia,
however.) After the siege a large part of the king’s fleet was stationed
there.” Conditions in the following period also indicate that Demetrius
must have occupied the fortresses of Attica, even though no mention
of it occurs in the (very incomplete) records. It is also difficult to
interpret the vague statement “he instituted offices that were popular
with the people.” But as the resolution granting honors to Herodorus
specifically mentioned democracy, there can be no doubt that Athens
had a democratic constitution at the time. We do know that the
Council of 600 was abolished and replaced by a newly elected council,
because a decree of the Assembly dated the tenth of Munychion
296/5, that is, the tenth month of the year, shows that this date was
also the first day of the fourth prytany. Accordingly the first prytany
must have begun about the eleventh of Elaphebolion, that is, at about
the time the city fell, and each of the remaining nine prytanies must
have lasted approximately nine days.® It is equally certain that a new

75. IGI1* 646 (= Osborne, Naturalization, D 68).

76. Plut. lDemerrius 12.1-2, I have analyzed this passage in Gottmenschentum 50-55.
77, IGI1".649, with the new fragment edited by Dinsmoor, Archons 7-8.42,

78. Cf. Pausanias 1.25.7,

79. Plut. Demerrius 43 4.

80. IG 112.644; Beloch, GG 4.2: 247. Sec, however, J. Tréheux, RPb 63 (1989) 285,
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Demetrius’ renunciation of all claims to the territory Lysimachus had
conquered in Asia Minor.®® Control of Macedonia brought with it
control of Thessaly, and there, on the Gulf of Pagasae, Demetrius
began to build his new capital in 293. Named Demetrias after its
founder, the city grew rapidly and remained the Greek residence of the
Antigonids (whose capital in Macedonia was Pella) until the end of the
dynasty in 168.%4

Demetrius’ success in making himself king of Macedonia had a
profound effect on Athens. He did not reside there as he had in 304 /3
and 303 /2, to the relief of the citizens, who had no desire to see a
repetition of the king’s previous excesses. On the other hand, his
absence from the scene forced Demetrius to assert his authority indi-
rectly, through means incompatible with the democratic freedom he
had proclaimed not long betore. One indication is the tenure of Olym-
piodorus, an Athenian, as eponymous archon in 294/3 and again in
293 /2, in violation of the law that forbade anyone’s holding that office
a second time. He must have obtained the office either by appointment
or by a rigged election, since he could not possibly have been chosen
by lot, and moreover twice in succession. Olympiodorus had served
with great success under Demctrius in the Four Years’ War and ac-
quired considerable fame. It is thus virtually certain that he acted as
the king’s commissar or representative, entrusted with powers far ex-
ceeding those of the normal eponymous archon. When he took office
in the summer of 294, the secretaries of the Council (grammateis) were
again replaced by so-called registrars, a shift of terminology that had
characterized the oligarchy of 321-318. For this reason the Atheni-
ans, after regaining their independence in 287, referred to the period
as an oligarchy.* Another indication of the oligarchic nature of the
government at this time is the fact that Demetrius acceded to Theo-
phrastus’ urging and recalled the political leaders of the oligarchy and
their followers from exile, Deinarch of Corinth among them.36
Officially the Athenian state may have called itself a democracy (much

83. Walbank, Macedonia 210-218,

84. Swuabo 9.436; F. Stihlin, E. Meyer, and A. Heidner, Pagasas und Demetrias (Berlin
1934) 178 fI.; Habicht, Gottmenschentum 75-76; P. Marzolff, in Die Paldste der bellenistischen
Kinige, ¢ed. W. Hocepiner and G. Brands (Mainz 1996) 148-163.

85. In Laches’ psephismna for his deceased father Demochares {[Plut.] moer 851F) and in

the resolution awarding honors to Callias, Hespersa Suppl. 17 (1978) 4, 1. 79-83. Sec also
Habichy, Untersuchungen 22-33.

86. Philochoros, FGrHist 328 F 167; Dion. Hal. De Dinarcho 2-3; [Plut.] moer. 850D,
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spanning more than fifty years, Philippides of Paiania received the kind
of high honors typically bestowed on elder statesmen.?

Each time Demetrius visited Athens during this period, his subjects
offered new proofs of their devotion. The most extreme case occurred
after his return from Corfu in 291 or 290, where Lanassa, the wife of
Pyrrhus and daughter of Agathocles, had conspired to help Demetrius
seize power (allegedly to take revenge on her husband for neglecting
her). When Demetrius returned to Athens, a hymn in ithyphallic meter
was composed for the Eleusinian Mysteries and reportedly received
both public and private performances. Demochares provides a para-
phrase of the text in his history, and Duris of Samos (who, like Dem-
ochares, was an enemy of Demetrius) included the full text in his
history, whence it was preserved by Athenaeus.?! The hymn celebrates
two of the city’s most cherished divinities, Demeter and Demetrius, on
the occasion that brings them together, the Great Mysteries. As befits
a god, Demetrius appears radiantly beautiful and smiling, surrounded
by friends like a sun encircled by stars. He is addressed as Poseidon {an
allusion to his victory at Salamis) and as the son of Aphrodite (an
allusion to the Athenian cult of his queen, Phila, as Aphrodite). The
other gods are either far away, inattentive, or perhaps even nonexistent;
in any event they pay no heed to the concerns of mortals.

But you we see here in the flesh instead of wood or stone. To you we
pray. We ask you first to bring peace, as it lies in your power. I am
speaking of the Sphinx, which holds not only Thebes, but all Hellas
in its grip; I mean the Aetolian, who sits on the rock of Delphi like
the Sphinx of old and robs us of our people, and against whom I am
helpless. The Aetolians have always robbed their neighbors, and now
they prey on even more distant peoples. Punish them, we bescech
you, or send an Oedipus to fling them down and reduce them to dust.

Duris sees in these verses an indication of how far the former victors
at Marathon had sunk. Once, he says, the Athenians sentenced one of

90. For the career of Philippides see Davies, APF 549-550; for this type of decree
honoring a deserving citizen’s entire career, see Habicht, Studien 124-127, Gauthier, Cités
7792,

91. For more on Demetrius and Lanassa sce Plut. Pyrréus 10.6-7. For the ithyphallic
verse see Demochares, FGrHist 75 F 2; Duris, FGrHist 76 F 13; Arhen. 6.253B-F; Habicht,
Gottmenschentum 232-233, wirh the older literature; Marasco, Democare 199-203;
M. Marcovich, Sewdies in Graeco-Roman Religions and Gnosticism (Leiden 1988) 8-19.
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politician of the king’s party during these years. Both the hymn and
the decree implore Demetrius as a benevolent god to take the field
against the enemy in the porth. It is significant thar Dromocleides’
motion specifically asks for an oracle: the traditional site for obtaiming
divine oracles, Delphi, is in the hands of the enemy, making Apollo
inaccessible to the Athenians. Thus the god Demetrius, present in
Athens in the flesh, must take his place.

The same situation led Demetrius to introduce new games in Athens
in the summer of 290. They were called the Pythian festival and were
intended as a substitute for the traditional Pythian Games in Delphi,
now controlled by the Actolians.® If a list of the victors at the Athenian
Pythia were ever found, we would have a picture (or at least an impres-
sion) of the effect produced on the Greek world by the invitation to
these rival games.

In 289 Demetrius began the campaign against the Aetolians that the
Athenians had urged on him. After invading Aectolian territory he
pushed on to Epirus to force a confrontation with Pyrrhus, who
marched out to meet him. However, the two armies missed each other;
on reaching Actolia Pyrrhus found not Demetrius’ army but a rear-
guard of Macedonians whom Demetrius had left behind under the
command of Pantauchus. A battle occurred in which Pyrrhus and
Pantauchus wounded one another in single combat, but Pyrrhus car-
ricd the day and captured 5,000 prisoners. The victory brought him
tremendous prestige, and he made sure his fame was widely pub-
lished.” He acquired particular status in the eyes of the Macedontans,

many of whom began to regard him as the only worthy successor of
Alexander the Great.?® The battle was a major setback for Demetrius,
further weakened by a long and serious illness at this time. The ancient
sources speak of a change in his character, noting that his appearances
were staged with more pomp and bombast than ever, and his court life
grew even more luxurious; he adopted oriental dress, and the ruler who
once had been open and accessible now became a recluse. Witnesses of
the few audiences he gave described him as prone to rudeness and
violent outbursts of temper. He held an Athenian delegation at bay for
two years, refusing to meet with them, although he was thought to be

94. Plut. Demerrins 40.7-8; Walbank, Macedonia 224,

95, Plut. Desperrins 41.1-5; Pyrrbus 7.4-8.5; D. Kienast, “Pyrrhus,” RE (1963} 123,
96. Plut. Demerrins 41.5; Pyrrbus 8.2,
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- that preserved the independence the Athenians had just won by force
. of arms. In the ekklesia Phaedrus argued for accepting Demetrius’

terms, and it must have taken a good deal of pleading to bring the

" members of the Assembly around to his point of view, for although the
. treaty granted the city free and independent status, it also stipulated

that Macedonian troops of occupation would remain in Piraeus and
the Attic fortresses. That Demetrius was willing to concede Athens’
independence at all {or at least lift the siege) was owed to two special
circumstances: his impatience to embark on the long-delayed offensive
against Lysimachus in Asia Minor, and Ptolemy’s intervention on
behalf of the Athenians. Ptolemy had sent a high-ranking official to
negotiate with Demetrius, a man named Sostratus of Knidos {best
known as the donor or designer of the lighthouse at Alexandria).
Although the Athenians were not officially represented at the talks,

- Sostratus heard their case. The Council and the generals, among whom
- was Callias’ brother Phaedrus, appointed Callias to present it to him,

for he was both one of Prolemy’s officers and an Athenian citizen. The
peace was negotiated between Demetrius and Ptolemy, and the Egyp-
tan king (in the person of his representative Sostratus) persuaded
Demetrius to respect the freedom of Athens but was unable to obtain
an agreement for the withdrawal of all occupying forces from Attica.
The peace treaty preserved the city’s independence but fell short of the
Athenians’ hopes. They particularly resented the continuing foreign
control of their harbor; nonetheless they had to endure it for another
fifty-cight years.i%3 The hostilities ended during the archonship of Ki-
mon, that is, not later than July 287. Demetrius sailed for Asia Minor
immediately, leaving his son Antigonus as his deputy in Greece and the
one with whom Athens would have to deal in future; Demetrius’
second period as ruler of Atheus had come to an end.

103. Phocion’s son Phocus was especially hated for his servility toward the Macedonian
commander at Munychia; see Athen. 3.168E.
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.f.j of the ancient Greek world, including the castern regions opened up
¢- by Alexander the Great, we find evidence of Athenian creativity.

1. Drama

y The extant Greek tragedies and comedies preserved in manuscript
) ;" {because ancient philologists regarded them as masterpicces) all date
¢ from the classical period, the fifth century B.c. Of all the extant drama-

tists, only Aristophanes was still writing in the carly fourth century. The

i~ corpus of surviving classical drama consists of seven tragedies by
Aeschylus, seven by Sophocles, eighteen by Euripides, and seven come-
E dies by Aristophanes, Only one playwright from a later era has achieved
* an equal measure of fame: the comedian Menander, born in 342, the
. same year as the philosopher Epicurus. Menander’s comedy Dwscolus
. {(“The Misanthrope™) is the single extant complete work by a postclas-

sical Greek dramatist, and it survived not on a parchment manuscript

" like the others, but on a papyrus discovered after the Second World

War. Before this text became known, knowledge of Menander’s work
was limited to Latin adaptations of his plays by the Roman dramatists
Plautus and Terence, shorter or longer parts of other comedies, and a
collection of aphorisms made in ancient times (perhaps excerpted from

~ other works). Goethe used one such maxim, in the original Greek, as

a motto for his autobiography: “Spare the rod and spoil the child.”
We thus have today only a small portion of Menander’s large output,
and even less of other Hellenistic dramatists, whose work has survived
only in fragments of varying length. We should recall, however, that
even the four classical authors are known only through a small propor-
tion of their total work. If the number of surviving plays from the two
eras remains grossly unequal, the reasons may have to do as much with
later tastes as with intrinsic literary quality: later audiences came to
prefer the works of the older authors, but it is by no means certain that
the plays of Menander and his contemporaries were inherently inferior.
Menander may have displayed less originality than Aristophanes, and
the tragic dramatists of the Hellenistic era—of whom we know little
more than their names—may not have equaled the achievements of
their predecessors, but there is no proof, we have no way of comparing
them. It would certainly be a mistake to assume that Athenians in the
postclassical era took less interest in the theater than their forebears. In
the third and second centuries both tragic and comic drama continued
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Comedy.) The six new comedies of a given year are listed in the

inscription in their order of ranking by the judges.?
New and Old Comedy are distinguished by their subject matter.
Whereas references to contemporary politics dominare some of Aristo-

3 phanes’ plays, they are rare in Hellenistic drama and, when they occur,

tend to be of marginal imporrance. However, some exceptions can be
found, such as Philippides” atracks on Stratocles or Archedicus’ satire
on the democratic politician Demochares. Archedicus, a comic play-
wright who was also a member of the oligarchy of 322-319, was an
ally of Antipater, the Macedonian regent who had installed the oli-
garchs in power. His dramatic thrusts at the nephew of Demosthenes
would have been soon forgotten had not Timaeus of Tauromenium
(modern Taormina) quoted them in his universal history. Timaeus’
inclusion incited his successor Polybius to some polemics of his own
on the subject, and thus Archedicus’ lines on political ephemera have

" been preserved.? Other comic dramatists also included well-known

local figures in their plays, including philosophers and even celebrated
chefs as well as politicians. They almost never wrote political verse in
the narrower sense, however, much less tried to influence the course
of politics through their work. Although politics plays no role ar all in
Menander’s comedies, he was in danger of having to stand trial after
Demetrius of Phalerum’s overthrow, merely because he had been on
friendly terms with the deposed ruler.*

New Comedy differs further from Old Comedy in that it lacks the
obscenity so frequently found in the plays of Adstophanes. Obviously
the public’s taste had changed, and the social classes represented in the
theatergoing public may have changed as well: in the classical era the
poorest Athenians and citizens living far from the theater received
subsidies called #heorika to enable them to attend performances, but
by the end of the fourth century thesc payments had ceased. In con-
sequence playwrights perhaps needed to make fewer concessions to

2. IG I12.2319—2325; A. Wilhelm, Urkunden dramatischer Auffibrungen in Athen (Vi-
enna 1906); B. Snell, Zu den Urkunden dramatischer Anffiihrungen, Nachrichten von der
Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Géttingen (1966}, no. 2; C. Ruck, IG 1P 2323 The List
of Victors in Comedies at the Dionysia (Leiden 1967); H.-]. Meue, Urkunden dramatischer
Anffiibrungen in Griechenland (Berin 1977); B.-G. Nesselrath, Die attische Mittlere Komidie
(Bedin 1990).

3. For more on Archedicus see C. Habicht, Hesperia 62 (1993) 253-256; for a more
general discussion see G. Philipp, Gymnasium 80 (1973) 493-503.

4. Diog. Lacrt. 5.79; D. Potter, Historia 36 (1987) 491495,
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lower-class or rural tastes and were still successful. On the other hand,
one reason for avoiding both politics and obscenity in Hellenistic
comedies may have been the fact that they were produced throughout
the Greek world. Numerous lists of the winners from dramatic festivals
in many different Greek cities and islands such as Delos and Samos
reveal that these plays were widely performed outside Athens. Audi-
ences outside Attica would have had little interest in Athenian politics,
and here and there they may not have shared the Athenians’ tolerance
of extreme frankness in reference to sexual matters. Menander’s plays
are morally unobjectionable, a quality that undoubtedly contributed to
his unique popularity over the centuries.® Their settings are not spe-
cifically Athenian, and they deal with the quirks and passions, the
strengths and weaknesses of ordinary people. As spectators could iden-
tify with the plays’ heroes, the works had broad appeal for audiences
in different epochs. Menander encourages his audience to judge per-
sons not by the station of life to which they were born, but by their
character. By emphasizing the basic human traits of his characters, he
contributed decisively to a new image of man; he is deservedly recog-
nized as the “father” of a particularly human type of dramatic figure.”
In 322 /1, while still an ephebe, Menander entered his first dramatic
contest at the Lenaea and won; in 316/5, during the rule of Demetrius
of Phalerum, he won again with the Dyscolus. He died at the age of
fifty {or fifty-two). During his lifetime he was less popular than some
of his rivals, but his posthumous fame grew undl he eclipsed them all.
An anonymous epigram on Menander closes with the words “You are
immortal, and the fame of the Athenians / rises above the clouds to
the heavens—through you.”®
During the Hellenistic age more than fifty citizens or residents of
Athens were active as writers of comedies.” The citizens among them

5. J. Buchanan, Thesrika: A Study of Monetary Distributions to the Athenian Citizenry
during the Fifth and Fourth Centuries B.C. (Locust Valley, N.Y., 1962) 82. Whether women
were permitted to atrend theatrical performances in Athens remains a martrer of dispute

{Pickard-Cambridge, Dramastic Festivals, chap. 4); J. Henderson argues that they were;
TAPHA 121 (1991) 133-147.

6. Gomme and Sandbach, Menander 26.

7. W. Schadewaldt, Der Gotr von Delphi :m_f die Humanitirsidee: Rede zur Verleibung des
Rewuchlinpredses, in idem, Hellas und Hesperien”, vol. 1 (Zuarich 1970) 673-674.

8. AP9, no. 187. On the chronology of Menander see H. de Marcellus, ZPE 110 (1996)
69-76; 8. Schroder, ZPE 113 (1996) 35-48.

9. Their names are listed in C. Austin, ZPE 14 (1974) 201-225.
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delegates, a number of knights, 66 ephebes, and more than 100 festival
artists from the association of the “craftsmen for Dionysus,”?

Although fewer authors of tragedies and satyr-plays are known by
name than comic poets, more than half of the sixty identified for the
Helienistic period were Athenians.!* Their works have been almost
completely lost; only nine fragments comprising 22 verses in all have
survived, most of them as single lines that became popular aphorisms.
This is all that remains of several thousand plays, which perished not
because of their inferior quality but because they fell out of fashion at
a later time, when the classic “Attic” style was in vogue. The tides of
some fifty Hellenistic tragedies are known and reveal that many of them
dealt with new subject matter, and in their own time these works were
as famous as the tragedies of the classical pefiod. They were immedi-
ately imitated in other cultures: for example, when Roman tragedy
came into existence around 240, at the end of the First Punic War, it
did so as an offshoot of contemporary Greek drama. In the second
century B.C. a Jewish playwright named Ezekiel wrote a tragedy in
Greek called Exagoge (“Exodus”), retelling the story of Moses and the
exodus from Egypt; 269 lines in trimeter have been preserved in the
works of the early church father Eusebius of Caesarea.’s

Like their colleagues who wrote comedies, the tragic playwrights saw
their works produced throughout the Greek world and received nu-
merous distinctdons both at home and abroad, including honorary
decrees, awards of citizenship, and monuments. Evidence of such hon-
ors for Attic tragic playwrights has survived from Delos, Oropus,
Thebes, Thespiae, Tanagra, Orchomenus in Bocotia, and Delphi. The
actors also traveled from place to place, usuvally with their artists’ guild.
One successful actor from Tegea in Arcadia won prizes for his roles in

13. See the list of fechniras in FD 111.2 48 and the additions in Hesperin Suppl. 15 (1975)
60-63, lines 14-52. Cf. P. Ghiron-Bistagne, Recherches sur les acteurs dans la Gréce antique
(Paris 1976).

14. For more on this subject see K. Ziegler, “Tragoedia,” RE (1937) 1899-2075, esp.
cols, 1967-81. On pp. 1967-70 Zicgler rejects “the traditional low opinion of postclassical
tragedy, and Hellenistic tragedy in particular, for which there is no real basis.” He cites a
particularly disparaging appraisal by J. Geffcken, who referred to the works as “hothouse
plants that wilted quickly and gave off a scrong odor of decay.” See also A, Lesky, Die tragische
Dichrunyg dev Hellenen” (Gottingen 1964) 222-224; and G. M, Sifakis, Srudies in the History
of Hellenistic Drama (London 1967).

15. The texr can be found in B. Sncll, ed., Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta, vol. 1
(Gouingen 1971) 288-301. Ezechiel is known to have written other tragedies on therues
from the Old Testament.
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famous schools of philosophy: Plato’s Academy; its offshoot, the Peri-
patos of Aristotle;?° Zeno’s Stoa;?! and the Kepes (“Garden”) of Epicu-
rus.?2 Founded during the fourth ceatury {in 387, 335, 306, and 301
respectvely), the four schools flourished throughout the Hellenistic
age, although by the late third century Aristotle’s had begun to fall
behind the others.
As in other Greek states, the education of young Athenians was left
to private initiative. The state set no regulations or requirements and
maintained no schools; it limited itself to protecting the right of indi-
viduals to found associations for educational purposes as long as their
activities remained legal. Higher education in Athens meant chiefly
training in rhetoric and philosophy. Since rhetorical skills were regarded
as the best preparation for a successful career, schools of rhetoric
flourished. Philosophy, on the other hand, was regarded less as a
stepping-stone to professional advancement than as a hobby for those
affluent enough to dispense with paid careers. Virtually everyone with
a desire to study or teach philosophy came sooner or later to Athens,
home not just to the best teachers of a single school but to the
outstanding figures of every philosophical orientation. Centuries later,
St. Augustine would still refer to Athens as “the mother or wet-nurse
of all the liberal arts and so many important philosophers.”??
Previously scholars tended to view the philosophical schools of Ath-
ens as primarily religious communities; today they are generally recog-
nized as institutions of higher learning, devoted not to the service of a
deity but rather to gaining and imparting knowledge. They operated

doctrines of the most important philosophers of the period, based strictly on the sources, sec
P. O. Kristeller, Greek Philosophers of the Hellenistic Age (New York 1993). The essential
sources for the history of Hellenistic philosophy are the Index Academicorum, now available
with commentary as T. Dorandi, Filodemo. Storin dei filosofi. Dlatone ¢ PAcademia (PHerc,
1021 ¢ 164) (Naples 1991); the Imdex Stoicarum, now in the edition by Dorandi, Filodeme.
Storia dei filosofi. La Stoa da Zenone a Panezio (Leiden 1994); E. Wehrli, ed., Die Schule des
Aristoteles, 10 vols. and 2 suppl. vols. (Basle 1944-1978); I1. von Arnim, ed., Steicorum
Veterum Fragmenta, 3 vols. (Leipzig 1923-1938); Epicurus, Opzrez, ed. G. Arrighert (Turin
1993); Dingenes Laersius, ed. H. Long, 2 vols. (Oxford 1964). See also A. A. Long and D. N.

Sedley, The Hellenistic Philosophers, 2 vols. (Cambridge 1987); and Dorandi, Riserche.
2Q. 1. P. Lynch, Aristetle’s School (Berkeley 1972).

2). A Esskine, The Hellenistic Stoa (London 1990),
22. U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorft offers an affectionate account of Epicurus and the

achievernents of the Epicurean school in Der Glaube der Hellenen, vol. 2 (Berlin 1932)
286-290.
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result the philosophers and their doings became a popular subject of
Athenian humor, and the surviving fragments of Hellenistic comedies
are full of jokes, usually good-natured, at the philosophers’ expense.?
These are clear signs that the philosophers stood out from ordinary
citizens, in the same way that modern humor frequently targets eccen-
trics, celebrities, or figures in public life. Despite the occasional witti-
cism, however, the Athenian public took the philosophers seriously,?
as the failure of Sophocles’ law demonstrated. Still another indication
of the respect the philosophers enjoyed is the frequency with which
they were selected to serve in important missions, even if they were not
Athenian citizens. This was a sensational departure from the principles
of democracy. The philosophers representing Athens on diplomatic
missions included Xenocrates, Crates, Arcesilaus, and Carneades from
the Academy; Aristotle, Prytanis, and Critolaus from the Peripatetic
school; and Diogenes from the Stoa. Of these, only Crates was a
native-born Athenian, and Carneades the only one of the remaining
seven who had taken Athenian citizenship. When the heads of these
three schools appeared before the Roman senate in 155 to plead for
the cancellation or reduction of a large fine imposed on the city, not
one of them was an Athenian.?”

They probably could have acquired Athenian citizenship had they
wished to, since it was frequently offered to prominent philosophers at
the city’s schools. Chrysippus of the Stoa, Carneades of the Academy,
and Philonides the Epicurean, among others, did accept it. Some
refused, such as Xenocrates and the Stoics Zeno, Cleanthes, and Pan-
actius. The last-named rejected the offer with the observation that for
sensible people, being a citizen of one place was enough.?® Hellenistic
kings and rulers vied with one another to attract the Athenian philoso-
phers to their courts, showering them with gifts and attention. Aristotle
accepted an offer from Philip I1 of Macedonia to become tutor to
Alexander. Aristotle, his successor Theophrastus, and their pupil Dem-

25. For examples see Epicrates, PCG 5, F 10; Philemon, PCG 7, F 74 and F 88:
Damoxenos, PCG 5, F 2; Anaxippus, PCG 2, F 4. Cf. A. Weiher, Philosopben und Philoso-
phensport in dev attischen Komidie (Diss, Munich 1913).

26. 1t was as a persoual rribute ro the founder of the Academy and the nephew who
succeeded him that an Atheman citizen named his sons Plato aud Speusippus; Habicht,
Studien 187-188.

27. All the docomentary sources for this famous “philosophers’ embassy™ are in H.-J.
Mette, Lustrum 27 (1895) 66-70.

28. Plut., tr. 86 ed. Sandbach.
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phisticated theories of epistemology than to its practice, attempting to
integrate some of their principles in the shared daily life of the school;
this emphasis gave it something of the character of a sect.* The Stoa,
like the Epicurean school, gave ethics a central position in its doctrines
and curriculum. The school of Aristotle, which under its founder and
his successors Theophrastus and Straton placed a strong emphasis on
the natural sciences, later abandoned this direction almost entirely.
Modern scholars have sometimes assumed that the general decline of
the Peripatetic school was connected with the loss of Aristotle’s and
Theophrastus’ library, but this is by no means certain. It may also be
incorrect to assume that the later Peripatetics had no access to the
works of the first two heads of the school.*

We do know with certainty that the schools were private organiza-
tions. We are less sure about ownership, whether a school was the
property of its head at the ume, or of a particular group of members,
for instance. Nor is it always clear what school property consisted of,|
apart from the buildings in which the school was housed and the land
on which they stood; it is not known whether a school owned the
contents of its library. Probably the circumstances varied from school
to school. Some answers to these questions are provided by the surviv-
ing wills of Plato, Epicurus, Aristotle, Theophrastus, Straton, and
Lyco. Preserved in the writings of Diogenes Laertius, they reveal that
as a rule the head of a school was chosen by clection; only in excep-
tional cases did a director appoint his own successor.3

Although the schools of philosophy were private institutions, the
Athenian state finally recognized that their activities were in the public
interest by decreeing that all ephebes must regularly attend classes
(with the exception of the Epicureans’ lectures, whose doctrines were
considered too abstruse and remote from practical concerns). Decrees
passed to honor the graduating classes of ephebes regularly mention
this instruction beginning with the year 123 /2; it is not mentioned in
the decree from the year 128,/7. A few years later each year-class was
required to donate 100 books to the public library3 By this time,

33. H. Dorrie, “Epikur,” Der kleine Pauly (1967) 315.

34. H. B. Gortschalk, Hermes 100 (1972) 335-342.

35. Ibid., 314-342; H. Glucker, Antiochus and the Late Academy (Gottingen 1978)
226-255.

36. IG 112.1006.19—20 and 6265, and frequently since then; the reference is sull missing
in Hesperia 24 (1955) 220 f. For the donaton of books see IG 112.1009.7-8 from 117 /6
and later decrees.
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¢ Timarchides, Timocles, and Dionysius). There is particularly rich evi-
'dence that Athenian artists worked in the two most important Greek
‘ hrines outside Attica, Delphi and Delos. (The latter became Athenian
territory in 167.) Numerous works have also been discovered in
Rhodes, Boeotia, and Rome*? (from about 180 on), but the fact that
destals carved by Athenian craftsmen were found in these places does
¥ not necessarily mean the works were created there, for in many cases
E: these picces were cither imported from Greece or seized as war booty.
L* And finaily we know that Athenian sculptors worked at the Attalid
¥ court in Pergamum,
g The names of some of these craftsmen have been preserved in the
writings of ancient authors, chiefly in the Natural History of Pliny the
k. Elder, who devoted much of books 34 and 36 to the subject of marble
¥ and bronze sculpture; and in Pausanias’ Description of Greece, where he
discusses more than 200 statues of victors at the games in Olympia
alone, usually adding the names of the sculptors who made them.#?
g More often, however, we know the names of Athenian sculptors of this
i period only from inscriptions on the bases of their statues, a “signa-
ture” of the type “Timarchides, son of Polycles, an Athenian, made
this.” These pedestals are usually the only part of the work to have
survived. On Delos approximately 50 works by sixteen Athenian sculp-
j. tors of the Helienistic age, before and after 167, are documented in
this manner.* There are at least 15 similar inscriptions from Delphi and
. 13 from Rhodes. Athenian master craftsmen are documented in ten
different cities of the Peloponnese, in Olbia on the Hypanis (Bug),*
¢ and in Apollonia in Cyrenaica.#
i~ What we have seen in the case of writers and philosophers is true of
artists: they participated actively in Athenian government, serving as
¢ members of the Council, as supervisors of the harbor in Piraeus, as mint
¥ magistrates, as pricsts and administrators of sacred rites, or as delegates
to the Amphictionic Council in Delphi. Quite frequently they received
honors from other governments in the form of decrees, statues, and
the like; there is documentation for Eubulides, Eubulus, Polycles,

Ry

42. Stewart, Atzike 41-47.

3 43. H.-V. Herrmann, Nikephoros 1 (1988) 119-183,

. 44, J. Marcadé, An musée de Délos (Paris 1969) 56-61.

45. Imscriptiones Ponti Euxini 12, no. 271; Inscriptiones Olbige (1917-1965), ed. E. L.

Levi (1968), no. 65.
46. SEG 20.708.
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Praxiteles of Sybridae, and Telesinus.” Altogether the evidence creates
the impression that most of these artists came from affluent families of
some standing rather than from the poorer classes.

Among the famous surviving works of Athenian sculptors of the
Hellenistic age are statues of contemporary or recently deceased politi-
cal leaders and other notable figures. They include a statue of Demos-
thenes, made by Polyeuctus in 280 in connection with the award of
posthuruous honors to the orator;*® another posthumous statue of
Hypereides by Zeuxiades;* a statue of Menander by Cephisodotus, son
of the great Praxiteles;>® and one of the Stoic philosopher Chrysippus
by Eubulides.?! A head of Carneades, the philosopher of the Academy,
was found in the Agora;>? and a copy of a head of the Cynic philosopher
Antisthenes by Phyromachus was preserved at Ostia.?® An Attic artist
of this name was best known, however, for the statue of Asclepius he
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47. Stewart, Amtika 106-109. A new piece of evidence for Timarchides as bievgpoios in
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50. Ibid., 159-164.
51. Ibid., 101-108.
52. Ibid., 152-155.
53. Ibid., 87-89. For more on various sculptors by the name of Phyromachus, presumably

56. Pliny Naz. hist. 36.35.
57. 1bid.
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all Arhenians, see the collection by B. Andreae, Phyromachosprobleme, MDAI (R) 1990, esp. s 58. I Délos 1688, Srf:h the views of Kirchner and Habicht (see not€ 47 above)

the contributions by the editor, 7-11 and 45-100, and that by N. Himmelmann, 13-23. See ':_ the family tree ag;t::k:"‘loz. 4 6869; Stewart, Astika
further H. Miilier, Chiron 22 (1992) 195-226; F. Queyrel, RA (1992} 367-380. 3 59. Stewart, Hesperia 34 (1965) 34-71, esp. 47 an ’

54. C. Habicht, Hermes 84 (1956) 101-110; and idem, CAH 8° (1989) 373-375. L 60. D. B. Thompson,
55. For more on Niceratus sce Stewart, Astika 7-8; for Micion sec ibid., 8. 34-64.
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Delphi when the Celts raided it in 279. Pausanias saw both portraits
centuries later, that of Leosthenes and his sons as depicted by Arcesilaus
in the shrine of Zeus in Piraeus, and that of Callippus by Olbiades in
the boulenterion (where the Council met) in the Agora.®! In both cases
the portraits were undoubtedly official commissions.

4. Prose: Historiography and the Characters of
Theophrastus

Like so many products of the time, the historical writings of the
Hellenistic age have disappeared almost entirely. Apart from several
books by Polybius, the little that has survived exists mostly in the form
of fragments quoted by later writers. However, in some cases enough
of their work and reputation has survived to allow us to form an
impression. Among these are three Athenian historians: two older
authors, Philochorus and Timaeus, followed a century later by Apol-
lodorus. Philochorus and Apollodorus were Athenian citizens; Ti-
maeus was a Greek from Sicily who lived in Athens for fifty years.
Philochorus and Timaecus wrote the dehnitive histories of their respec-
tive homelands, Attica in the case of Philochorus and the Greek west
in the case of Timacus. Apollodorus® work was more ambitious in
scope; in his Jarge and many-faceted output, his chronicle of world
history occupies a central place.

Philochorus, born in Athens in 350 and put to death as a supporter
of Ptolemy of Egypt in about 260 by Antigonus Gonatas of Macedonia,
was the last and presumably most important of the writers of Athenian
local history known as the Atthidographers.®? Next to nothing is
known about Philochorus’ life, except that in the year 306/5, when
Athens was enjoying the democracy just restored by Demetrius Polior-
cetes, he served as Athens’ official seer, assisting city officials in inter-
preting signs. In ancient times he was known as the author of a book
on the art of prophecy and many other works on religious matters such
as sacrifices and festival contests, most of them concerned solely with
Attica. His greatest achicvement, however, was Agthis, a work in sev-
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of its ruler Andromachus. He left home in 316, never to return, shortly
before or after Agathocles, tyrant of Syracuse, conquered the city and
put an end to whatever hopes Timaeus may have had of succeeding his
father. Timaeus found refuge in Athens and settled there permanently,
devoting his long life to writing the history of Sicily and the western-
most regions of the Greck world. His great themes were the struggle
between Greeks and Carthaginians over control of the islands and the
role played by Greek tyrants, who often attained their leading positions
in the course of these wars. The thirty-cight books of Timaeus” history
of the west became the definitive work on the subject, and their loss is
due solely to a later era’s narrow-minded preference for the classical
prose style. The last five books dealt with the rule of Timaeus’ archen-
emy Agathocles, who had made himself king of Syracuse and who died
in 289.

In old age Timaeus produced a sequel to his history of the west, in
which he described Rome’s battles against King Pyrrhus of Epirus and
carried the chronicle down to 264, the year the first war broke out
between Rome and Carthage. It was Timaeus, writing in far-off Ath-

~ ens, who first recognized the importance of Rome and sensed the role

Romans would play on the world stage. “The Carthaginians and later
the Romans . . . were more important to him than Alexander, the
Eastern world, the struggles of the diadochoi, and the fate of the
mother country,” Jacoby observed.®” Timaeus knew more about the
Romans and conveyed more information about them to the Greeks
than any of his predecessors. His world was one of cities, not the world
of the Hellenistic monarchy.”

In the annals of historiography, Timaeus won recognition for first
dating events by the Olympic vear, beginning with 776 /5, the first year
of the first quadrennial Olympic Ganues. This system permitted the date
of every event to be established without reference to lists of archons or
consuls.” Pedant that he was, Timaeus often criticized his predecessors

Antigonus Gonatas ruled Athens after 277 is utopian, and his descriprion of the opening of
the Chremonidean War as an “Athenian rebellion” rhus torally inaccurare {Habichr, Unier-
suchungen 68-75). The passages on Timaeus in the text owe a great deal to both aurthors.

69. Jacoby, FGrHist 535. K. Hanell even refers to Timaeus as the “ancesror” of Roman
historiography, Entretiens sur Pantiguité classique, vol, 4 (Geneva 1956) 152.

70. Momigliano, Terze contribute 36.

71. Timaeus also wrote a work ou Olympic victors,
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Homer’s catalogue of ships in book 2 of the Iiad on which Strabo
drew heavily. However, his most important and influential work was
the three-volume chronicle mentioned above, covering 1,040 years of
Greek history from the destruction of Troy (which he placed in the
year 1184, following Eratosthenes) down to 145/4. To this he later
added a fourth book extending the chronicle to 120/19 (the year of
the archon Eumachus) with a pardcularly detailed discussion of recent
events. Not long afterward—almost certainly no later than 110—the
writer long known as Pseudo-Scymnus (actually Pausanias of Damas-
cus)” included a quotation from this addition. Apollodorus wrote his
chronicle in iambic trimeter, the meter used in Greek drama, perhaps
because its regularity made the text easier to memorize. Neverthe-
less, the content of the work places it in the tradition of prose histori-
ography.

Apollodorus modeled his history on the chronicle of Eratosthenes
of Cyrene, who had lived a century earlier and possessed a universality
of learning reminiscent of Aristotle and Theophrastus. But although as
a young man in Athens Eratosthenes had attended lectures of the
philosophers and later wrote philosophical works of his own, he was
not a philosopher in the narrower sense and cannot be considered a
member of one of the Athenian schools. He saw his calling as new and
invented a term for it: “philologist” (phtlelggos), a “lover of words” or
“lover of learning.””® After completing his studies in Athens he was
invited to Alexandria by Ptolemy IIT Euergetes (sometime afrer 246)
and named director of the royal library, succeeding Apollonius of
Rhodes. A productive scholar who became a leading authority in many
branches of knowledge such as mathematics, astronomy, geography,
and gramnrar, Eratosthenes was also appreciated as a fine poet with an
elegant style.”® In addition, he founded chronography as a scholarly
discipline, and in this respect had a decisive influence on Apollodorus.
Eratosthenes began his chronicle with the fall of Troy and closed with
the death of Alexander the Great in 323. Apollodorus began at the
same point but ended 200 years later; Apollodorus’ work became the

74. A. Diller, TAPhA 86 (1955) 276-279. For the time of composition see F. Gismger,
“Skymnos,” RE (1927) 674—675.

75. Suetonius De grammaticis 10.

76. G. Knaack, “Eratosthenes,” RE (1907) 358-388; J. Man, “Eratosthenes,” Der kleine
Pauly (1979) 344-346; FGrifist 241. On his measurements of the earth, see Strabo 2.5.7

{p. 113C); O. Neugebauer, A History of Ancient Mathematical Asvonomy (Berlin 1975) 1:
305 n. 27 and 2: 734-735.
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numerous, wide-ranging, impressive writings. As an expert on botany,
a field that expanded rapidly after members of Alexander’s expedition
to the East brought back new information and specimens,’® Theo-
phrastus had no equal in the ancient world. Two major works of the
six he wrote on botany have survived, the Enguiry into Plants in nine
books and the later De causis plantarusm in six books.?! But although
his fame as a scholar derives from his philosophical and scientific trea-
tises, Characters has remained his most popular and influential work.

In the Characters Theophrastus presents thirty human personality
types (or rather male types, a limitation then taken for granted) in brief
sketches about a printed page long. As their titles suggest, he describes
figures such as “the Superstitious Man,” “the Miser,” “the Flatterer,”
and “the Old Fool™ in terms of a dominant character flaw. But none
of them is presented as irredeecmably evil or reprehensible; they are
verbal caricatures drawn with light strokes, with echoes of Aristotle’s
Nicomachean Ethics and a resemblance to some of the figures of New
Comedy.

In modern times this brief work came to light again piece by piece,
with the first fifteen sketches published in the early fifteenth century,
numbers sixteen through twenty-eight in the sixteenth century, and the
last two in 1786. Readers can glimpse the Athenian background every-
where, for example, in the references to city officials such as the director
of processions at the Dionysia (number 26), to the ceremonmnial religious
activities of the ephebes (27), and to the parade of the cavalry (21).
Theophrastus mentions liturgies, particularly the choregia and trierar-
chy, several times (22 and 23), suggesting they were either still in
existence at the time of writing or at least recent and familiar phenom-
ena. One reference to the great famine of the 320s applies not only to
Athens but to much of the Greek world.

Scholars have carried on a lively debate regarding the work’s date of
composition, especially since Conrad Cichorius claimed in 1907 that
he had established it definitively as 319.%2 More recent writers, noting

80. H. Bretzl, Dir botanischen Forschungen des Alexanderzuges (Leipzig 1903).

81. There are 2-vol. editions of the Historia by A. Hort (1916) and by S. Amigues {books
14 completed to date) (1988-1989). The Causae have been edited by B, Einarson and
G. Link in 3 vols. {1976-1990).

82. Conrad Cicherius in the Philologische Gesellschaft edition (Leipzig 1907) Ivii-lxii. See

also F. Rithl, RAM 53 (1898) 324-327; A. E. Boegehold, TAPhA 90 (1959) 15-19; R. Lane
Fox, PCPS 42 (1996) 127-170.
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:" mercenaries’ garrison; he agreed to let them in, but betrayed their plans
L to his commanding officer, Heracleides, so that the Athenians walked
E into a trap. The 420 men who entered the garrison, hopelessly out-
‘ numbered, were all killed. They received burial in the state cemetery,
b and the names of two strategei and seven officers are known.? A short
¥ time later the Assembly passed a decree that mentions the citizens’
' continuing determination to reunify the city and its harbor as their
4_ chicf political goal.? Sometime around 280 a man named Mithres,
treasurer to the recently stain Lysimachus, was detained by the Mace-
E donian commander of the Piracus. Since Mithres was a follower of
¥ Epicurus’ teachings and one of his patrons, Epicurus sent Metro-
' dorus, one of his closest associates, to Piraeus to negotiate Mithres’

release.*
The continuing foreign occupation of Piracus kept alive a spirit of

' opposition against the Macedonian rulers, first Demetrius and later his
¥ son Antigonus Gonatas. The Athenians knew they could count on the
b support of the Antigonid dynasty’s other opponents. Pyrrhus of Epirus,
¥ who had driven Demetrius out of Macedonia with help from Luysi-

machus, is reported to have come to Athens immediately after its
. liberation and offered a sacrifice to Athena on the Acropolis. The same
f. source also reports that he advised the Athenians not to let any more

. kings into their city.® Lysimachus was a more important threat to

8 Demetrius than Pyrrhus, and the Athenians approached him immedi-
ately after Demetrius’ departure from Greece. Toward the end of the
L winter in 286/5 they awarded honors to his deputy, Artemidorus of
E  Perinth, and erected a statue of Lysimachus still standing when

2. Polyaenus 5.17.1; Pausanias 1.29.10; Beloch, GG 4.1: 238-239, Cf. also ISE13. For
Macedonian commanders of this peod and “friends™ of the king in the areas around Athens
and Corinth, see Plut. Desmetrins 51.1.

3. Hesperia 7 (1938) 102, no. 18.30-31. It is going too far to conclude from these words
{which express no more than a hope) that an agreement had been reached with the occupying
forces and that the Athenians conld firmly expect to regain their harbor in the near future, as
has been done by P Gauthier, REG 92 (1979) 356-395; and by G. Reger, CQ 42 (1992)
372. Both Gauthier and Reger assume a peaceful but only temporary reunification of ciry and
harbor in 281, But in the summer of 283 (and no doubt on other occasions) the ekblesia also
expressed hope that the city would be rejoined with irs harbor (IG11.657.34).

4. PHere, 1418, col. 32a; the sizable literature on the subject is listed in Caralggo dei
papivi Ercolani, cd. M. Gigante (Naples 1979) 312-314; on the wording of the rext sec
C. Militello, CronErc 20 (1990} 75 and B2. Sec also H. Streckel, “Epikuros,” RE Suppi. 11
(1968) 591-592.

5. Plut. Pyrrbus 12.6-7.
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Pausanias visited Athens many centuries later.® During this period they
awarded citizenship to Artemidorus and aiso to Bithys, another high-
ranking member of the king’s court.” On several occasions Athens sent
envoys to Lysimachus, hoping to persuade him to continue as bene-
factor to the city, as he had in the early 290s, before the beginning of
Demetrius” second regime. Demosthenes’ nephew Demochares served
twice on such missions once he came back, in 286, from the exile
imposed on him in 303.2 The Athenian poet Philippides of Kephale, a
friend of the king who had interceded with him on the city’s behalf in
the past, was again able to obtain gifts of money and grain. In 284
Philippides served as director (agonothetes) of an especially splendid
dramatic contest, and the following vear, shortly before Lysimachus’
death, Philippides was awarded honors by the assembly on the initiative
of his fellow demesman Niceratus.®
After the city’s liberation, Athens’ transition from a satellite of the
Antigonid dynasty to a member of the opposing camp led at once to
resumption of normal relations with the Aetolian League, then grow-
ing in importance. In the early 290s the League had seized control of
the shrine of Delphi and its administrative Amphictionic Council, pro-
voking the enmity of the Athenians. Olympiodorus, a statesman with
a long history of friendship toward the Actolians, probably played a
role in the restoration of friendly relations. In the years 287-280 five
awards of honors to Athenian citizens in Delphi are documented.'® Not
long afterward the Athenians again sent a representative to the Am-
phictionic Council, to retake the seat to which Athens had traditionally
been entitled. The Athenians had not attempted to use their vote and
influence since the Actolians had occupied Delphi, and perhaps not
since the death of Alexander the Great. But the Athenians rejoined the

6. The decree honoring Artemidorus has survived in two different versions, IG 12 662
(with the new fragment Hesperia 26 [1957] 29, no. 2) and 663. Artemidorus’ nationaliry
was determined by Habicht on the basis of the Ephesian decree in his honor (1 Epbesos 1464);
Chiron 2 (1972) 107-109. For the statue of Lysimachus see Pausanias 1.9.4. For recent work
see HL. 8. Luind, Lysimachos (New York 1992); and C. Franco, I regno di Lisimaco (Pisa 1993).

7. IG11°.808. After long discussion the identiry of the honotee and the date of the award
have been decided in favor of Lysimachuns’ courtier, thanks to a new documenr of the king

from the same period that alse names him; M. Hatzopoulos, Une donation du voi Lysimague
{Arthens and Paris 1988).

8. [Plut.z] mor. 851E.
9. IGI1".657, esp. lines 33-36 and 43-45.

10. R Flaceliere, HSCP Suppl. 1 (1940) 473 (Olympiodorus); FD 111.2 71-72 and
198-200.
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When the new king ascended the throne, Callias rerurned home, but
he was soon being urged by the generals in Athens to go back and
plead with him for immediate assistance in the form of desperately
needed funds and grain. Callias agreed and set out to meet Prolemy IT,
this time at his own expense. He caught up with him in Cyprus and
obtained an additional fifty talents of silver and 20,000 bushels of
wheat, which the Athenian delegation received from royal officials in
Delos.'” When Ptolemy II was preparing to celebrate the first Ptole-
maca, the Athenian Assembly voted to send a state delegation to the
games and elected Callias to lead it. He accepted the position but
refused the accompanying stipend of fifty minas (almost one talent},
choosing instead to finance the mission himself. Sometime later, most
likely in the summer of 282, the first Great Panathenaea since the
liberation was to be celebrated, and once again Callias was able to
persuade the king to help out, this rime with a donation toward the
purchase of necessary ceremonial paraphernalia }® As it happened one
of the two directors of the contests that year—perhaps the one respon-
sible for the Panathenaea—was Callias’ brother Phaedrus.?®
Callias must have reentered the king’s service at some point, for in
270/69, when the Athenian Assembly passed the decree honoring
him, he was commanding a corps of Prolemy’s army at Halicarnassus
on the west coast of Asia Minor; nonetheless he was in a position to
assist Athenian envoys on their way to the king.2°
The evidence reveals not only the level of activity but also the
continuity of friendly relations between Athens and the Egyptian court
over a period of seventeen years. By 270/69, the year of Callias’
honors, the outbreak of the Chremonidean War was not far off, a
conflict that would unite the two powers against Macedonia. Because
essential evidence was still undiscovered in his day, Ferguson mistakenly
concluded that Prolemy’s fleet refrained from intervening in the events
of 287 and that after the city’s liberation the Athenians’ good relations

17. Lines 40-55 of the decree for Callias, Hesperia Suppl. 17 (1978) 2—4. Soon after the
liberations of 287 Athens began minting coins again for the first dme in about 10 vears. The
stlver used was inferior to the ore mined at Laurium in Attica. An appealing theory has been
advanced that the coins of this period may have been minted from the sitver donated by
Lysimachus and Prolemy T and I1; Kroll, Coins 10,

18. Lines 55-70 of the decree for Callias. B. Dreyer now proposes a different chronology;
ZPE 111 (1996) 50-56.

19. IGT1%.682.63-64 for Phaedrus; IG 112.3079 for Glaucon, brother of Chremonides.
20. Lines 7078 of the decree for Callias.
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Sunium. A decree of the deme of Rhamnus honoring the stratzgos
Epichares (published in 1967) indicates that Rhamnus had reverted to
Athenian control before the start of the Chremonidean War, although
the precise date remains unclear.?? Sunium, on the other hand, was held
by the Macedonians when the war began, and this is why the Ptolemaic
general Patroclus could not disembark there, but had to settle for the
small island of Gaidaronesi offshore.?® The island of Salamis, captured
by Demetrius in 295, clearly remained occupied by Macedonian forces
until 229 3 Lemnos and Imbros, islands in the northeast Aegean
returned to Athens by Antigonus I in 307,32 were lost again after the
battle of Ipsus and must have fallen under the control of Lysimachus
when he conquered Macedonia in 288. In any case Seleucus’ defeat
of Lysimachus in 281 made him ruler of Lemnos, and he returned
possession of it to Athens in the next few months, just before his
death.?
Although relations between Athens and the Aetolian League must
have returned to normal as soon as the Athenians rid themselves of
Demertrius, scholars have been virtually unanimous in believing that
Athens took part in a war against the Aetchans and Antigonus in 280.
This war, waged by a coalition of Greek states under the leadership of
King Areus of Sparta, is known from a single source, the historian
Justinus, writing in the third century A.p. Justinus does not specifically
name Athens as a participant; it was a German historian, Karl Julius
Beloch, who concluded that Athens had been involved, and almost all
later scholars followed his lead. Beloch pointed to an Athenian docu-
ment from the year of the archon Menecles thought to date from 280
B.C. that contained references to war, and saw it as proof that Athens
had taken part. In fact, however, Menecles was archon in 267 /6, and
the conflict to which the document refers is the Chremonidean

29. AD 22 (1967) 38-52 (SEG 24.154), with a new fragment, PAA (1985) 9-10 and
13-14.

230. H. Lauter, Marturger Winckelmannsprogramm (1988) 32-33. The archon of IG
1171270 (ISE 11) was [ Mnesi]demos, 298 /7, not [Peithi |demos, 268,/7; a similar, unpub-
lished inscription found there contains the full name (A4 [1995] 810). IG 12,1281 (ISE19}
dates from after 229 (Tracy, ALC 52).

31. ISE 14, p. 30.
32. Diodorus 20.46.4-5; IG 112.1492.133; Beloch, GG 4.1: 152 with n. 1.
33. Phylarch, FGrHist 81 F 29; IG 672 (with Hesperiz 10 [1941] 338); Habicht,

Gottmenschentum 89-90; W. Orth, Kinialicher Machtanspruch und stédtische Freibeit (Mu-
nich 1977) 36-38,
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nos, within sight of his goal, killed himself. Legends sprang up at once
about the intervention of the gods and the role played by local heroes
in the dramatic rescue of the sacred site. A “festival of deliverance”
(Soteria) was created to commemorate the event; the Amphictionic
Council took charge of organizing it for the next thirty years. In 246
the Actolians took over and turned it into an even larger festival
celebrated every four years. Greek states from near and far were invited,
and several inscriptions recording the acceptances (from the years 278
and 246) have survived.?® The Athenians played a creditable role in
these events but did not have the preeminence ascribed to them by
Pausanias, the most detailed and important source. In his Description
of Greece, he devoted five chapters to an account of the Celtic invasion
of 279 /8 in book 10 (dedicated to Phocis), and added further material
in two other parts of the same work.?” Pausanias’ account and the role
played in it by Athens and the Athenians have often been analyzed.?®
It is colored by close imitation of Herodotus (since Pausanias treats the
invasions of the Celts and the Perstans as more or less equivalent),
particularly Herodotus’ description of the battles at Cape Artemision
and Thermopylae in 480. Pausanias also followed Herodotus in his
strongly pro-Athenian standpoint. Thus, for example, Pausanias turned
Callippus of Eleusis, leader of the modest Athenian contingent, into
the supreme commander of the Greek allied forces, and placed every
seaworthy ship in the Athenian fleet at the scene. When the Celts
bypassed Thermopylae, he gave the Athenian navy the starring role as
rescuers of the infantry troops, just as Herodotus had made the Athe-
nians, along with the gods, the saviors of Greece in the struggle against
Xerxes.

Scholars have long recognized that the exaggeration of the Athenian
role and the imitation of Herodotus were later additions to Pausanias’
original version that can easily be detached from the whole narrarive.
With these partisan excesses removed, there remains a precise account
rich in concrete and often verifiable details, based on the work of an
extremely weil-informed contemporary. The historian most likely to

36. Nachtergael has collected the inscriprions and provides detailed commentary, ibid.,

391-495. D. Knoepfler persuasively argues that rhe original festival was held every second
year; BCH 119 (1995) 152-154.

37. Pausanias 10.19.4-23; 1.3.54.4; and 7.15.3.

38. Sece the analysis in Habiche, Untersuchungen 87-94, with all the derails. Nachtergael
and T independently reached the same eonclusions on central points.
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Thus while the last-ditch defense of Delphi does not constitute a high
point of Athenian history, it was a heroic moment for Greece, remem-
bered as such for centuries not only on the mainland but also in the
Greek communites of Asia Minor. The same fierce Celts, who became
known there as “Galatians” or Gauls, artacked them only a year later.
The Spartans did not participate in the defense of Delphi; Areus, their
king, had wanted to drive the Actolians out of Delphi himself only the
previous year.

Their shared victory in an hour of great danger brought the Athe-
nians and the Actolian League even closer. At this point after a long
absence the Athenian delegate resumed his seat at the meetings of the
Amphictonic Council, if he had not already done so before. The main
Athenian participants in the Soteria at Delphi were the festival guild
artists, and it is no accident that in 277 they were granted valuable
privileges by the Amphictionic Council, including dispensation from
taxes and immunity from arrest throughout Greece

The Gauls were driven out of Macedonia only two years after the

battles at Thermopylae and Delphi, a fact fraught with consequences
for Athens. After Prolemy Keraunos was killed fighting the Gauls, his
brother Meleager managed to hold on to the throne for only two
months, while Cassander’s nephew Antipater reigned for only forty-five
days in 279, thereby earning himself the nickname “Etesias,” roughly
“the Dog-Day King.” A Macedonian nobleman, Sosthenes, refusing
an offer of the crown, took charge of organizing resistance against the
Gauls with some success, but he did not survive long either. By the fall
of 278 Macedonia was in a state of anarchy, and it seems highly
improbable that the Gauls had left after their first attack in 280. But
then Antigonus Gonatas won a celebrated victory against them at
Lysimacheia, surprising them with deceptive tactics, the details of
which are not known. This momentous victory freed the country from
a scourge and finally brought the long-sought crown of Macedonia to
Antigonus, who had been for so long the ruler only of scattered
outposts, in essence a “king” without a country. The Athenians must
have found it a troubling development: Demetrius’ son, who had
maintained a garrison in Piraeus for the past ten years, had now firmly
established himself as monarch of the country from which his father
had been driven out eleven years earlier.®

42. IG 112.1132.1—39‘ The Delphic copy is FD I11.2.68.61-94.
43. Walbank, Macedonia 254-258.
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Athenian delegations who visited foreign courts to plead for grain
during these years is quite striking, as well as the number of these rulers
mentioned or honored as donors.#?

Presumably this question of survival, the reestablishment of diplo-
matic relations with various powers, and the reorganization of national
defense (for which the city was again itself responsible) absorbed much
of Athens’ energies and financial resources for a number of years. The
Great Panathenaea of 286 had to be canceled, and the festivities did
not resume until 282. Another festival created in the year 284 /3 clearly
belongs in the same context of national liberation. This celebration was
the work of the poet Philippides, chosen as director of the dramatic
competitions that year. Philippides not only paid all the expenses (usu-
ally covered by the public treasury) out of his own pocket but also
created an additional competition in honor of Demeter and Kore to
commemorate the return of independence.’® Not long afrerward,
sometime between 283 and 270, the number of tragedies competing
at the Greater Dionysia increased by one; this innovation, unlike Philip-
pides’, was intended to be permanent.3! The citizenry turned its atten-
tion to religious and cultural affairs as soon as the most urgent prob-

lems of survival were under control. The main festivals of the year
282 /1 must have been parucularly splendid, for there was not one
agonothetes that year, but two, both members of distinguished families:
Phaedrus of Sphettos, who served at other times as a general and an
ambassador (and brother of Callias, who frequently held high office
himself); and Glaucon, brother of Chremonides. The decree later
honoring Phaedrus bestows high praise on his management of the
sacrifices and the competitions.® For Glaucon no such decree has been
found, at least not in his home city, but he was well known far beyond
the borders of Attica as a victor in the four-borse chariot race at the
Olympic Games, and as a consul (proxenos) of Delphi, Rhodes, and

49, The list includes Prolemy I (IG 112.682.28430), Prolemy 11 (Hesperia Sugp!. 17
[1978] 3, lines 47-55), Lysimachus (1G 112.65’7.33—36), Spartocus of Bosporus (IG117.653),
Audoleon of Paconia (IG 11°.654), as well as officials of both Ptolemy I (1G I1%.650) and
Audolcon (IG 11 655).

50. IG I1*.657.38—45. Another agenotbetes, Eurvcleides of Cephisia, did the same thing
two generations later to celebrate another liberation from Macedonian rule (IG 183423
24).

251. This new competition is not mentioned in the decree honoting Philippides {IG
117,657} and is first documented in the decree honoring Callias { Hesperia Suppi. 17 [1978]
4, lines 92-94). D. Peppas-Delmousou, Asts (Praktika) of the 8tk International Congres for
Greek and Lagin Epigraphy { Athens 1984) 65-67.

52. G I1%.682.53-56.
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policy still aimed above all else at regaining Piraeus and the fortresses®®
or, to put it another way, at reunifying the city and the harbor.®* At
least four men aetive in politics in this period received the highest
honors the citizenry could award, namely a statue and the right to take
meals at public expense. (The latter honor, inherited by the eldest son
in the male line, stayed in the family.) Demosthenes received this honor
posthumously in 280/79, on a motion introduced by his nephew
Demochares, and after Demochares’ death, his son Laches proposed
him for an award in 271 /0. The poet Philippides and Callias of Sphet-
tos reccived awards during their lifetimes, in the fall of 283 and the
winter of 270/69 respectively.®? Since Demosthenes had been ostra-
cized and then committed suicide with Antipater’s hired killers on his
heels, the city’s decision to rehabilitate and honor him was tantamount
to a declaration of war against Macedonia.

In all four decrees the honorees were celebrated as leaders in the
struggle for democracy and identified as victims of an oligarchy. After
the democratic constitution fell, they were forced into exile and their
property confiscated. The motion submitted to the Council (and later
approved) even claims that Demochares was the only politician of his
generation never to have given his support to an antidemocratic move-
ment. As people saw it then, democracy had been suspended not only
between 322 and 318, but also under Demetrius of Phalerum from
317 vo 310, and during the second regime of Demetrius, between 294
and 287. Morcover, Philippides accused Stratocles, whose policies had
driven him into exile in 304 or 303, of having destroyed democracy.®
In fact the term “democracy” had become a matter of interpretation,
since political leaders claimed they represented democracy even in times
when citizenship depended on a new census figure for which many
Athenians would no longer qualify. For this reason their opponents,
the “genuine” or radical democrats, would occasionally expand their
definition of the term to clarify exactly what they understood by it:

“democracy that includes all Athenians.”%

60. IG1.657.35-36, from late summer 283.

6l. ISE 14.28-30, from the winter of 282 /1.

62, [Pluc.] seor. 850F-851C (Demosthenes; cf. BOxy. 1800, fr. 3, col. 2.29-39); 851D
F (Demochares); IG 1’657 (Philippides). Hesperia Suppl. 17 (1978) (Callias). Cf. also
Habicht, Studien 124-127; and Gauthier, Cités 79-89.

63. Philippides, PCG 8.347 F 25.

64. 1n the decree for Callias, Hesperia Suppl. 17 (1978) 4, lines 81-83: “His actions never
contravened the laws or the prnciples of a democracy that includes all citizens.” Further
examples are in Habichr, Uneersuchungen 28 n. 48.
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It has often been assumed that even the philosopher Epicurus was
affected by the dominant nationalist and anti-Macedonian mood of the
times, since in a letter of 283 /2 he was believed to have expressed a
wish for the destruction of “the detested Macedonians.” Some scholars
find this outspoken statement of a political opinion either offensive or
contradictory, for Epicurus’ own doctrine taught that the wise man
should remain aloof from politics and state affairs. Others argue that
the rejection of political activity in principle did not mean total “flight”
or “escape” from the world around or a ban on holding opinions.®
However, a recent revision of the text, which has come down to us in
the form of a fragmentary, not easily decipherable papyrus, indicates
that the letter contains no such statement and even casts doubt on the

identity of the writer.%

The scarcity of source material from this era does not allow a clear
picture of the Athenian political scene; we do not even knnow the names
of all the leading politicians, much less the kind of men they were.
Olympiodorus, the hero of the liberation of 287, clearly played a
leading role, as did Demochares after his return from exile. The broth-
ers Phaedrus and Callias of Sphettos were also important figures
{whenever the latter was not in the service of the Ptolemies), along
with the brothers Chremonides and Glaucon of Acthalidae.®” Other
known political leaders are Callippus of Eleusis and Aristeides of Lamp-
trai, both of whom served as ambassadors to Orchomenus in Arcadia.
Callippus had previously served as commander of the Athenian troops
sent to assist in the defense of Delphi, and was on¢ of two Athenian
delegates in the council of allies during the Chremonidean War.¢
Others who introduced important bills in the Assembly,s represented

65. Most recently H. Sreckel, “Epikuros,” RE Suppl 11 (1968) 591, with further litera-
ture.

66. T. Dorandi, CronEre 12 (1982) 99 (text} and 112 with n. 94 (commentary).

67. For Glaucon, see note 53 above. For Chremonides, see below. Ereocles, their father,
had already been honored by the state with a statue (IG 117.3845),

68, C. Habichr, Chiron 6 (1976) 7-10.

69. Euehares of Conthyle, the man engrusted with drawing np the revised law code
toward the end of the fourth century (JG 112.487), introduced the moton honoring Callias
in 270/69; Epicharmus of Colonae introduced two decrees in 286,/5 and 276 /5; Eubulus
of Melite introduced two furcher bills in 271/0, and Leon of Aixone has already been
mentioned (see note 56 above). Others who mtroduced motions are revealed as members of
the elite, since they belong to families whose members served as trierarchs in the later fourth
century, including Niceratus of Cephale {Davies, APF 14239), Phytius of Thorikos (Davies,
APF 367, no. 9667), and Agyrrus of Collytus {Davies, APF279, no. 8157}
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after the war Antigonus put to death the noted local historian Philo-
chorus. How long Timaeus of Tauromenium, the historian who lived
in Athens, survived after completing his account of Greek civilization
in the western Mediterranean in 265 /4, is unknown.” In any event,
the deaths that occurred during these years left such gaps in the ranks
of leading Athemian intellectuals that one may justifiably conclude that
Athens’ defeat in the war coincided with the end of a cultural era.”s
With Philochorus’ death cnded not just the writing of local history, but
the chronicling of Athenian political history altogether.””

3. The Chremonidean War

Four years after the Athenians had attempted to oppose Antigonus of
Macedonia by joining forces with his enemy Pyrrhus, they formed a
strong new alliance and declared war.”® Already in ancient tumes the
conflict was known as the Chremonidean War, since the immediate
cause of the outbreak of hostilities was a decree from the archonship
of Peithidemos (still in existence) declaring an alliance with Sparta,
proposed by the Athenian Chremonides of the deme of Acthalidae.
Although Antigonus was clearly not the instigator, but the attacked
party, it is less clear which of the allies took the initiative. The three
strongest powers of the larger alliance were Egypt under Prolemy I1
Philadelphus, Sparta under Areus I (who had fought on Andgonus’
side against Pyrrhus as recently as 272), and Athens. Chremonides’
decree reveals that both Sparta and Athens had formed an alliance with
Prolemy before concluding their own direct pact, a circumstance that

75. For Philochorus and Timaeus see Chapter 4, Section 4,

76. Walbank, Macedonia 287,

77. E. Jacoby, Atthis: The Local Chronicles of Ancient Athens (Oxford 1949) 108-111. He
says, among other things, that “the scholar Philochoros found successors, but the historian
did not.”

78. A representative view of the subject is H. Heinen’s detailed account, Unzersuchungen
zur hellenistischen Geschichte des 3. Jabvrhunderts v Chr. (Wiesbaden 1972) 95-213. Older
accounts include Will, Hiszoire 1: 219-233; and Walbank, Macedonia 276—289. I concur with
these schofars in assuming here thar Peithidernos’ year as eponymous archon was 268/7
IG 11°.1534.145 is of no consequence for the chronology, since, as 8. Aleshire has demon-
strared, this text does not refer to the archon [ The Azhenian Asklepicion (Amsterdam 1989}
293-298], and that King Arcus was killed sometime in 265/4. However, T. Dorandi has

argued convindngly that the archon Antipatros, during whose term Athens capitulated,
served in 263/2 and not in 262 /1; Ricerche 23-28.
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] oAt 90 103~
79, E. Grzybek, Du calendrict macidonien au calendricy pto!emu;g:z (SBt:s;:al;gu;,mﬁm
112 F or ;l\rsinz'é’s ;olc in the events leading up to the war, see H. Hauben,

7 (1983) 114-119. a4
: 5(3]6 D). Knoepfler, BCH 117 (1993) 339-341 and 119 (1995) 141-144
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{as Demosthenes and others had done in 323), and the award of
honors by the city of Orchomenus to three influential Athenian politi-
cians during the same period raises this likelihood to a virtual cer-
tainty.8 The three recipients were Glaucon, brother of Chremonides;
Aristeides of Lamptrai, known to havc served as strazegos in 290/89;
and Callippus of Eleusis, previously commander of the Athenian troops
who faced the Celts in 279. Callippus, and probably Glaucon as weli,
were clected as the two Athenian delegates to the allies’ joint council
of war when hostilities broke out.

Chremonides” bill,#? proposing to add an alliance with Sparta to the
existing alliance with Ptolemy, was passed by the Assembly in the
sumruer of 268, on the forty-first day of the Attic year (which began
in July). The text of the pact is appended to the bill. Tt states that the
aim of the alliance is the general liberation of Greece, to be achieved
in a joint campaign with Prolemy. The opponent is not specifically
named, but the treaty does mention past campaigns against the Persians
in which Athens and the Peloponnesians had been comrades-in-arms
in the cause of Greek freedom. Thus the king of Macedonia is indirectly
branded as a new Xerxes.

Hostilities began within the year of Chremonides’ bill, as revealed
by a decree passed by the Athenian deme of Rhamnus for the general
Epichares.3? The decree adds important contemporary information to
the extremely meager accounts of later writers. We learn, for example,
that pirates fought on the side of the Macedonian king (something that
had occurred in earlier wars). But more important, the decree tells us

that Patroclus, one of Ptolemy’s generals, landed in Attica with an army
and tried ro offer the Athenians more effective support than was
previously assumed on the basis of the old sources. Almost simultane-

81. I5E53; Habicht, Chiron 6 (1976) 7-10,

82. IG11°.686-687; now St¥, no. 476; Heinen, Untersuchungen 117-142.

83. B. C. Peuakos, AD 22 (1967) 38-52; emended texr in Heinen, Untersuchungen
152-154. There is a new fragment in Praktika (1985 [1990]) 9 and 13-14. Sce further
D. Knoepfler, BCH 117 (1993) 327-341. In the year of the archon Peithidemos, Fpichares
was strategos for the coastal districr and defended it and the fortress of Rhamnus dnring the
war (lines 5-7). Srone-shot (for catapnlts) recently discovcred in Rhamnus offers evidence
thar it was stotmed or besieged by the Macedonian army {Petrakos, Ergon 39 [1992] 5). The
exisrence of a stare of war in the following year 267 /6 is documenred by IG 112.665.8; see

also the dzecrec in Hesperia 59 (1990) 545. For Rhamnus in 263,/2, the last year of the war,
see IG 1171217, with Prakeika (1991) 37-39, no. 13,

K.
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] 33
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, i d183-184.

d. S. Rotroff (Princeton 1987) 46 an : N 052
R';;wt:;:(fredic Hesperia Supph. 11 {1966} 30-32 (Vuliagmeni); E. Va;onc:\a,in A\fra}bank
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M;zzdania 281. Coins of Prolemy 11 have also been f?und in Rhamnus ( Exgen
For the Athenian minted 5-obol coins, see Kroll, Coins 11.
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from the front, approaching on land by way of Eleusis, while his forces
attacked from the rear. Athens’ fate was sealed when the planned
combined operation never took place. Arcus of Sparta advanced several
times toward Attica, but he was stopped cither at the isthmus or before
reaching the Thriasian plain. On his last advance in 265 /4 a battle took
place near Corinth in which the Spartans were defeated by Antigonus
and Areus himself was killed_86
Athens held out for a long time, with or without further aid from

Ptolemy. The Athenians may have won a reprieve because Pyrrhus’ son
Alexander invaded Macedonia and forced Antigonus to return to de-
fend his own country. This may even have led to a temporary truce.
But when Antigonus, having defeated Alexander, resumed the siege,
Athens’ situation became critical. The king destroyed the shrine of
Poseidon Hippios (“Lord of Horses™) outside the city walls near the
Academy, the headquarters of the Athenian cavalry; small as this force
was, it could have inflicted considerable damage on the besiegers.”
Ultimately the city had to capitulate in 263 /2, the year of the archon
Antipater. Athens had failed to achieve its goals of liberating Piraeus
and the fortresses in Macedonian hands at the beginning of the war;

as in 295, a royal garrison returned to the city, and other troops

occupied the remaining fortresses such as Rhamnus. Antigonus ap-

pointed an Athenian citizen to govern the city, just as Cassander had

appointed Demetrius of Phalerum fifty-five years earlier. And he chose

none other than the grandson and namesake of the previous regent of
317-307.88

Whether military operations at sea, about which virtually nothing is

known (apart from the rich documentation of Patroclus’ activities in

86. Heinen, Untersuchungen 197-202. The hypothesis of C. B, Welles {(&io 52 [1970]
477-490) thar the Selencid king Antiochus I sent Gallic mercenaries as support for Antigonus
is derived from an epigram from Maroncia {ISE 115). Wili (Histoire 1: 227) and Walbank
(Macedonia 280 and 282 p, 1) followed him, wrongly, since it has long been recognized that
the epigram mentions wot the Spartan king Areus, bur the god of war Ares; moreover, the
text is considerably later than the Chremonidean War.

87. Pausanias 1.304; P Siewert, in Arbtowros: Hellenic Studies Presented to Bernard M, W
Knox (Berlin 1979) 280-289.

88. The sources have been
Habichr, Studien 13-20,

89. M, Launey, REA 47 (1945) 3345, 1n addition to the sources named by Launey we

how have the “Epichares” mseripdon from Rhamnus {above, note 83 the archaeological
finds in Koroni, Vuliagmeni, and Heliupolis; and the honors awarded to Patroclus in Samos

assembled with commentary in StV no. 477, Cf further
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' and the outcome of the war is not at all clear. I’n particular,h thf? ldalz (())?
a naval victory by Antigonus against Ptolemy’s fleet off the islan

Cos either at the end of the Chremonidean War or in the next decade

b (255) is in doubt.%®
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) 137 and 187. o .
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aila S;‘oria degli ’Studi Classici e del Mondo Anrico (Rome 1966) 31.

gi ig:lle 665.8-—13. The same corps of ephebes and its kosmeres Ameinias is honored by

. - . ¢
the Council in IG 112.3210, if Aleshire’s identification of Nicias as the eponymous archon o
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honors to the metic Strombichus, once an official of Demetrius. A
member of the royal garrison in the city at the time of the uprising in
the spring of 287, Strombichus had gone over to the Athenian side and
taken part in Olympiodorus’ storming of the Museum hill. In the
Chremonidean War he again fought on the side of the citizens, who in
gratitude awarded him Athenian citizenship.®®

A further surviving decree was passed not by the Athenian Assembly
but by the citizen soldiers stationed in Eleusis, showing that an Athe-
nian force was still occupying the fortress in 267 /6.7 It is impossible
to say whether direct communication between Eleusis and Athens still
existed at that point, or whether the region around the fortress was
largely under Macedonian control. Two decrees of the Assembly dating
from the first phase of the war reveal only that the titues were unusual.
The first, from 266 /5, mentions the normal annual sacrificial ofterings
by the eponymous archon for the welfare of the Council and the city,
but it contains an unusual addition: sacrifices for the satety of the crops
in the rural part of the country were included in the archon’s dedica-
tions, since the harvest was endangered by the presence of foreign
troops on Attic soil that year.%” The other text, of slightly earlier date,
namely March or April 266, honors two religious officials (and was
introduced in the Council by the brother of one of them, serving a
term as councillor); appended to the usual phrases about offerings to
the gods for the Council and the people are the words “and for the
friends well disposed toward the people.” The expression must refer
above all to Athens’ allies.”® A list of officials for 266/5 makes no
reference to wartime, but it has not survived in its entirety. The list
does reveal that the festival of the Great Panathenaea was celebrated in
the summer of 266.% And the resolution of a private group devoted to

95. IG Il 666 and 667,

96. IG 11 1272,

97. IG11%.668.8-10. Similarly, one of Epichares’ chief tasks as strategos in 268,/7 was to
ensure the safety of the farmers in his command area as they brought in the harvest (lines
10-12 of the above-mentioned inscrption). Callias, under similar conditions in 287, was
equally concerned to rescue the harvesr before the enemy could seize it. Two unpublished
decrees from Rhamnus also illustrate the efforrs of the generals in charge to secure the harvest,
one dating from the war of 307-302, the other from the war between Antigonus Gonatas
and his nephew Alexander of Corinth (Chapter 6, Section 2).

98. IG 11°.661.17-19. The same formulaic phrase occurs im IG 112.690.1-3 and is dated
to approximately the same time by Kirchner (“ca. 262,/17),

99. Hesperia 37 (1968) 284, no. 21.
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the cult of the god Ammon, passed in the first month (;lf; lth:' ia:;:c);ci)f)
of the war, reads as if it were written in the most pcace d? i e
Despite this negative evidence the country was at war, deﬁr;; th};
conflicts of antiquity, however, were usually far remove

totality of modern warfare.

100. IGT12.1282.
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Renewed Subjugation
(262-229)

1. The Royal Governor
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¥ Before the start of every Assembly session, the prytaneis (the rotating
E committee in charge of the Council that set the Assembly’s agenda)
k' dedicated a sacrifice to the gods, asking for their favor toward the
f Council, the people, the king, the queen, and their children.2 Awards
k' of honors to strategoi appointed by the king or serving under his
b, command stress their loyalty to the ruling dynasty.? From these and
E. other indications it is obvious that the king exercised a decisive
f influence on Athenian politics.
How he did it, on the other hand, is unclear, documented only by a
¢t single—and ambiguous—piece of evidence. It dates from more than a
b century later and stems from Apollodorus, whose chronicle (now lost)
b was quoted by Philodemus, a scholar from the time of Cicero and
£ Julius Caesar. The passage cited states unequivocally that the city lost
" its independence in the year of the archon Antipater, who directly
§ preceded Arrheneides, and that occupying troops took up a position
© on the Museum hill. Then, according to the excerpt, traditional public
offices were abolished, and “everything became subject to the will of
one man.” Evidence from the following years, however, shows that all
major offices did continue to exist; they are referred to as functioning
in the Assembly decree honoring the recently deceased philosopher
Zeno, which was passed in the middle of the year following the capitu-
lation.® For this reason it appears that the correct restoration of the
decisive passage has not yet been discovered; it cannot refer to the
abolition of public offices, but only to a limitation of the officcholders’
- powers that in fact made all decisions dependent on the will of a single
i individual. We should probably understand it to mean that this one
man had binding authority and could also veto decisions made by
f- subordinate officials.

This means in effect that the king placed one man in charge of
supervising Athenian politics, just as Cassander had earlier installed

2. See the numerous documents assembled by S. Dow, Hesperia Suppl. 1 (1937) 48-50,
with addidons by Habicht, Studien 148 n. 137. Most of these references were expunged in

¥ 2005c. (see Chapter 8, Section 1), but many stones were overlooked and spared. For one

i such inscription, an Assembly resolution from 246,/5, see Hesperia 52 (1983) 52.19-25.
4 3. IG 11%.677, 1225, 1299, and ISE 25,

4. For Apollodorus’ text sec FGrHist 244 F 44, quoted with commentary in Habicht,
¥ Srudien 15-20. The text, restored with slight modifications by Cirillo and M. Gigante, is also
¥ in T. Dorandi, ZPE 84 (1990) 130.

; 5. Diog. Laert. 7.10-12; see also C. Habichr, Bathron: Festschrift H. Drerup {Saarbriicken
1988) 173-175.
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Demetrius of Phalerum as head of the city’s government and King
Demetrius had given ecommand of Boeotia to the historian Hierony-
mus. Apollodorus must have spoken of a royal governor, but in his
abridged excerpt Philodemus gave neither his name nor his title. Who-
ever he was, he remained in office only until the mid-250s, for accord-
ing to Eusebius’ chronicle, in 255 the king “gave the Athenians their
freedom.”® The fact that Antigonus withdrew his troops from the city
sometime after the war ended should no doubt be viewed in connec-
tion with this event.” However, the gift of their “freedom” and removal
of the Macedonian garrison from the city did not mean that the
Athenians were as independent as they had been before the war, but
only that the king’s exercise of his power had become less visible.
Piraeus and the fortresses of Attiea were stll occupied by his command-
ers and soldiers, and this fact was sufficient to ensure that the city could
pursue no policies contrary to the king’s interests. The Athenians may
have regained a eertain measure of freedom in their contacts with other
foreign powers, something apparently not permitted during the royal
governor’s rule; in any event there is not the slightest evidence of such
contacts during those seven years.

The prevailing opinion among scholars is that the king also ap-
pointed the archons during that period,? although there is no evidence
for this either. Why would he have taken the trouble when the powers
of all Athenian officials were already limited by the royal governor? For
a long time many scholars were also convinced that during the entire
period of Macedonian domination, that is, from 262 to 229, the king
played a role in the selection of Athenian generals thar greatly limited
the influence of the general clectorate.’ This view is based on Adolf
Wilhelm’s reconstruction of a later resolution by the soldiers at Eleusis
awarding honors to the strategos Demetrius. This view has since been
recognized as incorrect, and abandoned in the most recent studies.®
More likely the king had a strong influence on the choice of strategoi

6. Eusebius, Chronica, ed. A. Schéne (Berlin 1866) 2: 120.
7. Pausanias 3.6.6.

8. The Hterature is cited in Habiche, Studéen 17 n. 19.

9. Ibid., 47-55.

10. Ibid. and Walbank, Macedonia 286-287. The inscription is IG 112.1285; tor
A. Wilhelm’s reading see (1925) 36 in Akademieschrifien 1. 496.
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for Athens only in the years in which the governor ruled under the laws
of the military oceupation. A single instanee is documented. !

A report by Hegesander, who wrote about a century after the events
under discussion, should probably be interpreted in connection with
Apollodorus® reference to the appointment of a royal governor.!?
Hegesander reports that Demetrius of Phalerum, grandson of the
regent of the same name appointed by Cassander, lived in a lavish style
offensive to many of his fellow Athenians, and was summoned to
answer for his conduct before the Areopagus, the council of former
archons that functioned as arbiters of moral standards. When he was
eommander of the cavalry (hipparch) and led the cavalry parade during
the Panathenaea, for example, he allegedly built a viewing stand for his
mistress Aristagora of Corinth so tall that it dwarfed the nearby bermai
(square pillars capped with busts of the god Hermes), and that for the
Eleusinia he had built her a throne next to the temple. He threatened
to thrash anyone who tried to stop him. Hegesander says further that
the speech Demetrius offered in his own defense before the Areopagus
was so outspoken and aggressive that he was let off without censure,
so that it was the reputation of several judges that suffered damage.
Antigonus Gonatas, supposedly impressed by so much independence
and firmness, deemed him just the right man to appoint as thesmothetes.

The thesmothetai in Athens were the six archons “at large” without
the specific responsibilities assigned to the eponym, the #asilens
(“king™}, and the polemarchos (“warlord™). Like all archons they were
chosen by lot, one from each tribe, among a previously selected group.
The thesmothetai had virtually no power. A royal appointment was a
violation of the Athenian constitution, but the king knew that Deme-
trius possessed certain qualities and clearly chose him for that reason.
With this appointment the monarch made known his intention to
intervene visibly in the government of the city. In this instance the word
thesmothetes cannot have its normal meaning, and the event must fall
in a period when the king could follow or ignore the constitution as
he pleased, it would have to be after the city had capitulated and before
its “mdependence” was restored, that is, immediately after Antigonus’
victory. I have therefore suggested that Demetrius was the royal gov-

11. ISE22.
12. In Athenaeus 4.167E-F.
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ernor between 262 and 255. Instead of assuming the title of epistates
(“overseer”), however, which would have emphasized the citizens’
subservient status, Demetrius adopted the less offensive name of #hes-
mothetes, which recalled its original, all-but-forgotten sense of “giver of
ordinances.”!3

Support for this supposition has recently emerged from an unex-
pected quarter. A large pedestal found in Eleusis and known since the
eighteenth century, with its inscription in a good state of preservation,
was at one time surmounted by a statue of general Demetrius, son of
Phanostratus, of Phalerum.’* The monument was erected by the citizen
soldiers of Eleusis, Panakton, and Phyle and was always thought to
honor the regent from the time of Cassander, even though these
soldiers represented a military command (inland Attica) not created
until after 287. Eight wreaths engraved in the base testify to further
honors awarded to this Demetrius: by the Council, the people, the
deme of Eleusis, and the cavalry. They reveal that Demetrius served
both as hipparch (as the younger Demetrius did, according to Hege-
sander) and at least three times as strafegos, and that he won chariot
races at the Great Panathenaca (in which conneciion Hegesander again
mentions the younger Demetrius) and at the Hermeia and Delia festi-
vals. Stephen Tracy has recognized these inscriptions as the work of a
stone carver active in the period 270-235, and thereby shown that the
monument honors the younger Demetrius of Phalerum, grandson of
the regent (both of whom had fathers called Phanostratus), the one
mentioned by Hegesander and appointed as thesmothbetes by An-
tigonus.' Further evidence shows that this same Demetrius also
served, apparently somewhat later, as a member of the Council and
treasurer of the prytaneis.|®

Thus, it appears that two different kings of Macedonia appointed a
member of the same Athenian family as regent of the city: first Cassan-
der, son of Antipater, and later Antigonus Gonatas, who appointed the
grandson of the elder Demetrius of Phalerum, the man his father,
Demetrius Poliorcetes, had ousted in 307 and sent to seck refuge with
Ptrolemy, the sworn enemy of the Antigonid dynasty.

Some scholars have assumed that the victor imposed further restric-

13. Habicht, Stedien 17-20.

14. IGII 2971,

15. 8.V. Tracy, Boiotia antigua, vol. 4 (Montreal 1994) 151-161.
16. J. §. Traill, Hesperia 47 {1978) 280282,
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tions on the vanquished in the period following the Chremonidean
War. However, Ferguson’s theory that the institution of ephebia was
suppressed for a time is obviously incorrect.' Just as incorrect was my
previous supposition that the office of hoplite general had been abol-
ished at this time and not reinstituted until the liberation of the city in
229, a theory based on the lack of all documentation referring to this
office in the relevant period. The dating of the inscription IG I1*.1705
was for a time a matter of some controversy, with some scholars
favoring 250-240 and others the period immediately following 229.
But this inscription, which contains a list of officials, and names Eury-
cleides of Cephisia as hoplite general, most likely dates from the end
of the 240s after all.’® It is more difficult to determine whether the
victorious king revoked the city’s right to mint its own coins, as has
often been assumed, and how long such a prohibition may have lasted,
if it was ever imposed. Athens apparently ceased to mint silver coins for
a time after 262, but the reasons for such a hiatus—by no means unique
in the history of Attic coinage—are completely unknown. In any event
therc is no firm evidence to show that Antigonus suppressed the
production of coins in Athens for any length of time.!® The need for
money was filled after the Athenian defeat by the king’s own silver and
bronze coins, many of which were in circulation at the time; 160 of
the bronze coins have been found in the Agora alone.?®

Of all the Athenian politicians who played a role in events before and
during the Chremonidean War, only one is mentioned as present in the
city after the war’s end, Phaedrus of Sphettos, by then an old man who
had served as strategosunder the tyrant Lachares in 296/5. In the 250s,
shortly before or after the end of the military occupation of Athens,
the citizens awarded him honors for his forty-year career in politics.
His son Thymochares also enjoyed the respect of his fellow citizens and
served as agonothetes (“director of the games”) under the archon Eubu-
lus in 256/5, at about the time his father was honored.?! Phaedrus was

17. See Section 2 below.

18. Habicht, Studien 44—47; refuted by 5. V. Tracy, Hesperia 57 (1988) 314-315.

19. Discussion in Habiche, Studien 34-42; for views published since see H. Nicolet-Pierre
and J. H. Kroll, American Journal of Numismatics 2 {1990) 1-35; and Kroll, Coins 12-13,
16, 35-36, and 51-52.

20. Kroll, Coins.

21. IG Hh.682; Gauthier, Cités 77 ff. The eponymous archon of anc of the first postwar
years (IG 112.700) is more likely to have been this Thymocharcs rather than his cousin of the
same name, who was the son of Callias,
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certainly no “Macedonian sympathizer,” as many scholars have as-
sumed, but rather an Athenian patriot who understood betrer than
many of his compatriots how to get along under every kind of regime;
he was furthermore descended from one of the families whose services
the city could always use whenever they did not serve a king, as
Phaedrus’ brother Callias had done for a long period. Another pair of
brothers very active in politics, Chremonides and Glaucon, are men-
tioned after the war ended, but abroad rather than at home. They had
managed to escape before the city fell, and reappear a short time later
as advisers and “coadjutors™ (paredroi) to Prolemy II. His successor,
Ptolemy II1, had a statue erected to Glaucon in Olympia in recognition
of his achievements.?? Inspired by Ptolemy II, sometime after the end
of the war the “Hellenes” assembled in Plataca, where they had won
their great victory over the Persians in 479. There they celebrated
Glaucon as a champion of Greek independence and unity, evoking the
memory of the Persian wars in the resolution honoring him; just as
previously Chremonides’ decree had done, they drew an implicit com-
parison between the Macedonians and the eastern barbarians.2® Chre-
monides fought a naval battle for Ptolemy II against the Rhodians near
Ephesus, probably in the 250s, in which he was defeated by the Rho-
dian admiral Agathostratus,2

Although the victorious Macedonian king treated the conquered city
harshly, at least in the first few years after their defeat, almost as soon
as the fighting stopped he offered posthumous honors to a foreigner
who had made his home in Athens fifty years carlier. Zeno, founder of
the Stoa, a philosopher whose lectures Antigonus had occasionally
attended as a young man and whom he had tried to attract to his court,
bad died a few months after the war ended, in the fall of 262. When
this news reached Antigonus, he suggested to Thraso, an Athenian
ambassador at court at that time, that Zeno be awarded honors. The
resolution Thraso introduced in the Assembly has survived and begins
with the following words: “Whereas Zeno, son of Mnaseas, of Citium

22. Tele.rz, ed. O. Hense, p. 23; W. Dittenberger and K. Purgold, D¥e Inschrifien von
Olysmpia (Berlin 1896) 296.

23. BCH 99 {1975) 51-75. For some of the copious literature on this subject see

R. Edenne, La Béotic antigue (Paris 1985) 259-263; Walbank, Macedonia 277; A. Erskine,
The Hellenistic Stoa (London 1990) 89-90.

24. Polyaenus 5.18. The Rhodian admiral is further documented in the inscriprions

1 Lindos 88.1-2 and IGX1.1128.

was active in our city for many years as a teacher of philosophy, and not
only showed himself to be a man of exccllent gualities in general, but
also exhorted the young men who came to him for instruction to
virtuous and rational conduct, teaching them the best principles by
serving as a model to them in his own life and actions in perfect
harmony with his own doctrines, the people have decided to commend
Zeno.” The philosopher was honored posthumously with a golden
crown and a grave in the state cemetery.®

2. A Satellite of Macedonia

The four decades from the outbreak of the Chremonidean War to
Athens’ liberation from foreign rule in 229 are one of the least known
periods in the city’s history. There are several reasons for this shortage
of information, the most important being the loss of all the writings of
contemporary historiographers, and then the loss of political freedom
itself. The defeat put an end to Athens’ independent diplomatic rela-
tions with other states, at other times at least partly reflected in surviv-
ing decrees of the Assembly. The definitive work on the history of this
period, Phylarchus’ history, has not survived. Phylarchus, who was
either an Athenian or lived in Athens (like Timacus of Tauromenium),
wrote a history of the Greek world in twenty-eight books, taking up
where Hieronymus of Cardia had left off. It began with the last cam-
paign of Pyrrhus in 272 and ended with Antigonus Doson’s defeat of
Cleomenes of Sparta, a leader Phylarchus admired, in 222 and Cleome-
nes’ death in Alexandra shortly thereafter. Phylarchus’ history was
continued by Polybius, but in contrast to Polybius’ work only ran_df)m
scraps (in the form of quotations) have survived. In these surviving
fragments the history of Athens, which must have been covered exten-
sively in the original, does not figure at all.2¢

Another reason for the paucity of material for this period is the fact
that the city was once again subject to foreign rule. After the great
patriotic upsurge that set in with the liberation of 287 and lasted into
the years of the Chremonidean war, their defeat must have had a

25. Diog. Laert. 7.10-12; for Thraso and the king, 7.15. .

26. For an edition of the fragments with commentary see F. Jacoby, FGerfs-t 2_31. ?ec
farther J. Kroymann, “Phylarchos,” RE Suppl. 8 (1956 471-489; T Pédech, Trms hu'mrujm'
méconnus (Paris 1989) 391-493. For the general history without specific citations, see Will,
Histoire 1: 315-354.
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paralyzing etfect on the Athenians’ spirit and morale. Tt is no accident
that t.hc chronicles of local history known as Atthides came to an end
at this time. The corps of ephebes, which by the end of the Chre-
monidean War had been for some time an organization of volunteers
attracted only twenty to forty young men per year in the next thrcej
decades. This drastic drop in numbers has been viewed, no doubt
cor_rcctly, as a consequence of political circumstances and Macedonian
policy toward the city.?” Presumably the only young men who still
volunteered were those with ambition (and good prospects) to become
strategoi one day. Political activities were even more seriously restricted
not only in the first years after the war, when every initiative requireci
tl.le approval of Demetrius, the king’s governor, highly unpopular with
hls fellow Athenians. But even after 255, when the city became ofhicially
independent again, the king still dictated foreign policy. The Assembly
met' as regularly as before but had little or no latitude to make political
decisions. Its authority was limited to routine administrative matters
51'.1ch as awards and commendations for officials, members of the Coun-
cil, v:-:phebes and their instructors, priests and priestesses, and religious
oﬂ.icmls.28 Decrees honoring figures in political life virtllally ceased to
exist, except for recognition of a meritorious citizen’s entire career, as
in the case of Phaedrus of Sphettos in the 250s.° Honors were awar(;lcd
to foreigners when the king gave his approval or even proposed them
himself ‘(as in the case of Zeno). The honorees included officers and
other high-ranking officials in the king’s service,® and in one case a
gcneral' of the Aetolian League named Charixenus, who received an
award in connection with the reorganization of the “festival of deliv-
crance’.’ .(Soteria) in Delphi, first established by the Amphictionic
Council in 278 and which took place annually or biannually to cele-
brate the defeat of the Celts; in 246 the Aetolian League turned it into
a larger, pan-Hellenic festival held every four years.3!

I iz;{esC.GI';iékid.is corzpar;s the numbers of Athenian ephebes with those of Boeotta and
X ere is no doubt that the political conditon of Ath ; i inferior
that of Bocona”; Epbébic 167. For the nu ] in the fou e e
; . mbers of ephebes in the fi ;
460-500 per year), see L. Gallo, ASNP (1980) 403—412. ourth century (ronghly
28. For a detailed discussion of the subject see Habicht, Studien 20-26.

29. 16 117.682. The initiativ
i i ns 59, initiative for the award came from Phaedrus himself (line 94);

30. IG 112.477, 677, and 777.
" 31. BCHS1 (1927) 349, no. 2 from the year 246/5, in connecdon with IG 112 680, For
is contacr between Athens and the Aetolian League to occur, Macedonia and Aetolia had

to be on good terms, Cf, G. Nachtergael, Les G, ¢ itérs
Koy 3 e o, gael, Les Galates en Gréce et les Sétéria de Delphbes (Brussels

e vm. i 1 L

Several Athenians received similar honors from the Aetolian lLeague
in Thermus during this period, at least before the outbreak of the “War
of Demetrius” berween Macedonia and Aectolia in 239. Two brothers
from Bate were honored first, and five more citizens in the following
year. Since the awards of the first year went to a pair, those of the
second year to a group of three Athenians and another group of two,
it appears that all the honorees were members of diplomatic or festival
delegations. The editor assigned the relevant inscriptions to the years
239 /8 and 238/7, but they could be earlier, from the latter half of the
preceding decade.*2 Thus despite evidence of contacts with other states
during this time, the Athenian state had no foreign policy as such. Few
diplomatic or other links existed between Athens and other states, and
those that did either served the interests of the king of Macedonia or
at the very least did not run counter to them.?® And if any awards of
Athenian citizenship were made to foreigners during this time, they
had become extremely rare.’

As far as the organization of the government was concerned, the
conventional institutions of democracy such as the Assembly, Council,
public officials, and courts continued to exist, but with limitations on
their powers incompatible with democratic ideology, even after the
royal governor was recalled. Tt now seems certain that the archons of
this period were no longer chosen by lot, but either appointed or {more
likely) elected, for a striking number of them have uames identical with
those of socially prominent men and are presumably the same persons;
a lottery could not have achieved such a result, even if it had been
preceded by some form of preselection.®® Recently it has become clear
that other normal democratic practices were interrupted or suspended

in this period as well, such as the traditional method of selecting a
secretary for the Council: clearly, the annual rotation of this ofhice

32, G. Klaffenbach, IG1X.1%.25.37-42, 69-72, and 72-75.

33, Hesperin 13 (1944) 246, no. 9, on the cult of Aphrodite Stratonikis in Smyrna. Good
relations between Macedonia and Seleucus 11 (246-226) were 2 prerequisite for passage of
this resolution. See also IG 11769 + 441, a decree concerned with Rhodians; and IG
112.778—779, on contacts with the city of Lamia in Malis and the Boeotian League (P. Gauth-
ier, Symboln [1972] 172 and 337-338).

34. M. ]. Osborne assigns three decrees granting citizenship to foreigners (DD 87-89) 10
this period; Nasralization 1: 185-189. It is now virtually certain that the first of these
pertains 1o the elder Bithys and must therefore dare from the 280s (Chapter 5, note 7). The
two others (IG 112,707 and 570) may also be from before 262; sce A. 5. Henry, in Owls to
Athens: Festschrift K. Daver, ed. E. M. Craik (Oxford 1990) 182-183.

35. This group included Thymochares, Callimedes, Diomedon, Theophemus, Eury-
cleides, Mneseides, and Lyceas.
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among the twelve tribes in their official order was altered or possibly
dispensed with altogether.36

A more problematic question is whether the financial administration
of Athens was placed on a new footing in 262. According to the
traditional view, during the periods of the third century when the
democratic constitution was in force, a board of two or more officials
supervised city finances, whereas under undemocratic regimes or for-
eign rule——the two usually went together—oversight and control were
in the hands of a single commissioner.” Several dozen pieces of evi-
dence of one sort or another supported this view, but the recent
discovery of an Assembly decree from the archonship of Polyeuctus
(246/5, a year of foreign rule) that mentions a board of finances with
several members has cast doubt on it.3 Since then there have been
numerous attempts to preserve the old view and explain away that
single deviation from the norm; one (rather unlikely) supposition was
that of a short-lived change in political climate.® Other scholars have
argued that there always was a board of several financial commissioners
after 287 and that the decrees refer to it in varying ways, cither in the
plural (addressing the group) or in the singular (addressing one of its
members).#® This is possible, but difficult to reconcile with the evi-
dence, which is consistent with just a single exception. The question
must be left unanswered for the present.

Like the corps of ephebes, the cavalry continued to exist after the
war, but in reduced numbers.*! Although its strength had been in-
creased to 300 in 282 /1, the official size of the cavalry corps after the
war appears to have been only 200. In recent years a unique find has
provided strong evidence for this view and provided many other in-

36. M. J. Osborne, ZPE 78 (1989) 209-242. New evidence and new research make it
likely that some dates will have to be slightly adjusted, bringing Polyenkios to 247 /6,
Diomedon 1o 245/4, ew. See provisionally J. D. Morgan, AJA 100 (1996) 395; and
D. Knoepfler, BCH 119 (1995) 158-159.

37. This view was propounded by Beloch (GG 4.2: 57~58) and has since been supported
by further new evidence {Habichr, Usnterssuchungen 70-71).

38. Hesperia 52 (1983) 48-63.

39. A.S. Henry, Chiron 14 (1984) 74-77 and ZPE 72 {1988) 129-136; M. J. Osborne,
ZPE 78 (1989) 212 n. 9 and 239.

40. J. and L. Rohert, Bulletin épigraphique (1983) 9697, no. 153; P. ]. Rhodcs, in Tria
Lustra: Festschrift J. Pinsent, ed. H. D, Jocelyn (Liverpool 1993) 1-3; J. Tréheux, Bulletin
épsgraphique (1991}, no. 236.

41. For more on the subject see K. Braun, AM 85 (1970) 129-269; ]. H. Kroll, Hesperia
46 (1977) 83-140; G. Bugh, The Horsemen of Athens (Princeton 1988) 184-191.

T

sights into the operation of the cavalry at that time. Hundreds of lc:fd
tablets, relics of the annual inspection of cavalry horses by the Council,
were discovered in wells in the Cerameicus and in the Agora. The state
gave every Athenian cavalryman a loan for the purchase qf a hor-sc, an'd
an annual sum for its upkeep as long as the citizen remained with this
horse in the corps. In annual inspections the value of each horse was
determined—its value fell by 100 drachmas a year on average—and the
owner received compensation equal to the last appraised sum {not the
purchase price) if the horse was lost. The lead tags give the owner’s
name (occasionally with an addition to distinguish him fromlothcr
identically named men), a brief description of the horse, a.nd its ap-
praised value in hundreds of drachmas. The (seldom occurring) mini-
mum was 100 drachmas, and the (arbitrarily fixed) maximum was
1,200. The average value, which lay a little below 700, was significantly
higher than it had been in the fourth century, precisely because the
cavalry had grown smaller and more exclusive. Many corps members
must have owned horses with an actual value far in excess of 1,200
drachmas, meaning that in case of loss, they stood to lose a great deal
of their own money. o

Archeological evidence and study of the names on the tablets indi-
cate that the owners served in the cavalry between 260 and 240, and
that the tablets themselves were all thrown into the wells in the ceme-
tery and the Agora sometime between 240 and 220, when they.had
ceased to be relevant. The cavalrymen acquired new horses relatively
often. Many of their names can also be found in the donors’ list of
244 /3 and undoubtedly refer to the same individuals.*

Antigonus came to Athens more frequently after the war and on such
visits stayed in Piracus, at the house of his governor, Hierocles. Man'y
Athenians thronged to pay their respects to the monarch, but Arcesi-
laus, the head of the Academy at the time, refused to go, no matter
how much his friend Hierocles pressed him. He also refused to SCIjld a
congratulatory message after the king defeated Ptolemy’s fleet (in a
battle off Cos or Andros). Arcesilaus did once agree t0 go to An-
tigonus’ Greck court at Demetrias on the Gulf of Volos as an ambas-
sador for Athens, but failed in his mission.**

The city’s subjugation by the Macedonian king conipelled it to fight

42, See Habicht, Studien 33.
43. Diog. Laert. 4.39.
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on his side whenever he went to war. From 25] Antigonus Gonatas
was at war with Alexander, son of his stepbrother Craterus. He had
made Alexander his governor over Corinth and Euboea (with the
important fortress of Chalcis), but Alexander proved disloyal and as-
sumed command in his own name. The nephew’s revolt encouraged
several cities in the Peloponnese to rebel against their own tyrants, who
were either supported by Antigonus or had been appointed by him.
The driving force behind this rebellion was Aratus of Sicyon, who had
overthrown Nicocles, the tyrant in his own city, and brought Sicyon
into the Achaean League as a member. The league had the most to
gain from the democratic opposition to Macedonia; thus it is hardly
surprising that it formed an alliance with Alexander. On the other side,
the king’s allies included Athens and those cities on the Peloponnese,
such as Argos under its leader Aristomachus, in which tyrants had been
able to retain their hold on power. From two Attic inscriptons—IG
I1%.1225, a resolution passed by the Athenians living on Salamis award-
ing honors to the royal strategos Heracleitus (an Athenian citizen
himself);* and IG [1?.774, honoring Aristomachus of Argos—we know
that battles were fought. From the second decree we learn that Alex-
ander offered a truce to Aristomachus in exchange for a sum of money;
Aristomachus demanded that the conditions of the truce be broadened
to include the Athenians; when Alexander agreed but raised the price
by fifty talents, Aristomachus paid the entire sum himself, thereby
securing peace for both Argos and Athens.*S A striking aspect of this
document is the fact that the king, without whose approval none of
this could have been arranged, receives no mention at all. Another relic
of this period is an epigram on a young Athenian named Leon, killed
in one of the battles over Salamis. The epigram exhorts his contempo-
raries to show as much valor as this young man, for Leon showed
himself worthy of his “ancestors who [once] slew the Persians” at the
same site. o

An Athenian resolution passed during the war promises the recipient

44. Heracleirus is also the subject of the decrec IG 12677 » which contains proofs of his
loyalty to the king. Emended text by W. §. Ferguson, CP 24 (1929} 13 n. 1; and A. N.
Kondoleon, Akte des 4. Internationalen Kongresses filr Griechische und Lateinische Epiyraphik,
Wien 1962 (1964) 196-197. An unpublished decree from Rhamnns honoring the coasral
commander Archandrus will undoubtedly provide new insights regardmg this war. Archan-
drus succeeded in keeping the Rhamnousia free despite attacks by pirates on the surrounding
territory (Ergon [1993] 7-8).

45, A Wilhelm (1925) in Akademieschriften 1; 475-494.

46. ISE 24,

PR S

greater honors commensurate with his merits “.as soon as there 15;
peace,” the peace referred to being the end of this war n Fhe 240s.
Hostilities are still reported for 245/4, bu_t peace w.as achle.vcd s00N
thercafter. Not long afrerward Alexander died, f:nabhng Antigonus to
reseize Corinth. He did not hold the city and fortress long, however,
for in 243 a bold attack by the Achaeans under Aratus proved success-
ful. The Achacans pressed their advantage, and Aratus led a furt.hfzr
attack on Attica and Salamis in 242, hoping to force Athens to join
their league.*® The Athenians’ need to improve their defepscs is
reflected in an appeal to the citizens from the spring of 243, calling for
contributions “to save the city and secure the countryside.” The
practical goal of the measure was to ensure that the har.v.est could be
gathered in the coming months. An interesting provision scts the
minimum allowable donation at 50 drachmas and the maximum at
200. As was customary, the appeal was addressed to resident foreigners
as well as citizens, and among the foreigners who responded was Lyco
of Alexandria in Troas, the current head of the Aristotelian school, who
appears as “Lyco the philosopher” in the list of cont'rlbutors.50

In the winter of 241 /0 Antigonus made peace with the Achaeans.
After agreeing to the terms, however, in the spring~ of 240, the
Achaeans {(who had returned their Athenian prisoners a'ttcr. the offen-
sive of 242 without demanding ransom in hopes of winmng Ath§ns
over to their side} attacked Piracus, still occupied by a Macedonian
ga.rrison.‘ This was a clear breach of the peace treaty, and although
Aratus tried to lay the blame on a subordinate, he and the Achaeans
were discredited ! .

Antigonus Gonatas died in 239 and was succeeded by his son Dem-

47. IG 112.845, interpreted and restored by Wilhelm (1936) in Akademi&s:cb_ﬁﬁef; 2
531-542; and by W. K. Pritchert and B. D. Meritt, T?Jf Cf‘:ronaiqu of Hellenistic Alt Erlzs
{Cambridge, Mass., 1940) 104-108. 5. V. Tracy’s id.cnr_lﬁcar_lon of the stonf cutter rj ial oryl
places the inscripoon berween ca. 270 and 234, showing t_h.at rhe peace rhat is expecred 5o
must refer to the end of hostilities with Alexander; Hesperin 57 (1?88) 320. -

48. Plut, Aratus24.3; R Urban, Wachstutn wnd Krise des Achdischen Bundes (Wicsbaden
191?. E'1:0;5 Lt}l.lc Athenian decree see Habichr, Studien 26-33; and L.. Migeorte,f[;lc: .ruu_sﬁcrzf"
tioms publiques dans les cités grecques (Queébec 199.2) 28-34. Tl:le man in ;:l';azrge 0h c;‘n\l'c;a a};
treasnry ar that timc was Eurvcleides of Cephisia, tEhc l.att:tl;.1 :I;eggl;c)r o , who s

i i ¢ 2405 and as eponymous archon in . .
hopSlgf: gl:f?ii‘alrr;c;hl’ﬂ() drachmas. fn the same peried Lyco was honored by th: Amph[ll:-
rionic League of Delphi; FD 1I1.3 167. Lyco is elsewhere mentioned as an adviser to the
Athenians who gave them most valuable service (Diog. Lacrr. 5.66).

51. Plur. Aratus 33. 2-4.
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etrius I1.52 Soon after ascending the throne the new monarch, allied by
his marriage to Princess Phthia of Epirus with that neighboring king-
dom, found himself at war against the newly allied Aetolians and
Achacans. This conflict, known as the “War of Demetrius,” broke out
in 239 or 238, when Lysias was eponymous archon in Athens,** and
lasted until the king’s death some ten years later. Since Athens was
inescapably tied to the king’s side, Attica once again became the scene
of battles, perhaps to an even greater degree than in the preceding war
against Alexander of Corinth. Immediate relief on the northern front,
however, came when around 236 the king made allies of Boeotia,
which had been completely dependent on the Actolian League since
245, and the city of Opus in Locris. This move transformed Athens’
long-hostile neighbor to the north into a friendly power and led King
Demetrius to return full control of the military region of Eleusis (with
the fortresses of Eleusis, Panakton, and Phyle} to the Athenians.5+

To the south, the Achaeans forged alliances with the cities that had
traditionally allied themselves with Macedonia. Megara, Troizen, and
Epidaurus now gave in to Achacan pressure and joined their league.
An attack on Argos led by Aratus failed, but the entrance of Megalopo-
lis in Arcadia into the league in 235 made up for this setback. Aratus,
whom the league chose as its strategos every other year, kept up the
pressure on Athens. He led repeated raids into Attic territory, hoping
to pressure the Athenians into joining him and to seize Piracus with
their aid. But with royal Macedonian forces on their soil, the Athenians’
hands were ted. At the same time the Actolians were raiding their
coasts.> In Rhamnus, the fortress on the east coast, the war caused a
shortage of animals for sacrifices, interrupting for a time the offerings
for “the festival of Nemesis and the king.”%¢ As Ludwig Deubner
recognized, the veneration of the king was “connected with that of the

52. Walbaznk, Macedonin 317-336.

53. IGII 2.1299.56—57’.
- 65_43256‘ IT°.1299. See Habicht, Stwdien 57-59; and Walbank, who agrees, Macedonin

55. A state of war existed in 238 /7 (the year of the archon Aristion} at any rate, according
to SEG %4.156.3. Further wention of the war is made in the decree passed by the Attic
community of Rhamnus honoring the royal officer (and Athenian citizen) Dikaiareh in the
year 236/5; ISE 25. The ravages inflicted on the coasts of Artica by the Aerolian Bukris are

nentioned in the firsr Athenian decree honorin Eumaridas of Cydonia {C in 22 ;
o 112.844-4-10. g 1das of Cydonia (Crete) in 229 /8.

56. ISE25.27-30.
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goddess Nemesis.”s” His insight has been confirmed for a somewhat
carlier time by a newly discovered decree of the deme of Rhamnus,
which orders “sacrifices to be made to the king [ Antigonus Gonatas]
on the nineteenth of Hecatombaion, at the gymnastic contest of the
Great Nemesia.”% The decree reveals not only the date of the festival
but also the important fact that Antigonus was venerated as a god in
this Attic community and by the Athenian state during his lifetime.%°

Two extremely fragmentary texts of this time also mention Athens’
involvement in military combat: the first mentions Antigonus, a war,
and “the independence of the Hellenes™;® the second is an Assembly
decree honoring foreign soldiers, clearly mercenaries serving side by
side with Athenian forces, to defend the city and the fortresses, 5!

The two surviving Athenian decrees honoring prytaneis from the
reign of Demetrius—in addition to the traditional sacrifices to Apollo
Prostaterios (“the Protecting”™), Artemis Boulaia (“of the Council”),
and other gods—mention offerings to “the saviors,” a term otherwise
unknown in such texts. It must refer to the ancestors of the present
king, Antigonus and Demetrius Poliorcetes, who were vencrated as
“saviors”™ in their lifetimes and whose cult was either reactivated at that
time or given particular prominence.®

In all these years Demetrius himself had to concentrate on operations
in northern Greece and had relatively few forces to send to the
Peloponnese. This circumstance made Aratus overconfident, and
sometime between 235 and 232 his lack of caution led to a severe
defeat at the hands of the royal general Bithys near Phylacia (in Ar-
cadia?). Various rumors reported that Aratus had been cither taken
prisoner or killed. On hearing a false rumor of his death Diogenes,
Demetrius’ commander in Piracus, is supposed to have demanded the
surrender of Corinth from the Achaeans. Aratus himself happened to

57. L. Deubner, Awtische Feste {Berlin 1932) 219 n. 3.

58. Ergon (1989) 7-8 (= Praktika 1989 [1992] 31, no. 15).

59. Cf. Habicht, Gotzmenschentum 79-81 and 256-257, where 1 characterize as “doubt-
ful” the widely held opinion that Antigonus prohibited such veneration of his person; this
view, however, has recently been restated by I. Green, Alexander to Actium (Berkeley 1990)
835 n. 87, The new decree from Rhamuaus is unambiguous and more than an offering “in
honor . . . of the sovereign”™ (T Roussel on the decree for Dikaiarch, BCH 54 [1930] 275),
namely an offering to Antigonus the god. See C. Habicht, SCI'15 (1996} 131-134.

60. Hesperin 30 (1961) 214, no. 9.

6l. IG 112.732, from after 299 according to Tracy, ALC 259.

62. Agora XV.111.4-5 and 115.12. See V. J. Rosivach, PP 42 (1987) 270-274.
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be in the city when his messengers arrived, however, and they were
made to look ridiculous. The same rumor caused great celebration in
Athens, angering Aratus so greatly when he learned of it that he
undertook yet another offensive against Attica. He advanced as far as
the grounds of the Academy, immediately outside the city walls, but
was then persuaded to turn back.%® After one such raid, while “flecing”
across the Thriasian plain in northwestern Attica, Aratus injured his leg
and had to be carried on a stretcher.® It is quite possible that the
Athenians saw these incursions into their territory, which did not pass
without damagge, less as attempts to liberate them than as hostile acts,
and it is significant that Aratus once returned their prisoners without
asking for ransom, as a way of lessening their animosity and perhaps
winning them over.®® However, no decisive change in the situation
occurred until after Demetrius’ death in 229.

3. Official Religion and the Royal House

In the first chapter of his book on Athenian popular religion, titled
“Priority of the Divine,” Jon Mikalson stated succinctly: “The gods
came first.” Every political group opened its meetings with religious
rituals; meetings of the ekklesin began with the purificatory sacrifice of
a pig, fumigations, and prayers by the herald.%¢ Only then did the
members move on to the agenda of the day, and there as well the sacred
took priority over the profane. Before the members discussed political
or governmental affairs, for example, priests might report on a sac-
rificial offering they had made on behalf of the community and the
omens observed. No fundamental change in this respect occurred
during the Hellenistic age; the priority of religious matters remained
undisputed. Nor is there any indication that foreign occupation caused
the citizens of Athens to alter the practice of their religion, except for
the obligation to mention the king and the royal family in all official

63. Plut. Aratus 34.1-4. Walbank observes that the “persuasion” may have consisted of
a bribe. He also doubts the authenticity of Diogenes’ alleged demand and the celebrations
iu Athens (Maccdonia 332). The pro-Aratus tendency of Plutarch’s account (which is based
on Aratus’ own memoirs} is evident, yet while it may justify doubts about the interpreration
of events, it does not necessarily place the events themselves in doubt. )

64. Plut. Aratus 33.6.

65. 1bid., 24.4.

66. Athenian Popalar Religion: 405-323 B.C. (Chapel Hill 1983) 13-17; quotations
13, 15.
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prayers, such as those recited at the opening of Assembly sessions. The
herald would not address prayers to them as if they were gods, but he
would seek the gods’ special blessing for them in his prayers as he did
for the entire population. An innovation during this period was that a
smaller unit, the Attic village or deme, could recognize kings as higher
beings and award them divine honors, as is known to have occurred
with Antigonus Gonatas and Demetrius IT in Rhamnus. One important
factor in this case may have been that Rhamnus, unlike almost all other
Attic demes, was first and foremost a fortress, occupied in those years
by a mixed garrison of Macedonian and Athenian soldiers. An official
state cult for Antigonus Gonatas, like the one established in 307 for
his grandfather and for his father, has recently become known from the
very same inscription, a surprise to many scholars who were convinced
that the king was not prepared to accept divine honors.

In all other respects, religion and religious rituals probably continued
to be observed in the traditional manner. Indeed, there seem to be a
particularly large number of Assembly decrees devoted to religious
matters from these years, as if the observance of official piety had
increased after the Athenian defeat. This may have been the case, but
appearances may also be deceiving, since, in contrast to earlier years,
almost no political Assembly decrees have survived. In this section I
shall not attempt to sketch the traditional state religion (a topic that
should be treated in the context of the history of religion),5” but instead
to present several notable documenrs from the time, which shed light
on particular aspects of the official cult. It should be kept in mind that
these aspects were only formal rituals the individual citizen was €x-
pected to perform: “The official religion was part of the state and did
not affect one’s personal beliefs.”®

Just ten vears ago, the site of the sanctuary of Aglauros was discov-
ered on the east slope of the Acropolis. Aglauros was the legendary
daughter of Cecrops, first king of Athens, and the consort of Ares, the
god of war.®® Also found at the site it had occupied since ancient times
was a completely prescrved copy of an Assembly decree from 246/5
honoring her priestess, who had conscientiously performed all the

67. U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Der Glaube der Hellenen, vol. 2 (Berlin 1932)
261—427. M. P. Nilsson, Geschichte der griechischen Re[ggions {Munich 1974) 2: 1-309;
Deubner, Attische Feste.

68. Wilamowitz, Der Glaube der Hellenen 2: 271.

69. G.S. Donras, “The True Aglaurion,” Hesperia 52 (1983) 48-63.
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duties of her office. These included making sacrificial offerings for the
health and well-being of the Council and citizens, women and children,
King Antigonus, Queen Phila, and their offspring. Timocrite, the
priestess, had not been known before this find, but undoubtedly she
came from a prominent family, like her recent predecessor Pheidostrate,
sister of the famous brothers Chremonides and Glaucon.” However,
the great surprise of this discovery was that the sanctuary itself, which
the Persians had bypassed as they stormed the Acropolis in 480,71 lay
not, as scholars had expected, on the northern slope, but on the even
steeper eastern side. The discovery of the sanctuary’s site also revealed
the exact location of the spot where the ephebes were inducted into
the corps and took the ephebic oath to protect their country. Eleven
divinities are mentioned in the pledge they sworc, with Aglauros, the
divinity to whom the site was sacred, coming first, before Hestia, Ares,
Athena, Zeus, and other gods. It must have been in the presence of
this priestess, Timocrite, that the ephebes of 246/5, the year of the
decree, took their oath; many of them are known by name, including
Theotimus of Rhamnus, who some thirty years later served several
times as coastal strategos and is also known from other inscriptions.”

Lysistrate, the priestess of Athena Polias {“Guardian of the City”) at
the time, was from the same social class as Pheidostrate and Timocrite;
as daughter of Polyeuctus of Bate and wife of Archestratus of Am-
phitrope, she was connected with two of the city’s first families. The
sister of her grandfather Lysistratus had been priestess of the samc
goddess before her. In another surviving decree Lysistrate was also
honored by the Council and the people for conscientious service, and
in her case as well the duties of the office included performance of
sacrifices to assure the safety and well-being of the country and the
royal family.”3

In the same year in which Timocrite was officiating at the sanctuary
of Aglauros, two citizens whose names have been lost served as elected
commissioners for the Eleusinian Mysteries. They were responsible for
the practical organization of the festival and the procession to Eleusis,

70. IG 11 3548-49.

71. Herodotus 8.53.

72. IG I1°.681 (the ephebic inscription); ISE 32 and Prakeka (1979) 24, no. 2
(Thectimus as stratzgos); J. Pouilloux, La Sforteresse de Rhammnonte (Paris 19543 145, no, 34
{Theotimus a5 introducer of a motion).

73. IG11°.776. For the older priesress sce 1G I17.3455.

but not for the actual religious rites. The decree recognizing their
service also mentions their sacrificial offerings for the welfare of the
Council and citizens, women and children, and members of the royal
family.™ These examples show that the royal family had to be men-
tioned in every official rite and prayer, but that they had not usurped
first place from the Council and citizens.

Two other documents from this period refer to the little-known
goddesses Basile and Calliste. The evidence for Basile as a goddess is
limited to Athens, where she was known as ruler of the underworld
with Hades, a variant of Persephone and a chthonic divinity. Her
priestess is mentioned in an Assembly decree from 239 /8, based in
large measure on her report.”™ Calliste (“Fairest™) is usually one of the
manifestations of Artemis, but in Athens she had her own separate cult;
the officiator was not a priestess, however, but a male priest, as we know
from a decree honoring him in 235 /4. There was an image of Calliste
and her counterpart Ariste (“Best™) in a shrine of Artemis outside the
city walls near the Academy.”®

Every year an agonothetes was chosen to organize the games and
contests at the major festivals, and sometimes even two—one for the
dramatic and acting competitions at the Dionysia and another for the
Panathenaea. These officials always came from affluent families, for
even though the main costs were covered by the state treasury from
the end of the fourth century on, the citizens expected directors to add
special events, such as an extra competition, to mark a particular occa-
sion, and to pay for them out of their own pockets. Such special
touches and embellishments might cost up to several talents.”” In the
240s Agathaeus of Prospalta was honored for his service as agonothetes
immediately after the Dionysia in the spring, because he had carried
out his duties (including the obligatory offerings for the welfare of the
state and monarchy) to the satisfaction of all. Exactly one year later,
after serving out his term and presenting a final report in summer, he
was honored again, as had been promised to him on the condition of

74. IG I12683. For the office of Eleusinian commissioner sce K. Clinton, Hesperia 49
(1980) 280-282; Rhodes, Commentary 636-637; R. Garland, ABSA 79 (1984) 116-117.

75. Hesperia 7 (1938) 132, no. 25.

76. IGI1_ 788 (cf. 789); Pausanias 1.29.2. 5

77. IGI1".798.18-19: a cost of scveral talents; 834.4-5: 7 ralents. See IG117.657 4345
for the sponsorship of an additioual competition (epithetos agon) to celebrate the iberation
of 287, and 834.23-24 to cclebrate the liberation of 229.
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good performance.”® This same Agathaeus had made a private financial
contribution a few years earlier to the athlothetai, the group in charge
of the gymnastic, artistic, and equestrian competitions at the Great
Panathenaca every four years.”® Presumably his generosity recom-
mended him in the eyes of the citizens for the office of director of the
games, to which he was elected shortly thereafter.

The longest surviving document related to an official religious cult
dates from 244 /3, the vear in which the government appealed for
donations to help secure the harvest from attack. It is an inventory
catalogue 200 lines long (many incompletely preserved) from the
shrine of Asclepius, the god of healing, at the foot of the Acropolis.?®
The catalogue is preceded by the Assembly decree ordering an inven-
tory of gift offerings at the shrine and the election of ten men to carry
it out in cooperation with the priest at the shrine and several others.
Apparently the priest that year deemed it necessary to clean house and
organize the operation of his shrine, and persuaded the Council and
Assembly to act.®! The catalogue itself lists all the offertory gifts re-
ceived in the fifteen or twenty years since a particular priest had been
in office. Each annual occupier of the office is listed with the donations
received during his term, mostly representations of parts of the human
body and coins. Every priest is also identified by his deme, revealing to
which of the twelve tribes he belonged. This enabled scholars long ago
to determine that the office of priest of Asclepius rotated among the
tribes like the office of secretary of the Council. Nothing shows more
clearly than this inventory that Asclepius was the subject of a true folk
cult with a direct appeal to men and women alike ®2

4. Hellenistic Athens as Seen by a Contemporary

As gO(.)d luck would have it, a description of Hellenistic Athens from
the third century, about two pages long, has survived. It is found at

2
78. IG11°.780; both resolutions are inscribed on a single stone. Cf. M, J. Osborne, ZPE
78 (1989) 238. Sec 1G IT*.798 f - i i ’
38. Sec IGII".798 for the agonotheres of a slightly earlier year.
79. IG11%.784; Habic '
. ;734 Ha icht, Untersuchungen 137-141; QOsborne, ZPE 78 (1989) 212-213,
80: IG 11715348, 1535. A new cridcal edition with an English translation and gronnd-
brcahns commentary is S. Aleshire, The Arbentian Asklepicion (Amsterdam 1989} 249-336;
on 3?2 is a list of the names of priests from this period. A new fragment of IG I1°.1534 wag
published by Aleshire and A. P. Matthaiou in S. B. Aleshire, Asklepios at Atkens (Amsterdam
1991) 5-11; and Horos, 8-9 (I1990-91) 45-51.
81. Aleshire, Asklepieion 301.
82. Ibid., 56.
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the beginning of the “City Sketches” by a certain Heracleides (nick-
named either “the Cretan” or “the critic” ¥ and was written after the
founding of the city of Demetrias in 294, for it mentions the city’s
existence. Despite many scholars’ best efforts no more precise date
within the century has been established. It has even been impossible
to determine whether Athens was independent or under Macedonian
control at the time: Heracleides was not interested in the political
conditions of the places he described.*s For him the important aspects
of a city were its geographic situation; the quality of its dwellings,
public buildings, local products; and the appearance and character of
its inhabitants. The work’s numerous very personal observations,
sometimes in the form of aphorisms or burlesque remarks, make it
exceptionally vivid but also raise doubts about the author’s objectivity.%

At the beginning Heracleides praises the beauty of the route that
brings the visitor into the city from the south, since it leads through
beautiful planted fields that delight the eye. But he finds the city itself
ugly, with irregular streets and not enough water. Most dwellings are
so mean that at first glance strangers would find it hard to credit that
this is the celebrated “city of the Athenians”—until convinced by the
public buildings, one of the most splendid sights on carth: “A theater
worthy of notice, large and admirable; a magnificent shrine to Athena,
removed from the bustle and worth a visit; the Parthenon, situated
above the theater, where it makes a formidable impression on the
beholder. The Olympicum, only half finished, but impressive in its
layout alone; it would have been a magnificent structure had it ever
been completed. And three gymnasia: the Academy, the Lyceum, and
the Cynosarges, all surrounded by trees and lawns.”

This opening chapter of the surviving text ends with a description of
the wealth of the city’s cultural offerings: “Many different festivals,
temptations and refreshments for the mind from a variety of philoso-
phers, many amusements, and constant exhibitions.” Thus, with char-
acteristic brevity, does the author list what seems to him worth men-

83. The older literature is summarized by F. Pfister, Die Reisehilder des Herakleides:
Einleitung, Text, Uberseszung und Kommentar, SB Wien 227 (1951). For the author’s epithet
see 18-19. An interesting characterization of the work is G. Pasquali, Hermes 48 (1913)
198-219. See also E. Perrin, REG 107 (1994} 192-202.

84. 1 concur with the great majoriry of scholars in thinking the most likely date to be
around or after the middle of the century. Neone of the arguments advanced for a more precise
dare is conclnsive.

85. “He includes wharever strikes his fancy™; Pasquali, Herntes 48 (1913) 200.

86. “Heracleides® style is rhetorical through and through™; ibid., 213.
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tioning. The passage is the sole mention of cultural matters in the entire
work, and its uniqueness, rather than its brevity, emphasizes the excep-
tional character of Athenian cultural activity.

Heracleides notes further that the agricultural products of Attica are
outstanding in quality but insufficient in quantity to feed the popula-
tion. It was common knowledge that Attica depended on grain im-
ports; therefore, he says, although the inhabitants are no strangers to
hunger, nevertheless dramatic performances and lectures (or lei-
suretime activities, scholai) help the lower classes to forget it. Artists
and the arts enjoy high prestige among Athenians, and audiences in
the city are both knowledgeable and demanding. The urban population
makes a more favorable impression than the inhabitants of rural Artica;
the latter are hardworking but garrulous, suspicious, and inclined to
denounce everything foreign. By contrast, the Athenians themselves
are described as generous, open, and reliable, except for certain corrupt
lawyers who try to exploit rich foreign visitors; when exposed and
found guilty by their fellow citizens, however, they face severe punish-
ments. Just as cities in general offer better and more pleasant living
conditions than the hinterlands, concludes Heracleides, Athens exceeds
all other cities in its attractions—although visitors must be on their
guard against the enticements of harlots. Athens is the one city in
Greece everyone should see; all visitors are entranced, and those who
must depart again are the poorer for it.

Heracleides depicts Athens as a city untouched by war, where one
can find the good life. He gives no indication whether it was free then
or ruled by the king of Macedonia, and he devotes not one word to
the political activities of its citizens. His Athens is a timeless idyll, its
perfection disturbed only by the presence of a few rapacious lawyers,

whose importance fortunately pales by comparison with the city’s
abundant charms.

SEVEN

Freedom and Neutrality
(229-200)

1. Precarious Freedom

Demetrius II died in early 229, leaving behind a son named Philip only
nine vears old. The unstable situation in Macedonia offered Athens
another opportunity to regain its independence, and this time the
attempt was both successful and, unlike the revoit of 287, accom-
plished without violence. Diogenes, the royal governor in Attica, prob-
ably an Athenian citizen himself, was persuaded to place Piracus, the
island of Salamis, and the fortresses of Munychia and Rhamnus once
more under Athenian control and to disband his Macedonian troops.
The 150 ralents needed to pay the soldiers off were quickly collected.!
Athenian Assembly decrees show that the independence movement was
led by two brothers, Eurycleides and Micion of Cephisia. Eurycleides
had already held several high offices, and in the following decades he
and his brother dominated Athenian politics. In addition to these two
men, the decrees mention the role played by “the people.”? Both
Pausanias and Plutarch agree that the Athenians took the initiative in
the effort to regain their freedom, but in their accounts they assign a
decisive role to the Achaean statesman Aratus, an old enemy of Athens
who had often attacked Attic territory. Recognizing the excellence of
his character, the citizens now invited Aratus to intercede on their
behalf. Though so ill that he had to be carried on a litter, he allegedly
came to Athens and not only persuaded Diogenes to give up his
military bases, but also contributed twenty or twenty-five talents to the

1. For more on this subject see Habicht, Srudien 79-93.
2. IG11°.834.10-14: BCH 80 (1956} 57 no. 1; and 102 {1978) 103-108.
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soldiers’ pay fund. Both Pausanias and Plutarch drew on Aratus’ own
memoirs for their histories, and it is clear that his role is therefore
greatly exaggerated.?

Before July 229, when the new Attic year began, the city and rural
areas were free for the first time since the end of the Chremonidean
War, and the harbor finally free after sixty-six years. The Athenians even
began a new tablet for recording the names of eponymous archons,
and placed the name of the man who took office in July 230 at the top,
to emphasize that a new epoch of freedom had begun.* For a long time
fragmentary inscriptions were interpreted as showing that the two
Boeotian cities of Thebes and Thespiae lent Athens money to hclp pay
off the occupying troops, but a recent study has revealed that the
foundation on which this conclusion rests is very weak.® Ptolemy III
(reigned 246-221), who subsidized Aratus and is believed by some
scholars actually to have incited the attacks on Athens, has often been
seen as another contributor, but there is no evidence for this view.$
However, it is certain that appeals were made to citizens and foreigners
residing in Atrica to contribute to a fund “for freedom™ mentioned in
several inscriptions. The sum collected may have gone toward paying
off the soldiers of the royal garrison. Money donated at the time was
also used to strengthen the walls around the ciry, Piracus, and the
harbor installations.” Obviously both officials and ordinary citizens
exerted themselves to ensure that their independence would not be
threatened again. They had to expcct an atrack sooner or later, since it
was hardly likely that Macedonia would accept the loss of its bases in
Attica without a fight.

Aratus now hoped that Athens would finally join the Achaean
League voluntarily, after all his attempts to bring this about by force
had failed. The city was again free to conduct its own foreign policy,
and he may well have expected that his financial assistance would make

3 Plut.zAmmr 34.5-6; Pausanias 2.18.6.

4. IGI".1706, with commentary by S. Dow, Hesperia 2 (1933) 430-434, Manifestations
of this kind in Greek ciries® lists of eponymous officials are relatively common; see Habiche,
Studsen 80 and n. 3.

5. The view taken in older studies {including Dittenberger, Ferguson, Feyel, and Habiche)
has becen corrected by L. Migeotte, in Beiotika, ed. H, Beister and J. Buckler (Munich 1989)
193-201. In addition, D). Knoepfler argues that IG 112.2405—6, previously seen as belonging
in the context of 229, actually belongs ro the period around 285; Chiren 22 (1992) 475,

6. R Urban, Wachstum und Krise des Achiischen Bundes (Wiesbaden 1979) 52-54.

7. Habicht, Stadien 81-82.
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the citizens more responsive. But the Athenian government resisted,
adopting instead a policy of strict neutrality for which tl.le brothers
Eurycleides and Micion are thought to have been responsible. Aratus
revealed his bitter disappointment in his memoirs, on which the
Achaean historian Polybius based the following passage:

The Athenians under the leadership of Eurycleides and Micion, freed
from fear of Macedonia and belicving themselves already to be in
secure possession of their liberty, took no part in the other Greeks’
affairs. Rather they followed the wishes and initiatives of their leaders
and curried favor with all kings, but first and foremost with Ptolemy.
They voted every sort of decree and proclamation, however hu.rr_lilj—
ating, and damaged their reputation because of their leaders’ servility.®

Such was the strong language Polybius used to denounce Athenian
policy as pacifistic, opportunistic, cven craven. Coming from him, the
accusation of isolationism and lack of solidarity for Greek concerns can
only mean that he expected Athens to participate in Achacan affairs,
and above all to join the Achaean League. His bitterness derives from
the fact that in the 220s, just after Athens’ liberation, the League
suffered its worst crisis, driven to the brink of destruction and disinte-
gration by Cleomenes of Sparta.” This would never have happened if
Athens had acceded to Aratus’ wishes and become a member. Even
worse was Athens’ refusal to come to the Achacans’ aid when they
asked for help in the fall of 225: although a majority of the citj‘zf_ns
leaned toward support, according to Plutarch, Eurycleides and Micion
succeeded in maintaining the city’s neutrality.!® The Achaeans had no
choice but to seek help from Macedomia against Sparta, even though
for the past fifty years opposition to Macedonia, its greatest foe, had
been the League’s main purpose. In order to stay in power Aratus tllad
to humiliate himself and renounce all his previous political aims. King
Antigonus Doson came to his aid and rescued the League by defeating
Cleomenes and Sparta at Sellasia in 222, but ar a high price: the
Achaeans were forced to give back to the king both Corinth and the
fortress of Acrocorinth, Aratus’ greatest conquests. Nor was that all;
for the next twenty-five years the Achaeans had to accept the status of

8. Polybius 5.106.6-8.
9. Urban, Wachstum und Krie 117-214.
10. Plur. Ararus 41.3,
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“allies™ of the Antigonid dynasty (in fact a satellite), until they traded
one form of dependence for another in 198 and joined a coalition with
Rome.

While Aratus” and Polybius’ dissatisfaction with Athens’ policy after
'229 is thus perfectly understandable from the standpoint of Achaean
interests, their anger at Athenian overtures to Ptolemy III also stems
from another source. During the League’s great crisis, Ptolemy not
only stopped his subsidies to Aratus but transferred them to Aratus’
worst enemy, Cleomenes. Under these circumstances the amicable
relations prevailing between Prolemy and Athens must have indeed
embittered the Achaeans. Furthermore, the accusation of servility to-
ward Prolemy derived from a very specific source of offense—the
Athenians’ foundation of a cult devoted to the king in 224 /3 (see
below).

Polybius’ criticism may appear justified from the Achaean point of
vic?v, but it fails to do justice to the Athenians’ situation. The preser-
vation of their newly won freedom—that is, safety from Macedonian
att.ack and the maintenance of their own sovereignty—had to be their
cl'nef priority. Entry into the Achaean League would have considerably
diminished the latter. Eurycleides and Micion had a difficult course to
steer, asking for the support of a stronger power while giving up as
little independence as possible. Circumstances dictated as before that
this power could only be Egypt.

. After gaining its freedom in 229, Athens was again able to conduct
its own foreign policy. The citizens resumed their diplomatic activity at
once, ‘t_races of which have been preserved in the very fragmentary
surviving documents. "The city strove to create good relations with as
many powers as possible while avoiding entanglements and refraining
from all' actions that might further provoke Macedonia. The “War of
Demetrius” had continued after Demetrius’ death as a conflict between
Macedonia and Actolia. Profiting from the instability caused in Mace-
f:lonia by the uncertain succession, the Aetolians took the offensive and
in 229 wrested key areas of Thessaly from Macedonian control. But
stability soon retumed to Macedonia when Antigonus Dosc;n a
nephew of Antigonus Gonatas chosen to serve as tutor to Philip ;hc:
young heir to the throne, came to power that same year. Antjg;)nus
Doson guickly took control and cemented his authority by marrying
Demetrius’ widow, Phthia, Philip’s stepmother. After defeating the
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Dardani in the north, he drove the Actolians out of Thessaly and in
228 attacked the region of Doris (in central Greece), associated with
the Actolian League.!! By then he may already have assumed the title
of king of Macedonia. The Aetolians had Ptolemy III as their ally, for
the Egyptian dynasty had traditionally opposed the Antigonids. 12Tt was
probably about this time that the Actolians placed numerous statues of
members of the Egyptian royal family in their principal shrine at Ther-
mus, in a new exedra built to house them.!3 Despite this alliance the
Aetolians were forced to make peace with Antigonus, who next ex-
tended his campaign across the Aegean to Asia Minor, conquering a
series of cities near Mylasa in Caria.!* It quickly became apparent that
Athens would need to be on guard against him, and prudence dictated
remaining aloof from the Aetolian-Egyptian alliance. Furthermore, the
Athenian government seems to have taken its time normalizing rela-
tions with the Aetolians, with whom they had been at war until 229,
for they waited about fifteen years before resuming their seat {one of
two traditionally reserved for the Ionians) in the Amphictionic Council
at Delphi, which the Aetolians controlled.!d Such a policy can only have
arisen from a desire to avoid giving offense to Macedonia and its king.
"The city also established direct contact with Antigonus, a fact re-
vealed by an Assembly decree from September 226. It awards honors
to Prytanis of Carystus, a philosopher of the Aristotelian school whom
Antigonus held in high regard and had appointed to draft a new law
code for the Arcadian city of Megalopolis. When approached by the
Athenians, Prytanis agreed to negotiate with Antigonus on their be-

half.*é

11. The fundamental srudy is J. V. A. Fine, TAPHA 63 (1932) 126-155; see also Walbank,
Macedonia 337—342. For more on the invasion of Doris sce the recently published documents
from Xanthus in Lycia: J. Bousquet, REG 101 (1988) 12-53; dating corrected by Fw
Walbank, ZPE 76 (1989) 184-196. Sec also S. Le Bohec, Antigone Dison roi de Macédoine
{Nancy 1993) 154-162.

12. Pap Hayn.1.6,18; Habicht, ZPE 39 (1980) 1-2.

13. IG1X 1°.56 (ISE 86); cf. FD 111.4.233.

14. The inscriptions from Labraunda have provided new iuformaton on the subject:
J. Crampa, ed., Tabraunda: The Greek Inscriprions, part 1 {Lund 1969). Cf. Walbank, Mace-
donia 343-345; Le Bohec, Antigone Disin 327-361.

15. R. Flacelitre, Les Aitolicns 4 Delphes (Paris 1937) 256 n. 1.

16. ISE 28, with commentary by Moretd. Le Bohee considers there is no foundation for
the hypothesis that the Athemians® decision to send Prytanis on a mission to Antigonus reflects
their fear of the king’s intentions toward them; Antigone Déson 184-189.
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Presumably the Athenians sought from the king some indication that
he was prepared to accept the status quo. From the wording of the text
it is clear that the Athenians regarded Prytanis’ mission as one of
extreme delicacy; the decree praises the philosopher for accepting the
chore without making excuses and without regard to the trouble and
dangers it entailed. It also commends him for addressing the king “with
frankness.” At the same time there is no indication that he achieved
any notable results. Antigonus Doson was certainly not inclined to give
the Athenians any guarantee of respect for their sovereignty.

It is perhaps no accident that another honorary decree was passed in

the same month of September 226 for a high-ranking Ptolemaic official
named Castor of Alexandria.l” Both documents date from the time the
Achaeans, following their defeat at Hecatombaeum that summer, be-
gan sounding out the possibility of an alliance with the Macedonian
king.!® These contacts must have alarmed Athens, suggesting as they
did not only that the two traditionally opposing powers might reach
an accord, but also that Macedonia might intervene on the isthmus
and in the Peloponnese. Such fears would have been increased by the
news, first, that a political faction led by the Theban family of Ascondas
and Neon, which sought to come to terms with Macedonia, was
gaining the upper hand in Boeotia; and second, that the Boeotian
League had renewed its alliance with the Achaeans in 228 or 227, No
doubt the danger of Athens’ becoming isolated was real. And a political
initiative led by Antigonus Doson in 224 did result in the foundation
of a new “Hellenic League,” modeled on those of 337 and 302, which
consisted of the Boeotian and Achaean Leagues, together with Mace-
donia and its satellites such as Thessaly, Epirus, Acarnania, Phocis,
Locris, and Euboea.!® The confederation was directed primarily against
Cleomenes of Sparta, but concern that some or all of its members
might one day turn upon Athens was clearly justified. Shortly after this,
in 224 /3, the Athenians resolved to found a cult honoring Ptolemy
III. Clearly, the motives behind this step were political in nature (as
had been the case fort all carlier cults of Hellenistic rulers).

2
17. IG 11".838. Castor’s son Philo received honors at Delphi in 188,/7 and was made

hon%ra.ry consul (proxenos) by the Actolian League aronnd 175/4 (Syi. 585.146; IG
1X.17.31.141).

18. J. V. A. Fine, AJPh 61 (1940) 144.
19. 8§tV no, 507.
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2. The 220s

In the same vear that Macedonian rule over Athens came to an end, a
philosopher named Cleanthes of Assos died ata very advancF:d age after
serving thirty-two years as Zeno’s successor at the Stoa; his tenure as
head of the school had coincided exactly with the period of foreign
domination, for Cleanthes assumed the office of the recently deceased
founder the year after Athens capitulated. Antigonus Gonatas had
revered Zeno and urged the city to grant him posthumous honors; he
also took Zeno’s pupil Persacus into his service for a time. But now,
with the deaths of both Antigonus’ and Zeno’s successors, Demetrius
II and Cleanthes, the close ties between Athens and the Antigonid
court were broken.

Not surprisingly, the citizens’ attitude toward the ruler-s to lwl}om
they had previously paid homage cooled rapidly. Surviving inscriptions
show that references to the king of Macedonia and his family were
immediately stricken from public prayers, state decrees, and the liturgy
of official sacrifices. Royal bronze coins, in common use in Attica for
the past thirty years, were restruck with Athenian symbols and contin-
ued to circulate as currency of the independent republic.2® Similarly,
the evidence shows that the deme of Rhamnus ceased to include the
king in its offerings to the goddess Nemesis.2! But just as in 301 land
287, the two tribes Antigonis and Demetrias, named after the Antigo-
mid rulers Antigonus I and Demetrius Poliorcetes, kept their names,
and with them the cult of their two royal namesakes.

The new political order was reflected in positive evidence as well,
such as the highly unusual honorary decrees for the former royal
commander Diogenes and the creation of a new religious state c‘ult.
Diogenes, whose actions had made liberation possible, was'ofﬁaally
titled a “benefactor” (Euergetes) and as such received a special seat at
the theater: a costly marble chair inscribed with his name, which passed

20. Previously T argued for 200 as the date when the coins were nvcrstruc.k. Now J. H.
Kroll has made a very strong case for the years immediately following 22? (Cams.51752). In
the summer of 228 the royal family is no longer mentioned in the prytanies’ sacrifice for the
well-being of the state, as performed at the opening of an Assembly, and they are absent from
all later documents. .

51. JSE 29.16-18, an inscription from Rhamnus Irom 225 /4, shows that the king has
been eliminated from the cult of Nemesis.
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to his eldest male descendant at his death. It is safe to assume that he
also received the right to take meals at state expense, another hereditary
privilege awarded only to citizens of exceptional merit. A new gymna-
sium, the “Diogenium,” where the young men of the city could exer-
cise, was named after him. More than a century later Diogenes” decisive
contribution to Athenian liberty was still commemorated yearly at a
festival also named after him, at which the ephebes sacrificed a bull in
his honor. The city continued to demonstrate its gratitude long after
its benefactor had died.??

Just as Philippides had once endowed a new contest honoring Dem-
eter and Kore after the liberation of 287,22 Eurycleides now created a
competition commemorating the recent liberation.?* In addition, prob-
ably quite soon after the events of 229, he introduced a resolution,
which the citizens passed, to build a new shrine honoring the per-
sonified demos and the Charites (Graces), daughters of Zeus.?® The
grounds of this shrine were marked out and enclosed northwest of the
Agora, on the north slope of the Agora hill, but apparently the temple
was never built. The priesthood of the new cult seems to have been
made hereditary in the family of Eurycleides and Micion. About a
century later another member of the family named Eurvcleides, while
serving as mint magistrate in 122 /1, commemorated the founding of
the cult and his family’s association with it by striking coins bearing
images of the three Graces.?6 The priest enjoyed the same privilege of
probedria (privileged seating) at the theater as Diogenes and his de-
scendants, and a marble seat with the corresponding inscription has
been found in the theater of Dionysus.?” Very soon after the shrine’s
creation and for a long time to come, statues of men who had distin-
guished themselves in the city’s service were dedicated and placed
there, and that the cult was intended as a religious and ideological

22. For details see Habicht, Srudien 83-84; and Gauthier, Cités 64-65. For the Dio-
geneion see St. G. Miller, “Architecture as Evidence for the Ideutity of the Early Polis,” in
Sources for rhsAmient Greek City-Stare, ed. M, H. Hansen {Copenhagen 1995) 207-209.

23, IGTI .657.4345.

24, IG IIZ.834.23—2A-; the text is almost identical with thar of the decree for Philippides.

25. For a denailed discussion of the cult and its significance in the life of the city, with a
teview of the earliet literarute see Habichr, Srudien 84-96, including a key piece of evidence
from Aristode contributed by H. A. Thompson (see note 29 below).

26. M. Thompson, The New Style Silrer Coinage of Athens (New York 1961) 604 (where
only the chropology is iu need of revision).

27. IG11°.5029a and 5047. M. Maass, Die Probedrie des Dionysostheaters in Athen {Mu-
nich 1972) 109 and 121.
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symbol of the new independent and democratic state ‘was never in
doubt. N
Representations in persom'ﬂed form of the demos, the body of _c1t1—
zens that constituted the state, were not new. In his Knights Aristo-
phanes introduced as early as 422 a character named “Demos,_” and
the figure is shown in relief on numerous fourth-century inscrip’rmn:s.28
However, the cult and cult image were new, created in commemoraton
of the liberation of 229. As for the Charites, their identity in Athens
has long been disputed, with scholars divided over whether there were
only two of them {Auxo and Hegemone), three, or even four (adding
Thallo and Karpo). The priest of the new culr attended the ceremonies
for the new ephebes every year (as did their commander}, and Thallo,
Auxo, and Hegemone numbered among the divinities invoked in the
cphebic oath. For this reason scholars believed these were the three
Charites venerated in Athens at that time. It is known with certainty
that an older, modest shrine to the Charites existed earlier at the
entrance to the Acropolis, and it is said that their figures were alleg-
edly carved by Socrates, The Charites’ association with the corps of
cphebes shows that their cult was connected with the welfare of the
young; their association with the personified citizenry reflects the be-
lief that citizens’ concern for the welfare of young people offered
the best guarantee for the well-being of the state. The meaning of the
word Charites, “thanks,” “expressions of gratitude,” may also have
expressed the founders’ intention to display in the new cult their
gratitude for their liberation from foreign domination and the help
they had received .’ Sometime later, probably around the middle of the
second century B.C., the goddess Roma became associated with the
cult, making the priest of the demos and the Charites also Ro-rr}a’s
priest.30 This connection confirms the dominant role that political
ideology played in it from its beginnings. The later, expanded cult was

28. Cf. C. Habicht, AM 105 (1990) 259-263. Fot more on the reliefs see M. Meyer, Die
griechischen Urkundenrelicft (Berlin 1989). .

29. Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics 5.1 132b-1133a. M. P Nilsson sees the cult as having
arisen out of 2 need “to create, as a counrerpart to the cult of rulers symbolizing mon.aljchv,
a cult clearly symbolic of independence and democracy™; Geschichte der griechischen Religion,
vol. 2 {Munich 1974} 144-145. .

30. The oldest documented sacrifices to Roma in Athens do not belong in the year 184
B.C. (as stared earlier in Habichr, Studien 91 n. 67), since the archon Pleisraenus mentioned
in the inscription Agers XV.180.11 did not hold office until midcentury; see Tracy, ALC
141-142; for a different opinion, see J. S. Traill, ZPE 103 (1994} 109-114.
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intended to express the inseparable union of the Athenian citizenry and
the Roman republic.

The creation of the cult to the demos was followed a few years later
by the founding of still another official cult: in 224/3 Ptolemy III
Euergetes was added to the Athenian pantheon.?! A new tribe was
created, the thirteenth such division of the citizenry, and named Ptole-
mais in his honor. Since every tribe sent fifty representatives to the
Council, the number of councillors rose accordingly from 600 to 650.
To form the new tribe, one deme was taken from each of the twelve
old tribes, and a new deme was created for it, named Berenicidae in
honor of Queen Berenice.?? As eponym of a tribe, Ptolemy carned a
place on the monument of the founders in the Agora, and his starue
was duly added to the others. A festival called the Prolemaea was
created in his honor and a priesthood founded for his cult; Prolemy’s
priest also served as priest for Queen Berenice.

The various cult honors correspond down to the minutest details
with the honors granted Antigonus I and Demetrius Poliorcetes in
307. A further exact parailel was created in 200 in the cult of King
Atralus I of Pergamum. It is not difficult to see that the basic motive
in all three cases was the same, namely gratitude for the restoration or
preservation of freedom (and democracy) after a period of Macedonian
oppression or the threat of one. In 307 the Macedonian ruler was
Cassander, in 224 /3 the threat came from Antigonus Daoson, and in
the year 200 from his successor King Philip V. As a result of its isolation
in the 220s, Athens sought support and protection from the king of
Egypt, as it had so often in the past. The cult to the king was the city’s
cxpression of thanks for aid in a moment of peril. As W. S, Ferguson
recognized many years ago, Ptolemy was “almost the official protector
of the neutrality of Athens.”??

The Athenians at this time awarded citizenship to a high official of
the king named Thraseas, who joined the newly created tribe of Prole-
mais as a compliment to the monarch.? A document from Arsinoé in

31. For detailed documentation and the dating of the cult, which is no longer a matter
of controversy, se¢ Habicht, Studien 105-112; and idem, CA 11 (1992) 68-90.

32. ]. Traill, Hesperin Suppl. 14 (1975} 33, 61, and plate at 62-63.

33. Athenian Tribal Cycles in the Hellenistic Age (Cambridge, Mass., 1932} 143. Alexan-
drian influence on Athenian pottery of this period is confirmed by S. Rowoff, Hellensstic
Potrery: Athegian and Imported Moldmade Bowls, Agora XXI1 {Princeron 1982) 1113,

34. IG 11".836, with commentary by A. Wilhelm {1936} in Akademseschrifien 2: 546
550. Cf. Habichr, Studien 115-116. ’
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Cilicia published in 1989 has provided much new insight into Thraseas’
identity and background.®® The family came from Aspendus in Pam-
phylia, located east of Antalya on the southern coast of present-day
Turkcy. In 253 /2 Thraseas’ father, Actus, served in Ptolemy’s empire
as eponymous priest of Alexander the Great and the divine royal couple
of the Theo: Adelphoi, a high office reflecting membership in elite circles
of the monarchy. He also served as Prolemy II’s governor of the
province of Cilicia in southeastern Asia Minor and founded the city
named after Queen Arsinoé. Cilicia was later lost to the Seleucids, but
reconquered by Ptolemy III in 246 /5. Thraseas followed his father as
governor, and the recently published document narrates his actvities.
He brought about a settlement between the new city of Arsinoé and
its neighbor Nagidus, a city founded centuries earlier by Samos that
had been forced to cede some of its territory for the founding of
Arsinoé. Thraseas’ son was the same Ptolemy known from Polybius,
other writers, and inscriptions as the man Ptolemy IV appointed gov-
ernor in Coele Syria and Phoenicia after a brilliant career in the army.
After the Egyptian monarch’s death, however, Ptolemy entered the
service of the Seleucid king Antiochus III and handed over the prov-
ince to his new master. Other members of the family, including two
other sons of Thraseas, are documented as having held high positions
under the Ptolemies and the Seleucids.

From this it is clear that Ptolemy had chosen a man in whom he
placed great trust to send as envoy to Athens in 224 /3. Thraseas
returned a second time shortly afterward with gifts from the king.3¢
The monarch must have set great store by renewing the ties interrupted
in 262. The foundaton of a new gymnasium in Athens named the
Ptolemaeum, endowed by the king, also served to strengthen these ties.
(The name more likely refers to this king than to his third successor,
Ptolemy VI Philometor [reigned 181-145].)% For their part the Athe-
nians strove to cement and publicize the ties with Egypt by inviting

35. Published by E. Kirsten and I. Opelt, ZPE 77 (1989) 55-66; emended text and
detailed commentary by C. P. Jones and C. Habicht, Phoenix 43 (1989) 317-34¢6; for
Thraseas” family see esp. 335-346. Further emendations have been offered by . Gauthier,
Bulletin ép{gguphique (19%0) 304.

36. IG117.836; see note 34 above.

37. Pausanias 1.17.2. M. Thompson has argued for Ptolemy VI as the gymnasium’s
patron, ANS MusN 11 (1964) 119-129; for his identity as Ptolemy T11 see Habichr, Studien
112-117. Sce turther Miller, “Architecture as Evidence” 202-207; and H. Schaaf, Unzer-
suchungen zu Gebaudestiftungen in bellenistischer Zeit (Cologne 1992) 73-83.
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other states to participate in the Ptolemaca. A surviving decree honors
the city of Ephesus and the diplomats who announced the Ephesians’
intention to send a delegation to the games.* The city belonged at that
time to the Ptolemaic empire. Celebrations of the new festival contin-
ued for more than a century, and perhaps up to the end of the mon-
archy in 30 B.c.¥

In the spring of 228, a year after the liberation, Athens had its first
contact with the rising new power in the Mediterranean, the Roman
republic. After acquiring its first two overseas provinces, Sicily and
Sardinia, Rome had experienced an upswing in maritime trade, but this
commerce was increasingly hindered by Illyrian pirates. When diplo-
matic embassies to the Illyrian queen Teuta proved fruitless, the two
Roman consuls led a campaign against her, known as the First Illyrian
War, and in 228 compelled her to sue for peace. Among other things
the terms prohibited her from allowing warships to operate south of
Lissa (modern Lesh in Albania); this was Rome’s first intervenuon on
the Balkan peninsula. L. Postumius Albinus, one of the two consuls,
remained behind in lllyria in 228 and sent envoys to explain the reasons
for the Roman operations in the Balkans to the assemblies of the
Actolian and Achaean Leagues (who had themselves also fought
against the Illyrians). Soon thereafter the Senate sent envoys on the
same mission to Corinth (a member of the Achacan League) and
Athens . * Scholars are divided on whether these embassies were merely
acts of diplomatic courtesy or possessed greater political significance. !
It is undeniable, however, that both Aectolia and the Achacans were at
war with Macedonia at the time, and that Athens had just freed itself
from Macedonian rule. Under these circumstances the failure of both
Postumius and the Senate to send messengers or envoys to the royal
court at Pella can hardly be an accident. To assume that Rome was
seeking to isolate Macedonia would be going too far, but it seems

38. ISE 30, from the vears 224-222.

39. Habicht, CA 11 (1992) 83-85,

40. Polybius 2.12.4-8,

4]1. The view that the missions had hwde or no polideal significance is argued by
M. Holleaux, Rome, la Grice ct les manarchies bellénistiques an IIF siecle av. J.-C. (Paris 1921)
113-119; and Walbank, Cemmentary 1: 165-167. W. V, Harrs takes the opposire view in
War and Imperialion in Republican Rome, 327-70 B.C. (Oxford 1979) 137-138: “The target
of this policy, it must have been clear, was Macedon.” According to a late source (Zonaras
8.19.7), the Roman emissaries were awarded citizenship and allowed access to the Eleusinian
Mysteries.
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certain that the Senate wished to gain among Macedonia’s encmies
approval of the new conditions prevailing in Illyria, to which Mace-
donia could hardly remain indifferent.

Athens had a further connection with the events taking place in
Illyria. After the Illyrian campaign the Senate approved an alliance with
several cities there, including the island city of Pharos. The treachery
of Prince Demetrius of Pharos led to an attack by the Roman army in
219, the Second Tilyrian War, during which heavy damage was inflicted
upon the city. Nonetheless Rome repeated its ofter of an alliance with
the city. Following the war Pharos sent embassies to its mother city,
Paros, and to Paros’ mother city, Athens, with appeals for “renewal”
of the relationship and help in rebuilding.*? The text of the inscription
is incomplete, and so it remains uncertain how the Athenian govern-
ment responded to the request. The nature of the relationship indicates
that Pharos expected a positive answer, and the very fact that Athens
is mentioned in a text chiseled in stone and intended for public display
suggests they received one.

3. Athens as a Neutral Power

When in the fall of 225 the Athenian government rejected the
Achacans’ plea for help in beating back the attack of Cleomenes of
Sparta (a refusal that still rankled with Polybius several generations
later), their desperation drove them into the arms of the king of
Macedonia, whom they had previously regarded as an enemy. In re-
sponse to the isolation that threatened it in consequence, Athens
sought and found a strong ally in Ptolemy of Egypt. Relying on this
source of support, the city continued on the course of political neutral-
ity that its leaders had set in 229.

Such a policy could be successful only if the city was in a position to
defend itself in case of necessity, now that it lacked a strong Mace-
donian garrison to guarantee its safety. Accordingly, the Athenians
embarked on a program to strengthen the walls of the city, Piraeus, and
the harbors. Further measures aimed at maintaining and improving the

42. The fundamental interpretation of the inscription found in Pharos was offered by
L. Robert, Hellenica 11-12 (1960) 505-541; the role of Athens is mentoned on 515 and
524-325. Robert’s conjecture that the cvents date from 219 has been confirmed by P. S.
Derow, ZPE 88 (1991) 261-270. Deraow cites the passage of the Pharos decree relevant to
Athens on 262 (hnes 10-16), with notes on 263.
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country’s fortress defenses. Recent discoveries of documents at Rham-
nus in eastern Attica, honoring the coastal generals and their subordi-
nates, indicate thata great deal of activity occurred there over a period
of thirty years.*s Rhamnus is unlikely to have been an exception; the
greater frequency of finds there than at Eleusis, Sunium, and other
fortresses may simply be accidental. It appears that a decision was made
not to repair the Long Walls connecting the city and the harbor, for
according, to Polybius they were half in ruins by the end of the century,
Apparently those in command had become convinced that each could
be more effectively defended separately, and that keeping the link
between them open under wartime conditions was no longer a high
priority or perhaps even possible. Conceivably financial constraints
played a role in this strategy, which to a certain degree abandoned the
idea of city and harbor as a unit. Certainly it scems revealing that, from
the end of the century on, Assembly decrees refer to the ast# ( “town”)
and Piraeus as the “two cities” of the Athenians. The same sober
appraisal of the realities and financial possibilities probably ruled out all
thought of building up the navy.*

Whereas after the liberation of 287 it was possible for Athenian
leaders to hope that a clever policy of alliances would allow the city to
go on playing an independent role on the larger political stage, Eury-
cleides and Micion were convinced that they could best maintain
Athens’ independence by avoiding all international entan glements.
Alcibiades, Leosthenes, and Chremonides had been bolder, had aimed
higher and risked more, but in the end they had all failed to achieve
their ambitious aims and brought disaster on the city. There is no good
reason to condemn as unheroic or misguided the policy of the brothers
from Cephisia, which avoided such great risks.

During the last three decades of the third century, three major wars,
cach lasting several years, took place on Greek soil: the war of Cleome-
nes of Sparta (228-222) against first the Achaean League and, after

43, Sec the yearly reports by B. C. Petrakos in Ergon and Praktika, most recently Prakriba
(1990 [1994]) 21-24, nos, 1-2; and Ergen (1993) 8.

44. For derails sce Habicht, Studien 128, The reference to the walls “half in ruins” is
Livy’s citation of Polybius (Livy 31,26.8). On the other hand Livy gives the impression that
the walls connecting the city and harbor were either still or onee again intact {or at leasr worth
a visit) when Aemilius Paulfus visited Athens in 168 (45.27.11). The first documented
reference to the two cities (ToA€Ls) occurs in 204,/3 (FHesperin 45 [1976] 298, lines 16-17),
with frequent references thereafier; see D Gauthier, REG 95 (1982) 275-290; and Agora
Inv. I7581.8-11.
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224, its allies (Macedonia and the Hellenic League); next the Social
War (220-217), in which the coalition that had defeated Cleomenes,
now under the leadership of King Philip of Macedonia, took the field
against the Aetolian League; and finally, the First Macedonian War
(212-205), berween the same coalition on the one side and the Ae-
tolian League and Rome on the other. Athens was the only major
power on the mainland to avoid being drawn into these conflicts. Its
leaders managed “to keep the city in peace while the rest of Greece was
racked by devastating wars.”*® The peace agreement at Naupactus in
217 that ended the War of the Allies was the last peace treaty concluded
on Greek soil without the participation of Rome.

The War of Cleomenes took place entirely on the Peloponnese.*® In
order to obtain assistance from Antigonus, the Achaean League had
been forced to cede to him the fortress of Acrocorinth. During the
fighting Antigonus captured the Arcadian city of Orchomenus from
the enemy but, instead of returning it to the Achaeans, kept it for
himself. The war ended with the victory of the king and his allies over
Cleomenes and the Spartans at Sellasia in 222, Cleomenes fled to
Egypt, and Sparta joined the Hellenic League. With these events the
Macedonian monarchy again achieved a dominant position in Greece.
The news of Antigonus’ sudden death at a relatively early age shortly
after his defeat of Cleomenes must have been received with relief in
Athens. His successor, seventeen-year-old Philip V, was not seen as
posing much of a threat for the immediate future.

Within less than a year, however, a new war broke out, sparked by
the antagonism between the Actolian and Achaean Leagues.*” After a
coup Sparta switched sides and joined the Aectolians, while Philip and
his Hellenic League remained allies of the Achaeans. The battles of this
war, waged with unexpected energy by the young king, took place at
widely scattered sites with different outcomes, giving the advantage
first to one side and then to the other. In the north and northwest, the
regions affected were Epirus, Acarnania, Aetolia, Thessaly, and the area
of Pieria in Macedonia; after the Aetolians plundered the undefended
shrine of Dion at the foot of Mt. Olympus in an offensive in 219, Philip
took revenge the following year by committing similar excesses at the

45. Beloch, GG 4.1: 641.

46. For more on this war sec Walbank, Macedonia 337-364.

47. More on this “Social War” can be found in F. W. Walbank, Philip V of Macedon
(Cambridge 1940) 24-67.
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Aetolians’ shrine of Thermus. The main fighting on the Peloponnese
occurred in Elis, Laconia, and Arcadia.

Though not directly involved in the war, Athens was once seriously
threatened after a crisis in Philip’s camp.*® Before his death Antigonus
had created a council of seasoned leaders to assist his young successor.
During the war a profound conflict arose between the king and several
of these influential advisers, led by a Macedonian named Apelles, in
which Aratus appears to have sided with Philip. It ended with Apelles’
execution and the deaths of others who had opposed the monarch or
merely fallen out of favor (218). One of them, a man named Megaleas
who headed the royal chancellery, escaped and asked for asylum in
Athens, but his request was denied “by the generals.” He then turned
to Thebes, where, faced with extradition, he committed suicide.*

Athens had a long and honorable tradition of granting asylum to
petitioners seeking protection. The city’s refusal in this instance must
have been based on instructions given by the Assembly to the strazegos
in charge. Since Megaleas had come to Attica from Corinth, the general
of the region of Eleusis would have been responsible, and in 218/7
this was Theophrastus.®® Like the request for asylum from Harpalus,
Alexander’s treasurer,! a century before, Megaleas’ petition placed the
Athenians in a predicament: if they granted it, they would face open
conflict with Philip, perhaps even war; but if they denied it they would
commit an act contrary to principles on which carlier generations had
prided themselves. In the end they decided on a course more politic
than honorable. When Polybius reproached the Athenian politicians of
this era for currying favor with a// kings, he must have had this incident
in mind as well as the kings at the Egyptian court.®

Athens was also in direct contact with the warring powers during
these years. The Athenian Demaenetus of Athmonon went on a mis-
sion to Philip and the Actolian League in 220,19, the first year of the
war; then, after serving as strategos in the military command of Eleusis
in 219/8, he appears to have visited both several times as an envoy in
218/7, to ensure “that the people [of Athens] will continue to enjoy

48. For details on what follows see R. M. Errington, Historiz 16 (1967) 19-36.

49. Polybius 5.27.1-2.

50. For Theophrastus the general see ISE 31, a decrge awarding him honors. His imme-
diate predecessor was Demaenetus of Athmonon (fG'117.1304.13).

51. See Chapter 1, Section 4.

52. Polybius 5.106.7.
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the friendship of both in peace, and not be drawn into the fighting on
cither side.”? The chief aim of his mission was thus to make clear to
the adversaries Athens’ intention to remain neutral and the teasons
behind it. It is possible that Demaenectus also artempted to mediate,
since all the noncombatants had an interest in seeing the war come to
an end.

A peace agreement was reached at Naupactus in Aetolia in Septem-
ber 217. By then all the participants were weary of the war, and the
news Philip had received about events in Italy allegedly provided addi-
tional motivation to bring hostilities to an end: the news that Hannibal
had defeated the Romans near the lake of Trasimene. The Romans’
presence in Illyria gave Philip cause for considerable concern; their
campaign there in 229 had been only a brief episode, but since the
Second Illyrian War in 219 they had established strong ties to the
region.5 Although they did not establish a base, they did make pacts
with several cities and tribes, and thus had a handy pretext for further
military intervention if they chose. This “Roman protectorate” in
Illyria served as a kind of bridgehead to the Balkan peninsula at Mace-
donia’s back, similar to the bridgehead of Saguntum on the border of
Carthaginian territory in Spain (until Hannibal captured it in 219).
Ending Roman influence in Illyria was an essential and legitimate goal
of Macedonian policy.

The war against Hannibal seemed to offer an opportunity, and Philip
took the initiative, sending an Athenian in his service, Xenophanes, to
make first contact with Hannibal. In 215, only a few months after the
Roman defeat at Cannae, Philip and Hannibal reached an agreement,
the text of which has been preserved in Polybius’ history.*® The only
provision of interest in the present context is its guarantee that Philip
would have control of the Roman sphere of influence in Illyria, should
the alliance be victorious.5 Tlowever, no combined operations of the
allies ever took place either there or in Italy. Philip was left to try to
conquer lllyria on his own. His attempts to do so were tantamount to

53. IG 112.1304, with comments by Habichr, Studien 132-135.

54. E. Badian, PBSR 20 (1952) 72-93; E. §. Gruen, The Hellenistic Wbridzand the
Coming of Rome, 2 vols. (Berkeley 1984) 359-368; R. M. Errngton, CAH 8~ (1989)
85-106.

55. Polybius 7.9.1-7; SV, no. 528.

56. Polybius 7.9.13: “that the Romans shall not be rulers over Corcyra, Apollonia,
Epidamnus, nor over Pharos, Dimale, the Parthini or Atintania.” Philip was thus given a free
hand in these areas.
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an attack on Rome, which responded by forming an alliance with the
Actolians in 212,57 Philip had considerable success in his Tllyrian cam-
paign; he conquered Lissa and subdued the tribes of the Atintans,
Ardiaeans, and the Parthinians.58

The conflict spread when Attalus I of Pergamum, Elis, Messene, and
Sparta joined the coalition against Philip in 211 /0. Battles took place
almost everywhere on the Balkan peninsula. Athens could no longer
remain a passive onlooker when the Roman proconsul Sulpicius Galba
conquered the island of Aegina opposite Athens in the Saronic Gulf,
plundered it, and then handed it over to the Actolians, as provided by
the treaty between Aetolia and Rome. The Aetolians proceeded to sell
the island to Attalus. In June 209 Athens joined with other neutral
powers to try to put an end to the fighting. Envoys from Ptolemy IV
Philopator (reigned 221-204) from Rhodes, Athens, and Chios assem-
bled at the headquarters of Philip and the Aetolians on the Malian Gulf
to negotiate a peace among the combatants. It was a concerted at-
tempt, coordinated mainly by Egypt, to mediate a political settlement
in which both the Romans and Attalus would agree to leave Greece. A
further aim was certainly the wish to reestablish normal conditions for
trading, which had suffered from the ongoing hostilities. The media-
tors obtained a thirty-day cease-fire, along with an agreement to con-
tinue negotiations at the assembly of the Achaeans in Aegeum. How-
ever, these talks proved fruitless.>®

Over the next two years Ptolemy and Rhodes continued to press for
peace; Byzantium, Chios, and Mytilene are mentioned as playing a role
in the efforts of 207. The Athenians receive no mention in these years
and were presumably no longer involved. In any event it is clear that
Egypt had a strong interest in seeing the war brought to an end. In the
final third of the century (until 204) Egyptian policy was determined
by Sosibius of Alexandria, who as eponymous priest of Alexander and
_the deified Ptolemies in 235/4 held an office reserved for the king’s
most important councillors. It is probably largely as a result of Sosibius’
influence that Athens participated in the mediation effort of 209, and
there are other signs that he strove to maintain ties with the city: in all
likelihood he is the Sosibius celebrated in a poem by Callimachus, who

57. All the evidence, including the fragmenr of the creaty itself, published in 1954, is in
5tV no. 536, with detailed commentary by H. H. Sehmitt.

58. Walbank, Phifip V 80; Hammond, Macedonia 391-399.

59. Livy 27.30.3-6 and 10-15; sce Habicht, Studien 135-137.
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won victories at the pan-Hellenic Isthmian and Nemean Games at the
Great Panathenaea and the Ptolemaca in Alexandria, no doubt in the
horse or chariot races.® Not long afterward Polycrates of Argos, who
had been taken into Ptolemy’s service about 220 and rose to chancellor
of the Ptolemaic empire, won a victory at the Panathenaca, where
members of the Egyptian royal family were also victors.%!

As long as Eurycleides and Micion ruled Athens, they endeavored
to maintain or create friendly relations with all other states. By 229
relations must have become normalized with the Aetolian League,
against whom the Athenians had previously fought on the side of
Macedonia; numerous awards to Athenian citizens were granted in the
220s by the city of Delphi, associated with the Lcague.®* However,
corresponding honors from the Aetolian League in Thermus did not
occur until after the peace of 217. Relations were clearly formal and
correct, but not close. Athens could not have held its seat in the
Ampbhictionic Council during the period of Macedonian domination,
and it is highly significant that it did not resume its place in 229. The
Aetolians, who controlled a majority in the Council after their territo-
rial expansion during the third century, faced hostility on this account,
and in the war of 220 one of the declared goals of the Hellenic League
was to end this dominance and restore traditional representation on
the Council.#* To achieve their aim would have been possible only if
the opponents of Aetolia had succeeded in liberating the regions that
had once had independent seats in the Council but lost them through
annexation by Aetolia. They failed in this aim, and the question of
representation on the Council played no role in the peace of 217.
Immediately thereafter Athens again began sending a delegate chosen
in an annual election. As long as the Aetolian hegemony was under
such forceful attack, the Athenians did not want to commit themselves

60. For more on Sosibius see E. Olshausen, Prosspographic dev bellenistischen Kﬁﬂi:g..i'
gesandsen, vol. 1 (Lowen 1974) 43—45; and W. Huss, Untersuchungen zur Axﬂenpqlmk
Prolemasos’ IV, {Munich 1976) 242-251. For the poem by Callimachus: fr. 384 Pfeiffer.
Doubts have occasionally been raised about whether the victor is identical with the king’s
minister, e.g., by Pfeiffer, Callimachus, vol. 2 {Oxford 1953) xl—xli. However, the idendfica-
tion has been generally accepted since Beloch. The man celebrated by Callimachus must have
been both of high rank and very wealthy, and thns could hardly be anyone other than the
famed courtier.

61. IG11°.2313.62; 2315.48-51; of. Hesperin 60 (1991) 230.

62. FD111.2.78, 79, and 158 (229-227 B.C.), 74, 76, 82, and 166.

63. Polybius 4.25.8; A. Giovannini, Ancient Macedonga, vol. 1 (Thessaloniki 1970) 148.
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to a position or to compromise themselves in the eyes of the king of
Macedonia, who was leading the Hellenic League in trying to put an
end to that hegemony.

In Boeotia, several Athenians were honored by the Boeotian League
with the award of proxenia during the 220s,% and others after the peace
of 217.%5 The Athenian guild of craftsmen for Dionysus voted in 215
to take part in the festival of the Muses in Thespiae, which the city and
Boeotian League had revived.® The war had interrupted many relig-
ious festivals that were resumed or celebrated in an altered form after
the peace of Naupactus. The Acarnanian League took over responsi-
bility for the festival of Apollo at Actium from the city of Anactorium,
because the city could no longer finance it after the war.®” Polybius
writes of the Achacans: “They revived the traditional sacrifices and
festivals and other religious customs in their various cities, which had
almost fallen into oblivion in most places because of the incessant series
of wars.”®® In the federal capital of Megalopolis celebration of the
Lycaean festival was resumed, and a fragmentary decree of the Athe-
nian Assembly records the city’s acceptance of an invitation to partici-
pate.5

Eurycleides was still alive in 211 but almost certainly dead by 201.7
It is impossible to determine whether he participated in the peace
initative of 209. Toward the end of his career he was honored by an
Assembly decree still partiatly preserved, which summed up a lifetime
of public service. The surviving fragment reflects very clearly that he
played a leading role in the political life of the city. In addition to service
in a variety of offices, the decree mentions sizable contributions from
his personal fortune for the city’s welfare, the decisive role he played
in its liberation, his rebuilding of defenses in the fortresses and harbor,
his initiatives in restoring agriculture to areas devastated by war, his
construction of sacred and secular buildings, and finally his success as
a statesman in winning over other Greek cities and monarchs as allies.”!

64. IGVIL.246.302 and 308,

65. Copious documentarion is in Habicht, Stadien 132 n. 64.

66. IG VIL.1735 as reconstructed by M. Fevel, Contribution 4 Vépigraphic béotienne (Le
Puy 1942) 882—117, esp. 94-96. See also J. and L. Robert, Bulletin épigraphique (1942) 69.
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69, IG [12.993; S. Dow, HSCP 48 (1937) 120-126.
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71. For a more detailed analysis of the inscription see Habichr, Stsdien 118-127, wirh
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After 229 Athens must have maintained regular diplomatic relations
with a number of foreign states, but only slight traces of these ex-
changes have survived. The existing evidence doe.s at least sl?ow that
ties existed with regions far beyond the Greek mainland and 1pcluded
both islands (such as Crete)”? and Asia Minor, where there .15 docu-
mented contact with Ephesus and Miletus in Yonia,”? and Antioch and
Magnesia-on-the-Macander in Caria.”* The resumption of contacts
between Athens and the Seleucid court in Antioch in northern Syria
after a long hiatus is documented before the end of the third century.”

As far as life in Athens itself during this period is concerned, only a
single decree in honor of ephebes was known up to 1937. This and tt}c
fact that the ephebes in the year of the decree must have been few In
number were scen as evidence of Athens’ poverty at the time.”® Since
then ten ephebic decrees from the period have come to light, not
counting those estimated to date from “around 200”_; but the number
of ephebes—between 20 and 55 per year-class——remal'ns 19w.77 It seems
that the numbers did not risec again until an upswing 1n €conomic
activity occurred in the second century.

see Chapter 6, note 18. For the family sec Studien 179-182, where cerrain details require
amplification and correction. o .

I';Z. IG 112.844 and D. Brulé, La piraterie crétoise hellénistique (P‘ans 1978} 17—24.. .

73. ISE 30 (Fphesus); Milet 1.2, no. 12, an Athenian award of honors for the Milesian
sratesman Lichas from shortly before 200. As the epigram added to the monument shows,
Lichas was a leading politician and general of his city. .
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Alliance with Rome
(200-167)

1. Against Philip

The policy of neutrality pursued for a generation by the brothers
Eurycleides and Micion of Cephisia (named by Polybius as its origina-
tors) was based on the assumption that external events would not draw
Athens into conflicts beyond the borders of Attica.! The strategy func-
tioned well as long as the different powers on the Balkan pe;linsula
were left more or less to their own devices, but continuing it became
impossible in the altered political circumstances of the late third cen-
tury. Afier its defeat at Cannae in 216, Rome viewed as a provocation
Hannibal’s alliance with Philip the following year and determined on
a policy of intervention in Greece, with, as a first step, the formation
f)f its own alliance with the Aetolians. In 212 Attalus I of Pergamum
joined Rome and Aetolia against Philip, in a conflict that became
known as the First Macedonian War. Attalus’ initiative was soon re-
warded with the acquisition of the island of Aegina, on Athens’ door-
step.

During this period the groundwork was laid for Roman domination
of Greece. The powers named above played the main roles. Alrhough
the importance of individual events may be disputed, it cannot be
denied that Rome’s decision in 229 to use force to stop the Illyrians’
piracy (to which their queen Teuta was turning a blind eye) set in
motion a long chain of events that in the course of two gencrations

L. For che general history of this period sec Will, Histgire 2: 101-301; E. 8. Gruen, The
Hellenistic World and the Coming of Rome, 2 vols. (Berkeley 1984) 359 it Hamm,ond
Macedonia 441-557; I.-Ii. Ferrary, Philbeliénisme et impérialisme (Rome 1988) 45*218T
R. M. Errington, CAH 8 (1989) 244-289; and P, §. Derow, ibid., 290-323, '
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made Rome ruler of the Balkan peninsula. Polybius, a contemporary
observer of much of the period, recognized and articulated this fact
accurately.? It is arguable, to be sure, whether the events of that first
year aroused great fear or much uncase in Greece or Macedonia. But
even if the inital appearance of Roman armies in Illyria passed without
undue alarm, their return in 219 caused serious concern to Macedonia
and its young king Philip. Demetrius of Pharos may bave influenced
the king’s decision; after Demetrius betrayed his pact with the Romans,
they drove him out in 219, and he found asylum at the court in Pella,
where he may have persuaded Philip to seck an alliance with Hannibal,
A provision of the pact of 215 between Hannibal and Macedonia
awarded the Roman-controlled regions of Illyria to Macedonia in the
event of a victory.?

Athens avoided being drawn into the First Macedonian War, al-
though it participated with other powers in efforts to make peace. After
the Aetolians concluded a separate peace with Philip, the general peace
treaty between Rome and Macedonia was signed in Phoenice in Epirus
in 206.* A list of the allies on both sides was appended to the docu-
ment, six powers on the side of Philip (namely Prusias 1 of Bithynia and
the members of the Hellenic League of 224), and seven on the side of
Rome. With two exceptions, all had been combatants, and it was
therefore necessary to include them in the peace treaty. The two ex-
ceptions were both on the Roman side, namely Ilium at the top of the
list and Athens at the bottom. Although some scholars disagree, it has
been clear for a long time that both are later {that is, Roman) additions
to Polybius’ original account. The mention of Ilium is an obvious
interpolation designed to make the site connected with Rome’s legen-
dary origins (Troy/Ilium) appear an early protectorate of the republic,
while the mention of Athens is intended to justify in retrospect Rome’s
aggression against Macedonia in 200, by presenting it as intervention
on behalf of an ally protected under the peace agreement of 206. The
forgery was probably perpetrated in the first century B.C. by the annalist
Valerius Antias, who is known to have interpolated one clearly inaccu-
rate statement into the work of Polybius, namely the claim that in 196,
after the Roman victory over Philip, Athens was rewarded with the

2. Polybius 2.12.7.
3. Polybius 7.9.13; text of the pact with commentary in S$¢V, no. 528,
4. Livy 29.12.11-16.
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islands of Lemnos, Imbros, Delos, and Skyros. With these embellish-
ments he apparently wanted to present Rome’s declaration of war
against Philip merely as the fulfillment of a six-year-old treaty obliga-
ton after Philip attacked Athens, and to show that Rome offered
compensation to the victims of Macedonian aggression afterward.® In
fact, however, Rome had no ties of any sort with Ilium or Athens in
206 and 200.

Nevertheless, the appearance of Rome and Pergamum as new powers
on the scene in Greece was only one reason why Athens was no longer
able to maintain its policy of neutrality; a further factor was an acute
crisis in the Ptolemaic monarchy, its traditional protector. Ptolemy IV
Philopator died in 204, leaving a six-year-old heir, his son Prolemy V
Epiphanes. A series of rapidly succeeding regents governed in his stead:
first Agathocles of Samos, followed by Tlepolemus of Lycia and Aris-
tomenes of Acarnania. Power struggles created a situation akin to civil
war in Alexandria, and the obvious weakness of the dynasty virtually
invited exploitation by rivals. An earlier attempt by Antiochus 111 to
seize territory had failed with his defeat at the battle of Raphia in 217,
but now he succeeded in taking southern Syria and Palestine (202-
200), and in 201 Philip wrested Samos from Egypt.

At the same time Athens faced acute danger of attack from Mace-
donia after many years of peace. The city appealed to the friendly
regime in Egypt, but circumstances did not permit it to send effective
help. Athens was forced to turn to the powers that had opposed Philip
in the recent war: Attalus, Rome, and Rhodes, which had just recently
become an enemy of Macedonia. In 200 the citizens of Athens declared

war on Philip.® At this point Rhodes and Attalus were already at war
against Philip, and Roman emissaries in Athens let it be known that
Rome would shortly enter the conflict on the side of the allies.

Polybius, who condemns so harshly the Athentan policy of neutrality

5. A more detailed discussion is in Habicht, Studien 138-142. For publicatons since then
see J. W. Rich, Proceedings of the Cambridge Philological Socizty 210 (1984) 150 with nn.
209-210; and Ferrary, Philbellénisme 25 n. 81. E. S. Gruen makes an ingenious attempt to
prove that the naming of Ilium is authentic—he makes no mention of Athens—in Stidées in
Greek Cultyre and Roman Poliey (New York 1990) 27-33 and 150. But his equating of Hlinm
and Pergamum is incorrect and would mean that Actalus had permitted a city belongiug to
his empire to be mentioned separately, something incompatible with the character of monar-

chical rule. For the peace of 196 sec Valcrius Antias in Livy 33.30.11 and Holleaux, Etwdes
5: 104-120.

6. Habicht, Studien 142-158.

in the preceding decades, is equally harsh rcga-rding Fhe c1rc1%n‘15.tanczs;
in which the city abandoned it. While offering pointed Cntt:laTme_
Philip’s aggression in this period, he noneﬂ'leless asserts that the )
nians became involved in the war against him for an u'nworthy caulse.
The background was the following: During celebration of the Eleu-
sinian Mysterics in September 201 two young men ﬁiOl"I‘l' Acarrgma
inadvertently took part in ceremonics reseer':d for intiates. ven
though the offensc was unintentional, it constituted sacrilege in the
eyes of the Athenians, who executed the two pe'r'];?etrators. The sg:lp
was not only extreme overreaction but alsq politically ra.sh, for the
Acarnanians had been loyal allies of Macedonia for r?he previous twenty
years. They complained bitterly to Philip and received his permission
to retaliate. An Acarpanian force augmented by Macedom.am soldl.crs
raided the coast of Artica, inflicting severe damage and carrying offrich
booty. At the same time the Macedonian roy'/a.l navy seized f0}1r Atl.l'c;;
nian warships.® Obviously, Philip was seeking a confrontation wi
ens. '
Atl"}hc Athenian Assembly responded in the spring of 200 “w1th a
declaration of war and simultaneously abolished the two Macc-
donian” tribes created more than a century before, Antigonis a’n.d
Demetrias. In addition they voted to destroy all monuments to Philip
and his ancestors in Athens, to expunge refcrenco?s to members of the
royal families in public decrees, and to anathematize arllcl ban all Mace-
donians——henceforth no Macedonian would be permlttf,d to set foot
on Attic soil.? Numerous surviving inscriptions from which .the names
of Macedonian kings, their relatives, or the tribes of A{ltlgOl‘llS and
Demetrias have been obliterated still bear witness to th? 1mple:menta-
tion of this decree. A gilded equestrian statue of Demetrius Poliorcetes
was also taken down at that time and destroyed.1? o
When war was declared, it happened that Attalus and emissarics from
Rhodes and Rome were in the city. Attalus and the Rhodnansi had come
to persuade Athens to join them in the war they were waging against

7. In Livy 31.14.6. s
. Polybius 26.16.9; Livy 31.15.5. o .
g {?v? 3::1544.2—9 and 41.23.1. The priesthoods of the two tribes h.croes, Antigonus and
Dcm'etrius——Livy’s sucerdotes (31 .44.4)—disap[{cared alo;ngswuh! Llllt:( tlzr;gf;s) til;it;sglv::.wm‘:h
10. The evidence was collected by S. Dow In Hefpzrm uppl. R
many more recent discoveries have been added: Habicht, Studien 148 n. 1271' For the statue
of Demetrius see Hesperia 42 (1973) 165-168 and plate 36; cf. SEG 32.151.
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Philip, while the Roman envoys had business with Attalus. Because the
king was unwilling to address the Assembly himself, a statement was
read aloud in which he called upon the Athenians to join the war,
warning them that otherwise they would not share in the fruits of
victory. The citizens were particularly well disposed toward the Rhodi-
ans, who made a similar appeal, because they had recaptured the four
Athenian ships seized by Philip and returned them.!! In honor of the
Pergamene monarch the Assembly voted to create a new tribe to be
named Attalis, to which each of the old tribes would contribute one
deme. With this the number of tribes, which had just dropped from
thirteen to eleven, rose again to twelve. The cult of the tribe’s hero
Attalus replaced that of the Macedonian tribes’ heroes; the cult of
Ptolemy IIT continued in existence. The new cult resembled the latter
down to matters of detail: just as in 224/3 a new deme named “Ber-
enicidae” in honor of the Egyptian queen had been added to the new
tribe, a deme named “Apollonieis” afrer Apollonis, queen of Perga-
mum, was created in 200 and incorporated in the new tribe of Attalis. 12
Immediately after the declaration of war the citizens sent a delega-
tion led by Cephisodorus of Xypete to Rome. The existence of this
delegation inspired the hypothesis by Roman annalists (which can be
encountered in Livy) that an appeal by Athens for help (preces Athen-
tensium) led Rome to enter the war against Philip.!* However, in fact
Rome had reasons of its own; the Senate had determined upon war
(and made that known to Attalus in Athens) even before the Athenian
envoys arrived.' The end of the war against Hannibal allowed Rome
o resume a conflict only temporarily interrupted by the peace of
Phoenice. Deserted by its Aetolian allies, Rome had been forced to
make major concessions in the treaty, such as ceding to Philip the
Tllyrian region of Atintania. The Romans saw this not as compromise,

11. Polybius 16.26; Livy 31,15,

12, Polybius 16.25.8-9; Livy 31.15.6; ]. S. Traill, Hesperia Suppl. 14 (1975) 30-31. For
IGII".2362 see idem, Demos and Tritzys (Toronto 1986) 52-76; and R.. S. Stroud, JHS 109
{1989) 253. The priesthood of Attalus is documented for the first time in the early secoud
century {Agora XV.259.86) but was nor created then, as H. Mattingly erroneously states,
Historia 20 (1971) 28.

13. Livy 31.1.9 and 45.22.6, Despite earlier doubts about the accuracy of Pausanias’
account (I.36.5-6), the historical authenticity of the delegation was confirmed by the decree
awarding honors to Cephisodorns, ISE 33, published in 1936.

14. Polybius 16.25.4 and 26.6; Livy 31.15.4, For more dewiled discussions see Habicht,
Studien 150-158; Rich, Procecdings of the Cambridge Phifological Society 210 (1984) 150-
151,
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but as humiliation.!$ It was the old score still to be settled witlll Philip
that led them to declare war, not an appeal from the Athenians, to
whom Rome had no obligations at all. Nevertheiessz once the Romans
had decided on war, they cited Philip’s actions against Athens :its orlle
reason for it,'¢ and it was Roman troops advancing after landing in
Epirus in the late summer of 200 that rescued Athens from grave
danger. 3 .

For Athens, although it had declared war on Philip, was 1}1capablc
of waging one. It was not even able to defend its own hinterland
effectively. The king did not conduct the campaign personally, for.he
was besieging Abydos on the Hellespont at the time. The Macedonian
attack on Athens was led by Philip’s generals Nicanor (who advanced
as far as the Academy, directly outside the gates of the city, and met
with the Roman envoys near Athens) and Philocles; the latter had been
provided with a rather modest force of 2,000 footsoldiers rfmd 200
cavalry.!” It was clearly not these troops, but another Macedonian army
from the fortress of Corinth that invaded Attica by way of Megara. In
addition naval squadrons stationed in Chalcis on Euboea threatened
Athenian shipping routes and the Attic coasts.!® The reports convey the
impression that in this phase of the war Atheman forces. were‘v.lr_tually
nowhere in evidence on land or sea, and limited their a‘cnvlt%es to
defending the city, harbor, and some few selected strategic pomFs.“’
The sources mention that Attalus and the Rhodians did too little
during these critical months, and nothing indicates that they sent
troops to help.?® In Eleusis religious rituals were canceled sevcrfil years
in a row *as a result of circumstances,” as a later decree honoring th.c
hierophant Aristocles phrased it, perhaps referring to the years of this
war,?!

Effective help came from the Romans. On landing at Apollonia in

15. For Atintania see Livy 29.12.13. The peace is called “a humiliating reverse™ for Rome
by Rich, Proceedings 151.

16. Polybius 16.34.5.

17. Polybius 16.27.1-3; Livy 31.16.2.

18. Livy 3L.22.6. ) ‘
19. Fo;YElcusis see Livy 31.25.2; for Piracus, 31.26.7. For the city, harbor, aud fortresses

generally, sce IG 112.886.10—12, lonoring a Pergamene wbo interrupted his studies of
hilosophy to help defend Athens.
g 20 [;’czlybius ][)6.28.1 ff; Livy 31.15.8 ff; IG 11 894 34 scems to suggest that Attalus
provided support in the form of money and grain.
21. Clinton, Officials 24, no. 11,17-18,
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Epirus Consul Sulpicius Galba found Athenian envoys who described
the city’s precarious situation. He at once dispatched twenty warships
and 1,000 soldiers to positions in Piracus. They stabilized the situation
immediately, and the attacks from both Corinth and Chalcis ceased.
The Roman fleet was soon joined by three Rhodian and three Athenian
warships.22 After receiving some information from exiles, the Roman
commander was emboldened to use this force for a surprise night raid
on the strong Macedonian fortress at Chalcis. The allies burned down
royal storehouses and arsenals, freed prisoners from the dungeon, and
destroved statues of the king. However, their small numbers made any
thought of holding Chalcis impossible, and the attackers retreated to
Piracus.?3
The bold venture placed Athens at risk again, for Philip decided to
retaliate. He hurried to Chalcis from Demetrias in the Gulf of Pagasae
and prepared to Jaunch an assault. The Athenians, warned just in time
of the impending attack and assisted by a corps of mercenaries and a
detachment from Attalus, prevented Philip from entering the city
through the double gateway. The next day Pergamene reinforcements
arrived from Aegina, and Roman reinforcements from Piraeus. Philip
had to abandon his hopes of a surprise attack, and he also failed in a
tollow-up raid on the fortress of Eleusis, where the garrison proved
alert and prepared; the king took his troops on to the Peloponnese.?*
During Philip’s absence his strazegos Philocles led another assault on
Attica from Euboeca with a force of 2,000 men. He, too, failed to take
Eleusis by storm and met up with Philip’s army on its return from
Achaea. Philip again tried to take Eleusis but was repulsed by reinforce-
ments brought from Piracus by Roman ships. When his next plan, a
simultaneous two-pronged attack on Athens and Piraeus led by himself
and Philocles, proved no more successtul, the sources report that the
king and his general resorted to the time-honored strategy of ravaging

the undefended countryside, particularly the rural shrines and tem-
ples.2s

22. Livy 31.14.3 and 22.5-8. Possibly the presence of some warships from Byzantium,
whose c02111mandcrs were honored by the Athenians around this time, belongs in this context;
see JG 117,884 (Syll. 580). Ships from Byzantium had raken parr in the bartle of Chios against
Philip the previous year (Polybius 16.2.10).

23. Livy 31.23.

24, Livy 31.24.1-25.2.

25. Livy 31.26.1-13; H. A, Thompson, Hesperia 50 (1981) 352-354.

These events ended the first year of the war, and also -thc phase in
which Athens suffered directly; later battles affected the city only mar-
ginally. Sdll, it remained encircled by enemies foF some _nme: Fuboca
and Corinth continued to house strong Macedonian garrisons, and the
Boeotians remained allied with Philip. Clearly, the Athenians had to
give first priority to defending the city and harbor, and then to protect-
ing the rural areas and crops. Thus it is understandab_olc that l]ttle.or
nothing is heard of Athenian participation in the ensuing war ouF51dc
Attica, either on land or on sea. Beyond protecting its own terrtory
Athens could offer no military support to the allies’ cause, although
the city did undertake some diplomatic initiatives. Wherever they
could, Athenian politicians sought to persuade neutral states to enter
the war on the side of the Romans and to convince P.hlhp’s allies to
drop out. lu March 199 the assembly of ic Aetolian League in
Naupactus heard first the envoys of Macedonia, and then the Atheni-
ans; at their own request the Romans spoke last. The Romans gave
precedence to the Athenian representatives because they had so re-
cently endured the king’s attacks and could testify to the outrages he
had committed at sacred sites 26 For the moment the Actolians were
unwilling to commit themselves, but thcy.made preparations enabling
them to join the fighting at any time it might appear opportune.

We do not know who led the Athenian delegation; if Polybius gave
any names, Livy did not repeat them. The same h'olds true for the next
major diplomatic intervention of the Roman a.lhcs at the asscm.bly 9f
the Achaean League, which was on Philip’s side. At the meeting 1n
Scptember 198 in Sicyon Philip’s rcprescm:.ative Cleomedon spoke,
urging the Achacans not to desert Maccd(')ma or at the very least ngt
to change sides in the conflict. The opposing side was represented zlf

L. Calpurnius for Rome and by envoys from Attalgs, Rhodes, an
Athens. The entire first day of the three-day convocation was devoted
to addresses by the foreign ambassadors. Calpurnius spoke first, .f(.nl-
lowed by Attalus’ emissaries, the Rhodians, then C]‘?omcdon for Phll_lp,
and finally the Athenians, whose position was designed to ncutrallz:!c7
any effect Cleomedon’s speech might have on the Achaean dt?lcgatcs.
The Athenians’ address had in fact the greatest vehcrr.n.:nce, since of all
the participants they had suffered the most at Philip’s hands. The

26. Livy 32.29.1-32.5; the Athenians’ specch is reporred in chap. 30.
27. Livy 32.29.12: “ut refellerent Macedonum dicra.”
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outcome was a split decision by a deeply divided Achaean League to
repudiate its old ally Macedonia and to join the war on the Roman
side.28

With the addition of the Achaeans to the coalition against Philip,

Athens” importance must have diminished considerably. As time passed
and the memories of Philip’s ravages in Attica faded, the Athenians’
suffering was less likely to stir up strong emotions, and in military terms
the Achaeans were far stronger; Athenian troops had not distinguished
themselves anywhere since the end of Macedonian rule in the city in
229. Now the decision of the Achaean League to join the allies rele-
gated the Athenians to an altogether insignificant supporting role,

This is probably why the Athenians are not mentioned in any of the
diplomatic activities that followed, neither in the peace negotiations
held at Nicaca on the Malian Gulf in November 198.2° nor at the
assembly of the Bocotians in Thebes carly in 197.3% In both cases
mention of the Achaeans replaces the Athenians in the sources, a clear
sign that Achaean strength bad pushed the Athenians into the back-
ground. While it is highly likely that the latter were represented at both
Nicaca and Thebes, the weight of their opinion and their military
contingent were too insignificant for historians to take separate note of
them.

Nonetheless, while the growth of the coalition through the entry of
the Achaeans and later the Boeotians (both previously allied with
Philip) may have reduced Athens’ role, the city’s name and reputation
must have contributed to the prestige and attraction of the allies’ cause.
Their contribution to the allied fleet remained relatively modest apart
from their provision of a well-fortified and centrally located harbor at
Piracus. The Roman and other allied forces stationed there—reinforced
by numerous light Hllyrian warships as the fighting continued?.—
managed to pin down Macedonian troops in Corinth and the cities of
Euboea, preventing Philip from deploying them elsewhere.

28. Livy 32.19-23; ¢f. Pausanias 7.8.1-2 and Appian Maced. 7.

29. Polybius 18.1-12; Livy 32.329-375; Holleaux, Ersdes 5: 29-79. The Atheniany’
presence at these negotiations is generally assumed, particulady as afterward the Athenian
Cephisodorus traveled with delegates of the other allies to Rome, where the negotiations
were continued before the Senate (Polybius 18.10.11; Pausanias 1.36.6; ISE 33.22-23), Sec,
.8, . W. Walbank, Philip V of Mucedon (Cambridge 1940) 159 n. 6. Oniy A. Aymard tends
to assume thar the Arhenians were uot present; Les premiers vapporss de Rome or de Iz
confédération gchaienne (199-189 av J.-C.) (Bordeaux 1938) 115 n. 5.

30. Livy 33.1-2,

31. Livy 31.45.10 and 32.21.27.
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The war, waged with caution by the first two Roman cn')mmandc.rs,
entered a new phase with the arrival of the young consul Titus Fl.arpm-
nus in May 198. With a combination of energy and lucfk F!armn.mus
maneuvered Philip out of his firm position on d}e Aous River in Epirus.
A year later the Roman consul won a decisive victory at Cynoscephalae
in Thessaly, which brought peace. Large parts of G.reece were declar(?d
free and independent of Macedonia, including Corinth, Phocis, Lgcqs,
the island of Euboea, and Thessaly with its territories Achaea Phthiotis,
Magnesia, and Perrhaebia. A new Thessalian Confederacy was created,
for which Flamininus himself drew up the constitution, based on the
predominance of the wealthy.?? . _ )

During the war Athens was visited by all four successive adm1ra1§ of
the Roman fleet,? and at least three times by King Attaflu‘s.: in th.e spring
of 199, in September of the same year (when he was initiated into the
Mysteries at Eleusis), and in the late fall of 198 .3¢ Years before he had
warned the citizens that they would come away cmpty—hanc?ec'i at th.c
end of the war if they took no part in it. The Athenians had joined .hlS
cause, but failed to receive the anticipated benefit all the same. During
the truce of the winter of 198,/7 their statesman Cephisodorus had
returned to Rome, this time with other allied delcgatt?s to present
Athens’ claims before the Senate. 1t is possible that 61(1]6[: on this
occasion or afrer the war Athens demanded the return of the 1sland§ of

Lemnos, Imbros, and Skyros, which had traditionally bCCl.’l Athenian
before they were lost to Macedonia. Many scholars.havc mtcrprc;t;d
Polybius’ staternent regarding the Athcnianst’ requcit in 167 /6 that 3
Senate award them Delos and Lemnos in this way: As fa_r as Delos an

Lemnos are concerned, there is no objection to their w1,sh', since t.hely
have already laid claim to these islands before.”3% .Howev.er, itis pos.51b e
that Polybius merely meant to say that the Athenians claimed old nghti
of possession to these islands (a reading that seems to fit the contex

36

bc‘f;fliz:'ther or not Athens presented claims in the peace negotiations
of 196, the city won no additional territory. Attalus, who could have

32. Livy 34.51.4-6; Syil. 674 b 50-53 and 63-64; H. Kramolis?ch, Die Stmf‘egen des
Tr’:e.cca'iz'sthm Bundes vom Jabr 196 v Chr. bis zum Auggang der rimischen Republik (Bonn
1978) 22-23.

33. Livy 31.14.3; 21.5; 45.1; 32.16.5; and frequently elsewhere.

34. Livy 31.45.1 and 47.1-2; 32.23.13. o .

35. Po?;bius 30.20.3. The passage is understood in this sense by Holleaux, Etudes 5: 108

n. 1, and others. s
36. E. W. Walbank clearly read the text thus; Commentary 3. 443.
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served as their advocate, had died about the time of the battle of
Cynoscephalae. Athens thus emerged from the war without significant
losses, but also without gains. Sigmificantly for the future, the city had

also bound itself closely to Rome, though without concluding an
official alliance.

2. Against Antiochus

Although Athens had played no part in the Roman Senate’s decision
to settle its score with Philip of Macedonia after the end of the war
against Hannibal, the city derived a certain benefit from it. Athens was
already at war with Philip itself, and Roman soldiers provided greater
protection than the insufficient Athenian forces could muster. Yet if the
Athemans were counting on the Romans to make a switt and perma-
nent withdrawal from Greece after winning the First Macedonian War,
they were quite mistaken. First of all, Roman troops remained in the
country for several years, as new political structures were established in
the arcas wrested from Macedonian control: Flamininus took scveral
years to carry out this task with the assistance of a commission ap-
pointed for the purpose (consisung of ten members of the Senate).
Secondly, after the victory Flamininus immediately became embroiled
in a fierce and rapidly escalating conflict with the Aetolians. In 192 this
would lead to a major war between the formerly allied powers when
the Aetolians declared that the Romans had merely replaced the Mace-
donians as foreign tyrants in Greece and called on the Seleucid king
Antiochus III (“the Great™) to liberate them. In consequence the
Roman armies, which had finally returned to Italy in 194, promptly
reappeared in 192 to prevent this from happening,.

The conflict with Aetolia had arisen not only from personal animosi-
ties between the autocratic Roman general and the intransigent Ae-
tolians, but also from serious political differences.?” The Aetolians made
cxtensive demands for territory at the end of the war, which Flamininus
opposed, supported by the other Greek allies. The Actolians” goal was
to destroy Philip completely and to take possession of most of his
territory, which they claimed on the basis of the treaty signed with
Rome in 212. This granted them sole rights to the entire territory that
might be won, while the Romans would receive all portable goods and
chatrels. Flamininus refused categorically to recognize the pact as valid,

37. D. Musti, ANRW 1.2 (1972) 1146-49; Ferrary, Philbellénisme 6972,

—————

since the Actolians had violated its terms by concluding a separate
peace with Philip in 206. An open rift resulted, and from that time oxT
the Aetolians never tired of denouncing the Romans as the new op
Pr‘:-::ﬁ;;: iyg;sch v;rcry small role in these developm‘ents, which_ pomtc'd
toward renewed war. It is noteworthy that the victors considered it
unnecessary to offer Athens any reward under the terms of the peace.
Indeed, the Athenians failed to reccive even the 1slapd of Lemnos
seized from Philip, to which they had an excellent claim; r_he‘ Senate
declared it independent instead.®® Attica had suffered cqnsxderablc
damage at the start of the war, and Athens had provided crucial support
to the allies, at the very least, by placing its indispensable harbor at their
disposal. But it appears the victors saw this dch as canceled out by the
role their troops had played in defending tl.le city. Thc Athenians were
probably disappointed by their failure to gain anythlr.lg under tl%e pcas:z:1
settlement, yet although the sources are fuu of Actolian c‘omp'lalnts an '
resentment, significantly they do not mention any Athenian dlscontcn?.
conditions had changed so materially that the city had_ ceased to merit
the chroniclers® attention except when it participated in some political
process involving the major pOwers. Frequently Athens came to Play
the role of mediator, particularly between thc- Rorna‘r}s and vanou;
vanquished Greek opponents. After the war against I"lnhp, Athens an
the Achaeans mediated between Rome and thc. Boeotians; after the Wﬂcr1
against the Aetolians, Athens and Rhodes mcdrf\ted bctv.\rccn Rome an
the Actolian League; and after the war against Antlochu-s, Athen(si
joined Rhodes and other powers in mediating between Miletus an
ia-on-the-Macander.
M;ingiioiia Philip’s defeat created an explosive situation. Although
the Boeotians, led by the Theban commander Brachylles, had fought
on the Macedonian side, Flamininus had allowed them to returnlho.me
without hindrance. There they made no secret of their contmlllmg
partisanship for Philip. In the fall of 197 they elcctesi Brachylles,v.j c;scr
family had maintained close ties with the Macedonian roya! far;le y fo
the previous thirty years,* to the chief office of the Bor::otlan ac%uc
and filled other high posts with more friends of Macedonia. The leaders

ius 18.44.4 {Livy 33.30.3) and 18.48.2 (Livy 1_‘53.35.3). .
gg g?lygizsarticlcs orE Bgchyllcs, Neon, and Askondas in RE Suppl. 1 (;gggi,lwf)fd; :;13
sources. In addition surviving inscriptions refer both to Brachy]lcs}ZPE 17 [ - O.n o
his father, Neon (SEG 11.414.30 and /G V11.3091). Brachylles’” son Neon carnl
traditional alliances of the family.
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of the anti-Macedonian, pro-Roman faction in Boeotia thereupon
formed a plan to murder Brachylles. When they approached Flamininus
he refused to have anything to do with the plot directly, but he told
them he would place no obstacles in their path. In fact he went so far
as to recommend the Aetolian strategos Alexamenus to them as a man
who could take charge of the matter. Alexamenus lived up to expecta-
tions, and his hired assassins killed Brachylles early in 196. In his
reworking of Polybius Livy suppressed the role of Flamininus, as it
shows him in a very unfavorable light: Flamininus and Brachylles had
met face to face less than a year before, when Brachylles had accompa-
nied Philip to negotiations with the Roman commander.

The outraged Boeotians retaliated by murdering Roman soldiers,
allegedly no fewer than 500, and dumping their bodies in Lake Copais.
When they refused to comply with Roman demands to hand over the
ringleaders and pay 500 talents in reparation, Flamininus led his army
into Boeotia and at the same time sent envoys to Athens and Achaea
to persuade them that his cause was just. The ravages he inflicted on
their territory compelled the Boeotians to sue for peace, but now
Flamininus refused to admit their ambassadors. At this juncture
Achaean and Athenian negotiators intervened and mediated a settle-
ment. Livy, who on this point follows Polybius, explicitly gives the
Achaeans the greater credit, reporting that they carried more weight
with the Romans than did the Athenians, and that it was through
Achaean efforts that Flamininus finally consented to receive the Boeo-
tian envoys.*® While Polybius may have exaggerated his compatriots’
role, the report appears credible, for it corresponds to the known
political realities. The most notable aspect of the two states” mediation
efforts is that they occurred in response to messages from Flamininus
and perhaps at his invitation.

In the conflict between Flamininus and the Aetolians the Athenians
acted as strong advocates for the Romans, as became clear at a confer-
ence organized by Flamininus in Corinth in the spring of 195. Before
delegates from Achaea, Thessaly, Macedonia, Pergamum, and Rhodes,
and in the presence of Flamininus himself, the Athenian representative
praised Roman engagement in Greece in such strong terms that it
provoked a heated reply from the Aectolian delegate Alexander. The

40. Livy 33.29.11-12 and, most recently, D. Knoepfler, Festschrift S. Lauffer (Rome
1986) 599-600.

adpldisiin———

Actolian leader pointed out that the Romans ‘Were occupying cIl);,
metrias, Chalcis, and Acrocorinth, the very fortresses long occupied by
Macedonia and referred to by Philip himself as “Fhe tbrce shackles of
Greece”: the Romans remained there for the identical purpose of
control]j’ng the country. Alexander bitterly reproached the Athenians,
once leaders in the struggle for Greek independenc_c, who had now
sunk to the role of Roman toadies, willing to champion the cause of a
forcign ruler.#! This remark in turn provoked protests from the other
k .42 . .
Gr;: tilis time the Athenians maintained friendly relations with {ﬂntlo-
chus, although increasingly they came to regard him as a potential a‘ﬂy
of the Aetolians in a war against Rome, and were on better tcr’ms Wth
the kings of Egypt and Pergamum.*? And altl?ough Atl'lens ofﬁc‘lal
policy was to prevent further war in Greece as far as .posmblc, the city
left no doubt that should armed conflict break out, it would ﬁght on
the side of Rome. When in 192 the Senate sent to Greece four high-
ranking members—three of whom had already been consul—to com-
bat the Aetolians’ saber-rattling and Antiochus’ propaganda, they first
visited Athens, accompanied by Flamininus. They contented them-
selves with sending written dispatches to the Achaean Lea:gue, on
whose loyalty they believed they could count. One may sec in this a
sign that the emissaries were aware that official Athenian pqllcy by no
means enjoyed the full support of the citizens, as fucceedu_lg events
would very soon show. Flamininus asked for Athenian !)ackmg in hx;
request to address the Aetolian assembly; the Ather.nans a:ppc'ar.e
suited for this particularly sensitive task “becau:se of t.helr state’s dlsgn-
guished reputation and their traditonal fncndshq? with th.c e-
tolians.”* The Athenians spoke after the representative of Antiochus
and recommended moderation, but they had great dl‘ﬂiculty persuai-
ing the assembly to admit Flamininus at all and hear him out, succee c-l
ing only with the help of several Actolian elder statesmen. Il'-l the en:
the assembly ignored Flamininus’ warnings and‘ invited Anuo-?hus to
come and liberate Greece: They would let Antiochus determine the
outcome of the strife with Rome.*

41, Livy 34.22.7-23.11.

42. Livy 34.24.1-5.

43, C. Habicht, Ghiron 19 (1989} 10-14.

44, Livy 35.23.5 and 31.3; quotation from 32.7.
45. Livy 35.32.8-33.1L.
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The Roman emissaries met with better success in Thessaly, Magnesia,
and Chalcis in Euboea. In the last-named city the pro-Actolian politi-
cian Euthymidas was exiled and forced to seck refuge in Athens. As his
attempt, undertaken jointly with the Actolians, to bring down the
pro-Roman government in Chalcis and to go back there almost suc-
ceeded, Flamininus and King Eumenes thought it advisable to
strengthen Chalcis’® defenses with 500 Pergamene soldiers. Eumenes
himself made a trip to Athens to sce how matters stood. 46

The war itself began when Antiochus fanded in Greece in October
192; in Athens his supporters became so vocal, according to Livy
(whose report is based on Polybius}, that it approached sedition. The
existing authorities prevailed only when the government called in
Flamininus, who brought 500 Achacans with him “to protect Piracus.”
Leon of Aixone, one of the most respected politicians in the city,
succeeded in having his rival and supporter of the king, a man named
Apollodorus, sentenced, and Apollodorus went into exile. (Unfortu-
nately, this name is so common that it is impossible to determine his
identification with any one bearer, )7 :

The consul of the year 191 responsibie for conducting the war in
Greece was Acilius Glabrio; to serve under him as military tribune the
Roman people had elected Marcus Porcius Cato, who himself had
scrved as consul in 195. As soon as the Roman army landed in Epirus,
Glabrio sent Cato on a political mission to their Greek allies. After
visiting several cities in Achaea, he proceeded to Athens where, in carly
191, he addressed the Assembly in Latin; his speech was translated for
the delegates by an interpreter.*® The occasion for the appeal was
probably Roman doubts about Athens’ reliability as an ally, but after
the defeat of Apollodorus and his supporters the mood in the city was
firmly pro-Roman.

Events in Greece took a decisive turn in the spring of 191, when the

46. Livy 35.37.4-39.2. Ap inscription from the Aetolian shrine of Thermos shows that
Euthymidas had become the Aetolians® proxenos {consul) by 208,/7; IG IX.12.31.67. The
assumption that at that time Eumenes received the same honors in Athens that his father
received in 200 is incorrect (B. Virgilio, Studi ellenistici 5 [Pisa 1993] 52}, for evidence would
surely have survived if a new phyle had ever been created in his honor and named after him.
No thirteenth phyle was created ungl Hadrian was so honored.

47. Livy 35.50.4. For Leon and his tamily see Habichr, Stedien 194-197, and further
below; the publication of new inscriptions will produce further documentation for members
of rhis iufluendal family.

48. Plut. Caro maior 12.4-5; A, E. Astiu, Caro the Gensor (Oxford 1978) 56-57.
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consul (whom Cato had rejoined) defcated the cornb-mcd armics O(f
Antiochus and the Aetolians at Thermopylae. Glabrio thus f(.)['CC.
Antiochus to leave Greece, and the Actolians were on the dcfcnsnt’e in
their own territory. The war against them. d.raggcd on for some Ufne,
but the brothers Publius and Lucius Scipio ended I'J:IC war ag_alnst
Antiochus with their victory at Magnesia at Sipylum (in Asia Minor)
early in 189. 3 . 3 N

Just as in the previous war against Philip, Athem-an military partici-
pation in the war against Antiochus and the Aetolians was on a very
modest scale; once again their main contribution was to make the
harbor of Piraeus available to their allies. Four successive Roman ad-
mirals used it as a base of operations from 191 to 1?8, suppo:;ted by
contingents from Rhodes and Pergamum. Athcman_wars_hlps ar:;
known to have taken part in Aemilius Regillus’ operations in 190.
Nonetheless, there is no indication that Athens inflicied serious damage
on the enemy or suffered any itself. At the same tjr.nc no-thmg suggests
that the Romans expected more from their Athenian allies.

Matters stood differently in the Actolian campaign, where Athens
played a central role. It was Athenian politicians who, over andhovcr
again, negotiated for peace on behalf (_)f the hard-pressed Aetotha.ns.
Polybius and Livy (who follows Polybius closely h.crc) report : ese
diplomatic efforts in some detail, finally crowned with success a rer 3
year and a half] although the mood in the Ffom_an Senate rcmalilie
hostile.’ In the spring of 190 Glabrio had la.Jd siege to the ACBO a‘r;
city of Amphissa, and just as the Scipios (Lucms as .consu_l of 13 lan :
Publius Scipio Africanus as his legate} arrived to relieve him, ade ctgha
tion arrived from Athens, headed by Echedemus Qf Cydfiﬂ)cnalon, akc
citv’s leading statesman after Leon.’! The Actolians wished to m: i
pegice, as did the Scipios, who wanted to b-c frec to move agalilhs
Antiochus. However, they were bound by strict instructions from thc:
Senate. Echedemus traveled three times between Amphissa anc‘i 1e
Aetolian authorities in Hypata without reaching an agreement. Finally

i i : ioned as participants in the naval
. Livy 27.14.1-2. These Athenian ships are also I‘{lEnUOnC ; !
warégf 1915Yin the Delian decree IG X1.751, for which E. Durrbach has provided a commen
e p . 67.
tary, Choix d’inscriptions de Délos (Paris 1921), no. _ o - .
MYSO Polybius 21.4-5; 25; 29-31. The corresponding passages;r; Livy are 37.6-7; 38.3;
8.9-1 1 des 5: 249-294.,

d 38.9-10. For the chronology sece Holleaux, Etn o . .
“ 51. For Echedemus see Habicht, Studien 189-193, and a .new msclnprmn rcxealg;g his
rolc in the reorganization of the Amphictionic Council in Delphi, Hesperia 56 (1987) 65 (see
notc 57 below); and further P, A, Pantos, Hesperia 58 (1989) 277-288,
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he urged the Aectolians to ask for a six-month truce, and this was
granted.
When the Romans defeated Antiochus the next year, the Aetolians
lost all hope of receiving further help from their ally and asked the
republics of Rhodes and Athens to negotiate a peace for them in Rome.
Both cities agreed, but before sending their representatives to Rome
they sent them to confer with Fulvius Nobilior, the new Roman consul;
he was carrying on the war against the Aetolians in Epirus, where he
had laid siege to the city of Ambracia, once the residence of King
Pyrrhus. In the summer of 189 the mediators negotiated a temporary
peace scttlement, soon ratified by the Actolian assembly. 'To persuade
the Senate to ratfy it, the Athenians and Rhodians accompanied the
Actolian negotiators to Rome. Having received new information from
Philip, the Senate was again extremely annoyed with the Aetolians’
behavior, and ratification of the peace treaty appeared to be in serious
jeopardy. In this situation it was the Athenian Leon, the same man who
had prevented Athens from turning against Rome in the fall of 192,
whose speech (paraphrased by Polybius) so impressed the senators that
they approved the treaty in the form agreed upon by the consul .52 The
Aetolians’ bestowal of the dtle proxenos on the Athenian citizen Lysicles
in 189 /8 probably belongs in the context of the city’s effort to help
the Aetolians end the fighting 53
The Roman peace treaties with the Aetolians and King Antiochus in
189 and 188 brought the Athenians no territorial gains. However, the
city did profit within Greece by acquiring greater influence and prestige
in Delphi. The loss of the war to Rome ended the Actolians’ century-
old control of the shrine, and also their dominant position in the
Amphictionic Council, in which they once had controlled fifrcen of the
twenty-four votes. The Romans effected the reforms previously an-
nounced by the Hellenic League as one goal of its war against Aetolia
in 220, which it had been unable to achieve in the Social War, Now
reorganization of the Council and a new distribution of votes had
become imperative. The representatives of Athens, the Bocotians, and
the Cephallenians had not attended the meeting of 193/2, clearly
because they wished to avoid giving offense to the Romans, then close

52. Polybins 21.31.5-16; Livy 38.10.4-.
53. IGIX.1%1, no. 4b.

to war with Aetolia.54 The Thessalians had also been absent, either for
the same reason or because the Aetolians had r'mt allowed th.cm to
return.’ The first surviving list of delegates attcn'dmg.thf? Council da.tcs
only from 178;5 nonetheless, several surviving u?scrl[_s)yuons show th;lh
sufficient clarity what had happened in the meantime. . Apparently the
city of Delphi hoped to acquire sole control of the shrine, the Pythian
Games, and the festival of the Soteria, and to prevent the return c?f ar:
international oversight committee, for immcdiately‘a&cr the Aetolians
withdrawal Consul Glabrio wrote to the city, assuring them he foould
use all his influence to preserve the city’s and th_c temple’s old rlg.hts.
As potential opponents to such a plan he mentioned the Thessalians
“and others.”®® This reference to foreign states revca}s _tha.t he had-a
supranational organization in mind, namely the Amph@t}omc Council,
in which the Thessalians had traditonally played a decisive rolc..
The fears expressed were not without foundation. On the basis of an
inscription from Delphi of 184 /3 it has long been k{lown that the
Thessalians were in fact instrumental in the reorganization of the
Amphictionic Council after the Aetolian War. An inscription discovered
more recently in Athens, from 185/4, reveals that Ath'cns played an
equally prominent role in collaboration with the Tl‘lessahan Confed.cr—
acy. It emerges that both powers, represented F)y Nicostratus of Larissa
{known to be a member of the Thessalian aristocracy) ‘and the three
leading Athenian politicians, Echedemus (who had rr}cdlated bctw;,e.n
the Scipios and the Aetolians}, Mcncdemus,_and Alexion, succcclsle thln
pushing through their plan for the Council, ﬁn.ally. approved by ;i
Senate in Rome. The new compeosition and o.rgamzat.lon.of the Com;;:,
were the work of these two powers and entailed a rejection of Delphi’s
own wishes. The only sugar-coating to this bitter pill was the assurance
that the city’s two representatives would in future be llsth at.thc t?p
of the roster of delegates.®® These events marked the beginning of a

. R. Flaceliére, HSCP Suppl. 1 {1940) 479. o . . )
g§ DauxaLdehz.r 261 n. 1. The Thessalians owed their liberation from Macedonian

control and their new constitution to Flamininus. Their ties and loyalty to him would not
ended them to the Aetolians. . '
havgér 653?2“236 where only the representative of the Dorians from the Peloponnese is
missing. .
7. C. Habicht, Hesperin 56 (1987) 59-71. .

28 R. K. Sherk, Reman Documents from the Greek East (‘Balnmorc 1969? 22-4. . )

59t Syl 613 A, a decree of the Amphictiony honoring Nicostratus of Lanssa3 the at.lslt: :5
a statue erecied to him ar the time is BCH 73 (1949) 274 §25. For more on Nicostra
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process in which Athens’ ties to the Delphic shrine grew stronger and
stronger, also increasing the city’s international prestige.

Although it is clear that ties were created berween Athens and Rome
by their common opposition first to Philip, and later to Antiochus, it
has remained unclear whether their common interests and military
alliance ever resulted in a formal treaty (foedus). The only mention of
such a treaty is in Tacitus, who did not write until some three centuries
later. In his account of Prince Germanicus’ visit to Athens in 18 A.D.
(100 years before his own time), Tacitus reports that out of respect for
the alliance existing between the two states, Germanicus entered the
city accompanied by only one lictor.®® Few scholars argue outright
against the existence of such a treaty, but those who think it probable
disagree about when it was concluded. Several historians assume it
came about during the Second Macedonian War (200-196) or soon
thereafter®! Others argue that Athens was too weak at the time for
Rome to have granted it a foedus®? Sdll others believe a pact was
concluded either before 167% or after 146.%

It is certain that no treaty obligations existed in 200, when Cephiso-
dorus asked the Romans to intervene against Philip V. And when an
Athenian faction publicly supported Antochus in 192, Livy does not
mention this as constituting a violation of existing treaty agreements.%

A reference to Athens as a “friendly and allied” state in a Senate decree
from the late second century is not sufficient proof that a formal treaty
existed above and beyond the informal ad hoc alliance.® Some tire
ago Sterling Dow pointed out one significant indicator: from the early

one of the most powerful men in Thessaly, see ISE 102, col. 2,15, with commentary by
C. Habicht, Chiron 13 (1983) 24, no. 6. For the Athenian decree, sce idem, Hesperia 56
{1987) 59-71; and |. Bousquet, Etudes sur les comptes de Delphbes (Paris 1988) 79. For
Menedemus, who presented the Athenian point of view to the Senate, see Habicht, Hesperin
56 (1987) 63; and for Alexion, Habicht, Studien 185-188.

60. Tacitus Ann. 2.53.3,

61. H. Horn, Foederari (Diss. Frankfurt 1930) 65-67; Accame, Dominio 101; G, De
Sancts, Storia dei Romani IV.3 (Florence 1964) 80 n. 6a.

62. A. Heuss, Die vilkervechtlichen Grundiagen der romischen Auflenpolitik in republikan-
iseher Zeit (Leipzig 1933) 32-34; Gruen, Hellenistic World 24.

63. R. Bernhardt, Imperism und Elentheria (Diss. Hamburg 1971) 86.

64. E. Taubler, Imperium Romanum (Leipzig 1913) 228,

65. Gruen, Hellenistic Worid 24.

66. Sherk, Roman Documents, no. 15.8-9 and 55-56, from 112 B.C. This is normal

diplomatic language in correspondence with friendly powers, cven those with which no formal
treaty has been signed.

second century on, prayers accompanying sacrifices af](j)r tf}erzaf::.ir:t:;"
the state included the phrase “and for that o_f our allies. e
the first occurrence of this addinon to the pCI?lOd just after ) .l Sinee
then a greatly increased volume of more precisely dated nllatczath o
us to identify it as the time between the .e“.umrnc;of 191 and the !
of 188, that is, during the war against Antiochus.®" For the next twe t};
years the reference to allies” welfare is never lacking, as far as pr;slen
evidence shows. Dow is most likely correct when he concludes eref
are good reasons to assume that Athens was a formal trc:'aty iz;lrt'ne; 0
Rome.® It was thus during the years the city was at war with t10ch us
and the Actolians that Athens, under the leadership of men su;ﬁ .asl
Leon, Echedemus, Alexion, and Mencdemus, concluded an ofhcia
i me.
Paii j;;k;i: that the city’s ties to Rome, which rapidly grew staopg;z
after they were first established in 200, were also commcmlorateA t?ena
bronze coinage. At least Kroll believes that the type of hc. mf:,::t thena
is depicted as wearing on these coins represents a borrowing 0d » the
Roman denarius. Denarss were minted from 212 or 211 onl,)an e
probably brought to Attica by Roman troops. Kroll sees tltLe f)rroindcg_
as a compliment to Rome as the new pro_tector of A clrgegi B
pendence, and assigns the corresponding serics to the vears .

3. Against Perseus

The peace agreement of 196 that follolwcd Philip’s deiiztn ti:;'i
Cynoscephalac marked the end of Macedonia as a constant p et
threat to Athens’ political independence. The monarc_hy c(c:);lzn. Hn
existence, but after the loss of the fortresses -Demctrlas, o c1f1,ch d
Corinth and dissipation of its influence on various Greek tribes sIn o
the Thessalians, it ceased to be a menace to the Greek §tatcsc.r n e
two remaining decades of his life, King Philip devoted hl}i cnﬂugrukd
consolidating and strengthening the trunFatcd rc.:alm that dc sh g ,;’
However, Polybius, the historian of this era, interprete £

Hesperia Suppl. 1 (1937) 9. )
g?! 'Il")}(:: ’lastﬂ'ﬁ::criptigg without the addition dates from the summer of 191 { Agor

is 1 f 188
XV.187.43); the first surviving inscription with the added phrase is from the end o
(Agora XV.174.11}.
69. Dow, Hesperia Suppl. 1 (1937) G )
70. Kroll, Cosns 51; the coins are lastrated on 63, nos, 78-80.
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every action as showing his determination to resume the conflict with
Rome someday and believed that by the time of Philip’s death in 179
he had passed on this resolve to Perseus, his son and heir. And indeed
open conflict did again break out with Rome in 171, in the Third
Macedonian War. It ended in 168 with a Roman victory at Pydna, after
which Perseus was imprisoned in Italy and the monarchy abolished,
thus bringing to an end the kingdom of Philip IT and Alexander the
Great,

Polybius’ claim that Philip and Perseus wanted this war and mancu-
vered to bring it about js unsupported by any other evidence. Philip
scrupulously observed the conditions of the peace treaty, fulfilling even
some arbitrary demands of the Senate that must have offended him.
And for his part Perseus did everything in his power to avoid renewed
conflict with Rome. In this effort he went to the limits of what could
have been expected of him, and perhaps even beyond. The war was
forced upon him, provoked no doubt by a facton in Rome whose
breaches of faith disturbed even some senators.”!

Athens, which had sought Roman protection from attack by Mace-
donia a generation earlier and continued a firm alliance with Rome ever
since, had no choice but to declare itself on the Roman side after the
outbreak of hostilities. Now tied to Rome by a formal treaty as well,
the city did so unconditionally and without hesitation, offering its
entire army and navy to Roman commanders in the first year of the
war. The offer was refused, although the Romans did demand huge
amounts of grain to feed their soldiers, Attica’s poor soil made the

Athenians themselves dependent on imported grain for their own
citizens and even for some of thejr own farmers, but they nonetheless
managed to supply the required amounts and declared their willingness
to supply other goods if needed.”? If they had an idea that cooperation
was the right course, they were proved correct, for those Greek states
that complied with Roman wishes jn a hesitant or halfhearted manner
were severely punished after the war, The Senate was pleased with
Athens’ readiness to do its bidding, as became apparent even before

71. The major recent studies of this period are Will, Histosre 2: 255-285; Hammond,
Macedonia 488-569; and P §. Derow, CAH 8 {1989)290-323. Cf. A_ Giovannini, AJAH

9 (1984 [1988]) 3342, For criticism of the perfidious methods employed by Roman

negotiators see Livy 42.47.1-9 and I. Briscoe, JRS 54 (1964) 66-77. For the “Roman
Manifesto” summarizing Roman accusations against Perseus ( Syl 643)
BCH 105 (1981) 407416,

72, Livy 43.6.2-3. The demand was for 100,000 Roman modii, equaling almost 900,000
liters or approximately 28,000 bushels; cf. R_ T Duncan-Jones, ZPE 21 (1976} 51-57.

s see J. Bousquet,
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the end of the war: when many Greek delegations traveled to Rome dlln
170, the Athenian emissaries were admitted and allowed to address z
Senate first, always a sign of particular favor. The rewards later grante
to Athens by the Senate reflected the samf: favored st:-mu.;. .
The war dragged on for several years without any significant advan
tage to either side. The Roman commanders of _r_he army and navy, ;:
consul and praetor respectively for a one-year period, lﬂﬂlCt(?d as muc
damage on their Greek friends and allies through plundering, extor-
tion, and raids as did the enemy in the field; the Senate was for_ced to
intervene, responding to the massive and well—foun.ded complamtstEy
tightening discipline among the troops and by.trymg to prevent the
outrage from spreading to the general population, The Greeks were
instructed henceforth to comply with such (?len}an(_is only when ex-
pressly authorized by the Senate. There is no indication th;.1t Athem;g
forces participated in the fighting. The outcome was dec1.dcd on
June 168, when Consul Lucins Aemilius Paullus defeated King Perseus
overwhelmingly at Pydna, near Olympus. Nf)t long afterward Pcrsil;
was taken prisoner by the Romans on the island of Sarnothrac;.th
inscription found in the Athenian Agora revca.ls that at least one : ctlt—
nian citizen, Calliphanes of Phyle, took part in the battlc. on the side
of the victors, namely the Romans and the Pergamene princes A_ttalus
and Athenacus. He arrived in the city with the news of l'hlS v1ctczir‘y
shortly before the end of the Athenian year, and the strazegod 1mrni: i-
ately had the Council call a special session of the Assembly. It took p a:::
on the last day of the year, and the messenger was awarde'd. honorsli
Only a few months later, in the early fall of 168, Aemilius Pa‘u lus
came to Athens himself. Accompanied by his son (the younger Sc1p?o‘)
and one of the Pergamene princes, he was on a tour of. Greece t;)d visit
the principal sights of the country. His trz_wcls tool.( him fran A:iﬂcje
donia via Thessaly to Delphi, Lebadea in B(?eoua, Chalcis, hs,
Oropus, and Athens. The consul offered a sacrifice to Athenabori t et
Acropolis and probably visited the other sights recgmmcnde‘d y Livy:
“the harbors, the walls connecting Piracus and the city, the Sh.lp—h.OUSiS,
and images of the gods and men created in all defCl‘Cl:llE materials by
masters of all kinds.””* He is also said to have askc?] the citizens to gr;ilr?t
him a wish and lend him their most respected philosopher to tutor his

. ISE 35, B i
;i Lffy 45.27.11-28.1; Polybius 30.10.3-6; Plut. Aemilfus 28.1-2. For the Long Walls

see Chaprer 7, Section 3,



216 ATHENS FROM ALEXANDER TO ANTONY

children, as well as a painter to commemorate his victory at the trium-
phal procession in Rome. The Athenians thercupon chose Metrodorus,
a master in the fields of both scholarship and art, and Paullus found
both requests well fulfilled. The consul may also have taken a statue of
Athena, which he placed in a temple of Fortuna.”® From Athens he
traveled on to Olympia by way of Corinth, Sicyon, Argos, and Epidau-
rus.

After the war it immediately became clear that Athens would con-
tinue to enjoy the favor of the Senate; the favorable treatment accorded
the city stood in sharp contrast to the punishments meted out to
Rome’s three oldest and most important allies, the king of Pergamum,
the republic of Rhodes, and the Achaean League.”® Rome suspected or
accused all three of having shown insufficient zeal or loyalty toward the
Roman cause during the war; Eumenes II of Pergamum was charged
with secretly maintaining contact with Perseus. The king wanted to
defend himself in person, but when he landed in Italy the Romans
brusquely asked him to leave at once, and the Senate even proclaimed
the independence of Galatia, a part of Eumenes’ realm. The Rhodians
lost the Romans’ goodwill because, on Consul Marcius Philippus’
encouragement, they had dared to speak of a negotiated peace in 169
and offered to serve as mediators. Certain factions in the Senate even
wanted to declare war on them, but in the end peace prevailed. The
Rhodians lost the regions of Caria and Lycia, given to them after the
war against Antiochus, but which were now declared independent.
They also lost the lucrative tariffs associated with the island of Delos
when its status was changed (as will be discussed below). The Romans
could hardly reproach the Achacans with any serious offenses; their
worst crime was to have tolerated (like most Greek states) a political
faction that favored Perseus or at least wished to see Macedonia pre-
served as an independent state. Even 50, 1,500 Achaeans named by the

pro-Roman politician Callicrates were seized without trial and held in
Italy for fitteen years; during this time the Senate repeatedly refused to
grant the captives individual trials or to allow the Achaean League to
investigate their cases. One of the internees was Polybius, a man about
thirty years old in 170 who had served as hipparch of the League
and whose father was a prominent opponent of Callicrates, the
strongly pro-independence politician Lycortas. Befriended by Scipio

75. Pliny Naz. bist. 35.135 and 34.54.
76. For more on what follows, see the general histories lisred in note 71 above,
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Aemilianus, son of the victor at the battle of Pydna, Polybius’ mvolun(i
tary sojourn enabled him to study Rome and the Romans at first han
fifte .
forAftf(:rctr}llg ‘i:sr states both large and smal! from all parts o.f the Greek
world sent envoys to Rome to present their congfatulatlon? to The
Senate and either remind it of their loyal support or dispe! any lingering
doubts about their zeal; Athenian diplomats numbered among them.
Part of their mission, though not their principal aim, was to intercede
on behalf of the citizens of Haliartus in Boeotia. In 171 the practor
Gaius Lucretius had stormed the city and taken it after fierce fighting;
the entire population was killed except for 2,500 armed men who
retreated into the fortress. When they capitulated the ncx,t day, they
were sold into slavery”” The Athenian attempt to “rescue” them was
hinked with a request that those whose freedom was bougl.lt be allowed
to refound their city. When the Senate refused, thf: Athcmans'acted on
their previous instructions and requested the territory of Haliartus for
themselves instead, along with the islands of Delos and Lemnos. The
anted this second petition.
Se;l;tfﬂsgrcommentary on thgse events Polybius remarks that the Athe-
nians deserved no reproach for secking Delos and Lemnos, for both
islands had been under Athenian rule before, or a least cl:eu.mcd by
them. However, they did merit censure for robbl_ng the citizens of
Haliartus of all hope for the future, rather than plc?lc.im'g as cnergencaﬂy
as possible for the rebuilding of one of the OlfiCSt cities in Boeotia. H;re
they had shown themselves unworthy of the.lr own great past. Polybius
goes on to say that their acquisition of Hahart‘us carned Al’_hﬁI.lS more
il will than benefit, and the return of the two islands to Ath.en.lan rule
was accompanied by a host of difficulties as well. However, it is not at
all certain that his criticism is justified.”® Haliartus became an Athenian
enclave within Boeotian territory.”

77. Livy 42.63.11.
78. Povgfbius 30.20.1-8, with Walbank, Commentary 3: 443-444; Strabo 10;:15.4,':’1;. iﬁst
P. Roussel, Délos, colonie athéntenne (Paris 1916; enl. ed. 1?87} 2n. 2, eXpresses ?}{aﬁa”m
whether Polybius’ reproach was justified. Athenjan sovermgnt}} 0\’:}1; th‘: rlrlcgl_on ZO‘ Talarcns
s cc decree for the Arhenian gov
nfirmed by three border stones and an honorary ! : :
;:L?armTFABSyA 28 [1926-27] 137-138, nos, 10-11; Chiron 22 [1992] 481, Il(;zV}ll)ZSTS‘}?,
i bt i 168-171, from the year . The
better text in P. Roesch, Etudes béotiennes [Paris 1982] , /
area was still Athenian during the Augustan era (Strabo 9.2.30, p. 411}. The Athenians may
have asked for Lemnos as early as 196. I _ -
av;‘). ]‘?—M. Bertrand, Sociétés urbasnes, speittés rurales dans I Asie Mineure et la Syrie hellinis
tigues et romaines, ed. E. Frézouls {Strasbourg 1987) 100.
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Seleucus T had given Lemnos back to the Athenians afier his victory
over Lysimachus in 281. At some later time the island passed under
Macedonian control. Several decrees and a dedication of the Athenian
community in Hephaestia have survived from the second half of the
third century,3® but these inscriptions do not reveal who the island’s
rulers were at that time, any more than Livy’s report, which says only
that the Roman commander Publius Sulpicius and Attalus I put in at
Lemnos in 208, during the First Macedonian War.®! A letter from
Philip V to the Athenians in Hephaestia, in which he announces his
intention to undergo initiation into the mysteries of the Cabiri on the
island, also contains no information on Lemnos’ political status.52

Imbros and Skyros in the northern Acgean were probably given back
to Athens at the same time .83 It is not €asy to sec why Delos lost the
independence it had enjoyed for almost 150 years; perhaps it occurred
because a Macedonian admiral had used the island as his base of
operations during the war, The Senate linked jts award of Delos to
Athens with the condition thar it must be a free harbor; that is, no
import or export tariff, which usually amounted to two percent of
goods” worth, could be imposed. This provision may have been pushed
through by Italian traders. As a result a large proportion of the Medi-
terrancan trade, particularly between Italy and Syria and Palestine,
began to pass through Delos instead of Rhodes; the Rhodians’ income

trom tariffs fell at once by 85 percent, from one million to 150,000
drachmas per year.34

In the thirty-two years after King Philip first posed an acute threat to
Athenian safety in 200, the city participated in three major wars, always
on the side of Rome, It emerged from these conflicts without any glory,
but essentially unscathed, and the third war brought it considerable
profit. No large-scale military efforts had been required of the Atheni-
ans after their successful defense against the attacks of 200. Small
squadrons of the fleet participated occasionally in naval battles, and

80. ASAA, n.s. 34 {1941-1943) 79 ff.,, nos. 3-5 and 9.

81. Livy 28.5.1.

82. 8. Accame, RFIC 69 (1941) 179-193; P M. Frascr and A, H. McDonald, JRS 42
(1952) 81-83; Walbank, Commentary 2: 611; R. K. Sherk, ZPE 84 (1990) 270-272.

83. B. Niese, Geschichte der griechischess und mukedonischen Staten sest der Schlackt bei
Chaeronea, vol. 3 {Gotha 1903) 189 n. 6; Holleaux, Btudes 5: 107-108,

B4. Polybius 30.31.12 with Walbank, Commentary 3. 459460; D. van Berchem, M 48
(1991) 129-145; Will, Histosre 2: 300-301.
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possibly a detachment of Athenian soldiers saw action at thc-ba'ttlc of
Pvdna, unless Calliphanes fought as a lone volunteer. No. significant
destruction of Attic territory took place after 2.00, ar‘ld it does not
appear that the population suffered much loss of life duang thc.sc wars.
At the end of this period the Athenian state found itself in a far
stronger position than at the beginning. Th(.T danger that ha.d threat-
ened from Macedonia for almost two centuries had now vgmshed, for
the Romans had taken King Perseus and 250 Macedonian nobles
captive and interned them in Italy; the monarchy was replaced -by four
independent republics. And although Atkfcns laggled far behind the
Achaean League and Rhodes (not to mention the king of Pergamum)
in influence and military power in the first quarter .Of the seco_nd
century, it emerged with gains from the Third Macedonian War, wthh
it owed less to its own newly acquired strength than to the penaltlles
imposed on the other powers by the Roman Senate. In contrast to its
rivals, Athens continued to enjoy the Senate’s favor, Whl.Ch even in-
creased over time. The city owed to this body the great te.rntorlal gains
of 167: Delos, Lemnos, Imbros, and Skyros (all .of ufhlch had been
under Athenian sovereignty for some considerable time in the past) and
i f Haliartus.
th‘;tr?sgl CT:; that after 168 Rome exercised dccisi\'fe power in Grf:ece,
even though it had not yet annexed any Greek territory nor csFabhshcd
a permanent garrison on Greek soil. Although in the followmg, ye:;lrls
the course of events was not always dicrated by the Rom.ans will,
nothing of consequence could occur that ran counter to their w1shc§.
The Greeks had watched in horror as the Roma_n armics took their
departure. Before embarking for Italy on the Adl:lath coast,ltl}e com-
manders Aemilius Paullus and Anicius Gallus carried out their 1nstrpc-
tions from the Senate and passed formal judgment on t.hc Moloss1‘, a
tribal group in Epirus that had fought on the Mac‘cdoman side. az}lft_cr
promising mercy, they demanded that the popL_Llanon surr(?ndcr , 1ts
money and valuables. Thereatier all the houses in seventy villages were
plundered and destroyed in a single day, and 150,000 people were
herded together and sold into slavery for the benefit of the Roman

soldiers.8%

85. Polybius 30.15; Livy 45.34.1-6; Walbank, Commentary 3: 438—439.
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Times of Peace
(before and after 167)

1. Contacts with Kings

g’he Roman trcaty‘f with Philip V in 196 ushered in a century of peace
or Athens. The city was hardly touched by Rome’s wars with Antio-
chus and Perseus and did not become involved in armed conflict again

until 88, when it joined King Mithridates of Pontus in his war against

the Romans. With the coming of peace lively diplomatic relations with

other states were resumed, in strong contrast to the isolation; i
pursue'd by the brothers Eurycleidf:sg and Micion in ﬂ)c(lllzt:i)nn;;elrrjil?;
Lh.c third century. In addition general prosperity increased, greatl
stunul:ilted by Athens’ acquisition of Delos and Lemnos, B
_Durmg the third century Athens had maintained its closest relations
vEnth thc.dynasty of the Ptolemies; Egypt protected the city from the
m_’al Ann.gonid dynasty of Macedonia more than once in this period
with varyLr'Jg success.! Faced with the difficult situation of the year 2001
the ﬁfthemans turned as usual to the court at Alexandria, sendin ,
Cephmodorus with a plea for help, but Egypt was too prcoccu,picd witﬁ
1ts own problems; it was involved in a major war with Antiochus XTI
which ended with Egypt losing Palestine and southern Syria. The kin )
of Egypt, Prolemy V Epiphanes, was only a child at the tj‘me and g
series of regents, acting as his tutors and running the affairs 0,f state
were never able to maintain their hold on power for any length of time,
For tl}ese reasons Egypt was in no position to provide Athens with an .
effective assistance, and other powers stepped in to fill the gap Attaluz
of Pergamum and the Rhodians were of some help, but tl‘lt most

1. Athenian relations with the Prolemai i i
c empire ar¢ discussed in detail in C, ic
C4 11(1992) 68-90; for the carly second century see esp, 75. 86, o Habich
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important support in this predicament came from Rome, with whom
the Athenians soon developed close ties. Relations with Egypt did not
suffer, however. Three decrees honoring high officials in the service of
Ptolemy V have survived from the decade 190-180.2 They reveal that
contacts between the two powers were frequent and that large numbers
of Athenians traveled to Egypt, chiefly to buy grain and to trade other
goods. Two other Athenian decrees show that lively contacts were also
maintained with Cyprus, then governed by a Ptok:maic official .}

It is practically certain that Athens sent a delegation to Alexandria
for the festival commemorating Ptolemy 1 every four years, and that
the Egyptian court was regularly represented at major Athenian festi-
vals such as the Great Panathenaea and the Eleusinian Mysteries; dele-
gates probably attended the Athenian Ptolemaea in honor of Prolemy
111 as well. The kings of Egypt were also honorary citizens of Athens
and members of the trihe of Prolemais. It is known that on one
occasion in 169—a date not especially favorable to diplomatic activity,
since the sixth Syrian War between Ptolemy VI and Antiochus IV was
raging—three Athenian delegations were in Egypt at the same time;
we know that one of them dealt with the Panathenaca and one with
the Mysteries.* However, nothing illuminates the intensity and cordjial-
ity of relations between the two powers as clearly as the number of
Panathenaean victories won by members of the Egyptian royal family
and high officials of the crown between 182 and 158; they included
King Ptolemy V, his son and successor Prolemy VI (once as prince and
twice as king), his consort Cleopatra II, Polycrates (a minister whose
sister Polycratea was the mother of King Perseus of Macedonia), his
wife Zeuxo of Cyrene, their three daughters, and Eirene and Agatho-
clea, who as priestesses of the dynastic cult belonged to the ruling elite.®
And this surviving evidence certainly gives us only a partial view of the
complete picture.

Contrary to a theory advanced by Ferguson and adopted by other
scholars, no break in diplomatic relations occurred between Athens and
the court of the Prolemies in the fifty years following the death of
Prolemy V1 in 145, nor was there any cooling of their cordial entente.5

G 112.891, 893a, 897, and perhaps also 888; Habichr, ibid., 77.

. IG112.908 and 909. Details on their content and dating are in Habichr, ibid., 80-81.
. Polybius 28.19.4.

. Habichr, CA 11 (1992} 78-79.

. For more details see ibid., 83-85. Since then a new inscription concerning the celebra-
tion of the Prolemaea in Athens in 117/6 has come to light; Ergen (1991) 5.
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About the middle of the second century the Ptolemies began to dis-
mantle their bases in the Aegean and ceased to be in a position to offer
Athens much protection. However, by that time Rome had long since
assumed the role of the city’s main protector.

During the third century Athens had only sporadic contact with the
court of the Seleucids. Closer relations were hindered not only by
geographic circumstances but also by the fact that the Seleucid and
Ptolemaic dynasties engaged in constant disputes over rival claims to
southern Syria. If the Athenians had attempted to establish firmer ties
to the court at Antioch, they would have run the risk of alienating their
Egyptian protector. At the end of the third century Antiochus 111,
having returned from his “Anabasis” in the cast, tried to gain the
goodwill of the various Greek states, including Athens.” Scholars dis-
agree as to whether the aegis of gilded bronze with the head of the
Medusa dedicated to Athena on the Acropolis came from him or his
son Antiochus IV.#8 Most likely the offerings registered at an Athenian
shrine in 181/0 from a Queen Laodice were the gifts of his consort.®
An Athenian decree from 184,/3 shows further that in the years before
the war against Antiochus broke out in 192, Athenian envoys and
festival delegations traveled with some regularity to the royal court at
Antioch on the Orontes.!® Thys diplomatic relations with Antioch did
exist, at the very least, and they were cordial, though perhaps no more
than routine. When hostilities broke out, some citizens in Athens

would have preferred to support Antiochus rather than be drawn nto
the war on the opposite side by the Romans,

When the war ended, and Seleucus IV succeeded his father Antio-
chus HI on the throne soon afterward, it did not take long for good
relations between the two powers to be restored. This happened at the
latest in the spring of 186, when an emissary from the king was
honored in Athens.!! A decree from the clans of the Kerykes and
Eumolpids from about the same time documents the existence of
diplomatic contacts between Athens and the king’s court.12

7. For more on what follows see C. Habicht, Chiren 19 {1989) 7-26; for Antiochus I1I
and his sons Seleucus IV and Antiochus IV, 10-21.
8. Ibd., 11-12,

9. Hesperia Suppl. 4 (1940) 145. lines 8-9.
10. IG11°785.10-13,

11. W. K. Pritchett and B. D. Meritt, The Chronalagy af Hellenistic Athens (Cambridge,
Mass,, 1940) 117-118,

12, IG117.1236; Habicht, Chiron 19 (1989) 18. For the date see Tracy, AL 95,
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But cordial relations reached their peak when Seleucus’ younggr
brother succeeded him as Antiochus IV Epiphanes at the cnd‘ ot: IZ[ ,
for this king became a great benefactor of Athens and the c1ty_r s ﬂ;t—
clared favorite, Personal contacts undoubtedly played a role 'Hl-ll the
friendship. When Antiochus IIT reached.a peace sc_:ttlcment with the
Romans in 188, he was forced to send his son Anuochus, to Rome as
a hostage. After some time the king’s grandson, Seleucus’ son Dcnt::-
trius, was sent to take the prince’s place. It wa;s thought thatd is
exchange occurred in 175, shortly before Seleucus dcth {or mur Er),
but a recently published decree in honor of. young PrlflCC A.llFlOC us
reveals that he must have been released earlier, for he is described as
residing in Athens in the autumn of 178.13 I-'Ie thus spent scve;al yc;l_'s
in Athens as a young man instead of rcturn.mg to An?och, w _ercl 71;
brother now occupied the throne. After his brotktcr s death in ;
regents claimed the throne in the name of Selcucu.s younger son, 5;1
a child, but Antiochus set out for home determined to scize it or
himself. He had the full support of Eumenes II of Pcrgan.lum an_d h.l;
brothers, former enemies of the Seleucid dynasty, and w1th- their aé
soon achieved his aim. The citizens in Athens were so delighted h.y
Antiochus’ success that they thanked the Pergamene rﬁlcr and his
brothers with an effusive decree, unearthed in Pcrgamum. As the tg)l(t
reveals, statues of the new king already stood 1{1.Aﬂn,:ns,_pr.obaf v
erected during his stay there, demonstrating the citizens’ affection for
the()irézc:r.owncd king, Antiochus rewarded the Al}henians royally _for
their kindness toward him. He sponsored resu.mpuon.of constructll)or;
on the huge temple of Olympian Zeus, .bcgun in the su(thhccnturzthgr

never completed. The king made magnificent plans zmdfccose—tfuS o
surprisingly—a Roman master bui_lder by the name Z . (:i:iochus’
carry them out. Although the project was not ﬁmshe. in

own lifetime, the scale of the plans immediately carned it a place' among
the most famous temples in the Greek world.!® At about thlﬁdumc,
presumably in 173 /2, the Athenians also awardec.l honors to Am aeus;
commander of Antiochus’ royal guard.!® Athenian envoys again me

. fa 51 (1982) 60, no. 3. o )
ii Igg?}e.‘;;ﬂ, interpreted by Holleaux, Etudes 2: 127-147; Appian 3_?7‘. 23; If;-g o
15: Sources are listed in Habicht, Chiron 19 (1989) 19 n. 63; they include y .
701 and 702.
16. ISE 34.
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the king face to face in Egypt in 169. They had beep sent to the court
of 1l:hc I.’tolemics, who were at war with Antiochus and had request :i
emlsfanes from several Greek states, including Athens, to visithntie -
chus’” camp and negotiate a peace settlement. Accordir,lg to the st )

however, Antiochus made such a strong case that his hearers b e
persuaded of the justice of his cause 17 The news of his death iflc?gz
must have affected the Athenians deeply, for the king’s benevolence
tou"ard t!'lf:fl.l was known far and wide. Even the Jews who rebell d
against him in distant Palestine were impressed by his kindness to cd
Athens, a f:.a.ct reflected in the second book of Maccabees. 18 e

As far as is known, the first contacts between the Attalid‘s and Athe

too_k the form of gifts to the Academy and the Peripatetic School or
@eg heads).!® Under AttaJus I (reigned 241-197), who took th0 '(t(l)r
of king after victories over the Galatians in Asia Mirlor, official corclt;lctz

of A'cglina in the Saronic Gulf, for in a manner of speaking it made him
a neig bor. He was also .rhe prime mover behind the Athenians® deci-
:LOH to enter th_e war against Philip V in 200, during which he supplied
o ;TclT;lhr il(jldlcr:.;;l-lmgnmcy, and grain. Attalus seems to have concerned
er wi enian prisoners of war, meanin in all
g - > b-
a?xhty that he supphied funds for thejr ransom.20 A considc%able nu[r);?)er
0 icholars 1éisri]umc that it was Attalus 1 who sent the Athenians the
sculpture of the “small Artalid dedication ” i
: _ group” sometime around
20((1), in order to 'rcmmd them of his early victories over the Galatiarrlls
and to present himself as a champion of Greek civilization. However
many other scholars believe the group to have been a gift of his son,

17. Polybius 28.19-20.
;3 ; Maccabees 9.15. See also C. Habicht, HSCP 80 (1976) 3
Analu.s ; :rll-dn:?re_on tl:u: subject see C. Habichr, Hesperia 59 (1990) 561-577. For more on
1s ime, ¢f. H.-J. Schalles, Untersuchungen zur Kulrurpolitib der Pergamenischen

cher 32 dﬂtten]ubrhunde!t vor ).
1i-€'7 73 Chr ITHs
(Tubmgcn 198 ;)

21. For a recent summar is <
y of this controversy scc F. Queyrel, RA (1989
this. . > 278
B. Andreae argues for the larer dating in Studi ellenistici, ed. B. Virgilio, vol. 4 gl’isaslggéfj
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the year 200 on no other royal house, not even the Ptolemies, main-
tained closer and more cordial relations with Athens. Upon the out-
break of the Second Macedonian War, Attalus was in a position to
remind the city of the favors it had received from him, and as the
Athenians were abolishing the cult of the Antigonids, they replaced it
with one for Attalus, modeled directly on the Antigonid cult and that
of Ptolemy 1I1.
As allies of Rome and Athens, both Attalus I and later his son
Eumenes (reigned 197-158) visited the city (or Piraeus) more than
once during the wars against Philip V, Antiochus 111, and Perseus. And
during the war against Antiochus at least three men in Eumenes’
service were honored in separate Athenian decrees: Menandros, the
king’s personal physician; Theophilus of Pergamum; and Pausi-
machus.?? Similarly, Athenian emissaries visited the Pergamene court
soon after Antiochus’ defeat. Like the male members of the Ptolemaic
dynasty, Eumenes and his brothers were honorary citizens of Athens,
registered as members of the tribe named after their father. All four are
thus identified in the list of victors at the Great Panathenaea of 178,23
That same year the Seleucid prince Antiochus, sojourning in Athens,
was awarded honors by the city—the prince whom Eumenes and his
brothers later installed on the throne that by rights should have gone
to his nephew Demetrius, still a prisoner in Rome. The Athenians took
the Pergamenc act of assistance to Antiochus IV in 175 as an occasion
to award new honors to the members of that dynasty. They added an
individual decree for the third brother, Philetaerus, in 174, and a statue
in Olympia as one of their benefactors.?*
Not long afterward, perhaps during the war against Perseus, the
Athenians passed honorary decrees for Hicesius of Ephesus, the royal
governor in Aegina, and for Philtes of Cyzicus, another of the king’s

131-133. According to Andrcae {133) the group (“really one of the greatest monuments of
all time,” p. 133) was worked on by, among others, the “Pergamene court artist” Phy-
romachus of Athens, who had previously set his stamp on rhe style of the Great Altar of
Pergamum; the monument was dedicated to Athens sometume between 166 and 150. Cf.
R. R R. Smith’s review of Andreae’s themadcally related book Laokeon und dic Griindung
Roms (Mainz 1988) in Gromen 63 (1991) 351-358.

22, IG 112.946 and 947 9-21; Osborne, Naturalization 1. D 100. Habicht, Hesperia 59
(1990) 564-567. .

23. IG 112.2314.84—91; for the dating see S. V. Tracy, Hesperia 60 (1991) 217-221; for
preservaton of the tribe of Artalis, ibid. 189, col. 1.38 and 48.

24. IG 112.905; W. Dirtenberger and K. Purgold, Die Inschriften von Olbympia (Berlin

1896) 312.
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officials. In the summer of 167, in a special session of the Assembly
called on the last day of the vear, they honored a certain Diodorus
described as “a friend” of the king and his brothers.2
The monuments erected in Athens by the Attalids were virtually the
equals of the temple of Olympian Zeus, which their friend Antiochus
IV had brought cioser to completion. These were the stoa of Eumenes
on the southern slope of the Acropolis, a full 163 meters long, which
sheltered audiences at the theater of Dionysus in case of bad weather;
and the two-story stoa to the east of the Agora (116 meters long},
which Attalus built after succeeding his brother as king in 158.2¢
The Athenians honored Eumenes 11 and Attalus II with colossal
statues on the Acropolis above the theater; the name of the Roman
triumvir Marcus Antonius was later substituted for the names of the
kings on the inscribed bases.?”
Athens also maintained friendly relations with a neighboring mon-
arch and nval of the Pergamene dynasty, King Pharnaces of Pontus.
Although his expressive face is familiar from the portrait on his silver
coins, he remains otherwise a shadowy figure, and we know very little
more about him today than what Eduard Meyer wrote in 1879 in his
history of the kingdom of Pontus. The dates of Pharnaces’ reign have
still not been determined, although it scems likely that he died during
the year 171 /0; Polybius devotes a passage to him under that year’s
heading that must almost certainly be understood as an obituary.?
Pharnaces makes a sudden appearance in history with his conquest of
Sinope on the Black Sea in 183, an independent city that the Rhodians
had protected from earlier attacks by his father. Pharnaces’ act of
aggression led to a war of several years’ duration against Eumenes of
Pergamum and various other allies. A peace treaty concluded in 179
forced Pharnaces to relinquish most of his conquered territories—
above all in Galatia, it is thought—but he managed to hold onto
Sinope, which he then made the capital of his realm.?
In the year of the archon Tychandrus the Athenian Assembly drew

25. Osborne, Nam{uﬁz’atﬁﬂn 1: D 106; IG 117955 as restored by Habicht, Hesperia 59
(1990) 576-577, IG {1°.945, where the name of the sponsor can be completed as Aris[tion],
following Agers XV.212.110.

26. H. Schaaf, Untersuchungen zu Gebiudestiftungen in bellentstischer Zeit (Cologne
1992) 84-111.

27. Plut. Antonius 60.6; cf. Cassins Dio 50.15.3.

28. Polybius 27.17. For the portrait of Pharnaces: R. Smith, Hellenéstic Royal Portraits
(Oxford 1988) 113 and plate 77.10.

29. C. Habichr, CAH 8° (1989) 328-330.

.AFTER 167) 227

On e onor O ha_[‘naCCS and

; an inscriptl na
member of the Scleucid royal family named Nysath, an ;glstchr:gil?; :nﬂy
stone tablet was set up in Delos and excavated there. s i

lars agreed that Tychandrus’ term of office was , hich
e dg ding Polybius’ text on Pharnaces for 171/0 as an o
D o, hor r\lrgr St}e’phen Tracy has demonstrated that Tychandrus
o 1\;0_“” lll(‘))\g;; ;nd that the Athenian decree for Pharnaces dates
:f‘l’; Agi‘il or M;y 19531 The surviving opening fragment st:;ltcs thzz
thc; king’s ancestors were already fricnt#s of the city ;nd th:lt( Pth:rt;?tcy :
made certain promises 1o the Athen_rans, but had to ;c R
emissarics for a postponement in ﬁllﬁlhﬂg them because B b or
cstablished his rule firmly cnough.. The king and qucctn e é)l e e
their benevolence, and the intention to erect sta'tues (o) o ver
i ounced. A citizen is named and charged with personally e
g 2 opy of the decree to the king; he should make use of ¢

;:ur?iy it states further, to remind the king tactﬁ.ﬂly of his prormi;:

oen ty,tt f money, if at all possible; the yearly mstallm_ent wou
e gll . e. This ?15 the only firm evidence of diplomatic relations
EC;‘J:;“L’ECC (g?y .and the monarch; many other d(_)cuments mus.::;lik\;z
bf:cn lost. There is no proof at this t@c (-)f Athenjan c;nz;zs;n \‘Zld e
kings of Bithynia in northwasterrll) As1-a l\/ﬁn((;:i ;’;2;121583——149).

i nd successor, Prusias : _
18’%21:n;::Z§121[;asurvcy of Athens’ diplomatic relatlor'lsnd:)lrr;r;g1 a;l;
second century has shown thlat a grfgl; a(Iili:::ldokf ;(zl?ztz;;til;df e

ut no longer ,asitha
fa;?:st;: (t:li(:\:ial:)?}gcurgus. lfstcad, the sponsors were t’ge km%?. 1111'11
Pngamum and Syria, prompted t0 display their wealth and pow

Athens because of the city’s great prestige.

ing a

2. Contacts with Independent States

] the wars
Once the difficult years of the Second Macedonian War and the et
inst Antiochus and the Aetolians werc over, 2 r:;w Pth o
o it r wi
cinﬁdence arose among the cinzens of Athens. Togethe

Alos 1497 bis). . o
W éG\;u”lfl'losjﬂ(Jl 113;1'251;92) 30;—314, where be also cites the epigraphic evidence for
31. S.V. Tracy,

irgini osed Phar-
i 5 i d Chersonesus. VIrginia Grace prop
> reign from QOdessus, Amaseld, an . ginia Ore e 184,
I,hm-lacc:hc:r ca;EIrlerof che “Middle Sroa” in the Athenian Ag?ra, Hcfpeg‘zlzriSr:; (h o rc_l)gn‘ o
ISuk:mrc'i a;onsuatcd that its construction began around 183 B.C., that is,
e de _
the link with the king of Porrus remains unproved.
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Thcgsalian Confcdcrzu:y2 now independent of Macedonia, the Atheni-
ans brought about a redistribution of seats in the Amphictijonic Council

y by the disappearance of Aetolia as jts major

El(l)ntrovcrsy fequested mediators from Rhodes and the Rhodijan
¢m a panel of nine of their citizens. T

Two documents describe the
guage,® 5o that it seemg reasonabl
events. If this is the case, then the

disputes in virtually identical lan-

nian, took charge of its j i
an, t¢ implementation and an i
ansing in that connection. ¥ Speciic problems

» Attica’s neighbor to the north;

in all likelihood it concerng Athenian participation in the festival of thc,

32. A Giovanninj Ancient M, ?
. ? 4 :
Hesperia 56 (1987) 59-7]. e vl 1

33. FDI2.
CF. Do, Dg;-; gf‘i’zgt;lfzc;eg.rce for Apo.llodf)rusJ and I11.3.383 (the decree for the Rhodians)
(Rome 1988) 132-14 5 Zlnt{ . Daverio Rocehi, Frontiera » confing nelly Gregs ;
3% G L4 d- 2. Thle dating follows from Syl 585.216-224 o amtsca
ALC 75, Tor the i’ofil’fﬂff (537_7)1‘268_‘276, dating from the period 210-170; Tragy,
et of this testival at th, d of i ’ ’
Coneribution 4 ipi Cag ¢ end of the third centur M
T phic biots, Y, see M. Feyel,
35. IG11%.493), e (Le Puy 1942) 88-132.

Thessaloniki 1970) 147-154; Habicht,
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the early second century, some time between 198 and 168, the city also
concluded a mutual legal assistance pact with the Achaean League, over
which differences arose later between the two states.

It appears that during the second century other states increasingly
turned to Athens and Athenian citizens for help in mediating conflicts.
An important document from Miletus deals with the peace made
following a war between Milerus and Magnesia-on-the-Maeander in
which both sides had suffered heavy losses.?” Thirteen other states,
primarily from the Aegean and Asia Minor, participated in the peace
negotiations under the leadership of Rhodes. Besides the Athenian
delegation, five Achacan envoys came from the mainland—one repre-
senting the League, one each representing Megalopolis and Antigonea
(Mantinea), and two from Patras. For a long time after the peace treaty
was discovered on the eve of the First World War, it was assigned to
the year 197. Not long ago, however, Malcolm Errington proved
convincingly that the treaty must have been concluded between 185
and 182, after the troops of Philip V and Antiochus IIT had departed
from Asia Minor, and the peace of 188 had given the Rhodians control
of Caria south of the Maeander (where Magnesia was situated).?® The
only participating states from the continent, Athens and the Achacans,
were at that time Rome’s most influential friends in Greece; Athens was
particularly involved as the “mother city” of the Ionian communities.
The Athenian delegation consisted of three men from prominent fami-
lies, and its leader, Alexion, had participated in the reorganization of

the Delphic Amphictiony a few years earlier. He was thus an experi-
enced diplomat, and participated in yet another diplomatic mission
only a short time later.?®

At about the same time as this peace treaty (perhaps a few years
before or afterward) three Milesians, all from influential families in their
home city, visited Athens as festival delegates, possibly for the
Panathenaea, and received honors there. It is easy to see why these
particular men were chosen for the trip, as the father of Euandridas,
their leader, was the descendant of an Olympic victor named Antenor,
who had received honors in Athens in 306. Enandridas’ fellow delegate

36. Polybius 32.7.3; P Gauthicr, Symbola (Nancy 1972) 173, W. Zicgler, Symbolgi und
Asylia (Diss, Bonn 1975) 63. See Chapter 10, Section 1.

37. 1 Miler 148 (Syll. 588).

38. R. M. Errington, Chiren 19 (1989) 279-288.

39. For Alexion’s family see Habicht, Studsen 185-188, and the new document concern-
ing his role in Delphi after the war against Antiochus, Hesperia 56 (1987) 65, line 15.
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Hermophantus was the son of Lichas, a leading statesman of Miletus
in the late third century who was awarded crowns in many cities,
including Athens.*®
Other Athenian decrees show the city in contact with Crete and with

Ceos in the Cyclades.*! Athentan relations with Crete in the early
second century are reflected in a fragmentary inscription containing the
decree of a city in the western part of the island. It prohibits its citizens
from seizing booty on Athenian territory and establishes penalties for
infractions; the Athentan representatives present in Crete in this con-
nection, Lysicles and Thrasippus, two brothers from a well-known
family of Gargettus, are also made proxenof of the Cretan city.*? Their
mission was related to the growing problem of Cretan piracy, from

which various Greek cities were seeking relief by obtaining guarantees

from Cretan communities; a number of such official promises have
been preserved.*?

Athenian cooperation with the Thessalian Confederacy in 186-184
for the purpose of reorganizing the Amphictionic Council has already
been mentioned. Slightly earlier, in the first few years after the refound-
ing of the Confederacy, a Thessalian named Alexander was awarded
honors. I have proposed the year 194/3 for the Athenian archon
Dionysius, in whose term the award was made, but there is one
difhiculty in this connection: Nicias, the sponsor of the motion, was
then a member of the Council but is also known to have belonged to
the Council in 193 /2. Although it was possible to serve twice in the
Council, successive terms were not permitted.*

On the Peloponnese, after Sparta and Messene joined the Achaean
League conflict smoldered for years between League officials and vari-
ous political factions in the two cities. In Sparta there was tension
between supporters of Nabis, the tyrant murdered by the Actolians in

40. IG 112.992; Habiche, Chiren 21 (1991) 325-329,

41. IG11”.844.49-70 and 978.

42. M. Guarducdi, Inseriptiones Creticae, 4 vols. (Rome 1935-1950) 2: 313, no. 3.1-12,
found in Athens and also printed as IG 117.1130. For the family of the two brothers sec
C. Habicht, Hesperia 60 {1991) 227.

43. P Bru%t’:1 La pirateric crévoise bellénistigue (Paris 1978) 23-24 and 75.

44. IG 117.850, which certainly dates from the 190s. The sponsor Nicias, son of
Polyxenos, appears in line 3 and in IG N’ 844.50 from 193 /2. The permissibility of serving
two terms in the Council is documented by A#h. Pol. 62.3, but as departing members had to
submit an account of their activides, an interval must have been required by law (G. Busolt,

Griechische Smar;kundzs, ed. H. Swoboda, vol. 2 [ Munich 1926] 1022; cf. P. J. Rhodes, The
Athenian Bowle [Oxford 1972] 14-16).
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192, and the opponents he had exiled; factions for and ?gmris;t 'IEEE
union with the Achacans opposed each other in botél Clﬂ?s;ervcnc
protracted disputes, in which the Roman Senate had to xr.: ervene
repeatedly, were finally settded as a rcsult.of the Achaean dirzcwd o
Rome led by Callicrates in 180. At that nme t.he Scr-lﬁtf directed t
Achaeans to readmit the Spartans and Mcs§en1ans st ngng " and,
and sent copies of the order to Aetolia, Epirus, P‘xthens,h oefl) a,w].th
Acarnania (presumably all plac;:ls currer;ltlg harbo;g;i sdl}lcC : :I); szs e
i ions to cooperate.* Callicrates had persu ;
]tllllitrilrl;::ﬁsts of Roi)e and its allies among the Greeks wolllld suffe;r if
they did not intervene; clear directives from Rome would Z rztelccssh ag
to end the constant strife. The scnaFors’ reaction showe ;’g’oﬂc)
adopted his viewpoint (which Polybius c.ondemn'ed as u::llpat Grce;;
Their instructions also reflect the expectaum,l thgt mdc;;e;l en rec’
states such as Athens would carry out Rome’s wishes witl og ﬂ[zr(; ‘ ir.l
The presence of emissaries from tl.le Ac.haean Lcaglllle in Sz n
178 /7 may have been connected with this mateer. The envoy X 551 .
ently negotiated with a t;hrct:-mf:n}:bf:tr1 Adthi:ma;l Z(i::;jisglizie e
by the same Alexion of Azcnlla who had p aye g role in <he
ization of the Amphictiony 1n 186/5 and led the :
?jéizgf;niﬁgolvcd in mafcjng peace berween Miletus and Magnesia
; 47
50’3:;“‘;2?‘;‘;1:?& war against Derseus enc}licq, Athecrils ﬂlaz ;pr—
al city of Ambracia in Epwrus an -
Pr(ﬁzﬂcfc:;uzh?tsoxllii;{)or tct)y the south, for a panel of judgcs to scttle
I(;?lgoing dispu,tcs between the two states (or somc‘of ic:;;;j;ﬁ:
Ambracia had been the scene of 1ong_ and fiercc ﬁgh;mg Hi o i
Aetolian war and had suffered terribly; in the en I:]u; o ;n e
surrendered to the Roman consul Marcus Fulvius No o eace
ence to the orders of Aectolian 0ﬂ"1c1.als, who .could n;)th o) D
agreement on any other terms. Fulvius’ train mcludc. e oman bt
Ennius, who composed a picce, now lo_st, on the aileg;: o A e
The consul plundered the art collection in the royal palace,

f the

45. Livy 35.37.1. The reporr that copies of the r.rcaty that mac.:lc szrta at;l;cgzlzz; zhs e

Lcagu.e 'mv{92 ;vcrc displayed on the Capitol in RD;I‘[C, in ‘Oly_m\p,:i,ﬂ Znn 0(;1; e A it

i coratve 1
ivv 38.33.9) may be nothing more than a decora : omal g
Ath:g s g’lg;;yb?us 24 1)().6.YFor more on these events see R. M. Errington, Philopocmen {(Ox
ford 1969) 200-205.

47. Hesperia 26 (1957) 210, no. 58.
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largely by King Pyrrhus, taking a record number of works back to Italy
with him. Shortly thereafter, in 187, the Senate declared Ambracia a
free city. During the war against Perseus the Romans had stationed a
large garrison of troops there,* straining its resources so severely that
near the end of the war (or immediately thereafter) the city was forced
to appeal to friendly states for financial assistance. Substantial portions
of a decree passed by the Thessalian Confederacy have survived in
which they agree to provide the requested relief.*® Once the war ended,
Ambracia tried to place relations with surrounding states on a new
footing, as is revealed by a recently published document regarding
Charadrus, its neighbor to the west.’? Two other documents concern-
ing Athamania to the northeast may date from this period (the chro-
nology is a matter of controversy),’! but a fragmentary Athenian decree
from 167 /6 definitely belongs in this context.5? It shows that Athens
had received requests for judges from Ambracia and the Acarnanians,
and the ekklesia agreed to send them. Five citizens were chosen and
sworn in; the decree lists them by name, and among them was a
member of the famous family of sculptors to which Praxiteles and
Cephisodotus belonged.?® This appeal from states in the northwest
demonstrates that Athens continued to enjoy great prestige, and that
Athenian citizens appeared specially qualified as judges and mediators
in international disputes, even to ethnically different groups in distant
regions.
At about the same time Athens became involved in settling a dispute
between two states on the Peloponnese. The cities of Troizen and

48. Livy 38.44.4-6 (the Scnate decree); 43.17.10 and 44.1.4 (on the garrisons).

49. C. Habicht, in Demetrias, ed. V. Milojdé and D. Theocharis, vol. 1 (Bonn 1976)
175-180.

50. P. Cabanes and J. Andréou, BCH 109 (1985) 499-544 and 753-757; C. Habichr,
ZPE 62 (1986) 190-192; ]. Tréheux and P Charneux, BCH 112 (1988) 359-373;
P. Ganthier, Bulletin épigraphigue (1989} 265.

51. ISE 91, a letter from the Roman practor P. Cornelius Blasio to Corcyra and the
{unpublished) decisiou of the Corcyraus on the back of the same stone about redrawing the
border bcrwczcn Ambracia and Athamania; Holleaux, Erudes 5: 433-448.

52. IG11".951, interpreted by A. Wilhelm (1916) 23-30 in Akademieschriften 1: 447—
454. According to the new inscriptiou from note 50 above, line 3 should be eompleted as
ypagfpariora]. For the dating of the archon Nikosthenes, see Habicht, ZPE 62 (1986)
190-192. The federal strategos of the Acarnanians at that time was Chremas, the notorious

head of the local faction controlled by Rome; Walbank, Commentary 3: 332, 435, and 522,
53. Davies, APF286-290.
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i to tWo
Arsinoé (formerly Methana) were at loggerheads o;eg dtltcl: :(;g:]t; u(:ﬁ o
picces of land, one a mountainous area that served bo o
as pasture, and the other a strip of coast used‘ by tuna fishe ¢ .and
t_hep conﬂicjt escalated, Troizen resorted to repnsal.s, seizing §00 sd "
taking three citizens of Arsinoé hostage. Medtat_ors" appciﬁltemne};
intai ilitary base in ArsinoC at the .
Prolemy (who maintained a mi . A - i)
' : pute
:ned an agreement from both parties 10 $ ar . —
f(';)rt ali[:f the futgurf:' the terms of the settlement also provided compen
sati{)n for private partics, including those whose pcrsogal or pro[é:'tr:ti
infri i the parties agreed fo requ
.ohts had been infringed. Finally, : _
Efle;ation of three judges from Athens to oversee the 1rtrllf)1¢mcntat:o(:1f
i judicati ific cases, such as the amoun
of the treaty; after adjudicaning spect : h C Mo
' to place their decisions on public ¢
compensation owed, they_were_ thelr decisions o b opius in
play in the shrine of Poseidon 1n Calat:;i, p

Epidaurus, and the Acropolis in Athen:

3. Conditions at Home

. e life durin
Among the features that continued to play a role in the city’s hf; dstoc)(g1
the first half of the second century were the small ephebia (t;nt;; rood
jor state fes .
i ture leaders) and the major iva
as an elite school for fu « ale 8
contrast, a new phenomenon of the period was the annual minting
’ by »
a new type of coins known as “New Stlyitl: sﬂver{.fr o sistorclian
instituti ;a, well known from
The institation of ephebia, e s
' orm in the closing
) 1 n greatly altered by are
Athenaion Politeia, had bee red b T e
55 The participanion of y ¥
ears of the fourth century. p: . youne
‘fncn ceased to be compulsory, and the period of service was rired -
from two years to one. In addition ephebes were now requ 4t
ide their own armns. In the wake of these reforms, the year—fc ass
o . i ir former
S.ropped abruptly to one-tenth or even one-twentieth (())f tfzielsro et
size, from approximately 500 to somewhere between 20 an
?
i i d the
54, Copies of the decree of Troizen containing ths _b}aclfgrou;icoﬁst:;i t?;f;;t{l)t; ;1:: -~
l rere found in Epidaurus and lrolzen. . :
agfccmc‘};ijc";ﬁl I;IZ}Zi)ts\;;r;Iermzs 38 (1903) 406-413. The text was ;;)rrec;lysg;pl;?:i
:sasa Fc"lr;):‘:ec Frmzx 'l;roizeu by B. Bravo, ANSP (19.80) 745‘, 805—806,. : do,u:;ri That. Fors
! ime the identity of the other ity involved in thc_djsputc was in ¢ ; e
::n & nm\:ras recognized by L. Robert (Bulletin épigraphigus [1961] 3175'57, ;:_7) . ,
wl:glfcca.ﬁzcd that JG IV.1%.76 is part of the same decree (76.32-38 =77 .
55. See Chapter 5, Seedon 2.




234 ATHENS FROM ALEXANDER TO ANTONY
-—

bers. They remained at this modest level for the next 135 years, until
the end of the war against Perscus.5¢ Whereas formerly there might
have been a total of 1,000 ephebes serving in the two year-classes, in
this period there were sometimes only 20, just 2 per tribe on average.
This greatly reduced corps continued to be trained in various forms of
athletics and the use of weapons, and to patrol rural Attica under the
command of the hoplite general, but it no longer represented a sig-
nificant military force.

Since after the reform the state ceased to provide each ephebe with

a set of hoplite arms, the only enlistees necessarily came from families
that could afford to buy the equipment and to dispense with the young
man’s labor or earning power for a year. The corps of ephébes thys
became a sort of club for the sons of the upper class. It appears that
many of the young men who joined had ambitions of rising to high
rank in the army, cither in the hoplite regiments or in the clite cavalry
corps with its few hundred members.

Thirteen more or less complete extant decrees concerning the corps
of ephebes are known from the first thirty years of the second century.,5”
They provide information first of all on the leaders of the corps. The
commander of the corps, the kosmetes, had to be at least forty years old
and was clected annually by the citizens.
who served more than one term. By contrast, the instructors for
physical fitness (the paidotribes) and the weapons experts (for fencing,
spear-throwing, archery, and the catapult) generally served for ten to
twenty years. From 267 to 176 the post of gymnastics instructor was
held by members of a single family from Acharnae; after this period a
different paidotribes dppears every year, an indication that the post had
become an annual office like that of kosmetes, All the instructors in this
cra were still Athenian citizens, with the exception of the archery
teachers, some of whom were from Crete, (Throughout antiquity
Cretans were considered outstanding archers.)

Several well-preserved decrees from this petiod, much more detailed

56. The numbers fluctuated between 18 and 47 in the third century (Pélékidis, Ephébie
165-172), and berween 35 and 50 from 200 to 172. 1 177/6 there were 48 ephebes
enrolled, and in 172/1 there were 50. The numbers rose after the war against Perscus, soon
passing 100 but never reaching 200 members.

57. A list is in Tracy, Hesperin Suppl. 19 (1982) 158-159; also Hesperia 51 (1982} 58,
no. 2, and two as yet unpublished documents from 197,/6 and 177,/6. Whar follows con-
cerning the activities of the ephebes is taken from these decrees.
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than earlier ones, offer a vivid picture of tl'hc variety of ac;w.tézs; in :I:lf:i
the ephebes engaged during their year in the corps. Besi En }‘rw <
training and instruction in the use of ‘wcapozs,‘thc ygung [:,1’0 D
expected to continue their education in the sc1_cnccsh (maGe ) ,
including some lectures at the schools of thc? ph.-IIOSOP clr's._ e e
portance was artached to ephebes’ participation in the religious li o
the communtty and to the inculcatjon. of patriotism; to s_trcngr_hcn ne
latter, the corps was frequently requl_rcd to take part in .ccrem(f)nthe
honoring the heroic tradition of their ancestors at the U([inc ;) ¢
Persian wars. At the end of each year the Assembly passe la eo;:riets
listing the activities of the departing year-class and summmgd u}zher
performance. The departing ephebes were granted crowns an ot
honors, and finally their instructors were ho.nored as a group, r;icem:;1 E
crowns as well. In a second decree honof'mg the kosmetes, t ;, sa
activities were described from his perspective, so that the two decrees
nt each other.
Co?ﬁic;;r began with sacrifices in the Prytaneum, where the ;tglna:
flame burned. The ceremony was attended by the kasmetz.zs, the fa rz‘
of the new ephebes, and the fifty mer.nbers‘ of one trlbt.:l c;;rre;nth z
serving as prytaneis (the executive cqmnuttec) in thf: Courgll . :;( o
names of the ephebes were entered in :che official list forth e yca:r ;Ch :
the young men swore the oath of service. Throu.ghou't the ycbovc fu
ious ceremonies formed an important part of their acnv?UEIsl, a ve al
sacrifices to the gods and the benefactors of the state. As is .howncom_
other sources, the larrer included Dioger‘lcs, the formerlrm dtaryéentml
mander of the Macedonian forces in Attica, who had p azc fl e
role in the liberation of 229; the Romans were ;1_15? treated co mecm any
as “benefactors.” The ephebes took part as a distinct gr_oupfter 165?
perhaps even all, state festivals; at some, such as the Thesga dsi iy thé
they held tournaments. At the Great Mysteries of Eleusis : chd e
task of lifting the sacrificial bull onto th.e alFar, and _th;};xpetrh : med the
same duty at the Proerosia, another festival in Eleusis. tP o };h :
and the other festivals of Dionysus (the Lerllaea, the mrauss9 ,
ephebes escorted the sacred image of the god.mto the theatcr(.i o
Other rites were performed in commemoration of heroes an

58. L. Zichen, Hermes 66 {1931) 227-234; S. Dow and R. F..Hcalcy, Harvu;dﬂ;irﬁ:
cal S:;;di!:s 21 (19’65} 14-17; J. D. Mikalson, The Sacred and Civil Calendar of the
Tear (Princeton 1975) 67-69.

59. Pélékidis, Ephébic 239-247.
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ancestors on pilgrimages to various sites in rural Attica. For one such
event the ephebes went to the shrine of Amphiaraus near Oropus,
where they performed a sacrifice to the healer. Other places had asso-
ciations with Athens’ heroic past, such as Marathon, site of the great
battle of 490, which the ephebes visited every year to lay a wreath on
the common grave of the fallens® and to hold games in their honor,
“for they considered showing proper respect to those who had given
their all for freedom a noble part of their duties.” On another occasion
they would board a ship (for they were also supposed to gain experi-
ence at sea) and row to the tropaion of Themistocles on the hill of
Cynosura, where they offered a sacrifice to “Zeus the Averter,” who
had forced the Persians to turn and flee at the battle of Salamis in 480;
the monument to Themistocles preserved the memory of this great
event for centuries afterward 6! On the festival of Ajax Telamonius they
sailed to Salamis and marched in g procession with their arms to make
a sacrifice to Ajax, Asclepius, and Herines.52 During the year, on re-
peated excursions to the countryside, they performed these rituals at
all the fortresses and chief holy places.
To keep physically fit, the ephebes ran footraces in the Aymnasion; to
gain experience with their weapons and get to know the entire country
and its borders, they went on marches commanded by the corps leader,
the hoplite general, and the master at arms. The ephebes, led by the
kosmetes and in full military uniform, attended meetings of the Assem-
bly in both the city and Piraeus,®3 not as participants—they acquired
the vote only after completing their year in the corps—but as observers
(similar to the sons of Roman senators in the curig), to learn how
political decisions were made. Finally, at the end of the vear, they passed
in review before the Council in the Panathenaean stadium of Lycurgus
during the festival of Epitaphia and performed drills to demonstrate
the skills they had learned.
As the surviving decrees indicate, the ephebes were expected to
display unconditional obedience and to endure the rigors of their

60. Pausanias 1324, W K D
126-129.

61, E. Kirsten, Tpomwaior, RE(1939) 673, no. ZW. C. Wesc 11L, CP64 (1969) 15-17;
I W. Wallace, AJA 73 (1969) 299-302; G. R, Culley, Hesperia 46 (

1977) 291-298.
02. DPélékidis, Epbébie 247-249, Cf. D Von der Muhll, Ausgewriabize bleine Sehriften (Basle
1976) 454455 and 466-467.

63. Pélékidis, Ephébic 273274

ritchert, The Greek State ar War, vol. 4 {Berkeley 1985)
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service without complaint. In the final honorary decree, th.c nanl(ttoc::'
each ephebe, the names of his father and deme, and all the mcs[trllt tors
were engraved in stone along with the text of the decree, and s Lin 2
public place where it could be seen by all. Many fcamrcsdo s
Hellenistic ephebia recall the cadet corps of the mochn era, al; all
evidence indicates that the institution served the state’s goal o t:iamlng
a small elite of young citizens as future leadcr.s in the army an dnavy-,
politics, and public administration and inculcating in them both demo
i nd a sense of patriotism. _
cra:l?l‘lsevi:g::;ians cclebratccli) numerous festivals h.onoring their ﬂ-glods..
and heroes;* particularly informative sources surv.lvc, for two of ! ((i:sc.
the Great Panathenaea, the main festival of the city’s patron 80 ki;:lss
Athena; and the Theseia, held in honor of Theseus, thc mythical king
venerated as the founder of the Attic state, The surviving docum;jntlj
shed little or no light on the religious aspects of the festivals (for w ;
one must consult sources from earlier and later CI’?}S), but they do
impart a great deal of information about t_hc gymnastic and e.qucslt)niﬁ
games, in which athletes, riders, and chariots participated. §1ncc h0
festivals were specifically Athenian rather than pan-Hdlemc (su(; d;l;
the Olympic, Pythian, Isthmian and .Nemcan Games), most o ¢
events were open only to Athenian citizens; some few, hov.n::\f(?Ir‘}1 we ¢
open to outsiders. The Panathenaea and, to a lcss§r extent, thel ;S:Ee
thus occupy a middle position between thc;cxcluswel‘y natlonal al?i .
great international festivals; like the games in Olympia and Delp ey
were celebrated at four-year intervals rather than every year. -
Since ancient times the Athenians had hcfld an @nual fCSth;. thm

honor of Athena, patroness of the city. Beginning ?n.r_he (:ra.oul lc
tyrant Pisistratus in the sixth century, they ccle.brated itin a parﬁcd atil y
splendid manner every fourth year, whence: it came Fo be ca e N (i
“@Great Panathenaea.”™ The colonies, inclu@lng the cides of'Iomffl, : a1
regarded Athens as their mother city part1c1patcc! by scndmi ﬂfsu“:;
delegations and gifts. In the fifth century, at the time of the Atheni

64. The subject is treated in detail by A. Mommsen in Feste der SmdrAfhen imFAl{e;i?:}
(Lcipz.ig 1898); see also L. Deubner, Attische Feste (Berlin 1932); and E. Simon, Festiv
tiiea (Madison 1983). . | . ;
4 6‘35‘!z (Bc:idcs the works cited in the previous note, see G. R. Edwards, Hespeﬂfa 2.6 (195ar 2
320—3;49 For the history of the festival in the second ccn[ury,. the lists of vnctt;or;
particulal:ly valuable: FGT12.2313-17 and three new lists pnblished with commentary by Tracy
and Habicht, Hesperia 60 (1991) 187-236.
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empire, every member of the Naval Confcderacy was required to send
Athens a bull and a complete set of arms to mark the occasion, The
athletic and dramatic competitions attractcd participants from near and
far; as prizes the victors received a varying number of amphorae filled
with oil. Pictorial depictions of the Bames appear on many pieces of
black-figured pottery from the sixth and early fifth centuries. In the
Age of Pericles, the festival procession was carved on the frieze of the
Parthenon by Athens’ best artists.

When the Athenian cmpire collapsed in 404, most foreign states
probably ceased to participate. But after some time had elapsed the
colonies, at least, resumed the practce of sending delegations to the
Great Panathenaea. Alexander the Great and several of his successors

They did not appear in person but sent their horses, jockeys, and
charioteers to compete in their names. We do not know when this
custom first began, as no documents listing the Panathenaean victors
have survived from before the end of the third century. At another
festival, the Lycaea, celebrated by the Arcadian Confederacy, a son of
Ptolemy, then satrap of Egypt and later king, won a contest in 315,67
A whole series of Athenian lists of victors in the athletic and equestrian
cevents at the Panathenaea, more or less complete, from 202 to 146
have been known for some time, and recently similar lists for the years
170, 166, and 162 have been added to it. Among the victors are
members of the Prolemaic, Seleucid, and Attalid royal families, as well
as the Numidian prince Mastanabal and high dignitaries from the same
courts. In 178 four members of the Pergamene royal tamily won four
different chariot races, namely Eumenes 11 and his three brothers
Attalus, Philetaerus, and Athenacus; in 162 the victors included
Ptolemy VI Philometor and his sister-consort Cleopatra I1.¢8 In 169,
during the Third Macedonian War and Sixth Syrian War between
Antiochus 1V and Ptolemny VI, an Athenian delegation visited Alexan-

66. For Alexander see Chapter 1, note 23, Prolerny, Chaprer 5, note 49; Lysimachus, I¢
I17.657.14-15.

67. Syl 314 B 8-9 a5 date
olimpici (Rome 1957) 131.

68. For the Amlids: IG 112.2314.834)0. Prolemy V1 and Cleopatra II: Hesperia 60
(1991) 188-189, col. 3.31-33 and 21-22. Mastanabal: JG I1°.2316.42-435,

d by L. Morerd, Olympionikai, i vincitori negli antichi agonsi
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dria in connection with the Panathenaic fesFival.” The uivi:‘i?edo!:;r}
bers b b piace w5 solem ban i 200 that obviously re
under a solemn ly
:farisnilsciint;;gctpia;:ﬂdthc collapse of the monarchy and were prc[)-f'ubl:?
from setting foot on Attic soil. Rath‘cr than participating urzls it;
Ariarathes V of Cappadocia offered his respects to the city an S
goddess by serving as agonothetes around the mu.tldlc of tllm $€CO h
century. This fact no doubt means that he comfrlbutcd a large stli.ldc
toward the cost of the festival and was rcvs'fa.rdcd \Vlt-h the honoralryti 1
of head of the games, while an Athenian citizen carried out the practica
i fice.”® B
du&fcofhzhio?lr pan-Hellenic festivals, the P.anathcnaic compen(tia?)ns_;
attracted -entrants from throughout the Mediterranean worl(il afdm cr
yond: from Italy and the Ligurian coast in the west; from. Asia ' N0 >
Syria, and Mesopotamia in the east; from Egypt, Cyrcnmca, atlll-] T;.lle
midia in the south; and from Epirus and Corfu in tl.]C nor .dj
athletic events were open to foreigners .and took pl;cc in ﬁfr sta 511111;]
of Lycurgus in different classes according to age. . .T?c aﬂce“ tlL -
categories in Greek games were boys, youth (ﬂ‘gcm;{u, 1tcrf fy %
without beards™), and men. The boys’ events consm:‘tcd ‘0” oo“trfa c-
over three different distances, wrestling, l).omg, and _all»ln dolx; Tee
style” wrestling (pankration), a combination of wrcsthng an 0;1:ngé
In the youth class there was only one footractt, over a istancc othree
stadion (about 200 yards); the other events mcluc,lcd. he samfus ree
wrestling and boxing compctitionsbas 1;1 .the bogjs;c g:lfptﬁthrow_
isting of running, broad jump, )
fne;tﬁoi;e(;ﬁlgsé'rﬁe men’s clfss il‘lcluded all six events of thc'ﬁofﬁl
class plus the pentathlon, a four-stadion footrace, and a foc;)tracc 11] ol
hoplite armor. It is assumed that these games took tw? ays,t(;
the boys’ and youth competitions and one for the men’s even :tions
The horse and chariot races, possibly also drftssagc cpmt;[)lan Or;
took place at two different sites. The events «_:a.rnc.d out in : eitcg e
were of a quasi-military character, and participation was bm e
Athenian citizens. One set of events was open only to m(:ml ers O o
cavalry, and another only to the commanders of the rwelve cavalry

69, Polybius 28.19.4, ‘
70, 1. and L. Roberr, Bulletin épigraphigue (1?51) 79. <201
71. For the roster of events see Tracy, Hesperia 60 (19913 19 .
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units, In these disciplines the owners r.

horses. About fifteen further cvents were carried out at the hj
drome, or racetrack, some of them open only to foreigners Therelppo-
horse and chariot races in various classes, for colts and aduit hor Wer;
for two- and four-horse chariots. These events were highly rofcsse; anal

in character, and professional jockeys, racehorses, and face drli(\)frl

competefi. Persons of royal blood sent entries exclusi,vel to these h e
and chariot races at the hippodrome. ’ enone

At t[:le Great Panathenaea and the other (annual) festivals, the n
of foreigners who had acted as benefactors of the city and bc;n aw, alcll]cj
honors b}_f the people were solemnly announced by heralds a\‘l}- eh
i);oclamat;olns acguired a particular resonance through the prese:nc: f)f
Ciﬂ::a;lglosizgjnons from foreign states, Athenian colonies, and the

Bcginnin.g ir? the ecarly fifth century the Athenians celebrated an

ode or drove their own cavalry

event and, like other such festivals
and splendor. It opened with ¢

72. There is documentation f r thy icipati i
ind Mietus i s it Or the parucipation of the Tonian cides of Priene, Colophon,

R c age: F. Hiller von Gaertrin 1 cchri .
B . : . gen, Die Insch
(C'bc-rlm 1906) 45; A. Wilhelm, Anatolinn Studies Buckler {Manchest I‘;Sgﬁm o PJ:‘me
“hiren 21 (1991) 329, 16112 er ) 349; Habicht,

-886 probably document. icipati ian city i
the realm of Attalus T before 200. For Athens as thccil‘;(t)htﬁc?'azirrl;'::f)auon ontaonian city in

gen, Inschriften Prie; . i ]

P iften von Priene 109 4749 Ct. W. Giinther, Lpigraph
73. Mommsen, Feste 278 307,

- sen, ~307; and G. i

e M foélows Bugh o e POimsR. Bugh, ZPE 83 ( 1990) 20-37. The descriprion
74. I1GII°.956-965 from 161 /0 through 109 /3.

ieq Anatolica 19 (19923
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followed by games similar to those of the Great Panathenaea: athletic,
equestrian, and chariot events, many of them in different classes for
boys, young men, ephebes, and members of the cavalry. The extant
inscriptions all stem from the shrine of Theseus, whose precise location
has not been found; it is known to have stood near the later Roman
agora. Those from the years 161, 157, and 153 are the best preserved,;
the carliest of them thus dates from the era in which Athens regained
possession of the island of Skyros in 167. Scholars believe, almost
certainly correctly, that the return of Skyros offered the Athenians an
opportunity to reorganize the Theseia on a grander scale and that they
probably first celebrated them in the new manner in 165. If that is the
case, the inscriptions documenting the first celebration have not sur-
vived.”

Entrants in the various events were almost exclusively Athenians, a
natural circumstance in games honoring the nation’s founder. How-
ever, from the beginning, two competitions were open to foreigners,
provided they were mercenaries in Athenian service; those were group
rather than individual events, the first a test of general physical fitness
and the second a contest for the best maintenance of weapons and
equipment. Prizes were awarded in three categories: the elite soldiers,
the cavalry, and the foreign mercenary units. Only later do the names
of individual foreigners crop up in the athletic events, almost certainly
mercenaries in the Athenian military forces.

The official organizers of the festival came without exception from
the most prominent families in the city. In the decrees in their honor
the people praisc them for arranging the procession and the sacrifice
to Theseus in the appropriate traditional manner; for making sure that
the tarch race and athletic events were carried out safely, so that no one
suffered injury; and finally for overseeing the prizes and the stone tablet
commemorating the victors. To attract the 600 counciliors to the
festival, the sponsors offered them two drachmas each for expenses.
While the basic cost of the festival was covered by the state treasury, all
the extra expenses such as the remuneration for the city councillors
came from the sponsors’ own pockets. The inscriptions note that one

such agonothetes donated more than 3,390 dramas, and a second more
than 2,690.7¢

75. Pélékizdis, Ephébie 229-230 and 295-300; Bugh, ZPE 83 (1990) 25,
76. IGI1".958.15-16 and 956.18-19.
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The information that councillors’ presence was desired at the Theseia
may at first appear to be at variance with Aristotle’s statement that the
Council met daily except on those days for which there was a specific
“dispensation.” Arstotle does not identify these days, but a survey of
all documented Council sessions shows that the free days coincided
with the celebration of annual—and of course the even more important
quadrennial—festivals, while on the lesser, monthly holidays the Coun-
cil met as usual.”7 The Assembly sessions were less frequent, being
called neither during the great annual and quadrennial festivals nor on
the lesser holidays each month.”® The state calendar was thus arranged
so that all citizens were free to take part in the major festivals, and only
members of the Council were prevented from attending the minor
ones. Not a single session of either the Council or the Assembly is
documented for the dates of the Great Panathenaea, between the
twenty-third and thirtieth Hecatombaion, and the same holds for dates
when the Theseia might have fallen. The main festival is known to have
been held on the eighth Pyanopsion, and no doubt the celebration as
renewed afrer 167 lasted more than one day. Other possible dates are
then limited o the seventh, ninth, and tenth of that month, for two
Council sessions are documented for the sixth and two Assembly

sessions for the eleventh Pyanopsion.”

The Athenian state appears not to have minted any coins for about
twenty years, from approximately 183 to 164. Then, presumably in
164 /3 or shortly before, the Athenians began producing new kinds of
one-drachma and four-drachma pieces, which were soon circulating far
beyond the borders of Attica. From then on a new set of coins was
struck annually under the supervision of two magistrates who served
one-year terms. While the obverse of these “New Style” silver coins all
bore a head of Athena in a helmet, the images on the reverse contained
some constant features but also others that changed from year to year
or even month to month, The unvarving elements consisted of an
amphora surmounted by an owl, the symbol of both the goddess and
the city, together with the abbreviated ethnikon AGE, “from the Athe-
nians.” The new and variable elements identified the two magistrates
in charge of the mint, at first by monograms and later by full or

77. Ath. Pol 43.3; Mikalson, Calendar 193-197.
78. Mikalson, ibid., 182-193.

79. Ibid., 67 and 72, and for the 11th Pyanopsion a second, as yet unpublished texr from
176/5.

TIMES OF PEACE

abbreviated forms of their names. For approximately ﬁﬁ ytl::;s:i, If;(;nf
136/5 to 88/7, the name of a third citizen, r.he wﬁg hied 10 Ey
istrate, appeared as well. ‘The reverse of the coins 1s fur ;r e
a letter from alpha to n#, standing fqr the nuprers (o) 13 o
indicating the month of the year in which the coin was scil:ruc . Vit
the aid of these dates it can be seen that as a rule the.thlr magis o
changed every month. In addition, each year had its own sygﬁ thé
which the magistrate named first was responsible flor sclccut;lgs;)
elements on the reverse were surrounded by an olive wreath. .
"Today 111 annual monetary emissions are k-nown ﬁgm_ an estm';a "
total of 120. Thus only a few years of the series are mls§mg, prc; ably
from the beginning or end of the period, when productlc.)n was O:ei
Observation of reverse dies common to more than one issue ;na z i
possible to establish the relative order of the extant coins, an dto. tiy
there is general agreement that the years 1.45—77 are represented wi _
out a break. The key to absolute dating is the coin from tht;_l i;:;e?it;fn
eighth vear in the series, which names ng Mithridates an ; t:V on
as masters of the mint and contains the Pontic symbol of a star be e
wwo crescents; without doubt this coin dat.cs from 87 /6. \"\701‘h g
backward from there, and assuming that coins ﬁ:om every yea{. }sllt\l'c
survived, we can calculate that the minting began In 1_64.1/ 3, %'1 slig .cy;
carlier if it is assumed that one or two years arc missing. lc _scrtxh
ended with the 111th emission, perhaps in 54 /3, or more likely int e
40s, as toward the end of the period one oglmorc years may be missing
1 ¢ no longer struck every year. .
” ;E‘::;:ht and qﬁality of the metal in New Style coins s'how $2;
the state had no lack of fine silver, but the source of that silver 1 anI) e
question. Presumably the mines at Laurium c.ould no longer supf;t) y thcc
need. However, since the minting of the series bf.:ga.n shortly elx er thy
collapse of Macedonia and after Athenjan acquisiion of ]ic 03, Ltnlc:si
possible that royal Macedonian coins were collected, mf:ltedb own, ana_
restruck, along with some of the silver brought to Delos by nter

80. The fundamental modern srudy of the subject is M. T.hon_lpson, ﬁe Nc;v Sty:u?éif;
Coimzlge of Athens, 2 vols. (New York 1961). For the preceding interruption ot prox

the Athenian mint, see Kroll, Coins 50. . ™
N 8:. Decisive work of the absolure chronology of New Style silver viaszc;ilg 'I?;I I;rice
Lewis, NC {1962) 275-300. Sce also O. Morkholm, ANSMusN 29 (1_98 1) S (199.0) 67-,
E:mys)Kmay-Mﬂrkbalm {Louvain-la-Neuve 1989) 223-243; . Mattingly,
78.
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tional trade.®? The profit from Delos and the success of the new
currency probably contributed to the rising prospenity observable for
this era. Furthermore, these coins provide direct information about
historical persons and social history. The names of several hundred
Athenian citizens appear on them, with precise dates. Nearly all of these
men, including the “third magistrates,” are known from other inscrip-
tons from Attica, Athenian Delos, or from other sources, or can at least
be assigned to known families.®* We may therefore conclude that the
remaining, otherwise unidentified officials probably came also from
wealthy or affluent families and were otherwise active in politics, and
that only men of this type were considered for magistracies at the mint.
It is thus not without significance that among the mint magistrates in
this period we find sculptors and poets. Frequently two relatives served
together as first and second magistrates of a given year, such as the
cousins Polycles and Timarchides of Thoricus, both members of a
noted family of sculptors, in 149 /8; and Timostrates and Poses, broth-
ers from Phalerum, in 102 /1. Poses was a comic poet, as his father and
grandfather had been before him, and as his son would be after him.%
In a number of cases the name of a mint magistrate explains the
choice of a particular symbol for the coins of his year. Eurycleides, for
example, who was mint magistrate in 112 /1, chose a depiction of the
three Graces to recall his famous ancestors Eurycleides and Micion, the
hberators of 229 and founders of the cult of the Charites. Another
Micion, mint magistrate in 137 /6, recalled the victory of a member of
his family in a chariot race at the Great Panathenaea by depicting a
figure of Nike and a chariot. An earlier Micion is in fact documented
as having won such an event.® The trophy in Salamis chosen by
Themistocles, the magistrate of 117 /6, was a reminder of the great
naval victory won by his famous namesake; while a certain Apellicon,

82, A. Giovannini, Rome er la civcularion monétaive en Gréce au II' sidcle avant Jésus-
Christ (Basle 1978) 62; M. Price, The Coinage of the Roman World in the Late Republic, ed.
A M. Burnelit and M. H. Crawford (Oxford 1987) 95-96; §. Lauffer, Die Bergwerkssklaven
von Laurcion” {Wiesbaden 1979) 165-166 and 284—285; Lauffer cites Seltman’s observation
thar the volume of Athenian coin production at this time was greater than thar of Pergamum,
Rhodes, or Syracuse,

83. Habiche, Chiren 21 (1991) 1-23.

84, M. Thompson, New Style Silver Coinage 600—607. The dares have been altered to
match Lewis’ chonology.

85. IG11°.2314.76.
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an immigrant from Teos in Tonia, chose the image of a gnffin for his
ins i of his home city. . ‘
CO?E;“ ufesgg s;SmT)g;ntbooixpress a political orientation 1s relatt;lvcly rte;rrc_
in New Style silver coins, but in onc instance hardly any o bc]r :; o
pretation is possible: in 12’»4/b 3 the use otf ;I; I;alr:l;t;oﬁ)a ;ﬁrt?o fh o
id ki cars to be an act O
gcliz‘tlzziwkll]zg;;; ?Est sent a particularly trusted f:r.nissary to i‘lktl:lenls\I 0:;
a diplomatic mission.® The clearest use qf political symbcl)\:i tltlll'd eti '
Style coins, however, occurs around the time of the First ri ?ear
War. In 90/89 the goddess Roma was chosen as emblem, a Rc
proclamation of where Athenian loyalties lay; the next yearR or::
appeared with the goddess of victory, prc_sumably a rcfcreng;: ;-O Z:lthc
military successes in the Social (or Mall'su:) War of 90-88. This c\lvb e
year preceding the one in which Medeius, the archon sul':)gloi'\te my he
Romans, lost political control of Athens. A year later, with Apc cfott1
election as mint magistrate, the office was ﬁll.cd by a support‘::ir of the
king of Pontus; the year after that the king h1m.se!f was name ms;;ter
of the mint, together with his Athenian vassal Aristion, and. th; Z?g er:
chosen was Pontic. The depiction of the tyljant—slaiycrs in 8 "
nounced the success of the countercoup 1 which the tyra;l sk
Athenion and Aristion were overthrown and Athens was brought bac
i an fold by Sulia.
mt;:\t:rc ;{tﬁ;g Athcniag silver was a spectacular success thr;)lu%h(;lllz
mainland Greece and beyond. Before long even the AkTp ic oit ‘
Council of Delphi, which claimed to speak for all Greeks, gave

uniquely favored status.®’

i Silver
86. The symbol was related to Antiochns TV prph.ancs by M. Thorfxps;i)n (\Irlqiu;igidi:ris
Coinage 606) in a chronology now recognized as mistaken. For Andochus
see Chaprer 12, Section 1.
87. See Chaprer 12, Section 2.
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Athenian Delos

1. The Cleruchy

After Antigonus the One-Eyed drove the Athenians out of Delos in
314, he declared the island’s independence. In fact, however Delos
became r?h_e cultural center of Antigonus® new conf’ederacy of,' island
comm.umtlcs, the League of the Islanders or Nesiote League, which he
and hfs son Demetrius dominated for almost thirty years. ,Then the
Egyptian kings Prolemy I and II replaced them as Delos’ protectors
and' overlords, until their naval supremacy was destroyed in battl
against the fleets of Macedonia and Rhodes. But regardless of whes
c.ontrolled the island, it remained sacred to Apollo and was kept acc (-)
51l‘ale to pi.lgrims from all parts of Greece, its temples graduallfy ﬁllifls
with Oﬂ:‘CI‘II.lgS and gifts from royalty and private citizens city-states anfi
con.fedcracms, and later Roman generals and digm’tar;cs Every yea
D.ehan officials took inventory of all the offerings, descripti;)ns of i'gicl':
might then be copied again and again in the annual catalo ues of
temple treasures. These inventories, continued by the Arhenja;gls afte
t_l.lc.y reacquired possession of the island in 167, offer perhaps the mo i
vivid an.d concrete picture of Delos and its international character )
lt(hire:t period. In addition the Ptolemaic, Macedonian, and Pr:rgamerllit1
braf:de::;gﬁilfesnvals that were named after themselves and cele-
‘ At the end of the Third Macedonian War, Delos again lost its
independence. The Roman Senate awarded the island to Athens and

19814) Tshe ﬁftlridamcutal study of the island for rhis period is C. Vial, Délps indépendante (Paris
e . See further M.-F. Baslez and C. Vial, BCH 111 (1987) 281-312; G. Reger, Region-
1o and Change in the Economy of Independent Delos (Berkeley 1994). e
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ordered its inhabitants to leave Delos, allowing them to take their
personal property. An inscripdon (known for some time but never
published) apparently mentions military operations of some kind in
conjunction with the transfer of power.? The population of the island
cmigrated to Achaea, where the Delians were permitted to become
citizens of the cities in the Achaean League.? The Athenians sent out a
group of citizens as colonists, or “cleruchs,” to resettle Delos and take
over its administration. Their government was led by a governor (eps-
meletes) elected by the people annually from the group of former
archons who made up the Areopagus. A second term in office was
unusual but is documented twice in the decade after 130. In the
cighty-year period between Athenian resettlement and the outbreak of
the First Mithridatic War, two-thirds of these commissars are known
by name, primarily from Delian inscriptions. Almost all came from
known families and served in other offices and positions of honor in
both Delos and Athens.* In one house on Delos destroyed in 69 B.C.
excavators found a private archive containing thousands of impressions
of seals, including seventeen inscribed with the title “the epimeletes in
Delos.”®

The island’s independence came to an end in late 167 or early 166.6
After a long scholarly controversy it has now been established that the
first gymnasiarch on Delos held office in 167 /6 (not 166,/5): Pausanias
of Melite, the tenth Athenian occupant of this office, served as gym-
nasiarch in the year of the archon Pyrrhus, 158,/7, according to an
unpublished decree of the Athenian Assembly; counting back, we find
that Aristomenes of Acharnae, the first gymnasiarch, held this post in
167 /6. Although he certainly did not serve out a full year’s term in
Delos, he must have taken office sometime before the summer of 166.7

At about the same time an Athenian decree introduced by

2. 1.-M. Bertrand, Suciétés urbaines, sociétés rurales dans Asie Minenre et la Syrie bellénis-
tigues et vomaines, ed. E. Frézouls (Strasbourg 1987) 100 n. 53.

3. The classic work on Athenian Delos is P. Roussel, Délos, colonie athénienne (Paris 1916
enl. ed. 1987). Most of our knowledge about the island in this period is derived from several
thousand inscriptions found there; P. Bruneau, Recherches sur les eultes de Délos o l’époqug
bellénistique et A4 Fépogue impériale (Patis 1970); P. Bruneau and J. Ducat, Guéde de Délos
(Paris 1983). The results of the French excavations are published in EAD.

4. For more on the epimeletai see Roussel, Délos 97-125; and C. Habichr, Hermes 119
(1991) 194-216.

5. M.-F. Boussac, Les sceaux de Délos, vol. 1 (Athens 1992).

6. Vial, Délos indépendante 3.

7. The list of gymnasiarchs is 1 Défos 2589, P. Roussel argued that the list began in 167 /6,
while A. Plassart proposed 166,/5 (see the commentary on I Délos 2589). The Athenian
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Theainetus of Aigilia named a commission of Areopagites, with Micion
at its head, and instructed them to g0 and negotiate with the outgoing
Delian officials about transferring oversight of the shrines and their
treasure. The leader of this delegation must certainly have been a
member of the famous family of Eurycleides and Micion of Cephisia,
who brought about the liberation of Athens in 229. The activites of
this commission are also mentioned in an inventory list dating from
the early years of Athenian rule, which reveals that the commission
made various changes in the disposition of offerings.® After Athens
took possession of the island, Athenian officials took over the task of
inventorying the shrines’ offerings. The oldest evidence of their work,

dating from about 166 and found not on Delos but in the Athenian

Agora, consists of four fragments listing mostly vases in the shrine of
Apollo, presumably the only such catalogue inscribed and exhibited in

Athens as well as in Delos.?

In 170 or 169, during the Third Macedonjan War, the Delians had
awarded crowns to the Roman people and the Senate as an expression
of their solidarity; coming $o soon afrerward, the Senate’s decision to
evict them from their island must have provoked considerable bitter-
ness.!® Nonetheless, not many years later the Delians, now citizens of
Achaea, were addressing an appeal to the Senate to settle a controversy.
According to Polybius, emissaries from Athens appeared in Rome
during 159 /8-—their names, missing from his text, were probably
dropped by the Byzantine abridger of his history—at the same time as
an Achaean delegation led by Thearidas (Polybius’ older brother) and
Stephanus. The parties requested a decision from the Senate in a
dispute between them bearing directly on the former inhabitants of
Delos. When the Romans (and Athenians) had evicted them from the

decree honoring Pausanias (RA[1948] 1 263-264) mentioned by J. Delorme decides the
contraversy in Roussel’s favor,

8. I Dilos 1403Bb.1.23-29 with commentary by F. Durrbach and P. Roussel (13).

9. Hesperia 3 (1934) 51, no. 39 (three fragments), interpreted by I Roussel, BCH 58
{(1934) 96-100. The fourth fragment appears with the other three jn Hesperia 13 (1944)
254-257 with Meritt’s commentary.

10. T Délos 465.¢.20 and J, Tréheux, BCH 109 (1985) 489—490. Inscriptons from Delos
reveal that some Delians remained on the island during the first few years after the Athenians
had taken it over, and rhar toward the cnd of the century others had rerurned (M.-T.
Couilloud, “Les monuments funéraires de Rhenée,” EAD 30 [1974] 66-67 and 128, no.
182). They cannot have been numerous at any timc, however.

island, they had promised the Delians that they would be aﬂowt';;:dl to
take all their possessions with them, but some of them had none hc €ss
lost considerable amounts of property. Once they hac?l bCCO-n"lC Achaean
citizens, the former Delians claimed recompensation, citing a pact
concluded between Athens and Achaea at the beglmg of the sea_)nd
century establishing mutual recognition of ‘lcgal claims. The 1’\ther11;;u'1csl
refused to pay, saying the agreement apphed‘ only to those who ha
been Achaean citizens at the time of its signing. The former‘ Delians
then urged the Achaeans to impose sanctions on the Athenians, ‘thc
usual escalation in such disputes. The Achaeans must have complied,
for it is hard to see how the matter could have gone #l thft way to .thc
Senate in Rome otherwise. When Polybius remarks, m.hls discussion
of the Romans” award of Delos to Athens, that the Athenians had much
bad luck in their clash with the island’s inhabitants, he probaply had
this controversy in mind, for, as was only fair, the Senate ruled in favor
elians. !
Of”'ll"[llleegew settlers of the island, who called themselves “the commu-
nity of Athenians residing in Delos,” rcpresentcd‘a cross-section of
Athenian society. In the administration of theil? own mterna.l affairs they
were as independent as the 139 demes of AttlFﬂ.lz They ‘differed from
the demes in having their own legislative bodies, Council and Assem-
bly, while the demes had only one legislative assembly, knovyn as tlhe
agora. The Athenians on Delos elected at least some o'f their lslt:v::u ar
and religious officials. They were permitted to award_r_hmr own ho(rilors
to such officeholders and to foreign citizens, but if ‘they wis cd to
award honors to higher officials chosen in Athens, their decree had to
ified by the Assembly at home. '

bel?ig‘c:iidozl to the epimeletes, this group of consisted of the head of
the public bank, two overseers of the island t.ep?pl_es and sacred tniasu:g
(who replaced the officials known as hieropoios in independent De 0:3 ,
three overscers of the markets, an administrator of the exch.angc, Tlslo
responsible for weights and measures, and finally a gymnaslia;;hth r:
last was responsible for the gymnasium, the competitions he ere,

11. Polybius 32.7.1-5 with P. Gauthier, Symbola (-N;njyb-w?;g 215‘39,, 200, and 204;
Walbank, Commentary 3: 525-526. The carlicr passage is Poly ius 30.20.9.

12a " For more ou I:i?lt subject see Roussel, Délos 33-96. For the limitations placed on local
autonomy by the Athenian state, see C. Habicht, Gromon 31 (195?) 70?:70;..3 heads sce

13. For these offices see Roussel, Délos 126-144; for the Pubhc bank an ;92
also R_ Bogaert, Bangue et banquiers dans les cités grecgues (Leiden 1968) 187-192.
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and the Delian ephebes; in this respect he was the Delian counterpart
of the Athenian kosmetes.'*

The oldcst surviving decree of the cleruchs dates from 165 /4; as in
all such decrees the year is identified by the name of the eponymous
archon in Athens. The last extant decree passed by the Athenian
cleruchs independently is from 145/4. A decree known to date from
between 145 /4 and 126,/5 was passed not by the cleruchs alone, but
by them and “the Romans present in Delos.”!3 In a decree from 126,/5
these two groups are joined by “the merchants, shipowners, and for-
eigners present” on the island.' Several decrees of 124/3 were passed
by “the Athenian cleruchs, the Romans on Delos, and the merchants
and shipowners,”?” followed the next year, 123/2, by a decree in the
name of “the Athenians, Romans, and other foreigners present or
resident in Delos,”!® and finally by a decree in the name of all these last
groups plus the merchants and shipowners, who are again given sepa-
rate mention.!®

Clearly, around 130 the cleruchs ceased to manage local affairs
exclusively; other groups had won the right to share in the government
of the island: members of other nations, such as the Romans; of new
occupational groups, the shipowners and merchants; and finally, indi-
viduals who did not reside in Delos but were merely there for some
period. Within a few decades the island community had grown notice-
ably more international and more mercantile. Obvicusly the estab-
lishment in 167 of a free harbor (where no customs duties or tariffs
were charged) played a central role in this development; other impor-
tant factors were the rerouting of some Aegean trade after the Romans
destroyed Corinth in 146%¢ and the founding of the Roman province
of Asia in 129.2! There may be some connection between these events
and the fact that soon after 130 two epzmeletai served a second year in
office. While the foreign population on the island consisted chiefly of
Romans and Italians, there were growing Near Eastern contingents,

14, Roussel, Délos 179-198. 1 Délos 2589 conrains a complete list of the Delian gym-
nasiarchs from 167 /6 to 112 /1, although not all the names are complete.

15. 1 Délos 1643, cf. 1 Délos 1644 and 1703 from the same vear.

16. 1 Délos 1645,

17. 1 Délos 1647, 1648, 1649,

18. 1 Délas 1650.

19. 1 Délos 1652.

20. Strabo 10.5.4 (p. 486); Roussel, Délos 55.

21. R. Etienne, Ténos, vol. 2 (Paris 1990) 129-130.
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immigrants from the cities of Syria and Phoenicia, most of whom

merchants and traders.?? . ..
It is difficult to estimate how many of the Athenian citizens present

on the island at any onc time werce actually long-term residents, anld
how many were there only on business or to serve a term of Ofg?: t
is likely that most of the officials elected in Ather}s and d1spa_tche om
there remained only as long as their duties required, returning to their
carcers and homes on the mainland as soon as they could. A very la%'ge
number of the citizens then active in politics are documented as having
ce both in Athens and on Delos.
hefd(r)nﬁiinistration of the cults indigenous to Delos p_assc'd to the Athe-
nians when the Delians left. The new officials rnamtamed. the sarnle:3
cults, for the Athenians continued to show respect to the Delian gods. .
Nevertheless, they introduced certain innovations, su‘.:h as the cult o
Pythian Apollo, celebration of the festival of the Theseia (sm_nlar to ic
one held in Athens}, and 2 local festival known as the Delia. Durmgf
the period of independence the Delian.s had acccpt_cd a nu..mbetr 0
Egyptian divinities, including Isis, Sarapis, and JA.I]'llblS. The 1nlnliuglrac-i
tio;l of foreigners on a large scale during Athf:man rule g.ra‘du y le
to further enlargement of the pantheon as Syrians, Phocm.aans, ]e:wii
Arabs, and Ttalians brought their religions to Delos. Their gods an
fites remained private, however, and no state cults for them were
CSt;:sﬂ:tsliiS'sacred to Apollo and home to many .othe.r gods, the Il.;lal-_llld
under Athenian rule continued to reccivcl attention from maIJ;yl elle-
nistic monarchs. Besides being the sitcfof ?&orm‘;lthil:iés,m:h O[Sn \;\;
also a popular place for the display of wealth anc s, witl
monurieits crgcted by and for royalty, high-ranking dlgmtanss, ;nci
meritorious individuals. One such monarch was Ptolem}‘r VI, w o EES
his throne in 168, after 2 Roman fiat cndefi the‘ war against z’!nrlnslol;ft s
IV, and reigned until 145, when he was lu]‘led in battle in Syria. et
a successful campaign in Cyprus in 154 his Cretan solc!lcrs plasscon
resolution honoring him and erected his brqnzc statue in Delos.
the same occasion they voted honors for their comman.der, Aglaus,b a
man from a prominent family of Cos; two Statucs ofl" him wcrcfto e
erected, one in Cos and one in Delos. The resolution called for an

22. Rousscl, Délos 84-96 and BCH 55 (1931) 447-448. .
23. For more on this subject see Bruneau, Recherches 659-662.
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ambassador to visit both Athens and Cos to request a site for the
monument.2* A man named Chrysermus, another official of Ptolemy
VI and head of the Museum at Alexandria, was honored by a private
ciizen of Athens, who had his statue erected on Delos.?® Many other
inscriptions document the continuing interest of the Egyptian royal
family in Delos during the last third of the second century, even after
the dominance of the Athenian cleruchy had ended.?¢ At the same time
they reveal that relations between the court and Athens remained
unclouded during this whole period, without the fifty-year span of
cool, hostile, or even severed relations ofien assumed to have existed.”
The Ptolemics were not alone in their wish to be recognized on
Athenian Delos. Antiochus IV Epiphanes, the preeminent benefactor
of Athens in this period, was honored in Delos with a statue by a
grateful Athenian citizen.?® The obvious question of whether Delos
itself also profited from the king’s generosity is answered in the affir-
mative by the ancient authors. Polybius says of the king that “he
ocutshone all earlier monarchs in the magnificence of the offerings he
made in different cities and the reverence he showed to the gods. This
can be observed at the Olympicum in Athens and in the statues sur-
rounding the altar at Delos.” Antiochus must have donated a group of
costly statues to embellish the altar to Apollo,? perhaps in the early
years of the Athenian cleruchy (167-164), or possibly earlier, in the
period 175-167. Shortly before the middle of the century a private
association active on Delos put up a statue to Menochares, a minister
of Demetrius I of Syria (reigned 162-150) and the second most pow-
erful man in the Seleucid empire.3 The royal governor for the province
of Seleucis, either under this king or under his son Dl¢emetrius 11, was
an Athenian citizen who dedicated two or three statues on the island.?!

24, 1 Délos1518 and 1517. Aglaus was also honored by a larger-than-life statue on Paros;
AD 20 (1965) 119-133. For the background of these honors see Walbank, Caommentary 3:
553-554,

25. 1 Délos 1525, which also documents the family of Chrysermus as having been in the
service of the dynasty for generations.

26. I Déles 1526-35.

27. See Chaprer 9, note 6.

28. 1 Délos 1540, There is a similar dedication, probably for the same king, in 1 Délos
1541.

29. Polybius 26.1.11 and, following him, Livy 41.20.8-9. Excavations have uncovered
no trace of these statues; Bruneau, Recherches 27,

30. I D#élos 1543. For Menochares see C. Habicht, ZPE 74 (1988) 214.

31. T Défes 1544 and 1545, possibly 1546 as well. 1 Delos 1547-53 are later documents
concerning Scleucid kings and dignitaries.
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The Attalid rulers of Pergamum arc docurt%entcdfotflt;n Aréh ::,cil:n
B ot coiae R S mi?flalothree decades of
cleruchy, which coincides rather exactly with the Jecader o,
the dynasty. Attalus II (reigned 158-1 38.) placed a statue 0 ot
most trusted retainers in Delos: Apolionides, a native Pergam;xsh .
had been raised with the king but was later also granted Ac:;an’
citizenship.® The people of Athens alz';o erected a statue t(()i tt ul-:;c
queen, Stratonice. The daughter of Ariarathes v .O.f Cappadocia, s <
married first Eumenes II of Pergamum, thus uniting thcltwo'r(t).yn
houses, and then his brother Attalus 11.3* The fact t.hat the inscrip g) !
on the base of the statue refers to her as queen points to a ;12’;: a Zt
her marriage, and the Athenian origin makes a year afteral > rtl)nod
likely. On the other hand, the lack of any reference to a roy L ;1; _ar; :
suggests that she was cither still unmarried or already mdow:h . anr?Od
dates have been proposed, ranging from before 189 to the pe

34 |
lsghisr‘}(z;yal house of Cappadocia is not represented in survwmghm;
scriptions from Delos until after the end of the cleruchy, the c:arl ;Zr
dating from the last third of the second century. Howcv::rr, o o
inscriptions exist for the monarchy of Pontus. The oldcsté omdjn
period of Delian independence, is an Atheman decree of 1‘? a\watru ng
honots to King Pharnaces and his consort Nysa. The Dchag iltla Zl of
Pharnaces’ sister Laodice originates from before 171/0 an -thulsd i
predates Athenian rule.?s The two pedestals for statues of Mi ri latfo
V Euergetes fall in the period of the cleruchy (one d'atable precisely ©
the year 129/8),% and most probably the statuc of t-us Athcrglan ccuurle

‘er Boethus as well.¥ This king, who made donations to the tc.m[;ar

and had the palaestra on the lake rebuilt in a new form,_was a particu .

benefactor of the island.?® Mithridates VI Eu.pat(_)r, his succcs;or ;msc

the dynasty’s most important monarch, .mai_ntam.cd‘ cxtrcrlrll;- y € (zh ‘
contacts with Delos. Seventeen extant Delian inscriptions, all rrom

32. 1 Délos 1554. For Apollonides and his family sce C. Habicht, Hesperin 59 ( 1990)

565-5607.
ilos 1575. ) -

ii i)lc):ji are in H. Miiller, Chiron 21 (1991) 393424, where Miiller himself favors 2
date berween 159 and 156.

35. 1 Déles 1555,

36. 1 Délas 1557-and 1558.

. 1 Délos 1559. y
gg i_, ;.Dgcrt, 75(1978) 151-163 (= OMS 7.283-295); f. Bruneau and Ducat, Gusde

de Délos 195-197.



254 ATHENS FROM ALEXANDER TO ANTONY

period after the cleruchy, commemorate him in one form or another.
1t was Mithridates VI who began the war against Rome that brought
ruin upon Delos and put an end to its flourishing culture in 88.

The Delian evidence related to the kingdom of Bithynia in northwest
Asia Minor is somewhat older. Prusias II {reigned 183-149) main-
tained contacts with Delos in the period of its independence.® His son
Nicomedes 11, who rebelled and deposed him in 149, clearly had the
support of old King Masinissa of Numidia (previously an ally of the
Romans in their war against Hannibal), for Nicomedes erected statues
in Delos to Masinissa and one of his sons; the inscription suggests they
were placed there soon after Masinissa’s death in 148.%° Nicomedes
himself was honored in 139/8 as a benefactor of the Delian ephebes,
who put up a statue to him; while his son and successor, Nicomedes
111, received the same honor on the occasion of his successionin 127 /6
from the Delian gymnasiarch Dioscurides of Rhamnus.#!

All these inscriptions reveal that under Athenian sovereignty Delos
remained a popular site for displaying tributes awarded to public

figures. The international character of the island guaranteed the
honorees a maximum of publicity.

2. The Limits of Athenian Sovereignty

Contemporary observers—Romans, Athenians, and other Greeks—
were all well aware that Athens had not won Delos back through its
own efforts, but had been awarded the island by the Roman Senate.
About a decade later, when the Athenian Phocion of Melite made a list
of the names of his predecessors as gymnasiarchs on Delos, he noted
that it began with “the year in which the people regained the island
thanks to the Romans.”*? The Athenians possessed Delos as a gift from
Rome, just as the Rhodians had possessed Lycia and Caria south of the
Macander after 188, only to see these territories taken from them by
the Senate and declared independent after the war against Perseus. This
occurred at the same time Delos was “given” to Athens. These events
made it clear that the status and duration of such possessions in the last

39. 1 Délos 455A.41; 1408A1.27; 1427 4; 1428.11.8; 143015; 1450A.112.

40. 1 Délos 1577 and 1577 bis. For Nicomedes’ rebellion see C. Habiche, “Prusias,” RE
(1957} 1120-24, Another of Masinissa’s sons, Golossa, was honored with a statue in Delos
by a different donor; 1 Délos 1578.

41. 1 Délos 1580 (G. Daux, Hesperia 16 [1947] 55-57) and 1579.
42, 1 Délos 2589,
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analysis depended on Rome’s will. Even after “sovereignty w;xcsi trzommse
ferred to Athens, the last word over its fate and future would ¢
ﬁoVr;’letlll]:viea[]l?z;iy seen that the Senate did not hesitate t0 interve%e in
Delian affairs and instruct the Athenians on .how to manage them. : ver;
before the Roman mediation in 159/8 in the case of the evicte |
Delians who had become Achacan citizens, in one of. the first years o
Athenian rule, the Senate passed a decree (surku}g ina Grcck 1:rims—f
Jation) overruling an Athenian resolution concerning a private cult 0
the Egyptian god Sarapis on Delos. Tlhc story is an interesting one,
ith a background requiring some expianation. .
WIIn the eargll; third century an Egyptian priest from Mcm'phl;i namlc.:lc;l
Apollonius came o Delos, bringing a statu¢ of Sarapis wmh_ m. ‘
placed it in his rented lodgings and made it the center of a private cult
in which he served as priest. When Apollonius died at the age of nca; ’y
a hundred, his son Demetrius took his fa_thcr’s place as tl'le god’s
hereditary priest and was succeeded, afm‘r h1s_ own dcath. at ;sallxty—.o?;
by his son Apollonius I1. One night th1§ priest, the origin: pze; _
grandson, had a dream in which Sarapis appeared to .hlml at;-,l ed
manded a permanent shrine in place of the‘rented lodg,mgs, € g:l)'1
even named the spot where he wanted it built. Apollonius boughtd tz
land and began construction, but as he bad apparently peglcictc =
obtain the necessary building permit, he was soon faced w1th 3 :;lvs:: au
Once again Sarapis came to him in a dream and prophesie atmt
would end well. Indeed, the verdict (ilan.(:leld tlc‘liow_r:i l:)ctf?:lzn a; 32113:1; ant
in Apollonius’ favor, and w1 ¢ aid
Eli(::‘:t?ri‘;:swas ccl?mpletcd within six months. Be];cvmg that h(;: tt:iad “;22
the case through the god’s intcrventi.on, t-l: gncich czflrzzscco unts (gpram_
atting up a large column inscribed Wi
:)uhcizeiscl?g k[fcrct; ng hgw thegcult had come to Delos, followed by a §¥::£
to Sarapis composed by a certain Maiistas. The column, c:‘rec:cticalmost
the temple of Apollonius sometime around 215, has survive
intact.*3 ‘
cor;frl:;:iﬁguéedicaﬂons reveal that the cult experienced a considerable

43, TG X1.1299; a new cdition with commentary by H. Engclmann_, 1;7:;12%:; ﬁirﬁ?ﬁ
of Sur:apir (Leiden 1975). The basic study of Egyptiailgcll.lél;s ;)n Ed?,; isan; culltlsm e;ﬁomd e
i ¢ T sé -C. (Nancy ; for the priv
¢ tiens & Délos du ITE an I sidcle av. J.-C.( lancy L 3 - cult m
tﬁ? text see 71-98 and 239-262, A summary including more recent ﬁndullgs ?Amolflgxr:l}zﬁ;
Recherches 457466 and Etwdes déliennes {Paris 1973) 130-136. The temple of Ap
“Sarapieion A” in Bruneau and Ducat, Guide de Délos 219-221.
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increase in numbers at the new shrine, but soon after the Athenian
takeover it was threatened by a new crisis. We learn of it from a second
inscription, placed in the same spot in 165 or 164, which has also
survived in its endrety. It contains two documents, namely a decree of
the Roman Senate in Greek translation and a letter from the govern-
ment in Athens to the epimeletes. From these it emerges that Deme-
trius, the priest of this private cult and without doubt a descendant of
its founder Apollonius, developed a grievance after “the Delians” and
the Athenians on Delos began interfering with his cult of Sarapis and
the epimeletes closed his shrine. Traveling to Rome to protest, he gained
the ear of the Senate, which decreed thar he ought to be allowed to
practice the cult as in all previous years. The Senate informed the
Athenian government accordingly, and the matter came before the
Council for discussion. The result was the letter from the strategoi at
home ro the gpimeletes, instructing him to respect the Senate decree
and to allow Demetrius to continue the cult undisturbed.*

What prompted the Athenians to interfere with Demetrius’ pracuce
of his cult is not known, but it was not a refusal to recognize Sarapis’
divinity or right to be worshipped, for a public cult had existed on
Delos for some time, as had a large state temple devoted to the god
(known in modern times as the “Sarapieion C”). His cult flourished
both in the independent community and later during the cleruchy. In
the context of a history of Hellenistic Athens, the most interesting
aspect of the dispute is its revelation that Athenians could act as they
saw fit on Delos only so long as they did not incur the disapproval of
the Senate. If they did, then the Athenian government, to save face,
could bring up the Senate’s instructions for discussion in the Council,
but in fact it had no other choice but to comply.

Rome’s dominance was rarely so obvious as it was in this case, but
it is reflected in cerrain phrases used in decrees of the cleruchs, in which
they stress their loyalty not only to the Athenian state, of which they

44. T Délos 1510; a more recent edition is R. K. Sherk, Roman Documents from the Greck
East (Baltimore 1969) 337-339, no. 5; cf. Roussel, Les caltes égvptiens 261-262. If the practor
I. Cornelius Biasio belongs not to 165 bur to a later vear (sce Chapter 9, note 51), then the
earliest possible date for the Senate decree is not 164 bur 165. According to the text of the
Senate decree the Athenians were not alone in attempting to prevent practice of the cult; “the
Delians” had treated Demetrius in the same manner. Scholars generally agree with Roussel
{Les cultes égyptiens 94 n. 2) that this term does not refer to the inhabitants driven out in
167 /6, but to the new deruchs on the island. Doubts remain, however, because ro assume
that the Seuare really meant “Athenians” when it satd “Delians” is problematie.
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are citizens, but also to Rome. Thus in 159/8 public _sacrlclilcz:;1 df?[r1
[the well-being of] Athenians and qums” are mengf?nc c;n ne i
153 /2 there were “traditional”—mcaning regular—sacnfices on behe!
of “the Couneil and the people, the children and‘women (::,45 e é
the Roman people, and the Achenian .cleruchs in Delos. o rci i
sacrifices express the cleruchs’ sense 0; direct attscphgzrrlt to the larg
i ut also to Rome as the suprem g
Atrl-lljlr:;: l(s)?:;c;cbs found another expression in the dc‘\:ello.pr.n.cnt:)f‘" the-
traditional cult of Hestia, which acquired two new chvmlltlcsf3 Rsﬁ
bolic representations of the people of Ath.cns and the people o ocar;
and thereby a political dimension. Tht'i priest of the new trinity ;pE ars
in a catalogue of Delian priesthoods in 15$ /7, ranking scc;)n i e
religious hierarchy of the istand after the priest of Apoll‘o. T erz ca 0
no doubt that the expanded cult was already crcat.ed in 167 /6, cf [tJh -
cially as a celebration of the Romac:a,1 the [112\; fgstwal in honor o
a. is documented as carly as . ‘
gogftfglfg?lmﬂ;c above-mentioned sacrifices were conducte:ih in 'd;‘;
name of the Athenian community on Dt?lOS, and alr_hou%hh € r_rl[;r_
cult was created in the name of the Athenian state, rp?st 0 .tn; I';le .
ous dedications found on the island came from individual i ! a 1ta(ril h;
Many of them express the sense of doub.lc loyalty alrcady o SCIVZ »
more official statements, but with a striking nme lag.. Numcrltl)us ffor
cations beginning in 119/8 or shortly before?” a:ntam the p ifasc o
the people of Athens and the people of I.tome. There are Ortfcﬁ,_r_
such cases up to the year 89, and thirty-_mne of thcn} contain a cter
ence to the exact year. The great majoralty of these mscnt};nolr{s stem
from priests of the various cults, and al;tl orslgf two are the Ro
i first.*® No such case occurs atter o '
mélr"lltlfgistion naturally arises why the Romans begag to be mcll)uiie;).:if
in dedications only in 120, and not in 166. There exist a nailg‘ ethc
dedications offered solely on behalf of “thc. people of {Xicns, utl O}t:
too begin only at that late date: of the thirteen surwv;‘x;lg cxzmtp fe:om
this kind of dedication, none dates from before 115 /4.4 Ten :h € o
the years berween 115/4 and 110,/9, two most probably from the early

45. 1 Délos 1498.20-21 and 1499.2-8. a6,
46. 1 Deélo:' 2605 and 1950; Roussel, Délos 222-223; and Brunean, Recherches 443
47. 1 Délos 2247 is apparcntly somewhat carhi;; |
te.
48. 1 Délos 1709 from 99,/8 and 1889, of unknown da |
49. T Délos 1810-13, 1839, 2038, 222122, 2229, 2256, 2607-08, 2614
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the currenr epimeletes, Dionysius of Pallene.

such as a toll for using the harbo
of the value of goods on board,
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years of the first century,

and one cannot be assigned a precise date.
They reveal that neither p

hrase was in common yse before about 120,
when both began to appear almost simultaneously, with the version
including the Romans far more popular than the version that mentions
only the Athenians.30 This development undoubtedly reflects the fact

that by 120 Romans (and Italians) constituted a significant proportion
of the island population.

3. Center of Trade

The destruction of Corinth b

y the Romans caused Delos, already
amed, to grow still further, for the merchants began to shift their

wares there, attracted by the tax-exempt status of the shrine and the
favorable site of the harbor. The latter is situated conveniently for
sailors on their way to Asia from Italy and Greece. The festival Is a
» and the Romans, more than others, were regular
customers there even while Corinth was stil] standing. And when the

Athenians took over the island, they paid equal attention to the cults
and the merchants 5!

This is how Strabo, a Greek

from Asia Minor writing in the Age of
Augustus, described Delos at

the time of Athenjan rule, before events
in the war between the Romans and Mithridates VT of Pontus brought
the catastrophes of 88 and 69 upon the island. He attributes Delos’
great prosperity to the duty-free harbor created in 167;%2its convenient
location as a stopover for ships on their way between Italy, Greece, and
Asia; and finally to the destruction of Corinth, its commercial rival, in
146. Recent research has recognized another factor in the creation of
Asia as a Roman province in 129, which led

western Asia Minor,

In another passage Strabo makes it clear that the slave trade, which
0 passed through Delos, was a particularly profitable enterprise. He

ibes how the Seleucid empire, consisting in 140 of little more than
50. Of the 13 inscri

als

prions in this form, 7 date from 110 /9, of these, 6 are dedications by

51. Strabo 10.5.4 {p. 486).
52. Ttis virtually certain, however, that the Arhenians

charged visiting ships other fees,
t, in place of the usual cust

oms duty amounting to 2 percenr

Cilicia, northern Syria, and Palestine, exhausted itself in matse;zscc)lr[::
struggles for the throne. The breakdowp of royal autgo:uty t\;lfe ——
panied by a rise in piracy, especially in Cilicia, and l the warring
factons, both the rival claimants to the thrope and the p1_1; ! m,oney
Tt cay 1 copeace s, and s grcst mereanle center wasnot o
“ aves, and a gr
a\I:a;raihceaSiZl;cic(i:ag;u ];leos, which coguld handle ten r_housal.nd slavcz? a
day. ;aking them in and shipping them out so quickly that 1t[ g;ge nsi
to ; saying: ‘Merchant, you neced only dock there ?rjliihun oa ny::S
cargo; by the time you finish it will already be SOlt.i. c ll-:za;% ! s
that after the destruction of Carthage and Corinth, ric
slaves.”53 .

negj;islzzzzhed its peak of prosperity in the last third of til;, sccc?r;cc:ll
century. The surviving inscriptions are most numerous for the [Ee%he
120-89, and the wealth of dated de@canonsl; greater than ev;o.r e
Athenian epimeletai are known praztlltchally mth:l;lt ‘:;llzfr eg:gs minting

i s brought prosperity to Athens as w , where t
E‘;’;\?ﬁt 133312 silver Eoinl;s) incl;cased considerably beglnmnghm tl‘:;t1 ii::i(l)ls.
Besides Athens, only the ThessaliGan Cor_federacy was then g
i i ides in Greece.®
Sﬂ‘]?r :_Ihlairg;: it;lgg:eﬁsr? E?n'l;ens on Delos no longer exercised sole
auttzfority; Romans and other f(l)reignzs from a:.illr ;j:gl:r;sf, ‘Tl?:h c;fr ﬂ;f:;
merchants, participated in policymaking, reg: ' ¥

i 1 en there only a short time. Archaeologi
rei‘ﬁi‘:ﬁ‘:;:h a‘:lgl;?:n(t)i;ut;a?n::iiptions“ ﬂc:h out Stral?o’s brief ske_tch
v'f'jlith a wealth of colorful details, conveying the impression of a ZUSd;I:lg
multi-ethnic society in which many langna_ges were spgkc; an rrréany-'
different religions practiced, largely united in the pursuit of its me
Ul?r\gvooal:e;thcr long and well-preserved d(?crces from thc.: mlfcldledcfn:t‘"i tEc
second century provide detailed informaﬂqn on two guilds oun‘al ur)_f
entreprencurs from Phoenicia for both reh.glous and cornmcrlcé s /p2 -
poses. The first is a decree of the Heracleists of Tyre from R

14.5.2 {p. 668). ' "
gi if)r:tz;’c tpimelggzi see Habicht, Hermes 119 (1991) 198-200; for the extent of silver
inting see Kroll, Coins 14, ) _
mmssﬂg]herc are about 2,000 from the period of A.tht.:man rule ’alonc‘ s 1921) 140-144
56. I Déles 1519; F. Durrbach, Chetx d'inscriptions de Délos (Paris H
Bruncau, Recherches 622,
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while the second, passed by the Poseidoniasts

the same time (the month of Elaphebolion in t(l)'li 1:;:;:;5(,); EICSH;; ffl?ll;n
groups that passed the decrees called themselves the “Guild of :Mer(—:
chants and Shipowners of Tyre for the worship of Hercules [Mel art]”
and the “Guild of Merchants, Shipowners, and Shipping A c?lts of
Berytus for the worship of Poseidon.” A member of the He%aclcist
named Patron, then serving as priest to the guild, had noted th ,
Hercules (also worshiped as Melqart) | B
great b'enefactor of mankind; he proposed sending an envoy to ask th
Cou_ncﬂ and Assembly in Athens to ser aside a piece of land for a shri .
to hIﬂjl. The guild passed the resolution and elected the priest himsgl?
n the voyage, assumi

himscl.f, and achieved his aim.y 'Ig‘he gralf:u:)% ;J Ip?;tp(:; tla:;}fdthbc ct(;lSt
Athenian Assembly was tantamount to official recognition of rhr:ycult's
Patron was honored with crowns by both his own association and th .
people of Aicns; the decree was inscribed og a tablet and erected att:
the new shrine. The location of the shrine has not been determined
One Passage of the text refers to the association’s members as “th.
s?,afarmg merchants and shipowners”; another mentions that the assof

The association of Berytians passed a long and derailed decree of

almost a l?unc‘lrcd lines honoring a benefactor, the Roman banker
Marcus Minatius.5” Whereas t

he Tyrians at that point had just been

this purpose, waived the not inconsiderable interest charges, and, to
- - ?

ensuile. that construction proceed without delay, donated 7,000 dra?ch-

mas himself. Last but not least, lie had invited tlie association to a

57. JHS 54 (1934) 140-159: 1 Délos 15

R 20. On rhe datj )

(1973) 486489, of further Bruneau, Recherches 622-630 e see L Rober, et R
58. Lines 9-16. -

?
o
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h
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annually; they also granted Minatius the right to a statue and to a
painted portrait at the shrine together with the honorary citatons to
accompany them in the decree. To guarantee that the ceremonies in
his honor continued to be performed, the association established pen-
alties for noncompliance; line 65 mentions a fine of 6,000 “New Style”
drachmas for violators.

The building complex of Poseidon erected by this group has been
identified and excavated.®® Although it is not known when construction
was completed, work was well under way in 153 /2, when Minatius was
honored. Among the buildings was a chapel with an altar to the
goddess Roma.®0

The two documents convey a vivid impression of one aspect of
merchant life in Athenian Delos: the formation of associations or guilds
by groups of merchants from the same region, in which they practiced
the cult of a god, either the divinity under whose protection they had
placed themselves, or the chief god of their home city. Sooner or later
these associations expressed their loyalty not only to Athens, on whose
goodwill and toleration the pracrice of their business and cult de-
pended, but also to Rome. The Poseidoniasts of Berytus performed
this gesture with their altar to Roma, which serves as yer another
indicator of Rome’s position as the power above Athens.

The wealth of inscriptions allows us occasionally to follow the history
of one family on the island through several gencrations, at least in
broad outline. Such is the case for the family of a man named Dios-
curides from the Attic deme of Myrrhinutte, which emigrated to Delos
in 167 /6 and left behind evidence of their lives in a fortunate combi-
nation of archaeological and epigraphic findings.®! The modest house
in the theater quarter where they first lived has been identified, and its
ground plan is known. Growing prosperity allowed them to purchase
the lor next door and build a large addition that offered greater con-
veniences and comfort. The members of the family served in local
offices, including some, such as gymnasiarch, that required consider-

. able private expenditure; the women served as priestesses. Dioscurides

himself was honored in a surviving decree of the Athenian Assembly,

59. EAD 6 (1921) = C. Picard, Létablissement des Poseidonsastes de Bérytos, Bruneau and
Ducat, Guide de Délos 174-179, no. 57 with plate 46; H. Mevyer, AM 103 (1988) 203-220.

60. I Délos 1779. CF. 1778 and 1782.

61. M. Krecb, Horos 3 (1985) 41-61.
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and in 138/7 he and his wife Cleopatra placed marble statues of
themselves in a niche in their house. 2

At the beginning of the Athenian cleruchy, the ephebin on Delos was
presumably open only to the sons of Athenian citizens, but it and the
gymnasium soon took on a cosmopolitan character, In 144 /3 the list
of ephebes contains several foreigners, including one Roman; and
whereas the six ephebes in a list (or the start of a list) of 133 /2 are
without exception Athenians, the list of 119 /8 contains only six sons
of citizens and thirty-four foreigners out of a total of forty. (It may well
be that by that time citizens preferred to do their service at home.)s3
The reason for an irregularity that occurred in 141,/0 is unknown; in
that year the gymnasiarch responsible for the ephebes on Delos was
chosen not by the Assembly in Athens, but by the epimeletes on the
island and by the men who frequented the gymnasium 6+

The great slave revolt that began in the mid-130s in Sicily spread to
Attica and Delos, apparently in 134, but was quickly and decisively
suppressed in both places, on Delos by the epimeleresss The rebels in
Attica were slaves working in the mines, whereas in Delos they were
most likely slaves waiting to be sold.

The Hellenistic monarchs remained interested in Delos in the last
third of the second century. There are five inscriptions related to the
Seleucid dynasty, for statues of Antiochus VIII Grypus, Antiochus IX
Kyzikenos, and their ministers 66 The court of the Prolemies js repre-
sented with four pedestals from 127-11e, honoring courtiers of
Prolemy VIII Euergetes I and with five more for his successor,
Ptolemy IX Soter II, and several of his high officials, including an
Athenian named Stolos, from the years 116-107.57 The king himself

62. 1 Délos 1987. The Athenian decree for Dioscurides is 1 Dé/ps 1508.

63. I Délos 2593 from 144/3, 2594 from 133,/2, and 2598 from 119/8, with commen-
tary by P. Rousscl, BCH 55 (1931) 438449,

64. T Délps 2589.31-32.

65. Diodorus 34.2.19; he mentions the epimeletes, by whom he must mean the Delian
official, particutarly since according to Qrosius (the only source for the events besides Dio-
dorus) the revolr in Attica was put down by the strategns Heracleitus (Qrosius 5.95)
S. Lauffer, Die Bergwerksshlaven von Laurcion” (Wiesbaden 1979) 232-233.

66. 1 Délos 1547-51. A later addition ro this group is 1 Délps
Scieucus IIT from around 9694, dedicared by an Arthenian cirizen.

67. T Délos 1526-29 and 1531-35 (Stolos: 1533-34). One dedication for the health of

his king srems from a Roman who took Athenian citizenship; T Délos 2037. For Stolos, see
Prosopographia Prolewmaica 14693

1553, an inscription for
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made a donation to the gymnasium in 111’4:), as an offering “to
ollo, the people of Athens, and the young. _ y
Ap At the vcgz eﬁd of the century, in 192 /1, th.e donatri(])ns aﬁdoc;eile
cations from an Athenian named Helianax, priest of1 e Cil Lo
Cabiri, the “great gods” of Samothrace, docyr.ncn_t a close rela ons tg
with the royal house of Pontus. Sixteen surviving mscrlpmor;)str. ©
his activities.®® He built a temple known as the C‘)ja irium o
Samothraceum for the gods of his cult, and also a small 1‘monu;m:j ¥
of Mithridates” adorned with thirteen sculpted _busts. He 1a(rjlax Ié:jn
cated the Ionian Epistyle “to the gods whose priest he is, th to ) lfe;
Mithridates Eupator Dionysus for the Reople of .Athens and the pcfa for
of Rome.””® In another inscription Hch:imax praises thglen u;ldrigon o
shown to the people of Athens by the k.mg. of Pontus.” In a dition t0
Mithridates VI and several of his courtiers apd oﬂicers;l, }tm 3 5
include members of other dynasties: the Seleucid monarc t’[oc/: "
VIII Grypus; the Cappadocian Arnarathes .VII,. long 2 E;otegcn of
Mithridates; and two courtiers of the Partlnan king Mlthndate;t dl
These medallion busts were late; éuét(;;monally damaged, undoubtedly
i ion with the events o . ‘ ' .
mzcﬁof{:;? ;2:1: later, in 95/4 or 94 /3 , the Athenian priest of Sall"apcl)s‘)f
on the island made a dedication “for thc‘wc.lfare of the pe%)_ zn :
Athens, the people of Rome, and King Mlthndates? Eupfqltor 1f d',lzc
sus,””* However, the time was not far off when the 1ghab1tants o e
island and the citizens of Athens would h.avc to dC(‘IldC bc;we;n !
king and Rome. They made different choices—the island for Rome,
Athens for the king—with ruinous consequences for both.

68. 1 Déles 1531, J. Audiat, EAD 28 {1970) 32, with a reproducdon of the nscription
in plate 6.

?lpr 1552, 1563-74, 1576, and 1581-82. .

g(’; i JJDDZZJ l1562 with the new fragment ABSA 85 §1990) 327—332,n\:'l:;chM1i1:}1]clli§::£
carried off ro Melos and was discovered there. The Cabmum and ;ﬁ;r;ur?:hc fo Mithridaces
have been described in some detail by F. Chapou\:h.l_cr, EAD 16 2( ! 22; the monument on
13-42), and maore briefly in Bruneau and Ducat, Guide de Délos 221-223, nos. ;
Gross, Antibe und Abendland 4 (1954) 105-117.

71. T Délas 1563.

72. I Délos 1552, 1576, and 1581-82,

73. Bruncau, Recherches 576-577.

74. 1 Délos 2039.




ELEVEN

Roman Hegemony

L. Athens and Oropus

.Aﬁ:er .Athens had regained Delos in 167, its expulsion of the isiands’
}nhabltants led to tensions with the Achacan League, which had tak S
in the f:)dlCd Delians and backed them in their clain;s against Ather'ls .
Both sides appealed to the Roman Senate for a judgment, and rh&
senators handed down a decision in favor of the Delians in 1 5‘,; /8. N e\:

and far more serious tensions between the two powers soon arose
>

leading them to the brink of war near the end of the 150s. Apparent!
the problems stemmed from Athens’ aggressive policy tm\.rargpthe oy
of Oropus on the border between Attica and Boeotia. Throughoutc IEY
history, control of the city, founded by the Tonian community of Eret;iS
on El:lbOCa, had swung several times between Athens and Bocotia _t}?
rare intervals of independence. The shrine of the healer hcro’X;n
phiaraus, a revered site much visited by the sick, lay in its territor "
Oropus had becg part of the Athenian state severa] tines durin y.the
fourth and early third centuries, from 377 to 366, from 338 (or§35
to 322 thanks to Philip 11, and from 304 to about’287 thanks to Kin )
Demetrius. T.hcrcafter Oropus belonged to the Boeotian League untﬁ
the latter’s dissolution during the war against Perseus in 17iI; 1 Sin
l'h(.il'l Oropus had been independent but under threat from it:s lar o
nc1ghbors.Attica, Thebes, and Eretria. Athens could claim earlier ri %;:
of possession, as it had in the cases of Delos, Lemnos, Imbros gzmd

Skyros, all of which it had recovered after the war against Perseus, It

was almost inevitable that the Athenians should next cast an eye on

L. L. Robert, Hellenica 11-12 (1960) 200-204. See also Chaprer 1, note 7,
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Oropus. They stood high in Roman favor and were ready to put it to
the test to see if they could reannex Oropus and its surrounding
territory.

Little is known about what happened next. Polybius dealt with the
events at some length in book 32 of his contemporary history, but only
a portion of the introduction to that story survives. In that passage
Polybius explains why he has summarized events that took place over
several years under the heading of 158 /7, saying he feared taxing his
readers’ patience if he spent more time on relatively minor matters.? All
the same he attached to them a certain importance, less for their own
sake than because they represented the first stage of a development that
would lead to war between the Achaean League and Rome.

‘Two other sources supplement Polybius’ meager surviving account;
one is the much later account by Pausanias in the seventh book (on
Achaea) of his Description of Greece, from the second half of the second
century A.D. Pausanias’ version is based on Polybius but contains some
errors and misunderstandings. The second source, a decree from
Oropus dating from 150 B.c., awarded honors to Hieron, an Achacan
who had intervened in the conflict between the two cities on the side
of the Oropians.?

This much can be ascertained about the course of events: the Athe-
nians raided Oropian territory and plundered it. The cause is not
known; there may have been some legal claim behind their action. They
probably hoped to intimidate the Oropians into giving up their inde-
pendence and joining Athens, but instead the Oropians filed a com-
plaint in Rome. The Senate, as it often did in such cases, handed over

responsibility for investigaring and settling the matter to a Greek com-
munity, in this instance the town of Sicyon, a member of the Achaean
League. As the Athenians failed to appear on the day appointed for the
proceedings, they were ordered to pay a fine of 500 talents, an extraot-
dinarily large sum.* Now it was the Athenians’ turn to appeal to the
Senate to have the fine cancelled or at the very least reduced. They sent

2. Polybius 32.11.5-7 with Walbank, Commentary 3: 531-533.

3. Pausanias 7.11.4-8; in the following chapters he describes the resulting intrigues and
schemes of Achaean politicians, which finally Jed to the League’s confrontation with Rome.
The Oropian decree is Syl 675. There is a good discussion in G. A. Lehmann, Untersuchun-
gen zur historischen Glaubwiirdigheit des Polybios (Miinster 1967) 314-321. Scc also
D. Knoepfler, MH 48 (1991) 274-276; Y. Lafond, J§ (1991) 31-33.

4. 1t exceeded 460 talents, the first annual contributon Athens demanded from all the
members of the Naval Confederacy, based on the assessment of Aristeides.
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a delegation to Rome to plead their case, selecting, instead of the usual
group of citizens, the heads of three of the main philosophical
schools—all of them foreigners, as it happened, although they had lived
in Athens for many years. The choice was unusual but not without
precedent. The “philosophers’ embassy,” as it has come to be known,
consisted of Carneades of Cyrene from the Academy, Critolaus of
Phaselis in Lycia from the Aristotelian school, and the Stojc Diogenes
from Seleuceia on the Tigris. Their presence aroused cnormous interest
in Rome and can be said to have ushered in a new epoch in the
intellectual life of the city, for during their stay the three Grecks gave
extremely popular public demonstrations of their skills in rhetoric,
logic, and debate. The Romans were fascinated, so much so that the
elderly censor Cato denounced the p
youth.® He was appalled when Carneades spoke on justice as a principle
of international politics on one day, but argued—ijust as convincingly
and with apparently equal sincerity—for the opposing view on the next.
Polybius agreed with Cato, and must have had these demonstrations

in mind when he referred disparagingly to the academicians’ debates
as so much smoke and mirrors.s B

pressed most of the Roman publi
successfully: after their address to the Senate, for which a senator acted
as interpreter, the members voted to reduce the sum to be paid to
Oropus to 100 talents.

However, this verdict did not put an end to the matter. The Athe-
nians stalled for time, made no payment to the Oropians, and alleg-
edly—it is difficult to Imagine how—persuaded them to accept an
Athenian garrison in their territory. When these soldjers began raiding
and looting the vicinity, the Athenians refused to accept responsibility,
although they declared themselves willing to try the offenders in court,
At this point the Oropians, feeling perhaps that they had exhausted al|
possible means of reaching an agreement, called on the Achaeans for
aid. The Achaean League met in Corinth, but the members showed no
inclination to pick a quarrel with Athens on the Oropians’ account.

resentations as dangerous to

related to the embassy were collected by G. Garbarino,
Roma ¢ la filosofia Greca dalle orygini alls fine del IT secoly g, C, vol. 1 (Turin 1973) 80-86.
i § delegation and may himself have heard the philosophers® public

lecrures in Rome (33.2). For more on their effect on the Roman public, sec A. E, Astin, Cazo
the Censor {Oxford 1978) 174-178.

6. Polybius 12.26.c1—4.

Things must have reached this stage when the Ath‘cmans, rii;::rc(lhir;g at:::l
Oropians’ appeal to a third power as a provqcatlor}, mar jod 13 and
occupied the entire territory, driving out thei mhgbnants w tod fered
resistance. This fact, unmentioned in Pausanias, is docurr;(cn ¢ 11 e
Oropians’ decree for Hicron; the events must have taken place
P e i i ' Th omised Menalci-
The expelled Oropians now tried bribery. They pr Wenalcl
das, a Spartan serving as general of the Achacan Lcagu_c, ten ha en ld
he could persuade the Achacans to intcrvenc._ He believed lc cog :
achieve this only by gaining the support O.f Calhcratf:s, whose fh ose ct
to the Roman Senate made him then widely c.0n51dercd as the éncl)ls
powerful man in Greece. Thereupon Menalcidas :{pproachul:ld hill
crates and promised him half of the proposed sum if he wou N 0};.
Callicrates agreed, and at a second confcrcnce_, of.thc Leagu; tl;: inci
Menalcidas pushed through a decree, over ob!ccnons from : e_m:f y
its friends, ordering Achaean forces to evict the Athcmaills r(t)h ”
Oropus.” In the event, the threat proved CI:lOngh, fo; wd en e
Achaean army set out, they learned the At_hcmaI}S had already ;Vrlr >
drawn, undoubtedly in part out of fear of 0ffendmg Calhcr:itc.’.(si. e
Oropians returned to their territory at once and. paid Mcna c1h c(s:aﬂi—
sum agreed upon, but the general reneged on his bargain wit calt
crates, a move that had unexpectedly far—rcac.hmg consequences u:c o
Achaean-Roman war of 146, which ended with the utter defeat of the
¢ razing of Corinth. ‘
Acg‘;ea;i;niilm the %)ropians thanked the Achacar_l statesman Hln
eron of Aegeira for his help. Hieron came from a famﬂy prominent 01
Achaean politics; his father had been to Rome several times as an cn:h :)&
once in 159 /8 as one of the two leaders of the Achaean ficlcgauon 2
debated the Athenians before the Senate. .The Oropian decree cl:)l
presses special gratitude to Hieron for attcr.ldlng tllje Achaean asslem ely
sessions in Corinth and Argos and presenting t_hc%r case, I_t was afg dy
as a result of his efforts that the Oropians had regained their homeland.

7. If Walbank’s summary of the lively discussion on the nature and ju.l‘lSd..lCthl; :Lfc AICE:;?;
delil:;crative bodies is correct { Commentary 3: 406—.4'14), ‘tht: rcgu.l.ar nﬁ;:t;nﬁ a;)mc v
Assembly at Corinth had no authority to order a military mrcrvcnnor:i, ;hc i o the
of the extraordinary session held at Argos, which had.no 0|.:h¢.:r agen tz.don
Oropian decree for Hieron ($l. 675) is consonanr wm this interpre wm.lou: derving any

8. Pausanias observes that Callicrates made encrnies of th.c Athcln;a;;
advantage from it, since Menalcidas failed to keep his promisc (7.12.2).
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The Athenians’ brief occupation of Oropian territory is documented
by two rather large monuments to an Athenian general, one in Delphi
and one in Oropus.® They list honors awarded to him by the Amphic-
tionic Council in Delphi, various cities and confederations in Greece
and Asia Minor, and a number of Athenian groups, including military
units in Attica and the cleruchs on Salamis and Imbros. The monument
in Delphi notes further honors from the Achacan League and three of
its member cities; the monument in Oropus mentions honors from
Corinth. Since Corinth was destroyed m 146, the awards must date
from before that year. The city of Knossos appears on the monument
from Oropus as leader of the Cretan League, a position it could not
have achieved before 155/4;1° and the mention of a unified Epirote
League could not have occurred before 156.11 Both morunients must
have been erected between 154 and 146, but honors to an Athenian

general could have been awarded in Oropus only ata time when Athens
was occupying the territory. The years after 151 must be eliminated,
since the Achaecan League and its member cities were involved in the
“Qropian dispute” on the anti-Athenian side (and then would scarcely
have awarded honors to an Athenian general). The awards niust there-
fore date from between 154, when the philosophers’ embassy returned
from Rome, and 152, when the Athenians retreated from Oropus.
The Oropian dispute had a brief revival in Roman letters. More than
a century later Cicero, who had made a thorough study of Hellenistic,
philosophy, was aware that the philosophers® embassy to Rome had
taken place, but knew very little about it. He had learned the date of
this event from the Annals of his friend Atticus, published two years
earlier; in search of more details he wrote to Atticus on 19 March 45
with several questions:'? What had caused the philosophers to under-
take such a mission? (He believed it had to do with Oropus but was
not certain. ) What was the subject of the dispute? Who was head of the
Epicurean school at that date (although, as it happened, that school
was not represented on the mission)? And who were the leading Athe-

9. FD1I1.2.35; AE (1925-26) 11-16, no. 129. L. Robert realized that the two decrees
honor the same Athentan general; Collection Frochner (Paris 1936) 31 n. 6.

10. H. van Effenterre, La Crére et le ssonde grec de Platon 4 Polybe (Paris 1948) 268-271,

11. P. R Franke, Die antiken Minzen von Epirns, vol. 1 (Wiesbaden 1961) 218.

12. Cicero Ad Articum 12.23.2. The questons are surcly connecred with what Cicero
then reported in Acad. 2.137. Ar the beginning of his pohtical career, in the year 73, Cicero
participated in a Senate debate on the shrine of Amphiaraus near Oropus and belonged to an
advisory committee of the consuls consulted before the vore of the Senare (Syll. 747.11-12).
About 30 vears later he made use of what he learned in his work De natura deorum (3.49).
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e S————

i d prob-
pian politicians of the era? Cicero suggested that Attlcus;L igl;lm,p::ply
ably find the answers in the Chronicle of Apollodorus. ticws 1Py
has not survived. While today we are able to name S(;verh dc; an
pohitical leaders of thesc ycars, we do not knf)w who c;a ey
Epicurean school—it may still have been Thespis, or he may cady
h;)vc been succceded by Apollodorus, nicknamed “the tyrant O
garden.

»3

2. Rome Acquires a Foothold on the Balkan Peninsula

After 229 Roman armics and navies carried out sstvcral opzran;nsa(r)lg
the Balkan peninsula and in the Acgean., .Illyna, Maccr I(l)crzi ﬁome
Greece. Each time, after completing their mlSSlOI‘l,l.tl'.lcyl re;ciu inisuamrs?
leaving behind neither occupying forces nor polincal adm

For eighty years Rome had shown no interest in annemr;g t;rtfjitoryl ‘0:
ishi in that part of thc world. 1S policy
blishing a permanent presence in t
2:16 1to af chd soon after the middle of the second century. In 148_,
after suppressing the revolt of Andriscus, Rome .reorgamz.ccfj the 1:(eirr1-t
tory of Macedonia (which it had divided in 167 into four indepen z:r
ics) I i d sent out a governor every year.
ublics) into a Roman province an
I’Fﬁen in ;46, following the defeat of the Achaean League, the Rotn;anz
extended the authority of the Macedonian g(?vern((i)rdt¥ l;:ol:'er " hoasl ;
ht against them; this include cbes, €
parts of Greece that foug ; th e e ety
1 i i Megarid, in addition to
ois. eastern Locris, Phocis, and the ; ¢ i’
’ itv of Corinth, where hostile crow
f the Achacan League.'* The city o ,
Ead mobbed Roman envoys before the war, was destroyed by consul

13. Dorandi, Ricerche 51, who also mendons further literature. Epicurus’ school was
l-arlv rcfcrn;d 1o as “the garden,” where the lc‘:turc;s ook place. _460: J._L. Ferrary,
PO e Accame, Dominio 1-15; D. W. Baronowski, Klio 70 (1988) :ﬁqm (1984 [19881)
Philhelténisme et impérialisme (Rome 15;3; ) gﬁ;ﬁf’fgﬁf&,‘;‘;‘f}ﬁ;ﬂmmd in opposition 10
iz o l:huaihscu:ll;[:?)r:c:;isrgzizcnot 'appo’mtcd for Macedonia untl co;si#er:l;lf);clfiifé
m:cclagi the Gregek states that opposed Rowne in 146 remaine miquc\lfl (i?)r;itéﬂeigLSZS)- As
war (The Hellenistie World and the Coming of Ron_u,'Z vols. [B(;:r e 6;5;5,; S al Mamenius
Pausanias reports {7.16.9-10), the Senate commission forme dto o and established the
introduced new constitutions based on a census in the dcfear.c S;-i Eshc claims that Rome
amount of tribute they owed. Pansanias errs in cm.ly one .rcspcut, whe O amnstus created
also sent a governor ro these areas annually; this did not in fact occur no o %:;ﬂt(:d .
the province of Achaca in 27 B.C. Whether mean“’l_lllc these ar(lzqasrhwer the proconsul of
“appendage” to Maccdonia {(as Accame and Baronowski argue) or whe al and separate task
Macedonia was entrusted with their supervision only as an addm??\thens
(provincia), as Ferrary believes, is of no significance for the history © '
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Lucius Mummius on orders from the Senate; its greatest art treasures

were shipped to Rome, and the lesser spoils passed on to Attalus 1I of

Pergamum and other Roman allies.

During these stormy times Athens’ role was generally limited to that
of passive observer, although the city demonstrated its loyalty to Rome
by sending five triremes as naval support during the Third Punic War
(149-146).1° The Athenians cannot have been tempted for a moment
to join the Achaeans and their allies against Rome, particularly since
their own relations with the Achaean League had been strained for
some time.

The surviving documentation for the Achaean war of 146 is very
sparse, and Athens is directly mentioned only once, in connecrion with
a visit to the city that spring by emissaries of Metellus, the Roman
governor in Macedonia.!® Yet despite the lack of evidence it is clear that
the outcome of the war had a lasting effect on Athens. The Romans
established a presence in Macedonia with authority over large areas of
Greece, including Attica’s immediate neighbors Megara, Thebes, and
Chalcis. Even if this control became apparent only through occasional
and limited interventions by the proconsul in Macedonia, it was a basic
political fact of life that must have inevitably affected the thinking of
all mainland Greeks. Contemporaries saw it as a watershed: the Mace-
donians made 148/7 the start of a new era, and calculated dates
starting from this year on thousands on inscriptions over the next
several centuries.!” At least ten cities on the Peloponnese—of non-
Achaean nationality but niembers of the Achacan League until the
defeat—began their own new era in 145 /4, which continued in use for
over a century until replaced by the Actian era of Augustus.’® And even

Athens, which appeared only indirectly affected, made a similar gesture:
although it did not introduce a new system of reckoning dates, the city
leaders began a new table of eponymous archons in 146/5, just as they
had in the year of liberation 230/29, and as they would again afrer
their liberation from the “tyrant” Aristion in 87/6. In Athens as

15. Pausanias 1.29.14.

16. Polybius 38.13.9.

17, M. N. Tod, ASBA 23 (1918-19) 206-217 and 24 (1919-1921) 54-67; Studies
Presented to D. M. Robinson, vol. 2 (St. Louis 1953) 382-397,

18. For more on the “Achacan era,” as it is known, se¢ W. B. Dinsmoor, The Archons of
Athens in the Hellenistic Age (Cambridge, Mass., 1931) 236-237. For the communities
involved (in Arcadia, Laconia, Messenia and Argolid), bowever, that dare is more likely to
have been regarded as marking their “liberation™ from membership in the Achacan League.

i ¢ openin
elsewhere, the use of a new tablet was :_always a sign that the opening
year was considered a significant transioion Or

the start of a new era.’”

In 146,/5 this must have meant that the Athenians welcomed the nc:;
order, or, at the very least, that the city lc‘adcrs waqtcd to gobon rezﬁ "
with an official gesture of welcome. In this context it should be recalle p
that Delos, an Athenian possession, benefited from the destruction ©
Corinth, and indirectly so did the Athenians themselves. .

In one sense Athens had not been cntircly a bystander in ‘the R(_)-
man-Achaean conflict, since the Athenian raids on Oropus did set in
motion the chain of events leading to war. The Oropians, as men-
tioned, had sought help in 151 /0 from Menalcidas, the .Spartan com-
mander of the Achacan League’s army, and had secured his coopcrat;op
with the promise of a large sum of money. But other Acha_caln pobm-
cians became involved in these machinations, and the original bar-
gain—first between Menalcidas and Callicrates, then bct_wccn the gen-
eral and his successor in office, Diaeus of Mcgalopohs—wznfht. sol;n',
leading to angry recriminations and finally a full-fledged ;(l) ! ct cd
tween Sparta and officials of the Achaean Lce.\gue. M'en c1fas at[;
Diacus appeared as representatives of the feuding parties be orf:h L
Roman Scnate in 149 /8, but before the Romans cou.l.d.carry out their
much-delayed plan to mediate a sctﬂcmcpt, hosuhm?_s brokcl ou':i
Diaeus played a leading role in the conﬂxct after being re-e t:ctc.t
Achacan general for 148/7, while Menalcidas was for,Ct?d to commi
suicide. Having finally lost patience with the Acha.cans mtrar;slsgcnc;c,
the Senate in the summer of 147 ordered the w.1thdrawal of Sparta,
Corinth, and Argos from the League. The cm'blttcrccli Achaeanskirrcl:-
sponded by declaring war on Sparta the following s,prmg‘, provo g
the Roman intervention that ended the League’s existence an

estruction on Corinth ?°
br(z:llgrlelic(ilt years some have claimed that at tl.lc end of 2tlhc war L?jth?ns
reacquired control over Oropus for another sixty years, clcarlythasglg
siich an assumption on a visit to the shrine of Amphiaraus by Athenian
ephebes documented for 123/2. However, the text of thc- mscrlpfnt(;lx;
in fact suggests the exact opposite with regard to the sovc‘:‘rmg:hty_ o the
region, for it states that the visiting ephebes returned “to their o

19. 16 112171 3, with Kirchner’s eommentary. For similar pronoun:c&?c;ngss cf.
C. Habicht, Demetrias, ed. V. Milojci¢ and D. Theocharis, vol. 1 (Bonn 1976} 185-183.

20. 1. Deininger, “Diaios,” RE Suppl. 11 (1968) 521-526.

21. P Roesch, Etudcs béotiennes (Pans 1982) 49,
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country” on the same day, implying that they had been on foreign soil
in Oropus.?? There is another documented visit of Athenian ephebes
to the same shrine from an unpublished decree of 177 /6, when
Oropus was independent and a member of the Boeotian League. In
both cases permission to visit the site must have been sought and
granted. By 123/2 the Boeotan League no longer existed, and
whether Oropus was still autonomous is doubtful. This is usually
assumed, although Denis Knoepfler has recently suggested that it may
have been awarded in 146 to Eretria, a city that fought on the Roman
side against its neighbor and rival Chalcis in the preceding war.?* This
suggestion is based on the further assumpton that Oropus, by seeking
help from the Achaean League years earlier, had compromised itself
vis-a-vis the Romans and therefore been punished with the loss of its
independence.

Whatever the status of Oropus at the time, it was not placed under
Athenian sovereignty afrer the Roman-Achaean war. Nonetheless Athe-
nians welcomed the new order at least to the extent of marking its
inception with a new table of archons. It is further possible that in one
form or another the city was rewarded for its support of Rome by a
Senate decree passed under the chairmanship of Gaius Laelius. The
existence of this Roman decree is known only indirectly, from another
decree passed by Athenian settlers in Myrina on Lemnos. The rather
complex circumstances require some explanation.

The setters’ decree?* was inscribed by an Athenian mason known to
have been active between 169 and 134.25 Thus the only possible
candidate for chairman of the Senate in this matter is Gaius Laelius
(called Sapiens, “the Wise”}, a close friend of the young Scipio Afri-
canus. He was consul in 140, had been praetor five years carlier, and
could have presided over the Senate either as consul or, in the absence
of both consuls, as praetor. All other indications point to 145, the year
of his praetorship, for the decree mentions a happy event and good
news, and further a military alliance against an opponent described as
a lawbreaker (whose name is no longer legible). The people of Athens

were involved in these events in some way, and the Romans are called

22. IGII".1006.27-28 and 7071,
23. D. Knoepfler, MH 48 (1991) 279.
24 IG 112.1224, interpreted by A. Kirchhoff, Hermes 1 (1866) 217-228. Since then

several more fragments have come to light, including the one that names C. Laclius.
25, Tracy, ALC 155.
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P <the common benefactors,” a phrase that can onlg mean tf};:z(cclilii
b rccently acted as benefactors of Athens. ThC.Sf:rllatc ec(;'c.e re red 0
in the text is obviously the cause of the rejoicing, an it 1'1’11_115 have
E cither awarded or confirmed possession of certain disputed islands

3 At’?iiss.c signs suggest that Rome had recently waged a successful ;Nar
3 with Athenian support, and the Senate decree most likely has ac osef
nnection with the end of this war and the subscquent- reordering °
- litical affairs. It came as welcome news to the Athenians bec'ause it
“ g‘zarantced them possession of the isla_ndS.. in qu‘cstion. Taken 1lr(1j c}:lon—
junction with the two possible dates at which Ga.ms Laelius coul al:f.e
presided over the Senate—in 145 as praetor, or in 140 as con:; —tt h12
b evidence points to the Achaean war fought in 14‘6 and to 145 as ¢
year of the Roman decree. This date fits well w1@ two names me 1
toned in the settlers’ decree: Heracleitus as Athenian h.ophte g‘clncrj
and Philarchides as Athenian st7aeg0s for d{J;:lr(nnos. The disputed islands
3 kiathos, Peparethos, and 1kos.

'f) mﬁt{ll:z’biln:«lt?onship w1tll)1 Rome remained ul}clogdcd after t{le
¥ Achacan war. The clearest possible proof for .pubhc display of 103_(:{1‘1 rz{
P to Rome is the continuation of official sacnfu:es to the personific
Roman demos, the Roman people. Such a sacrifice is mentioned in an
3 Assembly decree from the archonship of Pleistaenus: the prymneis alie
recorded as having offered a sacrifice for the \‘velfarc of Atilens no; on y-
10 all the gods traditionally receiving such gifts bu‘t also. to th'c EM0S
of the Romans.” As was recently shown, the year in which Plcnsta‘crl;us
§ was archon should be assigned not to the early secqnd centur:j B.(,l.) ut
b rather to the period immediately following the philosophers’ em a.sgy
-i' of 15526 The sacrifice in question was probably performed for a speciiic
B occasion, as this is the only instance in whicb the Roman peop'le arc}
P named along with the traditional gods; thﬁl"C is no parallel mention o
the Roman demos in fifteen similar decrees from l’.78 througl;l 154_1, no?
i in later texts.” The Athenians had been familiar w1th personification (i
L. themselves as a people since the fifth century, gnd in 22? a state cult
[ of the demosand the Charites was created. Showing a foreign demos the
b came reverence was a different matter, however. The first Greek states

to pay this kind of homage to the personified populus Romanus in-

26. Agora XV.180.7-12; for the dating see S. V. Tracy, Horos 7 (1989-1991) 41-43.
27. Agora XV.194-229 for the texts through 155/4.
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cluded the islands of Samos (in 188 or after 168) and Rhodes (in 163)
and the city of Laodicea on the Lycus in Asia Minor (at about the same
time as Rhodes). Athens was not far behind, although it may have
performed the one sacrifice and left it at that, without erecting a
permanent special monument as the above-mentioned states did 28

There is also only one mention in this period of the Romaea, a
festival honoring the goddess Roma and a further sign of Athens’
continuing attachment to Rome. It was celebrated in the year of the
archon Lysiades, who held office in or around 149 /8 29

What had appeared for the first time eighty years before as a nebulous
possibility, as “the cloud from the West,” and then as more and more
a probability, finally became a reality in 146: the Romans came to the
Greek mainland to stay. Although no one could predict that they would
remain rulers for centuries, contemporaries fully recognized that they
were experiencing the beginning of a new era. The Romans’ barbaric
annihilation of an old and famous city could only compare with Alex-
ander the Great’s destruction of Thebes in 335; both events mark the
start of onerous domination by a foreign power. The horror experi-
enced by the Greeks at the obliteration of Corinth was heightened by
the destruction of Carthage that same year at the end of a war that
Rome had needlessly provoked. There can be no doubt that Grecks
took note of this event, for it became the subject of an essay written in
Athens at that time. Hasdrubal, a Carthaginian, had entered the Acad-
emy as a pupil of Carneades in 159/8 and taken the Greck name
Cleitomachus. He remained in Athens and later succeeded his teacher
as head of Plato’s school. He responded to the news of the tragedy at
home by composing a consolatory epistle to the Romans’ Carthaginian
captives, which Cicero read a century later.30

Rome’s allies in the Greek world must have felt a chill as they
obscrved the fate of Corinth and Carthage. Athens had cmerged from

events intact, but the Athenian state now had noticeably less political
latitude.

28, For the documents named and other relevant evidence see Habicht, AM 104 (1990)
259-268, where, however, an important piece was overlooked: the cult statue of the Roman
demos with a heighr of 30 ells that stood in the temple of Athena on Rhodes (Polybius 31.4.4).

29. IGT11".1938.

30. Cicero Tuse. disp. 3.54. For Cleitomachus see H. von Arnim, “Kleitomachus,” RE
(1921) 656-659; Dorandi, Reécerche 11-16.

3. Athens and Delphi

Relations between Athens and Delphi grew intensively in the .seco_nd
half of the second century. As part of this development, new inscrip-
tions, large and small, filled more and more of the remaining spaces on
the walls of the Athenian treasury inside the sanctuary.®! About 140
Athenian judges mediated a dispute over Delphi’s border with Ambrys-
sus and Phlygonion,® and two Athenians from extremely prominent
and related families received honors in Delphi: Micion of Cephisia,
from the family of the liberators of 229, in his capacity as festival
delegate to the Soteria;*® and T.eon, son of Cichesias of Aixone.®*
Around 145 a delegation from Delphi came to Athens with a request
for judges in a dispute, the subject of which is no longer legible because
of damage to the inscription.® A group of four inscriptions found in
Delphi further reveals that during the second half of the second century
Athens was given the task of settling a long-standing quarrel. In this
case it is known that the feuding parties were the east Locrian towns
of Scarpheia and Throuion, and the dispute was over who should
represent eastern Locrs in the Amphictiony. Scarpheia, which must
have had a decisive voice in the east Locrian confederacy, demanded
the seat at Delphi, but Thronion claimed the right to choose the
delegate every third year, since it paid a third of the costs of member-
ship in the Council. An Athenian court with several hundred members
had earlier decided in favor of Scarpheia, but this time the sixty-one
Athenian judges voted fifty-nine to two for Thronion. Although the
texts of these inscriptions are not preserved in entirety, their general
drift is clear; only the year of the Athenian judgment is a matter of
debate among scholars, with Klaffenbach arguing for a date before
146, and the majority favoring a year around 100.%¢

These documents reveal that cordial relations prevailed betweeu
Athens and Delphi at this time, that Delphi gave honors to respected

31. They have been published by G. Colin in FDIII.2.

32. FDIIL.2.142; cf. 136.

33. FDII1.2.140 and 141. For the family see Habiche, Studien 179-182.

34. FD1I1.2.93. For the family see Habicht, Srudien 194-197. A Cichesias was married
to Habryllis, daughter of a man named Micion {unpublished inscription}.

35. FD11.2.243.

36. FD 111.4.38—41; G. Klattenbach, Kliv 20 (1926) 68-88; Daux, Delphes 335-341;
Klaffenbach, Gnoman 13 (1938) 17-19.
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Athenian citizens and several times entrusted disputes to Athenian
judges. Connections became even closer after 138, when Athens rein-
troduced a custom that had died out in the fourth century, a festival
procession called the Pythais, followed by musical and dramatic perfor-
mances in honor of Apollo. Such processions took place in 138, 128,
106, and 98, and all are documented by numerous inscriptions, chis-
eled by Athenian stonemasons on the walls of the Athenian treasury in
Delphi and containing, among other things, the names of all partici-
pants.’” In the first procession there were 14 festival delegates, 57
ephebes, 39 members of the boys’ chorus, with 2 leaders and 11
canephoroi (basket-carrying maidens). In 128 the archons also partici-
pated, in addition to 60 knights and 59 festival artists, whose numbers
grew to approximately 100 by 106,/5. More than 500 Athenians in all
took part in the Pythais that year.3®

One of the most striking features of the reports on these processions
after 128 is the role of the festival artists, who put on their perfor-
mances to honor Apollo at the site of his oracle. They were actors,
musicians, singers, poets, and dancers, organized in guilds dating back
to the carly third century. The oldest such group was the Athenian
guild of the technitai, whose membership was limited to Athenian
citizens; the lsthmians were next in importance on the Greek mainland.
The troupes traveled from place to place to appear at the various
festivals. Since their performances were deemed part of religious ob-
servance, they were regarded as priests and early on granted special
privileges. The Athenian technitasi were granted personal immunity and
dispensation from taxes by the Amphictionic Council in 277, shortly
after the Celtic attack on Delphi had been repulsed. The guild of
Isthmus possessed similar privileges, reconfirmed by the Roman consul
Lucius Mummius in 146 after the destruction of Corinth.?®

Originally the Soteria at Delphi was celebrated annually (or bian-
nually) under the sponsorship of the Amphictionic Council, with the
Athenian guild responsible for organizing the artistic competitions.
Eventually the Isthmian guild took over this function. In the late

37. FD 1112.2-54 and a new fragment, Etudes delphigues (1977) 139-157. Sec
A. Boéthius, Die Pythais (Uppsala 1918); Daux, Delphes 521-583; 5. V. Tracy, BCH 99
(1975) 185-218 and Hesperia Suppl. 15 (1975).

38. Tables are in Tracy, BCH 99 (1975) 215-218.

39. IGVI1.2413-14, Important new insights are to be expected from as yet unpublished
inscriptions from Argos, Deftion 28 (1973 [1977]) B 126; SEG 31.307.

second century, however, the resumption of the Atht.:rnan procession
gave the city’s artists and performers an o.pportt_lmty to return to
Delphi. Although the technitas are not mentioned in connection W'Il'h
the Pythais of 138, they participatcd in large num_bers in the cz?lcbratlon
of 128. It is certainly no coincidence that logly six years previously the
Amphictiony had renewed the guild’s privileges of 277_.40 The mass
participation of performers so soon afterward was certainly _ab(‘)ve all
an expression of gratitude. The Council’s decree had one mgmﬁc.ant
disclaimer: the privileges were valid “if the Romans have no ob]‘ec-
tions.” Clearly, the councillors wished to avoid giving the impression
of interfering in areas the Romans might consider their right to regu-
late; after all, Lucius Mummius had intervened directly in the case of
the festival guild of the Isthmus.

A high point of the celebration of 128 was the pcrforma.ncc of anew
hymn to Apollo, composed by an Athenian named Limenius. His text,
inscribed with the notes above it, was placed on the south wall of the
Athenian treasury, along with a second similar hymn.#! Its performance
in 128 was carried out by instrumental soloists (including the composer
Limenius as one of the zither players), a chorus of fifty-one boys, and
the thirty-nine-member chorus of adult technitai *2 Musicologists have
sufficiently reconstructed the incomplete text and music_ to allow a
performance with modern reproductions of the original instruments
and trained singers.*® .

The hymn itself, a relatively short piece, takes about ten minutes to
perform. Brief verses recount the story of Apollo’s birth on De%os and
his journey to Athens, his arrival in Delphi, his struggle ‘w1th. _the
Python, the terrible dragon, and the assistance the god gave in driving
back the marauding Gauls in 279. The final ode is an appeal to Apollo,
Artemis, and Leto to protect Athens, Delphi, the teehnitai, and Rome,

40. FD 111.2.68. Copies were displayed in Athens by the rechnitai themselves
(IG I12.1132.52-94) and by the state (Hesperia 39 [1970] 309-310). )

41. EDIIL2.138. There is a new cdition in A. Bélis, “Les Hymnes i Apollon,” in Corpus
des imscriptions de Delphes, vol. 3 (Paris 1992). ED 111.2.137 is a similar hyn‘m.1 .c1thcr by
Athenacus of an unknown Athenjan, also performed on the occasion of a Pythais in 138 or
128, )

42, FD 111.2.47, where the composer is named together with a relative, probably his
brother. in lines 21-22. The relative, Thoinus, is almost certainly the man who served as
magistr:uc of the Athenian mintin 114,/3 and 1132 (C. Habicht, Cbirf?n 21[1991] 214'2):

43, Limenius’ hymn was first performed in modern times in the ancient thc‘a.ter of Delphi
on 19 September 1992 by a French ensemble under the direction of Annie Bélis.
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whose empire the gods should cause to grow. It expresses the accord
prevailing between Delphi, the Amphictiony, Athens, and its artsts’
guilds, in which Rome was included.

In repeated interventions by the Senate in a protracted conflict
between the rival guilds of Athens and the Isthmus, it emerged very
quickly that Athens and its technitas were held in high regard by Rome.
The various stages of the dispute cannot be clearly reconstructed on all
points;** evidently, the Senate’s first decree attempting to establish
cooperation between the two groups failed to achieve the desired
effect. Further disputes were heard in 119/8 or 118,/7 by Cornelius
Sisenna, the Roman proconsul in Macedonia, resulting in a division of
the Isthmian guild. A second, equally ineffective Senate decree was
finally followed in June 112 by a Senate hearing in which the two
parties presented their cases. The Senate finally decided in favor of the
Athenians, a verdict that led to the decline and disintegration of the
Isthrian guild.*®

The fact that Rome had any say at all in such a matter, an internal
Greek dispute, is explained by two circumstances. First, with its victory
in the Achaean war Rome had acquired sovereignty over the parts of
Greece in which the Isthmian festival guild had its seat and area of
operations; and second, it was the Roman consul Mummius who had
confirmed the guild’s privileges. Another point (significant within
Athenian history) is that the Athenian festival artists had the full and
energetic backing of the state, so that, for example, the advocates who
pleaded their cause before the Senate were not emissaries of the guild
itself but ambassadors of the Athenian state. The Amphictionic Council
of Delphi had sided long before with the Athenians and their artists,
and in 117, in the midst of the dispute, it passed a decree that read
almost like an anthem, “a veritable panegyric to Athens.”% Borrowing
phrases from as far back as Isocrates® panegyric of 380, the author

44, A detailed discussion is in Daux, Delphes 356-372. Sce further F. Poland, “Technitai,”
REV A2 (1934) cols. 2504-07.

45. The various stages of the dispute are recapitulated in the Senate decree of 112,
EDI11.2.70; B. K. Sherk, Roman Documents from the Greek East (Baltimore 1969) no. 15.

46. FD111.2.69 (IG H2.1134,1—63). The quotation is trom G. Xlaffenbach, Gnomon 14
(1938) 20. The traditional assignment of the decree to the year 117 is preferable to Daux’s
(tentative) proposal of 125 and is rendered all but certain by the more recent fragment in
Hesperia 45 {1976) 287, no. 3. See Tracy, ALC 190-191. In this case the resotution of the
“scandal of 1257 (Daux, Defphes 372-386) also belongs in 117, for both it and the decree
are dated in the year of the archon Eudeidas in Delphi.

praises Athens as virmually the origin of all good things on carr_h(i
Athens, so runs the text, has tamed the animal nan:lrc of man an
thereby made communal life possible; the city received the gift of
agriculture from Demeter and shared it with the other Grec.:ks; law and
morality have their fount in Athens just as do the Mys_tcnes, tragedy,
and comedy. Athens attributed these titles of honor to itself, and they
have continued to shine across the centuries, creating the lasting legend
surrounding the city.*’”

In the documents discussed above dating from between 117 and
112, the Romans figure as “the common benefactors,” a term already
used several times to describe them in other parts of the Greek world.
They are referred to thus by the Athenian state, the Amphictionic
Council, and the festival artists, who sacrificed to them regularly along
with Dionysus and the other gods.*® By all indications, these years
represent the peak of cordial relations between Athens and R(_)rr.le.
Athens’ relations with Delphi are characterized by the same cordiality
duting the forty-year period in which the resumption of thc.Pythjan
processions are documented, from 138 to 98; of these celcbratl.ops, the
Pythass of 106/5 marked a peak in numbers of Athenian participants,
and no doubt in expense as well.

47. See E. Buchnet, Der Panegyrikos des Iokrates (Wiesbaden 1965} 4.5-64. S-Eft further
A. Wilhelm (1947) 49-53 in Akademieschrifien 3: 297-301. Later sources include Clce:ro Pro
Hacco 62; Plut. mor 345F from De gloria Atheniensium; Pliny Ep. 8.24.2; Augustine De
civitate dei 18.9. _ ) o

48, IGT1%.1134.69 and 103; FD I11.2.70.45-46. Sce Ferrary, Phithellénisme et impérial-
isme 124-132; A. Erskine, Historia 43 (1994) 70-87.
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The Close of
the Second Century

L. Foreign Relations

Notwithstanding claims that the good relations prevailing between
‘Athcns and the court of the Ptolemies in Alexandria suffe
mter.ruption in the second half of the second century, there are in fact
no signs that this was the case. Athenians continued to celebrate the
Ptolemaea regularly during the long reign of Prolemy VIIT Euergetes
II (145-116), and cordial relations under his son and successor
Ptolemy IX Soter IT (116-107 and 88-80), are documented. The lattc;
donated a large sum for the gymnasium in Delos in 111/0,! and a few
years later the poet Antisthenes of Paphos praised the friéndship be-
tween ‘Athcns, Egypt, and Rome in an epigram.2 According to
Pausanias the Athenians received many favors from this king.3 As lon
as the dynasty lasted, from its founder, Ptolemy ;
Cleopatra, Athens could depend on the goodwill
archs.
. Our knowledge of Athens’ relations with the Seleucids in this period
1s sparse, largely because, here as elsewhere, such a small proportion of
the fmcicnt cvidence has survived 4 Nonetheless, what we have is
mative. One Athenian decree from the second half of the s
century honors a courtier of King Demetrius who had provided assis-
tance to Athenian diplomats in Antioch. The king was probably Dem-
etrius II, who occupied the throne from 150 to 140 and again from

red a long

I, to its last ruler,
of Egyptian mon-

infor-
econd

1. 1 Délos 1531; J. Audiat. EAD 28 (1970) 32. Cf. :

‘ ; 3 - €L 1 Délos 1532 and 2037,
2. 1 Délos 1533; H. Hauben, ZPE 25 (1977) 225, " 7
3. Pausanias 1.9.3.

4. For more on this subject sec C. Habicht, Chiron 17 (1987) 7-26, esp. 18-26.
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129 to 125; it was during his reign, in June 142, that the Jews led by
Simon (father of John Hyrcanus; sec below) declared their inde-
pendence 5 In 140 /39 Demetrius was captured by the Parthians; while
a prisoner he married a daughter of the Parthian king, although he was
already married to Cleopatra. Cleopatra thereupon married his brother
Antiochus, who took over the realm as Antiochus VII in 139/8. The
queen had a son by Demetrius, Prince Antiochus, born in 141; she sent
him to be brought up in Athens, a sign that the city still enjoyed a
reputation as the most suitable place to acquire a higher education.®

Antiochus VII Sidetes also strove to remain on good terms with
Athens. During his ten-year reign (139-129) a high-ranking emissary
of his, named either [Menodorus or | Ze]nodorus, was honored in
Athens in a long decree containing some interesting details, The king
had good reasons for choosing this man to go on a mission to the city,
for Menodorus’ father, Eumenes, had lived in Athens for a ame and
had been awarded Athenian citzenship for his assistance to Athenian
diplomats in Antioch. While on his mission Menodorus was invited to
address the Assembly. In his speech he recalled the gifts Seleucid rulers
had sent to the city and the ways in which the ancestors of the present
king had acted as benefactors, assuring the citizens that King Antiochus
was of the same mind. It thus appears that Antiochus VII himself had
not vet had an opportunity to show his favor to Athens; the emphasis
is placed on the acts of his forebears, probably first and foremost
Antiochus IV Epiphanes. Menodorus’ mission may have been to an-
nounce the accession of a new king and tc assure the Athenians that
the new monarch would continue the favorable policies of the past. He
received the same high honors that John Hyrcanus would receive
somewhat later, namely a golden crown and a bronze statue erected in
the Agora next to the statue of the king.”

At about the same time or slightly earlier, the Athenians awarded
citizenship to Menestheus, son of Apollonius, another man in the
service of the Seleucid king. He came from a distinguished family of

5. A Wilhelm (1915) 21-23 in Akademieschriften 1: 195-197; C. Habicht, CAH 8*
(1989} 367-368.

6. Appian Sy 361. The prince himself acceded to the throne in 125.

7. 8. V. Tracy recognized thar the king who sent Menodorus was himself not Antiochus
IV, as had previously been assnmed, but rather Anriochus VI1 Sidetes, and rhat Antiochus IV
belongs in the group of predecessors praised as great benefactors; GRBS 29 (1988) 383-388.
The mason who carved this decree is documented as active from about 135 to 122,
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Miletus that produced many courtiers and officials of the dynasty. His
father had served under Seleucus IV and Antiochus IV in the 170s as
governor of Coele Syria, while Menestheus and two brothers, Meleager
and Apollonius, had accompanied Prince Demetrius to Rome and, in
162, helped him escape to Syria to claim the throne, Whichever king
sent Menestheus to Athens, he clearly chose a man of high standing
who enjoyed his confidence 8
Several precise sources shed light on Athens’ relations with Ari-
arathes V of Cappadocia, who reigned from 163 until 130, when he
was killed in the war against Aristonicus. He is documented as agom0-
thetes for the Grear Panathenaea in an unknown year,? a title he recejved
in all probability in return for a large donation, while an Athenian
citizen performed the actual duties but without dipping into his own
pocketbook. Ariarathes and his consort Nysa were also benefactors of
the Athenian festival guild, and he guaranteed them personal immunity
and safe conduct within his realm. These facts can be determined from
a lengthy decree passed in the king and queen’s honor by the festival
artists,'® with which they expressed their thanks. They also created
monthly and annual festival days in Ariarathes’ honor, and associated
him with Dionysus by hanging his portrait next to an image of the god.
The decree reveals further that both the technitai and the Athenian
state sent envoys to the kingdom of Cappadocia. The festival artists
chose three of their members to present the decree to the king, and it
is clear that the guild had professional interests in Cappadocia and
enjoyed royal protection. An Athenian athlete who won more than
thirty competitions in Greece, as we learn from the pedestal of his
statue in Delos, also received a victor’s crown from Ariarathes after
winning a contest sponsored by the monarch in Cappadocia.!l
Athens’ greatly intensified contacts with cities in Phoenicia and Syria
as a result of its acquisition of Delos have already been mentioned, but
the connections extended even further. By chance a unique document

171-192, esp. 175-179. The Athenian decree, thought by A. Wilhelm to date from about
150, is assigned by Tracy to around 130 (ALC 241),

9. AE (19248—49) 5-9; see further J. and L. Robert, Bulletin épigraphigue (1951) 79,

10. IGII".1330; sec further L. Robert, Etudes éptaraphigues et philolagigues (Paris 1938)
3940 and Noms indigénes de P’Asie Minewre gréco-romasne (Paris 1963) 495-49¢.

11. 1 Délos 1957. The Athenians awarded citizenship around the middle of the second
cenwury to a resident of the city of Ararathea, founded by this king’s predecessor, King
Ariarathes IV (Osbormne, Naruralization 1: D 112).

8. IG 112.982 (Osborne, Naturalization 1: D 113); P. Herrmann, Chiren 17 (1987)
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has been preserved that merits a closer look. It is found in Ioscllah.us’
Jewish Antiguities, a history from the late first century A.D. containing
many old documents intended to dcmor}sFrate the degree of respflft
Jews enjoyed in many kingdoms and cities after the revolt of the
Maccabees revived the Jewish state in the second century B.C. Among
the documents reflecting privileges granted by kings to -]CWISl.l sub]c.cts
or communities within their realms, or by Romans within their empire,
is an Athenian decree from the spring of 105 honoring John Hyrcanus,
high priest and leader of the Jewish people. The decree expresses the
appreciation of the Athenian people for the kmdncss. an.d‘helpfulncss
he had always shown to the people as a wholc‘and to lnd1v1.duals, both
diplomats and private citizens, providing a friendly reception and es-
corts to ensure a safe journey home. Their reports had .Lpformed tl.le
citizens of his benevolence, the decree states, and his unfailing goodwill
toward the city, and for this reason he is awarded a g(?ldcn crown and
a bronze statue in the shrine of the demos and the Charites, with fur.thcr
honors being considered for a later date. Finally, the decree mentions
the selection of envoys from the citizenry to present the honors to
Hyrcanus and request his continuing goodwill for thc.ﬁmllre.” _

This decree clearly demonstrates that Athens rnamta_u.led Qﬂfic1al
diplomatic contacts with the Jewish ruler and thar AFh6111an c1nzeps
visited his country, most of them presumably pursuing comrne.rcml
interests as traders and merchants. Clearly, Hyrcanus tpok a lively
interest in these contacts with Athens and Atheniaq ciFlzens, not a
surprising development in view of the growing secularization and Hel-
lenization of the Hasmonaean dynasty. .

A very fragmentary decree found on Delos has a !)eanng on .rhc
creation of the Roman province of Asia and reordering of po].mcal
structures after the Roman defeat of Aristonicus, the rebel who claimed
the throne of Pergamum as King Eumenes III (131-129)." For a long
time it was not clear whether this decree belonged to thf: period ‘of
Delian independence before 167 or to the cra‘of Athenian rule; its
mention of the dispatch of a Roman army to Asia could. havei referred
to either the war against Antiochus or the war ‘algain§t Aristonicus. Nor
was it apparent who had passed the decree, which might have stemmed

12. Josephus Antig. 14.149-155. Three of the Athcnia_.ns named in the text are k_no.wn
from other sources (assuming that slight deviarions in spelling are the result of transcription
errors); A. Withelru, Philologus 60 (1901) 487 and JOEAI 8 (1905) 238.

13. IGX1.713.
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from the free community of Delos, from Athens, or even a third stare 14
Ultimately the identification of the letter Cutter as a mason active in
Athens between 134 /3 and 117 /6 has revealed that it was passed by
the Athenian Assembly and is connected with the war against Aristoni-
cus.'® The man to whom it awards honors may have been epimeletes of
Delos during the war.
At the very end of the century Athenian warships provided support
for the Romans in a campaign led by proconsul Marcus Antonius
against pirates on the southern coasts of Asia Minor (102-100). 1t was
the first serious attempt by Rome to put an end to this plague. The
decline of Rhodes’s naval power and the progressive weakening of the
Seleucid empire, to which Cilicia nominally belonged, and whose jr-
regular coast offered ideal hiding places for pirates, had resulted in an
upsurge of piracy. A Latin epigram found in Corinth reports that
Antonius” fleet was towed across the Isthmus to the Saronic Gulf and
then detained in Athens by bad weather; Antonius left it there under
the command of the legate (Lucilius) Hirrus and sailed on himself to
Side in Pamphylia.!$ Cicero confirms that the expedition was held up
in Athens by rough seas.)” Tacitus reports further that Byzantium
supported Antonius’ campaign, and an inscription from Rhodes reveals
that Rhodian ships and the Roman quaestor Aulus Gabinius also took
part.’8 Athens’ involvement is documented by the remains of a large
monument erected in honor of an Athenian nauarch (admiral) and
found in Piraeus; its inscription has been related to this campaign .1
The name of the naval officer so honored is not preserved, but he
belonged to the distinguished clan of the Kerykes and had previously
served as its archon. For his service as commander of the Athenian navy
he was awarded crowns by the Athenian crews, the Lycian League, and

14. E. Durrbach and A. Jard¢, BCH 28 (1904) 278280
M--E. Baslez and C. Vial, BCH 111 (1987) 294 and n, 68,
15. S. V. Tracy, AM 107 (1992) 303-306,

16. A. Degrassi, Tnscriptiones Latinae Liberas Rei Publicas® (Florence 1957) 342

(= Corinth VIIL.2, no. 1), with T. R. S. Broughton, TAPhA 77 {1946) 35-40, and esp. J.-L.
Ferrary, MEFRA 89 (1977) 639-643,

17. Cicero De or. 1.82.
18. Tacitus Ann. 12.62; Inecr
1917) 4.1116.

19. 1GTI? 32 18. The most important commentaries are L. Robert, Rph 70 (1944)11-17
(= OMS 3.1377-83) and RN (1977) 24-25 (= OMS 6.186-187). See also H. Troxell, The
Coinage of the Lycian League (New York 1982) 94-95; J. Noll¢, Side im Altertum, vol. 1
{Cologne 1993) 69-71 and, with 2 copy of the rexr, 231-232, TEp 30.

, 10, 5; P. Rousse] on IGX1.713;

iptiones Graccae ad Res Romanas Pertinentes (Paris 1906~
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the Lycian cities of Phaselis and Myra, as well as by lSidc in Pamphylia
and Celenderis in Cilicia. The inhabitants of the island _of Cythnos
honored him for “liberating” them (clearly from the pl.r:ftcs). The
decisive clue for dating the monument is the fact that tl:lﬁ cities of Side
and Phaselis were then sdll allied with Rome and not in th‘e hands of
pirates, as was the case after the First Mithridatic War.20 This excludes
the possibility that the text on the Arhem'gn monument refers to the
operations of either Publius Servilius Vatia (78—74.) or Marcus An-
tonius Creticus (74-71) against the pirates, and in fact the latter
expedition never even reached the eastern Aegean. .
The nauarch whom the monument honored must ha\.fe served in
103/2 or the following year in order to have tgkcn _pa.rt 1n'rh.c older
Antonius’ campaign. As it happens, the large inscription listing .tbe
donations and contributions to the Pythais procession to Delphi in
98,/7 names all the Athenian nauarchs for the years from 103/2
through 97 /6. The admiral we are looking for must have been a
member of the Kerykes clan, and in 103/2 the name'of the nauarch
(only partially preserved) was “Cephis| . . . ]1.”2.1 .He is probably our
honoree, since one of the most distinguished families of the c!an at that
time included a man named Cephisodorus, who served as priest of th.e
altar at Eleusis. Cephisodorus’ father, Philistides, and his brf)ther .Phl-
loxenides served successively as daduchos, one of the two h¥gh priests
in Eleusis (the other was the hierophantes). While the hzea"'aphuntes
always came from the clan of the Eumolpidae, tlllc daduchoi and the
altar priest were provided by the Kerykes.?? Cephisodorus, the known
clan member from Elcusis, was a generaton older than the 7fuuurch
(whose name can now be completed as Cephjs[odo.rus] ), b‘ut this poses
no difficulty if we assume that the nauarch was cither his son or the
son of the priest’s brother Philoxenides. And whe.ther or not the
nanarch has been identified correctly, it is known with cer.tamty r?hat
an Athenian flotilla took part in the older Antonius’ expedition against
irates.
tl-lfl:rfj addition to relations with Delphi, there can be no doub_t that
Athens maintained active contacts with numerous other mainland

20. For Side see Strabo 14.3.2 (p. 664 C); for Phaselis see Cicero Jn Verrem 4.21 and
Strabo 14.5.7 (p. 671 C); W. Ruge, “Phaselis,” RE (1938) 1879.

21. Tracy, Contributors 37, line 19. _

22. Clinton, Officials51, nos. 9 and 11, and 82, no. 11. The rext naming the two brothers
in their sacred offices is on 51, lines 42-44 (= SEG 30.93).
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Greek states on political, economic, legal, cultural, and religious mat-
ters. However, the scarcity of documents allows us only a fleeting
glimpse of these activities, for reports of such exchanges would first
have had to be inscribed in some permanent form, and then have
survived the centuries. Not very long ago, on a stone used in building
the monastery of Saint Luke in Phocis, was discovered an Athenian
Assembly decree from the end of the century. The decree honors at
least three citizens of the city of Stris, but the greatest interest of the
find was its surprising mention of an elecdve official in Athens “for
receiving friends and allies.” One of his duties was to invite ofhcial
guests to state banquets at the hearth of the state in the Prytancion.?

One such delegation in 109/8 consisted of several citzens from
Larissa in Thessaly. In spite of Athens’ close ties to Rome after the
Achaean war, many matters involving foreign relations could of course
be settled without consulting the Romans. In this instance a dispute
had arisen between Athens and the city of Sicyon on the Peloponnese
(or between individual citizens of the two cities), which they had
agreed to submit for mediatdon by judges from Larissa. After visiting
both cities, a five-member panel persuaded the parties to resolve some
of their differences and handed down a decision in the remaining cases.
The Athenian decree thanking the city and the judges was found in
Larissa.?* The judges were also invited to the customary state banquet
before returning home. That Athens had maintained diplomatic con-
tacts with Larissa, the capital of the Thessalian Confederacy, earlier in
the second century is known from two documents: a decree of the city
concerning an embassy from Athens from the 180s, and the honors
awarded a Larissan politician from a prominent family by the Council
and Assembly of Athens in the second half of the century.2® At about
this time, 140, a citizen of Narthacion in Malis, a member city of the
Thessalian Confederacy, is documented as proxenos of the Athenians.?%

Two inscriptions carved on one stele that stood on the Acropolis
provide information on Athens’ relations at the close of the century

23. AAA 4(1971) 439443 (E. Vanderpool).

24. BCH 59 (1935) 66-67. P. Gauthier is preparing an improved edition with commen-
rary.

25. IGTX.2.506 from Larissa and the two ragments IG 117933 and Hesperia 29 (1960)

76, no. 154, which have been combined into one decree; C. Habichr, ZPE 20 (1976)
193-199.

26. IG1X.2.90.13. On rhe dating sec F. Stihlin, “Narthakion,” RE (1935) 1762-63.
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with Elis, the town that presided over the Olympic ‘Gam'es_ﬂ A reﬂ'cc_
tdon of Athens’ continued high international standing in this period
exists further in the text of a pact between the two Cretan towns of
Lyttus and Olus from 111/0, which stated that a copy had to .bc
displayed in a neutral city and that they hafi chosen the Athenian
Acropolis as the site.?® A decree honoring a citizen of the Cretan town
of Aptera was found in the Agora? .

Toward the end of the century envoys from the Bocotian town of
Thespiac were honored in Athens, apparently in c.onncction with Fhe
celebration of the Thespian festival of the Erotidia; several Athen.lan
festival delegates are mentioned by name. There is also a cor'me.ctlc?n
with Boeotia in the decree passed in 122/1 by a private association in
the region of Haliartus. This city was destroyed in 172 ?.nd its territory
awarded to Athens by the Roman Senate in 167. Since it still belonged
1o Athens in the 120s, the decree is dated according to the archon of
Athens and names an Athenian governor for the area.’!

2. Conditions at Home

Many signs indicate that the sixty-five years from the end of tbc war
against Perseus to the end of the second century were a tumc of
increasing prosperity for Athens, peaking after 130, when both Athens
and Delos had become important stopping-off places on the route
between Italy and the new Roman province of Asia. Scholars agree tbat
this was the case, and that the principal reason for Athens’ growing
affluence was its possession of Delos.*? Around the middle of the
century political leadership was still concentrated in thf: hands of pros-
perous, land-owning families such as those of Eurycleldjs:s and Micion
of Cephisia, Echedemus and Mnesitheus of Cydather'lallon, Leon and
Cichesias of Aixone, Habron and Ophelas of Bate, Miltiades of Mara-

2

27. IGIT_.1137. -

28. IG 121135 = M. Guarducdi, Inscriptiones Creticac, 4 vols. (Rome 1935-1950) 1:
187, no. 9. . .

29, Hesperia 29 (1960) 20, no. 26, with the name correc ted by ). and L. Robert, Bulletin
Epigraphique 51961) 156, no. 264.

30. IG11".1054. N .

31. IG VII.2850. New edition with commentary by P Roesch, Etudes béoriennes (Paris
1982) 168-171. o

32). 1. Day, An Econowic History of Athens under Roman Domination {New York 1942}
50-119; N. K. Rauh, The Sacred Bonds of Commerce {Amsterdam 1993).
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thon, Nicogenes and Nicon of Philaidai, and their relative by marriage
Adeimantus of Icaria.®® If, a hundred years later, Atticus answered
Cicero’s questions about who the leading Athenian politicians were in
155, at the tme of the dispute over Oropus and the philosophers’
embassy, then he certainly mentioned some of the above names.
Toward the end of the century, however, if these families had not been
entirely pushed aside, they were nonetheless eclipsed by new ones, such
as those of Sarapion of Melite, Medeius of Piracus, Pyrrbus and Byt
takus of Lamptrai, and others identified and analyzed by scholars in
recent years.® These families all had large commercial interests in
Delos, through which they had rapidly risen to wealth and influence .
While older families continued to be represented in the priesthood and
some other offices, by the end of the century the most important
political posts, such as hoplite general, were occupied by the newly rich
class. After 128 the second most important position in the political
hierarchy was herald of the Areopagus, followed by the two chief
magistrates of Delos, the epimelezes of the island itself and the epimeleres
of the exchange.?’

The ever-closer ties between Athens and Delos in this period created
a form of economic symbiosis, reflected in the growing number of
Italian families with members both in Athens and in Delos, and in
general by the rising number of resident foreigners in Athens, particu-
larly from regions that tended to be strongly represented on Delos.
They brought more foreign gods and foreign religious cults with them
than ever before, and it has been correctly observed that the cos-
mopolitanism prevailing on Delos influenced Athens in this period,
although this is not to say that the Athemans had been closed-minded
toward foreigners in the past.* The trend is noticeable in the ephebic

33. For the first rhree families see Habicht, Studien 179-182 and 189-197; for the family
of Habron: Davies, APF 7856; for Mildades: T. L. Shear Jr., Hesperia 40 (1971) 257-258;

for Nicogenes: C. Habichr, Hesperia 60 (1991) 209; for Adeimantus: Habicht, Chiron 21
(1991) 7.

34. Cicero Ad Atticum 12.23.2.

35, Tracy, Contribntors 159-168; D. . Geagan, Phocnix 46 (1992) 2944,

36. Day, Economic History 100; E. Candiloro, Studi classici e orientali 14 (1965) 143.

37. The ranking of offices in order of importance and the increasing numbers of high
positions filled by citizens with mercantile interests are demonstrated with parsicular clariry

by the large inscription IG I17.2336 for the years 103-96, as studied by Tracy, Contributors
86-89 and 172.

38. Day, Economic History 76-82.
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corps in both places, somewhat carlier for.Dclos tl.dan for Amcn'chgglm
midcentury on the number of ephebes in the city rose conts:d Vg;
Whereas up to the end of the war against Perseus year—c_lasscs a neh '
been larger than 50, by the 120s the number ‘of Athenjan ephebcsf r;ll
passed 100; in 117/6 there were 179, and in the; last decade of the
second century the number hovered around 140.° -

These numbers indicate clearly that the ge'ncral prosperity was
spreading to a larger proportion of the popu'latlon .th'an beforeh.i ’Il‘]he
cphebic corps, always dedicated to the physical training and hig crf
education of young male citizens, was now alsq open to the sons O
well-to-do foreigners. This shift occurred earhe'r in ‘Delos than in
Athens. A surviving list of Delian ephebes conta‘ms'elghtcen names,
with citizenship noted in seventeen Cases. The list mclude_s.ﬁve Ro-
mans, four Athenian citizens, and six young men frqm the ciries of tk‘le
castern Mediterranean, including Alexandria, Anugch, Laodicea 1n
Syria, Sidon and Aradus.#® Other inscriptions mention ephebes from

amascus, and Marathus.

Tyffi;eDﬁrst foreign ephebes in the capital appear in 123 /2 icrc are

17 of them in a year-class with 124 members; surviving lists from

128 /7 and 123 /2, witha combined total of a‘lrnc?st 200 names% <1ii) 9[10§

contain a single foreigner.#! For 15 of the 17 foreign ephebes o ' /h

the name of their home city has been preserved; 7 came from Antioch,
Beirut, and Laodicea, and 1 from Soloi (whether the city on Cyprus
or the one in Cilicia is not known).* In contrast to Delos, howc\"e.r,
where most of the foreign ephebes must have come from the trad1é1g
families of the island, many of the foreigners in Atht?ns had undou t-f
edly been attracted by the city’s continuing reputation as a cenlilclr'lo-
higher learning. Cleitomachus of the Academy, the'Eplcurcan ilo

nides from Laodicea in Syria, and the Stoic Panact1u§ of Bhgde; are
only three of the most famous teachers of t]'xe-era. .An msc.:r}pnon‘ rorz
the Tonian city of Colophon mentions a dlst}ngmshcd citizen nan;led

Menippus who as a young man about the mlddlft of thc century , ;at

accompanied a festival delegation to Athens. The inscription states

erig 24 [1955] 229, line 89); for

107 {Hes,
39, The year-class for 128/7 numbered {Hesp o e last decade of the second

117 /6 see IG 112.1009 (and Hesperia 15 [1946] 213},
century see 1G 111011 and Hesperia Supph 15 (1975) 32-48.
40, 1 Dées 1923.
41. Pélékadis, Ephibie 183-196.
42, IG 112.1008, col. TV.111-127.
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“he remained there and studied with the best teachers. He gave the
first demonstration of the manners and learning he had acquired there
to his adopted city, which rewarded him with the rights of citizenship
and a crown.”3
In the decrees honoring the graduating year-classes, a clause appears
for the first time in 123 /2 praising them for regular attendance at the
lectures of Zenodotus in the Ptolemeum and Lyceum and those of
other philosophers during their year of training.** A few years later each
year-class was required to donate 100 books to the library.#> The
ephebes had always participated actively and visibly in the religious life
of the community;* at this time they acquired an additional function
with a political tenor, namely appearing at ceremonial welcomes for
high-ranking Romans visiting the city in either an official or a private
capacity. This task is first documented for 123 /2.47
An eloquent example of the success that could be achieved by the
mercantile families of Delos is provided by Dies of Tyre. Two of his
sons, Heliodorus and Dies, were members of the Delian corps of
ephebes in 105 /4, at the ages of nineteen and eighteen respectively,
and are later documented as citizens of Athens. By the time he reached
his mid-thirdes Dies, the younger of the two, was one of the richest
men in Athens and owner of a palatial house that he sometimes lent to
prominent visitors, such as Athenion on his return from the court of
Mithridatcs in 8848
There was traffic in the other direction, too, of course; sometimes
Italian merchants on Delos attracted Athenian citizens to the island for
stays of varying length by offering them work. The marble statue of
C. Ofellius Ferus (placed in the agora of the Italians in recognition
of his efforts to have the market constructed) is known to be the work
of two Athenian sculptors, the cousins Dionysius and Timarchides of

43, L. and ]. Robert, Claros, vol. 11 Décrets hellénistigues, fasc. 1 (Pars 1989) 63, col.
1.1-10.

44. IG11%.1006.19-20 and 62-65; Pélékidis, Ephébic 261-267.

45. IG 112.1009.7—8 (the year-class ot 117 /6) and 1030.36; Hesperia 16 (1947) 171, no.

167.32. The library was probably the one in the gymnnasion of Prolemy (Pélékidis, Ephébie
264 0. 1).

46. Pélékildis, Ephibie 211-256.
47. IG117.1006.21: “At all times they mer and welcomed visiting Romans, our friends
and benefactors.” A similar statement appears ar line 75.

48. §. Dow, CP 37 (1942) 311-314; Posidowius, FGrHist 87 F 36 (Athenaeus 5.212D);
see farther Chapter 13, Section 1. Osborne, Naturalization 3—4: 106-107, T 121-122.

Thoricus, members of a family of artists who a.lso worked for Rorr!an
dignitaries in Rome,* Works by thirteen Ath?:man sculptors from nine
different families are documented on Delos in the second half of the
50
Sei)rig;;ngz:yincompletcly preserved Athenian decr.ec from the l-ast
quarter of the century contains detailed regulations concerning
weights and measures to be used in commerce. The d_c.crce estabhs'hcs
norms, some of them new, and procedures for supcrvision .by officials,
as well as fines and penalties for infractions. Although' it has been
suggested that this was nothing more t-han a lf)cal ordman.ce, most
scholars believe the decree was of far-ranging stgmﬁcapce, a_nd intended
primarily to create clear and easily convertible relanonshlps. between
Attic and Roman units of both weight and measure. Calculations were
simplified; henceforth one Attic mina cor‘re‘spondc_d to two Roman
pounds (totaling 655 grams); and the choinix, a unit 91’ dry measure,
was also increased to correspond to two Roman sextariz. Scl.lolars have
farther deduced that one of the intentions of the leglslaUOn was 1o
regulate foreign trade, and particularly to make trade with Romc‘easu:r.
While the initiative for the new law may have come from Rome, it need
not be the case.®! - .
This Athenian decree has been interpreted in cgnnecnon .wrch a
decree passed by the Amphictionic Council in Delph1 at approximately
the same time. The Amphictionic decree required member states to
accept Athenian silver tetradrachs at an exchange_ rate of one to fofur
drachmas, and at the same time prohibited charging the‘usual fee for
currency exchange. Violators were to be fined, and officials who per-

49, F. Queyrel, BCH 115 (1991} 389446, 10;34?;;)462 he has taken over the chronology
C. Habicht, AM 97 (1982) 178-180. .

andsg.e ’??’;iirr?;dé, Recueil des signatures de sculpteurs grecs, vol. 2 (Paris 1957), mostly
dCd;cla.ml(}Gt cl’lD.ilglsé, found on the Acropolis; a German transl.an'(?n with corf\mcgtaa \Es
published by O. Viedebantt, Hermes 51 (1916) 120-144. English trancs:langn_ dm 1:;315
Austin, The Hellenistic Worid from Alexander to the Roman C:or;que:t (Cambn gcbliShed
191-193. A fragment of a second copy, displayed in the Tho!os in the Agora, was quCights
in Hesperia 7 (1938) 127, no. 27. In additon to two ofF}c1als in clllargc o’r"_ supcrvmlngSibmﬂey
and measures, the metronomi, Diodorus of Halai was given special oversight rdcs%ﬁn i imai
as he was supervisor of the harbor in 112/1, this allows the dlecrec to be date - le [:::rkc[-
interpretation—*1t is not obvious that anything more was involved th.an a Sl:l'lp il e
policing operation”—was advanced by Austin 193 n. 2. Rclcvanc_e f(_)r} mtcr{1;8;m4n_430
assumed by Viedebantt 141-144 and by L. Doria, MEFRA, Antiguité 97 { 3 .
Both consider it possible or likely that the initiative came from Rome.



292 ATHENS FROM ALEXANDER TO ANTONY

mitted violations within their domain were liable to trial before the
Amphictionic court.52 This move created a privileged position for Athe-
nian silver coins vis-a-vis competing currencies. Unfortunately the date
of this important decree is quite uncertain. It was traditionally assigned
to the close of the second century, but A. Giovannini pointed out that
such a regulation made sense only for the period in which the “New
Style” drachma was in fact new, and perhaps viewed suspiciously in
many quarters, that is, around and soon after 164. Otto Morkholm
then observed further that within the possible range from 168 to 100
the years around 140 were also good candidates, as the outcome of the
Achaean war would have considerably reduced the volume of silver
coins being minted by the Greek confederations 5? He agrees with
Giovannini that the Amphictionic Council’s initiative is unthinkable
without at least the tacit consent of Rome. This point and the obvious
partisanship of the Council for Athenian interests may make the most
likely date sometime after 140 or 130, possibly the same period as the
Athenian decree on weights and measures.

Late in the second century there were two revolts by slaves working
in the mines of Attica. The first, presumed to have been sparked by the
great slave uprising in Sicily in 134, was suppressed in 133; it has
already been mentioned in connection with Delos. We know of it only
from a brief note in Orosius, who drew on a portion of Livy’s history
now lost. Heracleitus, the commander who put down the revolt, must
almost certainly have been the son of Poseidippus of Icaria; he is known
from other sources to have been not only one of the leading figures in
Athenian public life in the 140s, but also hoplite general (for the second
time) in or shortly after 145.5¢ A second insurrection some thirty years
later clearly posed a more serious threat to the country. Once again it
was the slaves at Laurium, the mining region of eastern Attica, who

52. FDIII.2.139 (SyiL. 729).

53. Daux, Delphes 202, Chronologie delphigue L 92 (from one of the priesthoods X-XIII,
that is, between 124 and 100); A. Giovannini, Rome et la circulation monétaive en Grice au
IF siécle avant Jésus-Christ (Basle 1978) 64-72; O. Morkholn, Quaderni tcinesi 9 {1980)
148-149,

54. Orosius 5.9.5. The most important documents concerning Heracleitys are in Tracy,
ALC 155. Tracy recognized that he is the hoplite general referred to in G 112.1224b.9~10;
this inscription is dated through the mention of C. Laelius as practor in line 13. Heracleitus
is also named at about this time in a list of donors, in second place, after Nicogenes of
Philaidai; then one of the leading men of Athens (IG IIZ‘2334.6). See also S. Lauffer, Die
Bergwerkssklaven von Laureion” (Wiesbaden 1979) 232-233.
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rebelled. They disarmed their guards and seized the ac.ropolis. of
Sunium, one of the Attic fortresses; they held it for some u.rnc, using
it as a base from which to ravage the surrounding count.ry51dc.55 Tra-
ditionally this second slave revolt was assigned to Fhe pcr_lod 104—.100,:
as it was thought to be connected with an “ohgarchlc revolution
presumed to have occurred in 103. This rcvolut_lon has long been
exposed as a myth, however, prompting suggestions that the sia\.fc
uprising should be dated closer to 100. It i.s known that only.ﬁvc Attic
knights took part in the Pythaisto Delphi in 98 /7 (t.vhercas in 106/5
there had been 125); and an unsettled situation, with troops needed
to protect eastern Attica from marauding slaves, would help account
for this low number.5 In any event, two long decrees fr01_-n the late
summer of 101 honoring the ephebes of 102/1 an.d their kosmetes
convey the impression of complete tranquillity ir} Attlca: Th'c decr.ces
recount the ephebes’ performance of their routine duties, mcludfng
making sacrifices to their Roman “ bencfactor.s,” but m;.al.ce 51;0 mention
of the special military assignments usual in times of crisis.®” Of course
such a period of quiet could have occurred either before or after a slave
revolt. N
During this general period an increasing number of Romans visited
Athens as official guests of the state, most of them no (%oubt en route
to or from the province of Asia. As a young man Qumtus Cacc1.hus
Metellus (later to become famous for his comr.nand in t.he “,Jar against
Jugurtha and his resistance to an illegal clause in Saturmn,l,ls grain law
of 100) attended lectures at the Academy “for many days. Carn_ead_cs‘),
head of the school at that time, was already an old man, and this visit
must have taken place not long before his death in 129.58 Another visit
by a high-ranking Roman was accompanied by an odd scene prese.rvcd
in a satire by the contemporary poct Lucilius.> The practor Quintus
Mucius Scaevola, the Roman governor of Asia (who achieved fame for
his expertise in civil law), stopped off in Athens on his way home and

55. Posidonius, FGrHist 87 F 35.

56. 8.V Tracy, HSCP 83 {1979} 232-235.

57. 8. V. Tracy, Hesperia Suppl. 15 {1975) 32-48.

58. Cicero De or. 3.68; L. W. Daly, AJPh 71 (1950) 42. .

59. Lucilins 2.88-94 (87-95 Krenkel) with commentary by F.' .Mjsrx, .C. Lml:z tlt
Carminum Religuige, vol, 2 (Leipzig 1905) 41-44; W. Krenkel, Luciffus Sr.zt.:ren, vol.
(Leiden 1970) 64 and 138-139; and C. Cichorius, Unterslmbuﬂ_gm zu Lucilius {Lctpfzng
1908) 237-251. Cicero, who knew the satire, mentious the epls(.)de in several places and r:u(;-m
approvingly ro Scacvola’s ironic dismissal of exaggerared enthusiasm for the Greek way of life.
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received the now customary ceremonial welcome from the corps of

ephebes. Among the crowd who had joined the ephebes was Titus
Albucius, a young Roman from a prominent family who had become
in Athens an ardent follower of Epicurus® teachings. His enthusiasm
for everything Greek, particularly the language, was legendary, and
Scaevola decided to make fun of him not only by greeting him in Greek
but also by ordering his entire retinue to repeat the greeting in chorus.
The next year, back in Rome, Albucius accused Scaevola of corruption
during his term of office in Asia. Lucilius® satire describes the ensuing
trial and ascribes to Albucius personal motives of revenge for bringing
charges against the former governor. Scaevola was found not guilty, A
generation later the young Roman knight Titus Pomponius, known as
“Atticus,” also found himself drawn to Athens and the philosophy of
Epicurus, but in contrast to Albucius he never went to the extreme of
wishing to deny his Roman origins.

The frequent presence of Roman dignitaries in the city may have
prompted the Athenians to build a special podium for them in the
Agora, in front of the stoa of Attalus, This speaking platform is men-
tioned in 88.% Some of the visitors failed to behave with the tact
befitting guests in an independent country; occasionally they behaved
more as conquerors. Thus the young quaestor Lucius Licinius Crassus
(later to become a celebrated orator) showed a flagrant lack of tact
when he stopped in Athens on the way home from a year in office
abroad. Finding out that he had missed the Eleusinian Mysteries by
two days, he demanded that they be repeated for his benefit. Two
hundred years earlier King Demetrius had demanded a special initiation
and had his request fulfilled by Stratocles” manipulation of the calendar,
over the objections of Pythodorus, the priest responsible for the cult.
Young Crassus was neither a reigning monarch nor the cty’s overlord,
however, and Athenian officials responded with a curt refusal. Crassus

departed in a huff;8! no doubt having given great offense to many
residents of the city.

60. Posidonius, FGrHist 87 F 36 (Athenaeus 5.212F). The rext says it was erected for the
Roman sirategoi, which rechnically means praetores bnt in nontechnical language simply
tilitary commanders. In fact it was probably intended for ail official visitors from Rome,
including diplomats, whe presnmably had the right to address the people. Sec H. A,
Thempson and R E, Wrycherley, The Agora of Athens, Agora XIV {Princeton 1972) 51, on
the location of this podium.

61. Cicero Deor. 3.75; of. also 1.45. During his stay Crassus is supposed to have attended
lectures by the summs homines and doctissimg viri.
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Although they did not come as conquerors, the Romans had attaine(;l1
a dominant positon by the time statues of Romans were first erecte
by the city authorities on the Acropolis. One of the first such. mc.Jnu—
ments honored Sextus Pompeius, the proconsul of Macedonia kllle.d
in battle against the Scordisci, a Thracian tribe, most Probabl}‘f in
122 B.c. A quarter of a century later his son Gnaeus Pompeius received
the same tribute, probably after himself serving as proconsul of Mace-
donia.®? . _ o
The year 124 /3 is marked by an oddity in Athenian an.hu'cal. life,
namely the unique instance of two eponymous archons. Nicias is hstec?l
as sole archon at the (undetermined) time a decree for the prytancis
was passed,®® while lsigenes’ name is given in thc? h‘onors awarded to a
priest on Delos.¢* Three subsequent dated inscriptions from.Dclos fii
bear the notation “in the year of the archon [ sic] Nicia_s and Isigenes,
revealing that Isigenes followed Nicias in office within th.e same year,
almost certainly because of the former’s death. The peculiar combina-
tion of singular and plural in the Delian decree was undoubtedly
intentional, as each year could have only one eponymous archon: for-
mally and legally, the two men constituted a single official. The only
comparable case known to me is the replacement of a secretary of the
Council in 175 /4, when Leucius of Perithoidai appears in this 9ﬂicc
in the first prytany, but is replaced in the tenth prytany by Pausanias of
Perithoidai. Both were sons of Bioteles and therefore brothers. The
implication is that some tribes possessed few men que.diﬁed to ﬁJl the
important post of Council secretary, and that f.'or thl.s reason it was
sometimes passed on within a single family; this conjecture receives
some support from the fact that still a.notlljer membftr of the same
family, Bioteles, son of Leucius of Perithoidai, had previously occupied
ce in 187 /6.%

ﬂli’f;?rinﬁar case iﬁvolving a pair of officials is documented for llQ/ 09,
when the magistrates at the mint were replaced. The two officials at
the start of the year, Eubulides and Agathocles, were supplanted by

62. IGII° 4100 and 4101,

63. Agora XV.251.

64. 1 Déles 2075, . o

65. I Délos 164749, The caralogue of archons IG 11,1713 conrains the enrry “Nicias

d lsigenes” in eol. 1.6-7 for the year 124/3. o ] 2 .
aﬂ 66.chucius: Agora Inv. 1.7529.65 (unpublished inscription). Pausanias: IG 11 .905.2.,
Agora XV.200.2. Bioteles: W. K. Pritchetr and B. D. Meritt, The Chronology of Hellenistic
Athens (Cambridge, Mass., 1940) 117.
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Zoilus ang Euandrus during the third month. This change of personnel
has' bcc_n Interpreted as a sign of political crisis.&” While such an expla-
nation is certainly possible in this striking case, other causes are cltj)n-
ceivable; why Cleomenes replaced Alcidamus as master of the mint
early in 113 /2 is equally unciear.

The reason for an extreme anomaly found in another set of decrees
scems more easily determined. An inscription from 107 /6 contains
two decrees for ephebes, one dating from the eleventh day of the
month Gamelion in the seventh prytany, and one fron the sixteenth
of Thargel.ion in the eleventh prytany. Supposedly both sessions of the
Assembly in which they were passed were chaired by the same man
one Stratophon, son of Stratocles of Sunium % Were this the case it’
wo!.lld represent a clear and unheard-of violation of the constituti(;n
\jvhlch .a.UOWCd a given citizen to hold this office only once in his [ifc,
for a single day. In this instance all the evidence suggests an error 01;
the part of either the recording secretary or the stonemason,

67. M. K.2 Kambanis, BCH 56 (1932) 37-42.
68, IGII".1011.63—65 and 73-74.
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THIRTEEN

Athens and Mithridates

1. The Break with Rome

In 89 B.c. war broke out in Asia Minor between Rome and King
Mithridates VI, and in May or June of the following year Athens
decided to end its alliance with Rome and enter the war on the side of
the king. With this step the Athenians, for the first time, turned against
the nation that had answered their call for help more than a century
before, when they were threatened by Philip of Macedonia. In the
intervening years they had been a staunch ally of Rome in both war
and peace, and had been richly rewarded for their loyalty in 167. The
circumstances surrounding this abrupt shift of policy are reported in a
lively and detailed account by the contemporary historian Posidonius,
but the reasons that prompted it remain unclear. The question remains:
What did the citizens of Athens find so attractive about Mithridates,
or, to put it another way, what did they find so repellent about Rome?
In attempting to answer this question, let us first take a closer look at
Mithridates and his kingdom of Pontus.!

The region of Pontus, lying on both banks of the River Halys in
northern Asia Minor, became an independent kingdom in the first few
decades following the death of Alexander the Great, under a ruling
family of Iranian origin, Over the years they annexed the Greck colo-
nies along the Black Sea, creating a realm with a Hellenized coast and

1. The basic study remains T. Reinach, Mitbradates Eupator, Kinig von Pontos, German
edition by A. Goetz (Leipzig 1895).. See furthcr_M. Rostovtzeft and H. A. Ormerod, CAH
9 (1932) 211-260; and B. C. Mc.Gmg, TbeFangu Policy of %{ithridam VI Eupator, King of
Pontus (Leiden 1986); J. G. F. Hind, “Mithridates,” CAH 9% (1994) 129-165.
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an oriental hinterland.2 The royal house traced its descent from the
[ranian prince Mithridates I Ktistes (“the Founder™), who assumed the
title of king at the beginning of the third century, Ruling from his
inland capital of Amaseia, he gained access to the Black Sea when he
annexed the Greek city of Amastris. His grandson Mithridates II cre-
ated ties to the Seleucid dynasty by marrying his daughter to Antiochus
IIL. The second Mithridates was an admirer of Greek culture and
numbered among the monarchs who sent generous help to Rhodes
after a devastating earthquake in 227. All the same, the Rhodians
prevented him from taking the city of Sinope a few years later. This
important center on the Black Sea remained independent of Pontus
until Mithridates’ grandson Pharnaces I conquered it in 183. His
annexation of Sinope led to a four-year war against Eumenes of Perga-
mum; when it ended Pharnaces was forced to yield almost all the
territory he had seized, but he held onto Sinope and made it his new
capital.3 After his death he was succeeded first by his brother, who ruled
for about twenty years as Mithridates IV, and then by his son Mithri-
dates V Euergetes. The latter was also a friend of Greek culture and
lived on good terms with the Romans and his neighbors in Pergamum.
Mithridates V supported the Romans in their last war against Carthage
and their campaign against Aristonicus, which resulted in the creation
of the province of Asia. In return for his loyalty he was rewarded at the
war’s end with the region of Greater Phrygia, given to him by the
Roman commander Aquillius. A palace intrigue cost Mithridates V his
life in 120.

His young son acceded to the throne in the same vear, taking the
title Mithridates VI Eupator. A capable, ambitious, and ruthless mon-
arch, he increased the territory of the small realm he had inherited to
several times its original size, In the early years of his reign he ridded
himself first of his mother, who had been acting as his regent, and then
of his brother, with whom he shared rule for a time. Mithridates VI
suffered a severe blow when the Senate forced him to surrender Phry-
gia, declaring that Aquillius had exceeded his authority in awarding it
to his father, Mithridates V. Powerless to resist, Mithridates VI had to
accept the humiliation. Soon afterward, however, he directed his ex-
pansionist aspirations at a target outside the Roman sphere of influence:

2. Rostovizeff and Ormerod, CAH9 (1932) 211,
3. Chapter 9, Section 1.
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the Crimea and the Bosporan kingdom across the Black Sea fror.n
Pontus. In the Crimea, as elsewhere around the Black Sea, the domi-
nant influence was Greek; the cides on its shores had been fou.nded as
colonies of the Ionian city of Miletus. They all possessed fertile terri-
tories, which they were defending against Scythian and Sarmatian
tribes. When these cities called on Mithridates VI for help, he. began
the campaigns as their patron and defender but ended l.)y annexing the
territories himself, sending one of his sons to rule as vice-king from a
new royal seat at Kerch.* By leading the struggle of the Gr.eek commu-
nities against the barbarians, Mithridates won great prestige thrm?gh~
out the Greek world. He next pushed eastward from Pontus and seized
Trebizond, the place where Xenophon’s army of 10,000 had rf:ached
the sea and safety on their dangerous and exhausting analnm‘.r from
Mesopotamia. In the Caucasus Mithridates annexed the region of
Colchis, and he extended his influence westward along the Black Sea
and as far north as Olbia. As conquest followed conquest his power
and prestige rose immensely. _

However, when he turned his expansionist drive westward and
southward, Mithridates began to collide with Roman interests.® He was
not seeking a confrontation, for he had his eye on the srnallef states of
Paphlagonia, Cappadocia, and Galatia, outside the boundanes‘ of thc;
Roman empire. Between 101 and 97 he coqquercd large Porn(?ns o
these regions, in campaigns in which King Nicomedes of ‘Blthyma wa;
first an ally and later an opponent. In 97 ic Scnatc again compelle
him to relinquish territory, demanding his withdrawal from all ft‘hc
newly conquered areas, in order to restorc.thc SEALUS U0 un‘te. A ew
years later this sequence occurred for a third cme: after andates
and his son-in-law Tigranes of Armenia scized Cappadocia, thc. Rq-
mans insisted on its surrender. The war was brought on not by N.I_lthljl-
dates’ ambition but by irresponsible and arrogant Romffm officials in
Asia Minor. Because Mithridates refused to pay the bribes they fie-
manded, they incited King Nicomedes to invafic Pontus. Igl.lormltg
Mithridates’ just complaints, they even forbade him to Fiefenq himself,
announcing that they would regard any use of force against Nlcomc_dcs
as a violation of Roman sovereignty. Mithridates had no alternative;

4. Reinach, Mithradates 48-72. An important original source is a dccrt.:c of the cityffof
Chersonesus in honor of the king’s commander Diophantus, Syl. 709, for which see L. Boffo,
Athenaenm 67 (1989) 211-259 and 369405,

5. Reinach, Mithradates 72-99.




300 ATHENS FROM ALEXANDER Ty ANTONY

knowing it would mean war with Rome, he drove the invader out of
Pontus and then out of Bithynia, where the first eneounter with Roman
troops oceurred.® During the winter of 89/8 his army pushed mto
Phrygia, which had been part of the Roman province of Asia, and soon
Mithridates again controlled large parts of Asia Minor. Some areas
remained loyal to Rome and had to be taken by force, but most cities
welcomed the Pontic forces as liberators. In many places the population
rejoiced to see the Romans defeated after four decades of colonial rule;
they celebrated the defeat of their hated oppressor as if it were their
own triumph, just as the Greek cities of Asia Minor had once rejoiced
over the defeat of the barbarians by Alexander the Great, Oracles
prophesied the impending fall of Rome.

The news traveled to the Greek mainland and Athens in the spring
of 88, and the same heady, jubilant atmosphere pervaded the city.” At
the beginning of the year the Assembly had decided to send a delega-
tion to the king headed by Athenion, a philosopher from the school of
Aristotle. Athemion’s written reports on events in Asia Minor and on
pledges made by Mithridates created among the citizens a mood favor-
able to the king. The letters held out promises that the king would help
put an end to “anarchy” and civil strife in Athens; he would restore
harmony and a democratic constitution and find a solution to the
pressing debt problem (whereby Athenion seems to mean debts owed
by private eitizens, perhaps to Roman creditors), Athenion’s return in
the late spring resembled a triumphal procession, which Posidonius
describes in a highly rhetorical and satirical passage. Although it con-
tains many precise details, the intended effect is not a sober assessment
of historical reality, but rather a depiction of Athenion as a pompous
fool and the Athenians as naive and blinded by their illusions.

On his return Athenion delivered an address praising Mithridates’
successes and resources and describing the Romans’ situation as des-

6. Ibid,, 100-205; McGing, Foreign Policy 89-131. Inscriptions recently discovered in
Aphrodisias in Phrygia have provided new information on events in Asia Minor during this
period; see J. Reynolds, Apbrodisias and Rome (London 1982).

7. The main source is Posidonius, FGrHist 87 F 36 with Jacoby’s commentary. See further
E. Candiloro, Studi classici £ orientali 14 {1965) 145-157; and 1. G. Kidd, Posidonius IT: The
Commentary, IT (Cambridge 1988) 863-887. Further important studies are J. Deininger,
Der politische Widerstand Jegen Rom in Griecheniand 217-86 v Chr. {Berlin 1971) 245-261;
E. Badian, AJAH 1 (1976} 105-128; Tracy, Contributors 164-182; . Malicz, Die Historien
des Poseidonios {Munich 1983) 340--357; R. Bernhardt, Polis sind rimische Herrschaft in der
spaten Republik (Berlin 1985) 39-49; G. R, Bugh, Phoenix 46 (1992) 108-123.
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perate. Deeply impressed by his speech, the citizens cleeted hun hoplite
general and empowered him to nominate all the ot_her offieials, whp
were then cleeted by acclamation. Posidonius makes it elear that at this
point the die was cast, and the transfer of Athenian loyalty from Rome
to Pontus a foregone conclusion; his account also suggests the source
of Mithridates’ appeal: the king appears as an advocate and de.fendcr.of
Greek culture against Rome, a power that had not only humiliated him
and violated his rights, but had also kept Athens in thrall, just as the
kings of Macedoma had done in bygone centuric.s.

Nevertheless the Athentans’ break with Rome is not easy to under-
stand, given that shortly before, the relationship betwe:en the two states
had appeared sincerely cordial. The scarcity and brev1t§/ of contempo-
rary sources do not permit a truly satisfactory explanation. Some c.lear
indications of a crisis in Athens during the late 90s suggest possible
motives for the considerable Athenian animosity toward Rome re-
ported by Posidonius. However, as several inscriptions indicate, cir-
cumstances were still quite normal in 98 /7.% And in 95/4 (c_)r as late
as 94/3) the Athenian priest of Sarapis in Delos proclaimed his loyalty
to Athens, Rome, and Mithridates; such a public statement must have
conformed to the prevailing sentiment among the citizens. In“96/ 5
and 94/3(?) official documents still referred to the Romans as “bene-
factors of the people.”® But when open conflict broke out bet\'vce.n
Rome and Mithridates, public opinion shifted somewhat in Mithri-
dates’ favor as news of the way the Romans had treated him reached
Athens. Just as there had been a movement in favor of A.I‘.ltiOChu.S {and
against Rome) in 192, so now many citizens must h.avc sided with the
Pontic king. The continued dcpiction of the symbolic ﬁgure Roma on
Arhenian silver coins in 90/89 and 89 /8 reflects the official stance of
loyalty toward Rome, but under this placid surface a crisis was brewmg.
One sign is the cancellation of the Pythais, due to be celebrated in
90/89. And the year before, 91 /0, Medeius of Piracus had served an

8. After locking at events in the years 103,/2-98/7, Tracy conc'lllldcs thar “the go‘vcrnf
ment was working as well as it ever had” ( Coniributors 171). In addition !;hc 90s represent a
peak of Athenian com preducton. Iu 99 /8, for example, the vear Demetrius and Agathippus
were mint magistrates, no fewer than 47 different obverse STamps werc u.scd. 1n the same year
the silver content began to drop sharply, leading to speculation that siiver no louger came
from the domestic mines of Laurium (perhaps as a consequence of the latest slave revelt) aI.ld
instead had to be imported. The size of that vear’s issue was very large, however (Kroll, Cofns
! a;d }g')ilz.1029.10 aud 1030.12. For the priest of Sarapis see Chapter 10, note 74.
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unconstitutional second term as cponymous archon (having previously
served in 101 /0). Evidence of the extent of the growing crisis is even
clearer, since he remained in this office for unprecedented third and
fourth terms in 90,/89 and 89 /8.10
Clearly, during these years the constitution was suspended, and

Athenion’s address was an appeal to the citizens to tolerate a state of
“anarchy” no longer while waiting for the Senate to intervene. Medeius
must have requested this intervention to resolve the existing problems,
but in the years 90-88 the Senate was fully occupied with the Italic (or
Social) War. Medeius will have lost control of the government in the
second half of 89/8, opening the way for Athenion’s embassy to
Mithridates. No details of how this happened or what became of
Medeius are known.!! Athenion pointed out Rome’s difficult position
in Italy when he assured the people that the Italians were also allied
with Mithridates. Many Athenians doubtless believed at the time that
the Romans were losing their power in east and west simultaneously,
and that the end of the empire was approaching. They were well aware
of the loathing with which Roman tax officials and moneylenders were

regarded both in Asia and in the parts of Greece they controlled. When
Mithridates ordered the population to rise up and kill all the Romans

in Asia Minor on a preappointed day, giving the people an opportunity

to vent their hatred, the bloodbath must have awakened a sense of
pan-Hellenic solidarity, among other feelings. Reinach saw the king as

a “leader in the struggle and the reestablisher of Hellenic freedom at

both ends of the archipelago.”!2

The majority of citizens followed Athenion’s call to solidarity with

Mithridates, but there were many whose convictions and interests led

them to remain loyal to Rome. Many residents are said to have left
Athens while it was still possible (before Athenion had the gates shut),
including the head of the Academy at the time, Philon of Larissa, who
arrived in Rome sometime during 88. In this group’s opinion Athenion
was nothing but a tyrant. It had been thought that his supporters were

10. The supposed successive terms of Argeius (98,7 and 97 /6) have long been exposed
as a myth, although it is occasionally still referred to, e.g., G. W. Bowersock, Augustus and
the Greck World (Oxford 1965) 101 n. 4; and D. J. Geagan, ANRW 1T 7.1 (1979) 374.
Arpeius served as eponymous archon only once, in 98/7,

11. Ac the beginning of March 86 a member of Sulla’s staff was called Medeius, undoubt-
edly either the former archon or his son of the same name (see note 24 below).

12. Reinach, Mithradates 122.
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recruited from the poor and underprvileged classc.s, but newer re-
search bas shown this to be wrong; a number o‘f his adherents were
respected citizens from well-known families,!? as is demonstrat':c_:i by a
tablet listing the archons of 88/7 (all of ?.vhom had been nommatci
by Athenion). Interestingly, this list contains no eponymous archc.)n.

His name was never inscribed; the outcome of the war re.rltflcrcd him a
nonperson, whose memory was to be consigned .to-obhvlor.!. A }ater
list of archons contains no name for the year 88 /75 1n its place is wrntten
the word “anarchy,” or “no archon.”!® Some years ago 1 artempted to

. how that the eponymous archon of this year was in fact none other

than Mithridates. There are many documented cases of kings as epony-
mous officials of Greek cities, including in Miletus Mithr_idatcs h:lmself.
The king is further documented as one of the two Athenian magistrates
of the mint in 87 /6, together with Aristion, who succeeded Athenion
as ruler of the city.* .

Among those who immediately fell in behind Athcm(?n were the
Athenian festival artists.)” This is notable because their gl_nld had long
enjoyed active support from Rome in its displlltes v-nth 'nval grgups.
Perhaps the celebrations of the king of Pontus in Aﬂa. Mu.lor as “a new
Dionysus™ led the Athenian technitai to regard .h1m in fact as an
incarnation of the god whom they served with their art.

As long as Mithridates was viewed as a firm fricnd.of the Roman
people—that is, at least until the mid-90s—his popularlt.y was as great
on Delos as it was in Athens itself. But when the city shifted its
allegiance, the island population, with its large contingents of Romans
and Italians, refused to follow. Delos remained loyal to Rome. It w.vould
be interesting to know whether the different course of events in the
two places was also influenced by Mithridates’ orders for a massacre. It
could be that his orders had not yet been issued or carried out by'thc
time Athenion left Asia Minor to return to Athens, but that the Delians

13. D Desideni, Athenaesm 51 (1973) 253; Badian, AJAH 1 (1976) 112.

14, IGL71714.

12 éG Il-ia.blizgz-(?hiron 6 (1976) 127-135. Among those who ag;recfi with sy conch.l—
sions were Kidd ( Posidonins II, The Commentary, IT 878-879) anq McG1?g _{Foreggn P.:Zs.cy
119). Doubts or disagreement were expressed by R. Bernhardt { Polis und rimische Herrschaft
49) and J.-L. Ferrary (Phithellinisme et impévialisme 473-474).

17. Posidonius, FGrHist 87 F 36.49.

18. Sec Chapter 11, Section 3.
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had heard about the bloodbath when they refused to transfer their
allegiance.

2. War and Its Consequences

With Athenion’s election as hoplite general in the spring of 88 the
citizens of Athens cast their lot with Mithridates against Rome. There
were then no Pontic troops in Greece, and only a very small Roman
force, so for the time being the outbreak of hostilities was delayed.
However, the defection of Delos required a response. Athenion, who
had assumed leadership of the government simultaneously with his
election as general, sent a force to Delos under the command of
Apellicon of Teos, an Ionian Greek who had become an Athenian
citizen. Like Athenion himself, Apellicon was an intellectual and mem-
ber of Aristotle’s Peripatetic school. He was also a wealthy bibliophile
who had bought Aristotle’s library, and in 88 /7 he was serving as one
of the two magistrates in charge of the mint. Most likely he owed this
office to Athenion, since the citizens had allowed the latter to make all
the nominations for that year. The expedition against Delos was a
complete fiasco. After Apellicon’s forces had reached the island, a
Roman squadron led by an officer named Orbius landed at night and
killed most of the Athenians in their sleep. Apellicon himself managed

to escape. Orbius erected a monument on the beach, and a commemo-

rative altar with an inscription identifying the Athenians as allies of a

foreign king and accusing them of planning to plunder the sacred

island.1?

Apellicon’s failure must have weakened Athenion’s position. How-
ever, Athenion’s fall was brought about not by opponents or rivals
within the city, but by the arrival in Greece of a strong Pontic army
commanded by Mithridates’ general Archelaus, whom the king had
sent to take possession of the Aegean islands and the mainland in his
name. Archelaus occupied Delos and killed all the Romans and Italians
he could lay hands on, allegedly 20,000 in all. Seizing the treasure of

19. The inscription in fact refers to the king of Cappadocia and not to the king of Pontus.
The main source for Apellicon’s expedition against Delos is Posidonius, FGrHist 87 F 36
{Athenaens 5.2 14D-215B). For the further course of the war as it involved Athens, the chief
sources ate Plut. Suifz 12-14 and Appian Mithridateios 108-159. CF. also Reinach, Mithra-
dates 127-169; McGing, Foreign Policy 1 18-126; and, for Orbins, E. Durrbach, Choix
dinscriptions de Délos (Paris 1921) 235-236.

the temple of Apollo, which Apellicon had been 'mstfuctc.d. to c?nﬁs.-
cate, Archelaus sent it back to Athens with an Athema_n citizen in -hlS
entourage named Aristion and 2,000 soldiers. With their help Aristion
made himself “tyrant” of Athens upon his arrival, and 'thcreaftc.r .thc
historical sources are mute on the further fate of Athenion .20 Aristion
is also described as a philosopher, but in contrast to Athenion he was
a follower of the teachings of Epicurus. As soon as he had taken power,
he is supposed to have executed some of the Rorr.lan sympathizers
among the citizens and handed others over to Mithridates.?! In 87/ 6
Aristion shared the office of master of the mint with the king, and T:hCII'
two names appear on a large number of coins produced at the time.
Meanwhile he and Archelaus brought the greater part of Grcecc‘undcr
their control, turning these areas into official allies of Mithridates.
Archelaus then set up a permanent headquarters in Piracus.

For this reason, Attica became the main theater of the war for an
entire year. The Roman general Cornelius Sulla, who l?ad ‘scrved as
consul in 88, was placed in charge of the war against erh.rldates t!'lc
following year. Arriving in Greece with five legions, Sulla pinned Aris-
tion down in Athens and Archelaus in Piraeus in the summier of 87.
The Long Walls, which had connected the two in earlier times, had
been allowed to fall into ruins, so the Greeks could not mount a
combined defense. But because Snlla had no fleet, Archelaus could
come and go by sea and keep in contact with the outer world. .

There was particularly heavy fighting in Piracus, where the two sides
battled each other with great daring and ingenuity.?? Sulla procured .the
wood needed for his fieldworks and siege fortifications by chopp.mg
down the trees in the groves of the Academy and the Lyceum, the sites
where Plato and Aristotle had taught. The defenders set many of hI-S
siege machines on fire, however, and Sulla finally had to abandon his

20. A majority of scholars agree that Athenion and Aristion were different persons who
ruled Athens in e;ucccssjon; see most recendy Bugh, Phoenix 46 (1992) 108-123. Others,
however, eonsider them to have been a single individual; cited by Bugh on 111 n 8

21. Plutarch reports that a large number of Athenians vsfho left Athens wl_lc_n Aristion carrl;c
to power settled in Amisus, a city on the southern coast of the Btlad_( Sea ?ngmally settlefi Y
Athenian emigrants ( Lucullus 19.7). Since Amisus was part of Mn_hndatcs realm at that time,
these citizens may have been the ones Aristion handed over to him. o o _

22, The main source for the fighting around Piraeus and Athens in this period is épplan
Mithridateios 116-157. Archelaus gave one of his soldiers, a Syrian named .Apollomus, an
inscribed silver bracelet as a reward for bravery; the words “in Pira_cus” shf)w it to stem from
the period of these battles; BCH 105 (1981) 566, no. 7, with an illustration.
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attempt to storm the harbor fortress. His hopes of starving them out
were frustrated by his lack of a fleet; he could not prevent them from
provisioning themselves by ship.

In the winter of 87 /6 Sulla set up headquarters in Eleusis, while

carrying on with the sieges of both city and harbor. At Eleusis, a shrine
to the goddesses Demeter and Kore containing an altar dedicated by
the Athenian festival artists was destroyed;?3 the Romans may well have
perpetrated this act of vandalism, particularly as the guild of the zech-
nitai had been among the earliest and most vocal supporters of
Athenion’s rebellion. Meanwhile the population trapped in the city was
running short of food, for traitors had informed Sulla several times
when Archelaus had planned deliveries of grain, enabling the Romans
to intercept them. Despite all the hardships Aristion fought vigorously.
He rejected the efforts of a delegation of members of the Council and
the priests of the city to persuade him to seck negodations. {Later,
when he did send a group to parley, Suila brusquely dismissed them.)
Finally, during the night of 1 March 86, the Romans breached the
western city wall between the Piraeus Gate and the Sacred Gate (very
close to the Dipylon) and entered the city. A terrible bloodbath ensued,
sparing neither women nor children, which Sulla halted only after
Athenian refugees and Roman senators op his staff pleaded with him
to end the slaughter.2¢ Praising the Athenians of carlier times, he said
he was sparing a few (living) for the sake of the many {dead).? Aristion
set the Odeum at the foot of the Acropolis on fire, to prevent the
Romans from using its rafters for their siege machinery, and retreated
to the top of the Acropolis. There he held out against Sulla’s lieutenant
Scribonius Curio for a considerable time, but a lack of drinking water
finally forced him to capitulate. The Romans executed him, his body-
guard, and the city officials of that year? but spared the officials of the
preceding year. With their capture of the Acropolis they acquired an
enormous treasury of gold and silver,

The bravery of the starving defenders during the storming of the city

23. IGII*.1338.11-12 and 27,

24. Plut. Sxlia 14.9; the two Athenians named are Meidias and Calliphon. The spelling
of the first name suggests that is probably Medeius, either the four-time archon or his son of
the same name, who later had a successtul career in Athens; Ferguson, HA 45]1.

25. Plut. Sulla 14.9.

26. According to Plurarch, Aristion was nor killed untl after the preliminary peace
negotiations between Sulla and Archelaus ar the end of 86, when Archelaus demanded his
elimination and he was poisoned. Plutarch reports further that Aristion’s descendants were
proscribed in Athens like the families of the sixth-century tyrants and Lachares (mgr: 558C}.
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was praised some three centuries later in an epigram by A51.n1us Quac;l(-
1 ratus, who reports that not one of them died from :fwound in Fhe bac k.
| Whether or not this statement stems from a .rchat‘)lc tradl'.aon. or is
¢ merely a cliché, it is remarkable that its author is a high-ranking impe-
rial official of the Severan age.?” A much older epigram, probably from
i the middle of the first century A.D., on the grave monument of.an
Athenian woman taken captive as a young girl during the storming
4 of Athens, recounts that she was later taken to Ro_rne, where she was
freed and obtained citizenship, and died in Cyzicus on the Sea of
28
M?A.{'t[}zr;king Athens, Sulla renewed his sicge .Of Piraeus and, little l?y
E  little, pushed Archelaus back. Mithridates had dlspatchcd_a large Pontic
army to Greece by the land route, and as soon as it came near,
Archelaus abandoned Piraeus by ship to join the advancing troops.
Sulla thereupon moved into Piracus and burned down a numt.)cr of
public buildings, including the docks and the famous arsenal designed
by Philon in the era of Alexander the Great. Soon afterward two great
" bartles on Boeotian territory, near Chaeronea?? and Orchomenus, Poth
of which Sulla won, decided the fate of Greece. The war t.hen ShlfFCd
b 1o Asia Minor, and ended in the summer of 85 without again touching
.:‘ Aﬂ%ﬁf‘fﬁ;ﬁﬁg— paid dearly enough for its alliance with M%thri(’:lates in
1 any case, with great loss of life in Delos (both fror'n Apellicon’s expe-
] dition and from Archelaus’ later conquest of the island) as well as in
1 Athens and Piraeus; in addition many works of art were lost Cl[h;l’
through destruction or seizure as booty by .Sulla and the Romans. T lf:,
victors seized large amounts of gold and silver treasure, and se\.'exz y
damaged buildings in the city and the harbor area. Sllgns of th}s e-
struction are still visible in some places, and archaeologists have discov-
ered other traces. In the Agora the damage was concentrated on the
western and southern sides, where shatrered sculptures were found
along with damage to buildings and to the wall surrounding the

27. AP 7, no. 312. For more on the author <f. FGrHist 97 and Prosopggraphia Imperii
i’ ed E. ¢ ' in 1933) A 1244-46.

i d. E. Groag and A. Stein (Berlin ] . o
1 R”’;; ”14,1;:7 no 3688with commentary by C. Cichorius, Ramische Studien (Leipzig 1922)
E 304306 . . _
i 29. Both Plutarch (in S#//a 19.9-10) and Pausanias (9.40.7) mention o Romf;;:'l V}thlzz
monuments crected at the site. Plucarch reports that one bore the name 9f two ol lsosmon
citizens of Chaeronea who enabled the Romans ro circumvent a clomrnandmg cneanl'ly i]A o
on a height. This monument was recently discovered on rhe site; J. Camp et al,,
i (1992) 443-455.

i
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monument to the tribal heroes.?® Pausanias reports that Roman soldiers
destroyed the shields that hung in the stoa of Zeus Eleutherios to
honor past heroes of the struggles for Athenian independence.?! Ar-
chacologists ascribe to this defeat further signs of destruction to the
shrine of Asclepius at the foot of the Acropolis and to the Erechtheum
on the Acropolis itself.* But the clearest traces were discovered around
the gates near which the Romans penetrated the city walls. Directly
south of the Dipylon the Pompeion, a sizable edifice built around 400
B.C., suffered such severe damage that it had to be abandoned. This
building was used among other things by the ephebes during their
training, as is reflected in a dedication to Hermes, Hercules, and Apollo
placed there in 97 /6, not long before its destruction.® Much evidence
of heavy fighting was found in the damaged layer of the Pompeion,
including two iron helmets and many large catapult stones. The stones
apparently missed their targets, the city gates, and landed in the build-
ing next door.3*

Two sunken ships have been connected with this catastrophe in
Athens, one of which went down in the Aegean and one off the coast
of North Africa. The first ship sank near Anticythera, between the
island of Cythera, south of the Peloponnese, and Crete. It was carrying
bronze and marble statues, a number of ceramic pieces such as ampho-
rae, and glass of particularly high quality. While it used to be assumed
that some or all of this cargo had been taken from Athens as war booty,
this conclusion is greatly in doubt today, since the ship is unlikely to
have begun its voyage from Attica or any port on the Greek mainjand,
the goods are not of Attic origin, and at least a few pieces may date
from after 86.% The second wreck, on the other hand, found off the
coast of Tunisia near Mahdia, was in fact carrying a cargo of Attic works
of art, some of them bearing reliefs and inscriptions helpful in dating

30. H. A. Thompson, Hesperin 6 (1937) 221; T. L. Shear Jr., Hesperia 39 (1970) 201;
Thompsen and R. E, Wycherley, The Agora of Atirens, Agora XIV (Princeton 1972) 23,

3]1. Pausanias 10.21 .56,

32. §. Aleshire, The Athenion Asklepieion (Amsterdam 1982) 16; H. A. Thompson, cited
in D, M. Lewis, Hesperia 44 (1975) 384,

33. IG 10”2990, where the dating is off by 2 years.
34. W. Hoepfner, Das Pompeion und seine Nachfolgebassten (Berlin 1976} 122, 129, and
139.

35. B C. Bol, AM Erginzungsheft 2 (1972); B, Barr-Sharrar, The Hellenistic and Early
DImperial Decorative Bus (Mainz 1987) 22-23: G. D. Weinberg, Glass Vesels in Ancient Greece
(Athens 1992} 28-33. T am indebted herc and in the following paragraphs ro Homer
Thompson for ¢comments and bibliographical suggestions.

b the wreck. Ope inscription mentions Nicodemus, the Athenian archon
i of 122 /1. For a while this cargo was also thought to be Romm booty,
taken by Sulla’s army during the sack of Athens OF Piracus; but. a
growing number of scholars now believe that the ship ufldcrtook its
f last voyage some time between 80 and 70, although earlier as well as
¥ Later dates are also defended by some scholars.? -
| One of the best indicators of the intensity of fighting in Attica ar.ld
L Delos and the uncertain prospects of the war years 88—.86 is the dis-
covery of large number of caches of coins buried by rhelr.owners and
¥ never reclaimed. In a number of cases these hoards are reliably known
to have been located in the same excavation levels as the war damage.
Undoubtedly only a small fraction of such caches of hidden valuables
8 has been uncovered. Apart from the archacological evidence, the chro-
4 nology is certain because the Athenian silver coins are dated, and the
E Lronze coins of the corresponding years bear the same symbols. The
{ bronze coins of 87 /6, for instance, all bear the star between two
half-moons used on the silver issues of that year, when Mithridates and
E Aristion were masters of the mint.
£ In eight of these hoards the latest bronze coins date from 88 /7 apd
b were certainly buried in 87,/6; in three others the latest are those with
. the star and crescents just described, from 87 /6, and must have been

b
-
i
bt
s

¢ buried in the spring of 86.% The series of bronze coins from 87 /6 was
. especially large, and the coins have a much higher leac‘i content than
normal, creating the impression that they were struck in haste.® The
¢ coins of one cache show clear signs of damage from fire,? and another
hoard was found in the charred ruins of a house in Piracus.* Just as
7’ clear a picture is offered by two finds of silver coins, one buried in
b Piracus in 88 /7% and one buried in 87 /6 at the Dipylon, near the very
- spot where Sulla’s troops broke through the walls.#2 Both hoards
I contain several coins of Mithridates in addition to Athenian ones. The

36. Some 90 papers from an international conference on the subject arc published in

B G. Hellenkemper-Salies, ed., Das Wrack. Der antike Schiffifund von Mabdin, 2 vols. (Cologne

E 1994). ,
: i ia 45 (1976) 1—40; Kroll, Coins 67-80.
gg E.I.K(])c;gs:;oﬁg;:éaran(lcssini), AAA9(1976) 223, A. S. Walker, Hesperia 47 (1978)
f 44; 201 bronze coins from this year have been found in the Athenian Agora alone.
g 39. Walker, ibid., 44—45.
b 40. Occonomides-Caramessini, AAA 9 (1976) 223.
41. IGCH 337.
42. IGCH 339.
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distributon of coins from 87/6 in both city and harbor shows that a
great deal of money had been put into circulation before Sulla sealed
Athens and Piracus off from each other that winter.

Six of the coin hoards found on Delos can be reliably assigned to the
war years, and possibly a seventh.# Further caches from the period have
been found on the island of Euboea off the coast of Attica, where the
Pontic commander Archelaus set up his headquarters after losing the
battles in Boeotia. They were discovered in Carystus, Chalcis, and
Eretria. #

But the most spectacular find was made in Piracus, very near the
harbor, in 1959. In a warchouse burned by the Romans in 86, excava-
tors came upon five bronze statues of exceptional quality from the
archaic and classical periods, some of them larger than life size; and
fragments of other bronze and marble sculptures. The works include
two statues of Artemis, one of Apollo, and one of Athena, all between
192 and 235 centimeters high. The date of the warehouse’s destruc-
tion was established precisely by the discovery of a coin from 87 /6 in
the ruins. It appears that because the building lay in ruins the Romans
assumed it contained nothing of value and failed to discover the costly
sculptures. The figure of Athena had been removed from its pedestal—
wherever it may have stood—by force, in the process of which half of
the left foot was broken off. According to one appealing theory, the
statues are sacred images originaily erected on Delos and brought to
Athens by Aristion at the same time he carried off the temple treasure.
Then, before they could be set somewhere clse, the Romans arrived in
Athens, and the statues were buried in the ruins of their storehouse 45
This conjecture fits well with the older theory that the gold staters
struck by Aristion in 87 /6 were made from the gold he had taken from
the temple treasure of Delos the previous year,36

Although they did considerable damage to the city and harbor, the
Romans did not lay waste to Athens or reduce it to rubble. Certain

43. T. Hackens and E. Lévy, BCH 89 {1965) 503-566.

44, IGCH 344 and 345; Antike Kunst 17 {1974} 72.

45. This theory was proposed by E. B. Harrison in Archaic and Archaisic Seulpture,
Agora XI (Princeton 1965) 127 n, 149; then by G. Dontas, Antike Kunst 25 (1982) 15-34.
Much has been written on this find, including the initial report by E. Vanderpool, AJA 64
(1960) 265-267. Illustrations of the statues are in A. Stewart, Greek Scuelpture, vol. 2 (New
Haven 1990) plates 168-169 (Apollo), 511 (Athena), and 569-570 {Artemis).

46. J. N. Svoronos, Journal international d’archéologic nwmismatigue 21 (1927) 168-
169. Aristion’s removal of the temple treasure is confirmed by Appian Mithridateios 109.

structures escaped harm altogether, even in areas where the fighting
was heaviest, such as the Hephaestion to the west of the Agora, the
Middle Stoa to the south, and a group of elaborate graves on the
Cerameicus. Sulla allowed his soldiers to loot and plunder duri:}g .thcir
storming of the city, but he had ordered them not to destroy bu1‘1du‘1gs.
In his memoirs he took credit for saving Athens from annihilation,
while some 250 years later Pausanias accused him of have shown
excessive cruelty unworthy of a Roman. Both statements have some
truth to them."

After Sulla defeated the Greeks, he left Attica with a fleet assembled
by his lieutenant Lucullus and moved the theater of the war against
Mithridates to Asia Minor. 1t was not a permanent departure from
Athens, however, for after defeating the king and forcing him to make
peace, Sulla returned to the city in 84 and clearly remained rhcrc. for
some time. Plagued by gout, he sought relief in the warm sulifur. SpIings
of Aedepsus on Euboea. After the trial and execution of Aristion and
his closest associates, political leadership had passed back into the hands
of the men who had been in power before 89, all friends of Rome.
Athenion and Aristion were now referred to only as “tyrants,” and in
84 /3, when Sulla had returned to Athens, the masters of the mint
chose as the symbol for that year’s coins a depiction of the fam(.)us
tyrant slayers Harmodius and Aristogeiton, in an unmistakable allusion
to the more recent tyrants’ ends.*® And just as the two tyrant-slayers of
the past were venerated as heroes with an official cult, Sulla was al'so
celebrated as a liberator and received corresponding honors; an inscrip-
tion docuinents the existence of a state festival known as the Sylleia.
The citizens erected a public statue to him out of gratitude.*’ And cruel
as Sulla may have been during the storming of the city, he imposed no
further penaldes on it afterward. He even allowed Athens to keep
Delos, which had been vacated by Mithridates’ troops in the course of

3 47. Plut. mor 202E; Pausanias 1.20.7. For the Cerameicus see R. Garland, ABSA 77

{1982) 128. Lucullus is said to have later complained thar, unlike .Su.lla, he never had the
4 Opportunity to save a city he had conquered (Amisos) from destruction; Plut._Lucul!f;:.l9.?.
4 48. Habicht, Ghiren 6 (1976} 135-142. However, Kroll assumnes that an interruption in
] minting lasting approximately 5 years occurred ar this time { Cofns 81-82), which would place
these coins in_a later year. The question does not yet appear to have been fully resolved.

49, IG 112.4103; for the festval, SEG 22.110.57 from 79/8 for the ephebes of the
preceding year; A. E. Raubitschek, Studies in Honor of A. C. ]abf_zmn (Princetor_l 1950) 49-57.
See Pélékidis, Epbébie 236-239. A list of victors from Aegium in Achaca, dating from about
80 B.C., notes a winner in the boys’ sptint race at the Sylleia in Athens; SEG 13.279.
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the war. But the island had been ravaged and its population decimated,
and it never regained its former preeminence and prosperity. Sulla also
demanded certain payments from Delos, not discontinued until about
thirty years later.5?

Athens is thought to have suffered one major loss as a result of the
war, namely that of the island of Salamis. This has long been the
opinion of most scholars, who disagree only on the cause of the loss.
According to some, Sulla ordered the dispossession; according to oth-
ers, Athens emerged from the war so poor that it was forced to sell
Salamis. Nor can anyone say to whom ownership of the island passed,
although there is general agreement that an Athenian named Nicanor
eventually bought it back. This development emerges from a speech
delivered by the philosopher Dio of Prusa in Rhodes at an unknown
date, perhaps during the reign of the emperor Vespasian (69-79) or
perhaps during that of Trajan (98-117). This Nicanor is identified as
Julius Nicanor of Hieropolis in Syria, known as a benefactor of Athens
from Athenian inscriptions containing references to him as a “new
Themistocles” and “new Homer.” The reasoning goes that the Athe-
nians compared him with the famous victor of Salamis because he
restored the site of their great victory to them; supposedly he was
praised as a “new Homer” in recognition of his achievements as an epic
poet.

This edifice of artful reasoning was assembled little by little, in several
phases beginning in 1863; it culminates in the conclusions that Julius
Nicanor was a contemporary of Augustus and that the loss of Salamis
must have occurred earlier, either through Sulla’s act or in Sulla’s time,
because in the interim some decrees honoring Athenian ephebes fail to
mention the obligatory visit to Salamis by the ephebic corps, and
because after Sulla’s time these decrees refer to members of the corps
from Salamis not as citizens but as “foreigners.” In the meantime,
however, it became known that a similar reference to “Salaminians”
occurred in a decree from 123/2, long before Sulla’s time and when
the 1sland was still in Athenian hands. The “Salaminians” in question,
however, happen to be not inhabitants of the Attic island but citizens
of the city of Salamis on Cyprus.

50. The Delians were released from this obligation by the lkex Gabinia Calpurnia of 58
B.C.; see C. Nicolet’s contribution in J. C. Dumont, J.-L. Ferrary, P. Moreau, and C. Nicolet,
eds., Insuln sacra: La loi Gabinia Calpurnia de Délos (58 av. J.-C.) (Paris 1980) 99-100.

Closer inspection reveals the theory to be unsound throughout.5!
No document or reliable indication of any kind exists showing that !:hc
Athenians lost possession of Salamis berween the outbreak of the Fxr.st
Mithridatic War and the age of Augustus. If such an event ever did
occur, as Dio of Prusa appears to attest, then it must have happened at
a later time, for it is highly probable that Julius Nicanor was a contem-
porary not of Augustus but of a later emperor. When Sulla granted
pardon to the citizens of Athens who had survived the taking of their
city, he left their state territory unaltered, depriving them of neither
Delos nor Salamis.>?

During his sojourn in Athens in 84 Sulla took the oppor tunity to be
initiated into the Eleusinian Mysteries, whose promise to initiates of a
happy life in the afterworld must have had a particular appeal to a man
as superstitious as he was.3* He also paid the same high tribute to the
quality of Attic art that earlier Roman victors had paid to Greek
artworks in Syracuse, Ambracia, and Corinth, shipping a great many of
them to Rome, including columns of the temple of Olympian Zeus for
the Capitol. Not all these trophies reached ltaly safely; one ship headed
for Rome sank off Cape Malea south of the Peloponnese with a famous
painting by the fifth-century artist Zeuxis.?* Sulla also sent the library
of Aristotle and Theophrastus to Italy. Their owner, Apellicon, leader
of the failed expedition to Delos, had just died; and Sulla acquired rhe‘
books, although he never really used them. Finally, at the time of
Cicero, they fell at last into the right hands, becoming the property of
the Greek érammarian Tyrannion from Amisos on the Black Sca. He
devoted to them again the attention they deserved but had not received
for centuries as the property of private collectors.™

In his history of Rome, written in the reign of the emperor Tiberius,

51. Serious doubts about the accuracy of the prevailing interpretaton were expte'ssed l?y
E. Kapetanopoulos, first in RFIC 104 (1976) 375-377 and then more chtenswe[y n
‘E)\M}vmd 33 (1981) 217-237. At the ime he convinced few scholars with his arguments.
The subject is also discussed by C. Habichr, ZPE 111 (1996) 79-87. o

§2. Livy Perioche 82: “L. Sylla . ., urbi libertatem et quac habuetat reddidit. .

§3. Plut. Suifa 16; K. Chnton, however, doubts whether the Eleusinian Mysteries were
involved; ANRW 18 (1989) 1503, . .

54. Pliny Nat. #ist. 36.45; Plut. Publicels 15.4 {Temple of Zeus). Lucian descrfbes the
copy that remained in Arhens (Zexis 3-7); M. Pape, Gricchische Kunstwerke aus Kﬂefgxfmute
und ibre iffentliche Aufitellung in Rowm (Diss. Hamburg 1975) 21-22. A map fhowmgi tl’llc
cities, towns, and shrines in Greece plundered by Sulla in the First Mithridaric War I in
G. Waurick, Jabrbuch des Rimisch-Germanischen Zentralmusenms22 (1975 [19.7.7]) 44, fig. 4.

55. M. B. Gottschalk, ANWR 11 36.2 (1987) 1083-88. Parts of the tradition are fable.
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Gaius Velleius practically denied the defection of Athens in a truly
startling manner, especially for a Roman. According to Velleius, Athens
was such a reliable ally that Romans used to say the Athenjans had
distinguished themselves through their loyalty at all times and in every
respect. They had fought against the Romans only because they were
forced to by Mithridates’ armies, and even during Sulla’s siege of the
city and harbor their friendship and sympathies had been with him.56
This makes a nice story but does not correspond to the historical
realities.

j.’xppian reports that after taking Athens Sulla reinstituted the consti-
tution that Rome had previously given the city, but all attempts to
identify such an older law have failed.5” The postwar political order in
Athens—what the provisions of its constitution looked like after Sulla
and how they came into being—is discussed in the next chapter,

56. Velleius 2.23.4-5.
57. Appian Mithridateios 152; Bernharde, Polis und vimische Hervschaft 4142

R

FOURTEEN

After the War

1. The Constitution

As we have seen, Appian reports that after condemning Aristion and
his most highly compromised followers, Sulla pardoned the remaining
citizens and reintroduced the constitution that Rome had previously
given the city.! The second part of this statement is of doubtful authen-
ticity, for no indication can be found that Rome ever interfered with
the constitution of its independent ally Athens before the First Mithri-
datic War, and it is unlikely that Sulla would have done so after he had
conquered it. The Athenian constitution in force after Sulla’s defeat of
the city need not necessarily have been imposed by Sulla.2 More prob-
ably, he would have had no need to intervene, for his victory returned
to power the old elite who had always been loyal to Rome and who
had been only temporarily displaced by the rule of the tyrants Athenion
and Arstion. However, Appian’s account is probably correct to a
certain extent, namely that the constitution in force after 86 was similar
to that of the late second century and early part of the first century, up
to the overthrow of Medeius in 89/8. The earlier constitution was
characterized by the predominance of oligarchic over the remaining
democratic elements, that is, a shift of power and decisionmaking away

1. Appian Mithridaseios 152. For the following passage see Accame, Dominio 102-110
and 163-187; and D. J. Geagan, Hesperia Suppl. 12 (1967).

2, Geagan, however, speaks of “the new constitutional arrangements instituted by Sulla”
(5) and “the abrupt change when Sulla imposed his new constitution on Athens”; Hesperia
Suppl. 12 (1967} 17, Similarly, G. W. Bowersock: “repeated Roman tampering with their [the
Athenians’] constitution” {with regard to the year 86); Awgustus and the Greek World (Oxford
1965) 106.
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from officials chosen by lot and from the popular Assembly, and into
the hands of clected magistrates and the Areopagus, the council of
tformer archons. The most powertul figures in this political order were
the clected hoplite strategos and the president of the Areopagus, whose
official title was “herald.” This system had developed in the latter part
of the second century, probably without direct Roman influence but
with the tacit approval of ruling circles in Rome.?

After Sulla’s storming of Athens the oligarchic elements of the con-
stitution were given sdll more weight. The eponymous archon, for
example, was no longer chosen by lot from a limited number of
candidates, but by election, although there had been a precedent in
Medeius’ successive terms as archon in the 90s (never equaled later).
The selection of the hierophant of Eleusis as the first cponymous
archon after the fall of the city cannot have occurred by chance. It is
clear, too, that the cycle according to which the secretaryship of the
Council rotated annually among the ditferent tribes had been sus-
pended.* And although decrees of the Assembly are known until
shortly before the outbreak of war, none are known after 86 until the
40s;° for this period the only surviving decrees emanated from the
Council ®

The list of eponymous archons after Sulla begins in the year 86/5
with hierophantes, that is, with the officeholder’s religious title rather
than his name. The first archon of this era thus combined the lifelong,

3. By the end of the second century, e.g., the hoplire general and the president of the
Arcopagus ranked second and third in importance after the cponymous archon

» demoting
the archon basilens to fourth place (Geagan, ibid., 10). The oligarchic character of the
constitution is reflected especially clear

ly in the large inscriptions recording the events of the
Pythais (see Chapter 11, Section 3) and in the catalogue IG11°.2336 covering half a dozen

years around the turn of the cenrury, analyzed by 8. V. Tracy in HSCP 83 (1979) 215-220
and Contributors 108—145.

4. 8. Follet, Athénes au IT et au IIT sidcle {Paris 1976) 301-303. The cycle remained in
cffect at least until 95 /4,

5. R ). Rhodes, The Athenian Bowle (Oxford 1972} 86-87.

6. Agora XV.263-281; . Pouilloux, Rhammnonte {Paris 1954) 139, no. 24, from 83,2;
IG 1171039 (SEG 22.110), from 79/8, containing three decrees of the Council; 484,
ns. 34 (194142} 83-84, no. 6, from 75/4; IG 112.104-6 from 52/1. See E, Rawson,
Athenacum 73 (1985} 59. A Council decree found recently in Rhamnus from the 80s at the
carliest is itself dated in the archonship of Asclepides (otherwise mmknown}); Ergan (1992
[1993]) 3. The Council thereby anthorized the coastal SEFalegos 1o carry out repairs on the

fortress of Rhamnus, which had suffered from attacks by pirates, presumably doring the
Mithridatic War,
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\ office of high priest of the Eleusinian Mysteries (pas's§:d down 1:1 rh.c

f. clan of the Eumolpidae) with a one-year term of political office.” It is

¥ the first case of such a combination of profane and sacr;d,oﬂj]ces, zfnd

E probably for the obvious reason: in the year after the city’s liberation

¥ from “tyranny™ the Athenians wished to dcmonstrat(_i tha}t the ho%der

! of the highest office in the government, by virtue of his pr.mstly calling,

¢ could neither have been connected with the previous regime nor have
L derived benefit from it. .

. A further demonstration that the tide of opinion had turned against
4 the ousted regime is provided two years later, when the. two masters_of
1 the mint for the year 84, Mentor and Moschion, deplcted .the carlier
1 tyrant-slayers Harmodius and Aristogeiton on their silver coins. It was
| possible for the leaders of an oligarchic government to make use of
democratic heroes in this fashion because the oligarchy understood
itself also as having overthrown a tyrant. A variant of the same phe-
nomenon occurred forty years later, when the Athenian government—
still an oligarchy—honored the new “tyrant-slayers” Brutus ar.ld Cas-
sius by placing statues of them next to those of Harmodius and

i iton.8

Ar?(t)(;gszveral decades after 86 we have not a single extant Assembly
decree, and very few Council decrees, apart from routine measures
honoring the prytaneis and their treasurer. Not one of these surviving
decrees deals with political matters; the majority concern rehgpus
affairs. In 83 /2 the Council had to deal with a new cult of t.he Phryg{an
goddess Agdistis being practiced in Rhamnus, far 0ut§1de ﬂlle.«:lty,
apparently introduced there by foreign mercenary soldiers. CIUZFHS
residing in the surrounding areas had harassed thc.: group attempting
to worship her, which had then entered a protest with the. Council; tht;
decree was designed to put a stop to the harassment and mterfc_:reflce:.

In 81 the Senate awarded privileges to the city of Stre}tomce}a in
southwest Asia Minor for its loyalty to Rome in the war against Mithri-

7. For the phenomenon known as “hicronymy” and the archon of 86/5, see Clinton,
Officials 9 and 29 (no. 16) respectively. An instance of hieronymy alleged ro dz}te from the
E fourth cenrury actually belongs to the second (see Tracy, AL(? 155-156) and is the oldc;st

b known evidence of this practice along with the recently chscovercc; document on the
ished i ' 80, col. 11.37.53.
f Panathenaca of 166, published in Hesperia 60 {1991} 180,
B 8. For the coins of 84,3 see C. Habicht, Chiren 6 (1976) 135-142; for Brutus and
f Cassius in 44,/3 scc Cassius Dio 47.20.4.
9. Pouilloux, Rbamnonte 139, no. 24.
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dates, and Athens, like many other states, recognized the inviolabil;
.of I‘J.]C shrine of Hecate at that site.’® It would be interesting to knot“);
if this guaranty was offered by the Council alone or if the citizenry was
also consulted in the Assembly. Another Council decree from 75/4
found on Lemnos deals with the cult of the Cabiri (the “Great Gods”
of Samothrace) on the island and with the officials elected by each tribe
to .sul?crvise it."" A long Council decree from 52 /1 mentions the
initiative of a priest of Asclepius to repair dilapidated parts of the god’s
shrine, for which the Council had to give approval.? Various decrces
passcq .by the Council honoring the ephebes of 80/79 are equall
u.npolmcall in nature.! They show that the institution of ephebia conB-{
.tmued actively, just like the philosophers’ schools (see below). There is
in fact a connection, for the ephebes are commended for attendin
lectures by rhetoricians, grammarians, and philosophers. i
$cvcrd noted philosophers had lefr Athens either during the illegal
regime of Medeius or in Athenion’s time. The departure of the Epicu-
rean Phaedrus (who went to Rome even before Athens joined Mithri-
dates’ cause) is documented, as is that of Philon of Larissa, the head of
t'ht‘: Academy, who left the city after Athenion seized p:)wer While
Philon was still in Athens, his lectures were atrended by the aris.tocratic
Roman Gaius Aurelius Cotta, who had lefi Rome in 90 to avoid
sentence. On Philon’s advice Cotea also attended classes taught b
Zeno, t-he Epicurean philosopher. The end of the war allowed Phacdruss(
and Philon to return to Athens, and Cotta to return to Rome 14
. The first décrcc of the post-Sulla period that can be dated stcrlns from
C9 /8, ’anq since the Attic year .endcd in July, it probably predates
acsar's victory over Pompey, which took place at Pharsalus on 6 June
48. It almost certainly predates the time when Caesar could have taken
control (?f the city’s affairs. Since a considerable portion of the text has
not survived, the subject of the decree is unclear, and the significance
f)f the rcne}vcd involvemnent of the Assembly after such a long interval
is also far from clear. It does not necessarily mean that at the time of

10. OGr441.174.
11. AS4, ns. 34 (194142) 83-84, no. 6
12. IG 11°.1046 with 3174 hire, 7
1 thc. o dwt 74', S. Aleshire, The Atbenian Asklepicion {Amsterdam 1989)
13: SEG e ocument from Rhamnns menrioned in note 6 above.

14. J-L. Ferrary, Philbelténi .
corche 5253, o onime ef impérialisme (Rome 1988) 445447, Dorandi, Ri-

PR "

its passage the oligarchy established after Sulla’s conquest had acquired
a more democratic face.!s Another, slightly later inscription does create
this impression, however. Dating from the late 40s, after Caesar’s
murder, it contains decrees honoring the ephebes in the year of the
archon Nicandrus. In the oligarchy of the post-Sulla era, the main roles
in awarding such honors had devolved to the hoplite general and the
president of the Areopagus, but in the decree in question these roles
fall once more to the board of strategoi and the army treasurer.16 A few
years later, in 38, when Mark Antony was master of Greece and Athens,
a similar decree honoring a year-class of ephebes shows the oligarchic
model prevailing once again.!”

Scholars have debated the meaning of this shift between the two sets
of magistrates; some have postulated that at various times the Romans
intervened to alter the Athenian constitution. According to this theory,
Caesar made the first change, and both Brutus and Mark Antony
followed his example.!® However, whether changes were actually made
to the constitution, or whether the shifts merely represent minor ad-
ministrative variations is far from certain, and no Roman intervention
has been conclusively proven.! The popular hypothesis that Caesar
restored a greater measure of democratic freedom to Athens in 48 is
undermined by the fact that in 45/4 and 44 /3 the Arcopagus is still
described as the dominant institution of government by no less a source
than Cicero, whose son was studying in Athens and who thus had close
contacts with the leading political figures of the city during these two
years.2? For this reason Accame, in contrast to earlier scholars, ascribes
the first Roman intervention not to Caesar, but to his assassin Brutus,

15. IGII5.1047.
16. IG1I7.1042; the above-mentioned magistrates appear in d.9-10. The same circum-

stances are reflected in two inscriptions for other year-classes of ephebes (IGIT7.1040.34 and
1041.36-37), but the two archons mentioned may have served abont 20 years later, i.e., in

the Augustan era.
17. IGI1°.1043.55. The magistrates named hold the same offices as in the decree from

79/8 (IG IIZ.1039.63—64).
18. This view has been taken in recent vears by Accame, Doménio 172-179; and Rawson,

Atbenaeum 73 (1985) 59-64.

19. ]. Touloumakos takes a skeptical view of far-ranging assumptions in Der Esnfluss Roms
auf die Staarsform der griechischen Stadistanten des Festlandes und der Inseln im erszen und
zweiten Jabriundert v Chr. (Diss. Gotingen [977) 77.

20. Cicero De natura deorum 2.74;, De officiis 1.75; Plut. Cicero 24.7; Accame, Dominio
174-175; Rawson, Athenaenm 73 (I985) 63. Rawson in particular sheds light on Cicero’s
contacts with the highest ranks of Athenian society in these years.
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who visited Athens in 44/3. Accame then reasons that Brutus’ succes-
sor Antony rescinded these reforms after 42, thereby restoring the
Areopagus to its old powerful position.?!

Rapid political shifts did in fact occur after 49, in the course of the
Roman civil war. Athens fell under the sway first of Pompey, then of
Caesar, then of Caesar’s murderer Brutus, and finally of Antony, all in
the space of less than ten years; only ten vears after that Antony was
himself defeated by Octavian. Thus the constitution may quite possibly
have been altered more than once during this period, and power may
have passed from one circle to another within the city. Bur it is by no
means established that a change in the political constellation always
involved a shift from oligarchy to democracy (or vice versa).

In the discussion about the constitution of Athens after Suila 3
document published in 1971 plays a key role, despite its highly frag-
mentary state.?? It is a decree carved in a style suggesting the first
century B.C., but possibly from the late second century, passed by the
Assembly or the Council on the motion of a man named Demeas 2? It
contains references to “democracy” (line 7), to the contrast berween
lots and elections (8), and to offices filled by drawing lots (10 and 20).
The only provision of the decree that can be made out in its entirety
states that laws previously passed by the Arcopagus will remain in
force.* The editor of the fragment, D. J. Geagan, argues that because
the Areopagus plays such an important role in this decree, it must be
connected with an oligarchic restoration. He proposes a connection

with the post-Sulla constitution and in particular the year 84/3, when
Sulla had returned to Athens, As a reaction to the previous “tyranny”
of first Athenion and then Aristion, this constitution could be described
as “democratic” (in the sense of “republican”).2s .
However, J. H. Oliver understood the text to mean just the oppo-

21. Accame, Dominio 174-175.

22, D.T. Geagan, Hesperia 40 (1971) 101-108 and plate 16.

23. Demeas, son of Demeas [from Azenia], in Geagan’s reconstruction. However, the
only decumented Demeas, son of Demeas, is a citizen of the deme Halai, IG 112.2445.15 (ca.
140 B.C.); 5471, A Demeas, son of Demeas, appears without indication of his deme as an
Athenian ephebe in Delphi in 138 /7 (ED 111.2.23, eol. I1.16). Geagan’s identification of the
deme is arbitrary and without foundation, as are his attempts to identify the Demeas who

25. Geagan, Hesperia 40 (1971) 107-108.

site, namely a rerurn from oligarchy to democracy and' dl;(){}lél;g_ 2£
offices by lots. In his view it reflects an abandonmf:nt—inth o
Sulla’s oligarchy as a result of events in Rome (_partlcularl)l( ; rén !
of the tribunes’ political rights, formerly c‘urtallc.d by Sulla), eag;-
later conceded that this view, though dJarr.lctrlcally opposed to ;s;
original interpretation, is a possible alternfinve read.mg, of the tex:il
Badian, on the other hand, categorically re]ec.tcd Ol‘wcr s.t?leory, c d
ing it “a fanciful date, based on a ‘correlation” with I‘IllSIIltC.rprCltC
events at Rome.”?® He agreed with Oliver thaF the decree signals a
return to democracy rather than a return to ohgar.ch}:, l?‘ut read it af
a democratic manifesto from the period of Athenion’s “democracy
m']8_‘181j.s brief outline of the scholarly debate sh(_)uld make it cl(.:ar. thzﬁ
both the content and the dating of the inscriqun are uncertain 1:11 l;;
respects. The attempts made by Geagan and Oliver (and c:u%ze ci
Badian) to identify the year of the decree by means of the ()11:1111:h !
secretary’s deme were unsuccessful: only the first thrfte letters o o
deme’s name have been preserved; there are three ldlffcrent lll)io;slﬂlz
ways to complete it, and therefore three different tribes to whic the
recording secretary might have belonged. Furthermore, 1t. is Ferd !
that although the rotation of the secretary’s office was mmr;hame d?e
least until 95/4, it was abandoned not lqng thercaftcr.. 111;{
argument that the decree must date from either 84 /3 (mbe IX) or
ibe XI) is groundless. .
701<s6 91}'11(attl;:1t£)rs stafnd gnow, this inscription must be orrutted. from anl)i
discussion of the Athenian constitution after Sulla. It could just as we
be from the pre-Sulla era, and what it actually means remains an

unresolved question.

2. Ruling Circles

From the end of the second century on, the hierarchy of chief 1(l)fﬁcc:;
in Athens ran as follows: the eponymous archon at the top,hfo O\Z(:n
by the hoplite general, the president of t.he Arejopagus, and the archo -
basileus. 'The archons of earlier times, including the eponymous ar

26. J. H. Qliver, GRBS 13 (1972) 101_1;)726
VANRWIL 7.1 (1979) .
i; ED-[]S.agzsg?]AH 1 (1976) 105. Cf. Rawson, Athenaenm 73 (1985) 61 n. 79. M. C.

Hoff agreed with Oliver; Hesperia 58 (1989) 272 u. 31,
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chons, had been chosen by lot; they were frequently men of no special
political standing, and rarely members of prominent families. But the
selection of Sarapion of Melite {116/5) and repeated installments of
Medeius of Piracus in the office (1010, 910, 90,89, and 89/8)
show that even before Sulla’s conquest the choice was no longer left
to chance. As soon as the sclection process came to be controlled in
one form or another, the office—in addition to the great prestige it had
always possessed—acquired political weight to the extent that its hold-
ers came from the city’s leading families. As we shall see, this was
usually the case in the post-Sulla era. Whether the other archons—the
archon bastlens, the polemarch, and the six thesmothetai, or lawgivers—
were chosen in the same manner from that time on, and recruited from
prominent families, is less certain. This should probably be assumed at
least for the basileus, since his maintaining such a high position in the
official hierarchy cannot otherwise be explained, and it is also probable
for the polemarchs and thesmothetes.

The political weight of these officials was at least matched by the
eptmeletes, or “governor,” of Delos, chosen annually. His standing is
revealed first of all by the fact that only members of the Areopagus, or
previous archons, held that office, and is confirmed by identification of
many such governors as members of important families.?® All the
above-named offices had one-year terms and were not supposed to be
filled by the same person twice (although we encounter two exceptions
in the Delian epimeletai of 128 /7 and 126 /5, both of whom served
two terms). The hoplite general was an exception: like all other gener-
als, he could be reelected several times; this had been the practice for
centuries, and even in periods of radical democracy generals were not
chosen by lot. In the post-Sulla era the Athenians documented as
having served as hoplite general more than once were most prob-
ably leading politicians.30 Many others documented as serving only one
term undoubtedly served more often. But even someone elected hop-
lite general only once in his life possessed both wealth and influence 3!

29. For the epimeletai from 167 1o 88 see C. Habicht, Hermes 119 (1991) 194-216; for
those after Sulla to Augustus, see I Roussel, Délos, colonie atbénienne (Paris 1916; enl. ed.
1987) 114-117,

30. Up w the end of the century they were Herodes of Marathon, Antipater of Phlya,
Epicrates of Leukonoe, and Xenocles of Rhamnus, Antiparer served in this office 7 times,
borh Herodes and Xenocles at least 4 times, and Epicrates at least twiee; T. Sarikakis, “The
Hoplite General in Athens™ (Diss. Princeton 1951) 25-27,

31. Leonides of Melite should be added to Sarkakis® list; he was eponymous archon of
the year 12/1 and hoplite strategosin the late first century (Agora XV.300).

A prosopographic analysis of the mint magistrates (of wtlllom l;hcrc
were two, often joined by a third for part of the annual term) has shown
that in the documented cases the magistrates came from wealthy and
politically active families; presumably this is true for all of them. E\.ren
Mithridates was not above having his name placc?d on the Athenian
silver coins of 87 /6 as one of the masters of the mint. Very often close
relatives (father and son, or two brothers or v.:ousms) served tog.ethcr
for a year. Reelection was also possible for this office.?? Many citizens
documented as mint officials in the first ccntur‘y B.C. (down to about
the year 40, when the manufacture of silver coins ceased) rose to the
office of eponymous archon within a few years,® and a far higher
number must have served in other archonships.3* .

The men who served as agonothetai, or sponsors of the great festivals,
were recruited only from the wealthiest families, since the office re-
quired private expenditure of sums ru‘nning to as much as swer::jl
talents, especially every four years in the case of the Gr'an
Panathenaea.®® The known agomothetai of the larger festivals
(Panathenaea, Eleusinian Mysteries, Theseia, and 50 on) from the
middle of the second century on belong without exception to t.he most
influential families of their day: Miltiades of Marathon 3 Adeimantus
of Icaria, Leon of Aixone,® Apolexis of Piracus,* Byttakus of Lamp-
trai,*® Medeius of Piracus,* Sarapion of Melite *? and, from the Augus-

i ;i - 3 d 23.
32, C. Habichs, Chiron 21 (1991) 1-23, esp. 3—4 an )
33. The following eponymous archons (with their year of ofhice) had p;'e\]:‘l)(.)usiy smz;\;e;i;;s
: i ' : i Herodes (60/59), Diacles ,
ters of the mint at least once; Medeius (ca. 65/4), .
E?;dn;rus (53,/2), Lysander (52,/1), Demochares (49 /8), Philocrares (48,/7), Polycharmus
. 43,/2}, and Diocles (39/8).
e 34 /Sil}lcc most of these archons are not known by name, there are few dOcum;:nlzd.cascs.
: i i i enes
Two thesmotheras of the year 56,/5 had previously served as mint officials, niazrl'lle;{? pluzg :J., .
ite— f the mint in 70/69 with his brother Xenon (JG II". .
of Mehlte—master of the min : [ et
Habicht, Chéron 21 [1991] 14)—and Architimus of Sphettos, in 621 { . .
bichr 16), - _
HaSISC r].n tl)'le larter part of the third century Eurycleides of Kephisia spent 7_talents c_uf his
, ‘834 4-5), and two sponsors of the Theseia in the middle
own money as agonothetes (1G 117834, ) O e
of the second century each spent about half a talent, or 3,000 drachmas ( 956,
and 958.15-16; cf. also 968.41-55). _ »
36. Tracy, ALC 140 and 160-161; Gauthjer, Cirés79 n. 7.
37. Habichr, Hermes 119 (1991) 197.
38. Habiche, Studien 194-197.
39. Habicht, Chiron 21 (1991) 17.
40. Tracy, Contriburors 194.
41. 1bid., 210-211.
42, lbid., 215.
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tan era, Syndromus of Steiria.** Even monarchs such as Ariarathes V of
Cappadocia (mid-second century) were willing to serve as sponsors of
the Panathenaea when asked, and their names were inscribed for pos-
terity on the amphorae awarded to victors of the competitions,*

In light of this evidence we may consider that all those citizens who
served as eponymous archons, hoplite generals, presidents of the Are-
opagus, epimeletai of Delos, agonotherai, or mint magistrates, and
presumably the lesser archons as well, came from Athens’ first families.
Of this group, those chosen hoplite general more than once or docu-
mented as having held several of the above-named offices must be
considered leading political figures.*> More information on leading
families in Athens in Cicero’s time can be found in a recent article by
Elizabeth Rawson, “Cicero and the Areopagus,” which discusses the
families of Herodes of Marathon, Leonides of Melite, Epicrates of
Leukonoe, Xenon of Melite, Polycharmus of Azenia, and Lysiades of
Berenikidai.*¢ They made up the circles frequented by young Roman
aristocrats studying in Athens, such as Cicero’s son Marcus. Cicero
expected some of these men to send him reports on how his son was
doing. As always, one must bear in mind that a large number of the
leading politicians are unknown to us because most of the documents
naming them happen to be lost. Thus it can never be said that a certain
individual was not a political leader in his day; we can say only that
another individual was a leading figure, because chance has preserved
a sufficient number of inscriptions related to him.

Several high priestly offices brought more prestige to the holder than
political power, particularly those of the hierophantaiand daduchoi, the
priesthoods associated with the cult of Eleusis and passed down in the
noble families of the Eumolpidae and the Kerykes.*” The first epony-

43. W. K. Pritchetr, Hesperia 11 (1942) 247249
44. Bulletin épigraphique (1951) 79.
45. The combination of several of the hj

ghest offices is the rule for citizens who became
€ponymous archons. Epicrates, to whom the

young Cicero referred during his stay in Athens
in 44 as princzpsdthﬂm'en.tiﬂm, was a member of a family from Leukonoe that supplied several

masters of the mint, archous, a president of the Arcopagus, a commissar of Delos, and a
hoplite general in this period (Tracy, Contribuors 206-207; Rawson, Athengenm 73 [1985]
51; Habichr, Chiron 21 [1991] 16). P. Graindor, Chronologie des archontes athéniens sous

Pempire (Brussels 1922), conrains a wealth of material, some of which requires updating on
the basis of reeenr finds.

46. Athenacum 73 (1985) 44-67.

47. The basic study is Clinton, Offiials B-68, In the post-Sulla period these two priest-
hoods were considered the most important aud prestigious in the Athcnian stare.

mous archon after Sulla’s storming of the city linkec‘i the two arcis of
cult and politics, however, for as we have seen, the hierophant too onf
the one-year political office from the summer of 86 to the sumrl?cr o
85 in addition to his religious duties.*® He may have been Theop cmﬂn;s
of Kydathenaion, documented as hierophant s_tround thigturn ot;1 ¢
century, whose father, Menecleides, was also hierophant. . The Tf co-
phemus who was eponymous archon in 61/ 0 and pres;(oicn.t of the
Areopagus in 56/5 was ecither his son or his ‘nephew. Since t(_ihc
hicrophants did not assume their high office until they had rcach'e. a
considerable age, they may very likely have 'belong.ed to the pohtlcs.nl
elite in their younger days; this was the rule in the imperial age and is
ented.5! o
wc”i“lhcio‘i::sr: of the daduchoi from the clan of the Kerykes is similar.
From about 200 on two families shared this p_ricsthood: that o‘f .Lelon-
tius, Sophocles, and Xenocles from Acharnai; and that of Philistides
and Philoxenus from Hagnus. Soon after Sulla’s conquest, another
family from Hagnus succeeded them, that of T.hcn‘ustoc.lcs and Theo-
phrastus, after the older Themistocles had married Acestion, a mem%cg
of the family of daduchoi from Acharnai.’? Thus fo.r more tha.n 2 ]
years, from the beginning of the second century until past the time o
Augustus, all the daduchoi were related by cither blood or marriage.
Acestion could boast that her great-grandfather, grandfather, farhcr.,
brother, husband, and son (and his descendants) had all chn daduchoi,
a fact known to Pausanias 250 years afterward, and which he men-
tioned in his Description of Greece.S3 Even if the correctc.td chronqlogy
of Athenian New Style silver coinage requires some slight modlﬁca}-
tion of the family trees,* it remains the case .that members of thl;
clan held the foliowing offices: héerope (cult official) at the Athenaea o

48. See the beginning of this section. |

49. Clinton, Officials 28-29, nos. 15 and 16. . .

50. For Thcoﬁ)icmus the eponymous archon see Kastor, FGrHin ZfSIlz :t:—fl;l ;f
I2.1716,15; SEG 36.267. For the president of the Areopagus Theophemus of Kydathe ,

. 155
ee IGIT".1717.15-16. _ N
) C51. “It is characteristic of the hierophants of the Roman period to be politically very
distinguished”™; Clinton, Officials 45.

52. Ibid., 4768, with the family tree ou 58.

53. Pausanias 1.37.1. . 3

54 TT]C dates given by Clinton for the masters of the mint Erorfx the dadud;w ;ﬂl;?fpi;
(58} t.b]low the original chronology established by M. Thompson in The New Style
Coinage af Athens, 2 vols. (New York 1961), which is off by 34 years.
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156/5,% agonothetesat the Panathenaea of 108 /7 % the priesthood “at
the altar” in Eleusis,”” and, in different generations and on repeated
occasions, mint magistrates.®® An earlier archon from the clan of the
Kerykes, presumably a member of the family of daduchoi, was com-
mander of the Athenian fleet in 103 /2 and helped proconsul Marcus
Antonius’ campaign against the pirates operating off the southern coast
of Asia Minor.

The rule that eponymous archons of the post-Sulla period uniformly
came from wealthy and politically active families—and definitely did
not attain their office by the chance dictates of a lottery—is clearly
demonstrated by the fact that in many instances one family supplied
several archons. Medeius, son of the Medeius of Piraeus who was
four-term archon around the turn of the century, served as archon
himself in about 65,/4;* Herodes of Marathon, archon in 60,59, had
a son Eucles who was archon in about 46,/5 .90 later followed by Eucles’
descendant Polycharmus.®! Further eponymous archons included the
brothers (or cousins) Diotimus (ca. 26,/5) and Theophilus (11/10),
sons of Diodorus of Halai,5? and finally three successive generations in
a family from Azenia, Demochares (49,/8), Menander (38/7), and
Demochares (after 9/8).63

For the fifty-four years between 84 /3, when Sulla left Athens, and
31/0, the year of Octavian’s defeat of Antony, forty-four eponymous
archons are known by name. The year in which they served has thus
far been established with a fair degree of certainty for only thirty-four.
Of the remaining ten, six belong in the years between 74 /3 and 65 /4,
and four in the years 46/5 to 43/2. It is not until the 60s, when the

§5. IGII2.1937.11.

56. IG11%.1036.22-23.

57. Clinton, Officials 82, no. 8.

58. Xenocles (of Acharnai) 3 times with Harmoxenus, in 95,4, 92/1, and 90,89, i.c.,
during the rule of Medeius; Themistocles of Hagnus with Sotades in 78 /7 and with his father
Theophrastus in 75,/4; see Habicht, Chiron 21 (1991) 6.

59. IG11°.1340.1; 1095.12; and 2874.

60. IG 112.1716.17; 2992 (Herodes); I Défos 2632.b.8; ef. IG 112.1719 (Eucles).

6l. IGII".1730; cf. 1728.5-6 and 3530,

62. IGTI*.2996 and 4465; 1 Délos 1840 (Diotimus); 16 112.1713.31; EDTIL2.62 (Theo-
philus). 5

63. IG 1171713, col. 111.23; 1 Délos 2632.b.3; IG 112.1047.6 {Demochares); IG
117.1043.17 and frequently thereafier; 1343.24-25; 2994 (Menander); IG 11,3176 {Dem-
ocharcs the younger). CE. B. D. Meritt, Hesperia 36 (1967) 238,
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surviving inscriptions become more numerous again., that the single
name given in the list of archons can be connected with a deme anc_l a
father’s name, and the archon in question assigned to a known family.
Nearly all of them held other high posts at one time or anothejr., and
many must be considered members of the most important families of
the time, such as the above-named Medeius of Piracus, Herodes an_d
Eucles of Marathon (whose descendant Herodes Atticus was the domi-
nant figure in the city around the middle of the sccond_ century A.D.),
Theophemus of Kydathenaion, Lysiades of Berenikidai, Lysander of
Piraeus, and Diocles of Kephisia.

For the fifty-five-year period from 65/4 to 11/10, forty-five epony-
mous archons can be documented at the present time. Of this num_t?cr,
twenty-one can be assigned to known and politically active families.
The others for whom there is (as yet} a lack of evidence probably came
from similar backgrounds. Only a few of these cponymous archons
belong to families that can be traced back for two centuries or more:
the families of the archons Theophemus (61/0), Lysiades (51/0),
Diotimus (ca. 26/5) and Theophilus (11 /10), two related archons
from Halai, and Polycharmus of Azenia, who was eponymous archon
sometime berween 9 B.Cc. and 14 A.D. In the early Augustan Age the
Aaduchos Themistocles could trace his ancestry back to the Themisto-
cles who defeated the Persians, and his wife Nicostrate traced hers back
to the statesman Lycurgus. Other families, such as that of Medeius of
Piraeus, did not rise to prominence unril the second or even thel first
century, joining an elite circle from which many an earlier prominent
family had disappeared. . o

After Sulla’s time the number of familics belonging to ruling c1rcl.es
and occupying all the important offices in Athens was in fact quite
small, meaning that to the extent that Athens’ own citizens coptrollcd
its fate, it was in the hands of an oligarchy. Nowhere is this more
evident than in the long Assembly decree honoring Themistocles, the
daduchos in 20,/19 % In addition to Apolexis, the eponymous arcl}on
then in office, the text names six other eponymous archons of the time
as cosponsors of the motion; and it is highly probable that even more

i 1 v i ith SEG 30.93).
64. Clinton, Officials 50-52, gives a revised cdmop of the tcxt_(k )
65. Thev are the Eleusinian altar priest Epicraces of Lcukon(.)c (line 9) and the hymnagogo:
Dionmus, licmocharcs, Diocles, Architimus, and Menander (lines 19-26).
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of the sponsors, such as Cichesias of Aixone, also served as archons

during the period, although documentation has not yet been discov-
ered.s

3. A Difficult New Beginning

After the Roman general Sulla defeated Mithridates in Asia Minor, he
returned to Athens in 84, where he enjoyed the company of a young
Roman aristocrat named Titus Pomponius, who had taken up resi-
dence in the city during the war and was to make it his home for twenty
years. Because of his fondness for the city Pomponius soon acquired
the nickname “Atticus,” and it is under this name that he became
known as the lifelong friend and adviser of Cicero, from whom he
received more than 400 letters. Atticus is far more than a marginal
figure in Athenian history, for he came to the city’s aid at a critical
moment.$”

Atticus arrived in Achens as a young man of twenty-four, soon after
Sulla had stormed and taken the city. His friend and biographer Cor-
nelius Nepos recounts that he had left Italy because of the civil war,
not wanting to be forced to take sides. Another factor contributing to
his departure was probably the turbulence of the Roman capital mar-
ket, and the prospect of profitable business dealings undoubtedly
played a role in his decision to go to Greece.8 But the choice of Athens
as a residence is more likely to have been determined by its favorable
location and cultural attractions rather than any expectation of its being
the best place to do business. Atticus had considerable business inter-
ests in other parts of Greece, such as Sicyon on the Peloponnese and
Epirus; it would not have been chiefly commercial interests that drew
him to Athens. There he assumed the role of a selfless benefactor,
prompted by genuine admiration for the city and its unique heritage,
which he shared with many educated Romans of his day.

Nepos reports that Atticus became a very popular figure in Athens,
and with good reason, for he often used his fortune and connections
to help the war-ravaged city. At least once in this period (and again in
50) when the price of grain soared, he bought up large amounts and

66. He is named in line 24 and belonged ro a family that had been prominent for 200
years (Habicht, Studien 194-197, now in need of revision thanks to new discoveries),

67. O. Perlwitz, Titus Pomponius Atticus (Stutrgare 1992).

68. Nepos Atticus 2.2 Perlwitz, Astveus 35-39.

donated it to the citizens. Above all, however, he turned his abihtlcs.as
a financier to the city’s advantage. Durin_g those years, when the city
often needed to borrow money, the conditions oﬂ'er?d by rr.loneylend-
ers, usually Romans, were unacceptable. At Fhis point Atticus would
intervene, borrowing the sum nceded in his own name at a moréf;
favorable rate and passing it on to the city without profit to himself.
In this way the impoverished city was able to save a great deal _of money.
In gratitude for his frequent favors the Athenians vgtec% Atticus many
different honors, but as long as he continued to live in the city he
would not allow them to erect a statue to him. He also refused an offer
of Athenian citizenship (acceptance of which could have meant the 1958
of his Roman citizenship}. He was well educated and spoke Greek like
a native Athenian. He followed politics with a lively interest but fr'om
a distance, as he had no desire for a political career hir.nself. He was just
as concerned to maintain his independence and remain on goc_)d terms
with politicians of all stripes in Greece as later on in I!‘.aly; .for this reason
Atticus declined Sulla’s invitation to return home with him and join in
the civil war against Sulla’s domestic political opponents, who had
seized power during his absence.”? . 3
Atticus’ disinclination to become directly involved in politics prob-

' ably resulted not only from the concentration of his main interests into

business and finance but also from his devotion to the tea‘chinigs of the
Epicurean school. Atticus felt a lifelong attraction to this philosophy
and established a friendship with Phaedrus and Zenon, the f.leads? .of
the school in Athens at that ime. He was far too independent in spirit,
however, to become a genuine disciple of Epicurus, and in all impor-
tant decisions he was guided by practical considerations rather than by
a particular doctrine.”? o

His familiarity with the city, its society, and its intellectuals was of
benefit to Cicero when, accompanied by several friends and rclat}vcs:
he came to Athens for a six-month stay in 79, a few years a}ﬁcr AFthus
arrival. Later Cicero began book 5 of his work De finibus with an

69. Nepos Asticus 2.6 (the donation of grain); 2.4-5 (the l.oans-). See Furd_')er L. .Mlgeotte.,
who correctly interprets the odd role Atticus played as financial mxddllcman in th(.:slc. mlfi;
tons, particularly the phrase semper se interposnis, in L’s‘mprunr public dans les c;:ei\j g:e 3cr_
{Québec 1984) 34-35. This interpretation was offcred in 1836 by ], Holtzmann but o
looked by Perlwitz.

07::]'6.i I&epos Asticus 4.2. See also F. Millar, GerR 35 (1988) 4.2—43. .
71. For more on his attitude toward Epicureanism see Perlwitz, Atticus 90-97.
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emotional account, tinged by nostalgia, of a visit they paid to the
Academy in which Atticus also plays a part. One afternoon in 79, not
many years after the horrors of 86, they left the city by the Dipylon
Gate to walk to the Academy grounds, twenty minutes away. The
group consisted of Cicero, his brother Quintus, his younger cousin
Lucius Cicero, Marcus Piso, and Pomponius Atticus, They wanted to
pay their respects to Plato and his successors at the site where they had
taught, and had chosen that hour of the afternoon because they
thought it was likely to be deserted. They indeed found the stillness
they had sought, and even signs of the devastation still evident (for
Sulla had felled all the trees in the grove) failed to spoil the solemn
mood in which they all—even those inclined to favor other philosophi-
cal schools—joined in a tribute to the great thinkers of the Academy:
Plato, Speusippus, Xenocrates, Polemon, and the much younger
Carneades.™ The scene reflects the respect felt by educated Roman
society for Greck culture, its leading thinkers, and Athens as their
spiritual home, no matter where they may have been born. Cicero’s
description strikes the reader as a literary form of atonement for the
barbarous acts committed by his fellow Romans not long before.
Probably in this same September of 79, Cicero was inidated into the
Eleusinian Mysteries and had a religious experience that left him decply
affected.”® Over the months Cicero remained in Athens he and his
entourage also attended quite regularly the lectures of the philoso-
phers. Cicero went most often to those of Antiochus of Ascalon, who
had been trained at the Academy, while Atticus held the Epicurean
Phaedrus in particularly high regard. Cicero considered Zeno to have
the keenest mind of all the contemporary philosophers. 74 Clearly, in-
struction was carried on as usual in the philosophical schools of the city.
A decree passed by the technita; of Dionysus in honor of Philemon,
their president (epimeletes), for the four years from 80 to 76, also
confirms that that Organization was pursuing its normal activities,”s
This fact is notable because the guild members, who owed s0 much to

72. Cicero De fimibus 5.1-8; English translation by H. Rackham in the Loeb edition of
1914. Cicero mentions his visit to0 the Acropolis in Dr narura deorum 3,49,

73. Cicero De leg. 2.36; K, Clinton, ANRWTI 18.2 (1989) 1500, Cf. 1504,

74. The numerous sources, including many from Cicero, are collected in M. Gelzer,
“Tullius,” RE(1939) 838. For Phaedrus sec A, E, Raubirschek, Hesperin 18 (1949) 96-103,

75. IG 11°.1338. For the Position of the epimeletes in the guild of the techniras, see

. Poland, Geschichre des Ariechischen Veresnswesens {Leipzig 1909) 368-369 and 405408,
The technitaiin 88 ... Poseidonius, FGrHist 87 F 36.49.

Rome, had played a large role in the _cesrterl;;l(())nrii:s welcoming Athenion
into the war again . .
Wh];rllt}:ice:f)‘iit? tthhzrcs slfgi'ns of normality, thert': is eloquent ev1dt;ncc gitat
all was not well in these postwar years; the c1ty‘ of Athefls was forced to
borrow money from private lenders, including f_orclgncrs; Romans
such as Articus had to intervene repeatedly to save it from bank_ruptilcy.
The city had grown poor as a result of dcstrucnor‘l and, loc_)t‘mgG hat
may have continued after the war. A year before Cicero’s visit, alu;
Verres (later the notorious governor of.Slcﬂy, who would‘bc pr(;s;s:ci;l.'ltt.t .
by Cicero) came through Athens on his way to tht.‘, province .oh : fflf’
if we can believe the accusations Cicero raised at his trial (whic n;d is
case requires some effort), Gaius Verres stole all the g;)ﬁld of the goddess
Athena in the Parthenon that Sulla had overlooked. .
It would be a long time before the city began to recover frqm t ;.
worst of the war damage and plundering, or envision the repair an
reconstruction of ruined buildings. Some structures,'such as the Podni)ci
peion, beyond saving, were left to decay. A{ld only in a few cas&l:(s dd
the money for rebuilding come from the city; most of thc; i\lz\.ror N
financed by foreign princes and members of .l;he Roman no ity. y
a quarter of a century passed before any 51.zablc reconstruct;on oc
curred. From the late third century on, foragn rul‘crs on goo tcrrgs
with Athens had contributed to the city’§ imposing appealran.cc t())l
financing large public buildings. These projects were not only glf;:grm
the city but also a means of self-promotion, as if Athens were a .
of world’s fair at which a country or dynasty ought to foe reprcsent(;H.
The tradition seems to have originated arcn%nd 224 with Ptocllcmy :
Euergetes, the city’s political patron at the time, who founde fawP gym-
nasium named in his honor.”” Not long afterward Attalgs Io erﬁ?d
mum followed his example with the gift known as the “small Att hl
dedication” on the Acropolis (if he really was the donor, and rlxjot 1(5;
son of the same name). His sons Eumenes and Attall'ls, lwho fo owcd
him on the throne in succession, both had a stoa built in Athen; atrli
named after themselves; Eumenes’ stoa stood a,t the‘foot X e
Acropolis near the theater of Dionysus, and Attalus stoa in th%I g?-ﬁf‘
The “middle stoa,” also in the marketplace, was built in the first ha

icero I Vervem 2.1.44-45 and 2.4.71. _ ]
;g %fizrpassagc contains a brief recapirulation of much that was reported in greater detail
in Chaprer 9, Section 1.
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of the second century B.C. and may also have been the gift of a
monarch, although there are no clues to his idendty. In the second
quarter of the same century the Seleucid ruler Antiochus IV Epiphanes
generously repaid the city for the hospitality he had enjoyed for several
years as a young man by financing further work on the temple of
C‘)ly.mpmn Zeus. Around the turn of the century Athens benefited from
similar donations from Prolemy IX Soter 11, the Pontic kings Mithri-
dates V Euergetes and Mithridates VI Eupator, and the Jewish eth-
narch Hyrcanus, either in the city itself or for the gymnasium on Delos

No largesse of this kind could be expected from’thcir descendants in‘
the Post-Suﬂa era, since these dynasties had either vanished or were in
decline, '_I‘heir place was taken by Roman generals and the rulers of the
smaller kingdoms on the periphery of the Roman Empire—on a smaller
.scale, of course, corresponding to their lesser means. Such benefactors
mc}uded Ariobarzanes II and III of Cappadocia and, slightly later
]l?t:.ilotarus of Galatia, Rhescuporis of Thrace, and Hcro’d the Great o%

udea.

Thus, the Athenians were accustomed to demonstradons of roval
benevolence and public buildings financed by foreign monarchs T}{IC
Romans, by contrast, had not only destroyed a great deal of the c-ity in
86 but had also plundered on a large scale and carried off many valuable
works of art., It was therefore a turnabout when Roman aristocrats
began maklpg lavish gifts to the city, thereby replacing the kings of old
as far as their means allowed. Their adoption of the custom of the great
rulers of the past was certainly not accidental. The first such bcnefitor
1t‘l'ufas none (')ther than Po.mpcy. On his departure from Brindisi in 67 to

ght the pirates he was in such a hurry that he sailed past most Greek
go up to A‘thcns, offer a sacrifice to the gods, and address the citizcns,
The Athenians, who hoped that he would put an end to the irac.
plague, gave him a warm welcome.” Five years later, on his wa Ipbacl}i
to ltaly after defeating Mithridates and reorganizing )r_he ea:::te:rny rov-
inces, Pompey stopped in Athens again to express his thanks HE had
recently heard the grear Posidonius speak in Rhodes, and in Athens ?16:
made the now obligatory gesture for upper-class Ron; ans of visiting the

78. Piur. Pompeins 27 3.
79. Ibid., 42.11: sis episkereen.
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Ten years later the city’s main benefactors were two Romans from
patrician families, Gaius Julius Caesar and Appius Claudius Pulcher. In
his description of the former’s years as governor of Gaul, Suetonius
reports that Caesar, with an eye to the future and wishing to secure the
gratitude and loyalty of kings and provincial rulers, donated grand
buildings to the most important cities of the east and west {Suetonius
names Italy, Gaul, Spain, Asia, and Greece).?® It is quite certain that
Athens numbered among them, as is confirmed explicitly in a letter
Cicero wrote to Atticus in 50. At that time Cicero had heard that
Herodes of Marathon, an Athenian citizen and eponymous archon of
the year 60/59, had received fifty talents for his city from Caesar in
Gaul, exactly the same sum donated earlier by Pompey. Pompey was
supposed to have been greatly annoyed by the news.#! More informa-
tion 1s contained in the inscription on the architrave of the gateway to
the Roman Agora in Athens. According to this inscription, the gate
was dedicated during the archonship of Nicias (approximately 10,/9),
when Herodes’ son Eucles was hoplite general. Tt was financed by the
sums given by Caesar (to Herodes in 51) and Augustus (to Herodes’
son Eucles). The father and son who had procured the money also
oversaw the construction in succession; the gate itself was finally dedi-
cated in the name of the people of Athens.®? However, the real sponsors
of the construction of the Roman Agora in Athens were Caesar and
Augustus.

At the same time another Roman patrician financed a building in
Eleusis, namely the lesser propylaca of the temple dedicated to the
Eleusinian divinities. Appius Claudius Pulcher had made a vow to do
so during his term as consul in 54, and began construction during or
after his governorship in Cilicia (53-51). It was dedicated by his heirs
after his death in 48.%% The donor, a member of an impoverished
patrician clan, had made a fortune as governor in Cilicia, where he

80. Suctonius Caesar28.1: “nec minore studio reges atque provincias per terrarum orbem
adliciebat . . . snperque Italiae Galliarumque et Hispaniarum, Asiae quoque et Gracciae
potentissimas urbes praccipuis operibus exornans.”

81. Cicero Ad Asticum 6.1.25. All the questions connected with this donation, inclnding
the roles of Herodes and Eucles, are discussed by Rawson, Athenaessas 73 {1985) 4449,

82, IG 1%.3175 (W. Ameling, Herodes Atticus IT [Hildesheim 1983] 43, no. 20).
Herodes Articus was a descendant of the Herodes who visited Caesar in Gaul, For the Roman
Agora, see also M. C. Hoff, 44 (1994) 93-117.

83. CIL111.547 (A. Degrassi, Inscriptiones Latinae Liberae Rei Publimez,vol. 1 [Florence
1957] no. 401); K. Clinton, ANRWII 18.2 (1989) 150406 and plate 1. For literature on
the monnment see 1505 n. 28,
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served as Cicero’s immediate predecessor, and some of the funds for
the construction at Eleusis undoubtedly stemmed from this source.
The project reflects two of Pulcher’s most prominent character traits:
his greed and his piety. Cicero heard about the start of construction on
this gateway in Cilicia in the winter of 51 /0 at the same time he learned
of Caesar’s gift to Athens. The news caused him to consider donating
a gate to be erected at the Academy, which he had visited with such
emotion a generation earlier. But even as he toyed with the thought,
which would occupy him for several months before he finally rejected
it, he realized that many people would regard it as inappropriate——and
so Cicero failed to become a benefactor of Athens.3

However, his friend Atticus, who had already helped Athens in cases
of financial embarrassment, donated an unknown quantity of wheat to
the city that same year, in 50. This gesture prompted Cicero to some
mild criticism, not stronger only because Atticus was not Athenjan
himself and because his gift came under the heading of generosity in
return for hospitality enjoyed rather than of a donation to one’s own
countrynien 85

On his way to his province in 51 Cicero, for the first time since his
long visit in 79, had stopped in Athens from 25 June to 6 July and
stayed with Ariston, brother of the late Academician Antiochus of
Ascalon. He wrote to Atticus several times that he had a special fond-
ness for Athens,? and this is why it occurred to him shortly after to
erect a monument in the city, or rather at the Academy nearby. In his
correspondence with Atticus he noted his plans for a return visit on his
way back to Rome and his wish to participate in the Eleusinian Mys-
teries, if the time of year was right.¥” And although the threat of a civil
war between Caesar and Pompey grew more and more acute during
!’].lS governorship and ought to have hastened his return if he hoped to
Intervene in the cause of peace, Cicero nonetheless took the time to
T.fisit Athens again in the fall of the year 50. He arrived on 14 October,
Just In time to take part in the celebration of the Eleusinian Mysteries
(between the twentieth and the twenty-eighth of the month) for the
first time since his initiation many years before. He had, to be sure,
already given up his idea of donating 2 monument to the Academy.

84. Cicero Ad Articum 6.1.26 and 6.6.2.

85. Ibid., 6.6.2,

86. Ibid., 5.10.5 and 6.1.26.

87. John D. Morgan, “The Mystery of the Mysteries,” CQ (forthcoming), provides the
correct interpretation of Cicero Ad Atticum 5.21.14 and 6.1.26.
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The plan of another Roman to erect a building in Athens at about

¢ this time is quite a different story. In this case, the planner was Gaius
t Memmius, a member of the Senate aristocracy and son-in-law of the
dictator Sulla, and he intended to build a palace on the site where
& Epicurus’ house had once stood. He did not aim this as a tribute to
k the founder of the school of philosophy, but wanted to erect a house
‘;_ for himself, since he was under a sentence of banishment from Rome
t  and all Ttaly. Memmius had been praetor in 58 and a candidate for
{ consul in 53, but his career had foundered over a scandal involving
i corruption on a scale startling even by Roman standards; he was found
t  guilty and banished in 52. Nonetheless he still possessed enough

money, influence, and connections to procure a vote from the Areopa-
gus approving his plans for a palatial house. The disciples of the phi-
losopher, who revered the site as sacred, were horrified and did their
best to block the project. Under the circumstances it was particularly
ironic that Lucretius had dedicated his epic poem glorifying Epicurus,
On the Nature of Things, to none other than Memmius. Patron, then
head of the Epicurean school, turned to his Roman acquaintances
Atticus and Cicero for help, and both endeavored to save the philoso-
pher’s house, although Cicero had no hope that the Areopagus would
reverse its decision without Memmius’ consent. Cicero (who held a
low opinion of Patron) wrote a very diplomatic letter to Memmius and
sent it after him to Mytilene, for which he had departed the day

_before.#8 In the end Memmius dropped the project.

The architectural renewal begun by Pompey, Caesar, and Appius
Claudius and continued by Augustus gradually changed the face of
Athens from a Hellenistic to a Roman city. Magnificent donations
could be no longer expected from the Hellenistic east, where Pompey
brought about the permanent downfall of the once-powerful Seleucids,
and where the Ptolemaic dynasty was in decline. The only monarch of
the region to make a noteworthy contribution was a king installed by
Pompey in the course of his reorganization of the Near East, who
followed the example of his patron. Ariobarzanes II of Cappadocia
sponsored the reconstruction of the Odeon, Pericles’ concert hall at
the foot of the Acropolis, which the tyrant Aristion had burned down
shortly before the collapse of his regime as Sulla’s troops were about
to enter the city. The king himself, like so many other Hellenistic

88. Cicero Fam. 13.1. Cf. Ad Atticum 5.11.6; F. Minzer, “Memmius,” RE (1931)
609-615, esp. 614615,
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princes, had received his education in Athens and is named in a list of ¥ The tower, still standing in Athens in a rcmar:‘kably good statt;1 .of
Athenian ephebes from the year 80,/79. The people of Athens showed b preservation, was recently the subject of a penetrating study by ]oalc dlm
their gratitude by dedicating a statue to him in the theater of Dionysus von Freeden, who among other things cha%lcngcd the traditiona 123;’
next to the Odeon; the three architects who worked on the rebuilding E ing and assigned it to the much earlier period bctwec.n 150 and .
of the hall, two brothers from Rome named Gaius and Marcus Stallius £ Although this view has received some support, the evidence advanccle;i
and a Greek named Melanippus, also placed their own monument to ¥ is by no means conclusive, and several scholars have recommen c;s
the king in Athens.® £ rcuaining the traditional dating from the middle of the first century.

Around the middle of the first century repairs were made to the
sanctuary of Asclepius at the foot of the Acropolis, as revealed by
several inscriptions.®® At about the same time—if the traditional but
recently challenged dating is correct—the imposing new structure
known as the “Tower of the Winds” was built in the center of the city.
According to Vitruvius, the eight-sided tower near the castern gate of
the Roman Agora gave concrete expression to its builder’s conviction
that there were cight winds instead of four. However, the building’s
actual purpose was to serve as a public timekeeper, and Varro refers to
it more accurately as a horologium. It had partial sundials on each of
its walls, and inside there was a large water clock of complicated
construction.” The master builder Andronicus, who is named as a
citizen of the city of Cyrrhus, is the same Andronicus, son of Hermias
from the Macedonian city of Cyrrhus, who built a marble sundial on
the island of Tenos and was praised in an epigram as a “second
Eudoxus.”? Whether the Cyrrhus referred to is the city in Macedonia
or the Macedonian colony named after it in northern Syria is a matter
of controversy. Traditionally scholars favored Syria,”® but recently the
view that the Macedonian town is meant has gained ground.®

89, Vitruvius 5.9.1; I 112.3427 and 3426; H. A. Thompson, in Roman Architecture in
the Greeﬁk World, ed. 8. Macready and F. H. Thompson {London 1987) 4. The list of ephebes
is IGII".1039, with a more complete reading of the names in SEG 22.110. Ariobarzanes is
named in col, 11.99-100.

90. IG 112.1046, a Council decree from 52/1; IG 112.3174, a dedication of the priests
from 51/0. A dedication of the priest from 63/2, I7 IIZ.4464, may perhaps also be
connected with the repairs; Aleshire, Asklepieion 16 and 32-34.

91. Vitruvius 1.6.4; Varro De e rustica 3.5317‘

92. IG X11.5.891; H. Diels, Anttke Technik” (1eipzig 1924) 172-173. i . tonalen

93. Diels, ibid., 172 n. 1; E. Fabricius, “Andmnikof” RE (1894) 2167-68; E. Granger, A 95. Von Ffjd':;’sf"‘?d(‘;“";,“ “]";';Oc)“g;’;“fn?& f{m}mﬁf:::f ‘iiﬂ'lé';';”f’ ;;11*;75.

. ; i . 57 - : 3 Kongresses flir Archiologse (Berlin 5 ¥ M- ’
ié;g?tlr;;‘m: {Loeb Library 1931) 1: 57; R. E. Wycherley, The Stones of Athens (Princeton - Thefhavcﬁtﬂ rejectcd by H. S, Robinson, AJA 88 (1984} 423;425, z;h?;:fiis:;;lﬁwf:

94. E. Honigmann, “Kyrrhos,” RE (1924) 199; N. G. Hammond, A History of Mace- . 50 talents donatcd‘ by Pompey in 62 may have been usej lz:vr:;mif?: rh:z oot Wiorld 6 and
donis, vol. 1 (Oxford 1972) 159; W. Zschietzschmann, “Athenai,” RE Suppl. 13 (1973) §  H.A Thompson, in Macrady and Thomp SOE’SR;’S?;‘; Of also & R, R, Smith JHS 105
86-87; 1. von Freeden, Oixia Kvpporov: Studien sum sagenannten Turm der Winde in i 160 11, H von Hesberg, Gnomon 57 (1985) T ’

Athen (Rome 1983) 7. E (1985) 230-231-
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Subjection

1. Clodius’ Plebiscite

When .Sul‘la p_ardoned those Athenians who had survived the stormin
of their city in the spring of 86 as well as the ensuing massacre hg
shqwed unexpectftd clemency, for the city had taken part in the ’wa‘;
zlgl‘al;lst iome. After the war ‘rhe city resumed its old status as a state
ied wi lllome but legally independent. This remained the case for
the next thirty years. True, in 74 a Roman officia named Lucius

» at that time a deputy of the pra
. : eto
kl\lda:cus Antonius (away fighting the pirates). It is far more prgbabler
P;)rxzfi:er, that %IC riquested the Athenians to take on this role after r_hej
appearing before him had cither made
; : or accepted such
Ecrff(;::atl(; AT/Ihe z:\hﬂ)cman Assembly presumably had little choice but ts
arcilius’ request, bur the diplomar '

served and the sovereignty of the city upﬁ’leld. o ere ob-
h.A‘ﬁJrrher case should probably be judged along the same lines: in
}tl 1S Instance a Roman official asked an Athenian court to stand in ’for
Im and pass judgment in a murder case:? in 68 the local authorities
arrested a woman and brought her before Cornelius Dolabella, the

1. The inscription found in Gythe; i
ytheion has been edited with 1
) ) d with a commentary by L.
(lgr;sgmznr Pablic Aans les cités Frecques (Québee 1984) 90-96, See aiso C }x )I,{f; Agégmm:,
2 {,al61-266. The tole of Athens is mentoned in line 12 . » oma 3
. erius Maximus 8.1, amb, 2: Gellius 127 ;
. > amb. 2; .75 and ¢ i 1
Maximus) report the same thing with minor v:u-iati::ns.An.lmmrmi 249 Hollowing Vlerius
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Roman governor in Smyrna in the province of Asia, for sentencing. She
had confessed to murdering her husband and their son because they
had killed her son from a previous marriage. The governor was faced
with the dilemma of either acquitting the woman despite her confes-
sion, in view of the strong motives she had for committing the double
murder, or ignoring the circumstance and condemning her anyway.
Dolabella’s step was as extraordinary as the circumstances of the crime
itself; he chose neither to decide the case himself nor to hand it over
to a court in the city (or another city in his province). Instead he hit
on the ingenious solution of passing responsibility to a court in an allied
state, the Areopagus in Athens, for centuries the institution in charge
of trying cases of premeditated murder in the city. Confronted with the
same dilemma as Dolabella, the Areopagus came up with an extraordi-
nary solution: the members of the court ordered the defendant and the
prosecutors to appear before them for the trial in 100 years. The case
was widely known in ancient times? and clearly contributed to the fame
of the Areopagus in the Roman era. All the evidence suggests that
Dolabella respected Athenian sovereignty in making his request.

That sovercignty was flagrantly violated in 58, however, by a plebi-
scite of the tribune Publius Clodius, the lex Clodia de provinciis consu-
laribus. To ensure the allegiance of the two consuls, Clodius allotted
each a particularly large and profitable province, in deflance of existing
laws. L. Calpurnius Piso (Caesar’s father-in-law) was placed in charge
of Macedonia, and Aulus Gabinius received Cilicia; later, through a
second plebiscite, he was awarded Syria. A significant new feature of
this law, sponsored by the tribune and voted on by the people, was the
extension of the boundaries of the old province of Macedonia; this
region, administered by a proconsul since 146, was enlarged to include
sovereign Greek states.* Cicero, Piso’s contemporary, explicitly states
that his territory included Athens and Attica .’

3. Ammian. 29.18: “exemplum . . . illud antquitati admedum notum.”

4. The evidence is in G. Rotondi, Leges publicae populi Romani (Milan 1912) 393-394.
A more detailed discussion will soon be published by J.-L. Ferrary, to whom I am indebted
for suggestions and comments.’

5. Speaking against Piso in the Senare after his return in 55 B.C. Ciceto said, “Omnis erat
tbi Achaia, Thessalia, Athenae, cuncta Graecia addicta” (37). He also accused Piso of haviug
ruined the regions entrusted to him in the years of his governorship: “Achaia exhausta,
Thessalia vexata, laceratae Athenac™ (96). While these polemical utterances distorted by
personal hatred should not be raken seriously, the statement thar Pise was in fact in charge
of these areas must be accurate. See also Cicero De dom. 23 and 60.
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The step is noteworthy for several reasons: first, because Athens’
sovereignty was violated or, more accurately, ignored; second, because
it was taken not by the Senate, the institution normally responsible for
such affairs, but by a tribune and the plebs. It is no less astounding that
this extension of direct Roman rule resulted not from events on Greek
soil, but from internal aspects of Roman politics. The aim was appar-
ently to give Roman creditors a legal instrument for pursuing the cities
that owed them money; it provided them with the possibility of suing
these communities in the proconsul’s courts, a step prohibited by the
terms of a Senate decree of 60 and Caesar’s lex de repetundis of 59.6
Although the practical consequences of the plebiscite for Athens may
have been relatively minor, there is no doubt that formally it placed the
sovereign city under the jurisdiction of a Roman official. Further proof,
in addition to Cicero’s clear but prejudiced statements against Clodius,
is offered by the dedication of a religious association on Delos devoted
to the cult of Hermes; the inscription, in both Greek and Latin, is dated
not by the name of the Athenian epimeletes or the eponymous archon,
but by the name of the proconsul of Macedonia, the same Lucius
Calpurnius Piso, who had acquired authority over Delos as part of the
Athenian state.” Clodius’ law of 58 turned Athens from a partner into
a vassal of Rome. It is certain that the situation created by this /ex
Clodia came to an end when Piso ceased to be governor in 55, and
that Athens regained its former status as an independent ally of Rome.
But after all that had occurred, this amounted to little more than the
conversion of formal dependency into de facto subjugation, however
unofficial. Politically minded people in both Athens and Rome re-
mained aware of what had transpired; if something had happened once,
it could happen again, as long as one partner in the alliance was so
much more powerful than the other, Officials of the 4e jure sovereign
city had few means at their disposal to resist the directives of the Roman
government and its representatives, and not many more when influen-
tial private citizens of Rome importuned them with personal demands.
We cannot explain otherwise why the Areopagus gave its consent to
the son-in-law of the once all-powerful dictator Sulla, Gaius Menmius,
to tear down Epicurus’ house to build his own palace on the site, or
why even Cicero did not belicve the Areopagus could be persuaded to

6. Tam grateful to J.-L, Ferrary for this derailed informaton,
7. 1 Déles 1737, from §7/6 or 56,/5. R. Etenne’s attempt ro place this text in rhe year
115 /4 { T#nes, vol. 2 [Paris 19907 255, no. 4) seems unconvincing.
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reverse its decision.® Less than a decade was to pass before the outbreak
of the civi! war between Caesar and Pompey created conditions under
which Roman leaders could no longer allow themselves to respect the
privileged “independent” status of those Greek states that could still
claim it.

In 58 a law of the consuls also freed Delos trom certain taxes
imposed by Sulla after Mithridates” troops had left the island.? Sull an
Athenian possession, Delos had sutfered badly during the Third
Mithridatic War in the previous decade. Athenodorus, a pirate allied
with the Pontic king, had raided the island in 69, capturing many of
its inhabitants to sell them into slavery, and damaging sacred images.!?
In the course of these depredations a fire occurred at a house recently
excavated by French archaeologists and discovered to contain the re-
mains of a private archive: 14,000 clay seals of the kind once attached
to documents had been baked by the conflagration. The collection
contained seals from at least a sixty-year period, for the oldest surviving
one dates from 128/7."! Gaius Valerius Triarius, an officer serving
under Lucullus, recaptured Delos in 69, supported by ships provided
upon Roman demand by the Ionian cities Smyrna and Miletus. T}.1e
island’s inhabitants and ships’ crews crected several monuments in
Triarius’ honor on Delos, and he employed the crews in building a wall
with watchtowers at intervals, designed to offer better protection from
invaders in the future.!? Traces of this wall have been discovered, and
its course can still be followed for a considerable stretch.!? It is also
mentioned in the much later chronicle of Phlegon of Tralles, !4

The consuls’ law of 58 mentioned the destruction wreaked upon
Delos by Mithridates and the pirates, and represented an attempt,
initiated by the Senate, to improve economic conditions on the island.
There is some irony in the fact that Piso, one of the two consuls who
presented the law to the people, was made ruler ot Athens by the

8. Cicero Ad Articym 5.11.6.

9. 1 Délos 1511, now with improved readings and commentary in C. Nicoler, ed., Inssla
sacra: La loi Gabinia-Calpurnia de Délos (58 av. J.-C.) (Paris 1980).

10. Phlegon, FGrHist 257 F 12.13.

11. M.-F. Boussac, RA {1988) 11 307-340 and Les sceaux de Délos, vol. 1 (Athens 1992).

12. T Délos 1621 and 1855-58. Sce esp. ].-I.. Ferrary, in Nicolet, Insuia sacra 35-44.
Triatius had bronze coins struck rhat year, perhaps to pay the workmen; 19 such coins have
been found on the island and one in the Agora in Arhens {Kroll, Coins 84 and 250, no. 830).

13. P. Bruncau and J. Duear, Guide de Dilos’ (Paris 1983) 198-199, no. 69, with plan 2
facing 161 and plan 6 facing 247. .

14. Phlegon, FGrHist 257 F 12.13. His chronicle dares from the reign of Hadrian.
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plebiscite of Clodius at that time, and that in the law the consuls praised
the “loyalty of Athens, this renowned city,” at the very moment that
its rights were being trampled underfoot.!s

Delos must have experienced a considerable dechine in trade as a
result of the First Mithridatic War; however, the inscriptions found
there create the impression that a return to prewar conditions took
place within a few years. Several documents from 80,/79 suggest quite
normal activities: the decree awarding honors to the Roman proquaes-
tor Manius Aemilius Lepidus in the name of “the Athenians, Romans,
and other Greeks resident in Delos and the merchants and shipowners
present”;!® the similar honors for another Roman, T. Manlius Tor-
quatus;'” and the honors voted by the ephebes to the gymnasiarch, who
that year was none other than the son of the epimeletes then in office. 18
Nor are these the only indications of an at least outward normalization
in the following years.!?

After the catastrophe of 69 but before passage of the consuls’ law of
58, the Athenians on the island and the private association for the cult
of Pompey erected a monument to Pompeius Magnus.? “The Romans
in Delos™ appear in an inscription for the last time in 54 /3, when they
joined the resident Athenians, merchants, and shipowners in placing a
statue to the epimeletes in office.?! In 48 the Athenians alone honored

Caesar with a statue immediately after his victory over Pompey at
Pharsalus.2?

2. Romans in Athens

According to tradition, the first Roman visitors to Athens were €Nvoys
from the Senate, who in 228 came to explain Rome’s military inter-
vention in Illyria. After 200, masses of Roman military personnel of
high and low rank and many ordinary soldiers and sailors arrived for

15. Law quoted in n, 9, lines 6-7.

I6. T Délos 1659. Lepidus received honors in the same year from Priene in lonia; F. Hiller
von Gaertringen, Inschrifien von Priene (Berlin 1906) 244.

17. T Délps 1660. For Torquatus see T. R. 8. Broughton, The Magistrates of the Roman
Republic, vol. 3 (Adanra 1986) 136-137. '

18. I Délos 1935,

19. See Ferrary, in Nicolet, Insula sacrg 35—44.

20. T Délos 1641.

21. T Délos 1662.

22. 1 Délos 1587, with the resroration of line 4 by A. E. Raubitschek, JRS 44 (1954) 65.
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varying lengths of time. For a considerable period all the known civilian
visitors were people of rank, some—mostly diplomats—on official mis-
sions, and others on their way to administrative posts in provinces
further east. The “philosophers’ embassy” of 155 had kindled in edu-
cated Romans an interest in Greek philosophy and rhetoric, and from
that ime on, members of this class whose travels led them to or
through Athens made it a point to attend lectures by the teachers of
these subjects. The next step was to send their sons to study there for
longer periods.

In addition to these visitors, some Romans came and stayed. As in
other parts of the Greek world, from the second century on we en-
counter a growing number of Roman names in lists of residents of
Athens and Attica, or names with both Greek and Roman compo-
nents.”* Many of them are identified as Romaioi, namely Roman
citizens or Ttalians, for the latter were also referred to as Romans in the
second century, even before they officially became citizens of Rome in
the aftermath of the Social War of 90-88. In any event, persons de-
scribed as “Romans” were not citizens of Athens. But many others with
wholly or partly Roman names are listed with an indication of the Attic
community (demotic) or the name of the tribe to which they belonged,
signalling that they were Athenian citizens. Almost without exception,
inscriptions provide these data; before they can be evaluated it is
necessary to investigate whether the members of the latter category
were Athenian by birth or naturatization.

In some cases an unambiguous result cannot be obtained. For ex-
ample, Lenkios is an old Greek name, especially prevalent in Ionia and
Arttica; a man called Lenkios may have been either a Greek, or a Roman
with the name Lucius.?* Only when it occurs in combination with a
Roman gens can we be certain that the family was of Roman origin,
even if the bearer of the name may himself have possessed Athenian
citizenship.?® Further ambiguities are names with one Roman and one

23. R. M. Erringtou covers the subject more broadly in Alte Geschichte und Wissen-
schaftsgeschichte. Festschrift Karl Christ (Darmstadt 1988} 140-157. I am indebred to his
findings in much of what follows.

24. In the pre-Augustan ¢ra it is documented in at least 12 Atric demes, Nonetheless some
scholars continue ro treat it as of Roman origin in every case; see, c.g., E. Rawson, Athenacum
73 (1985) 64.

25. Thus, e.g., Aetkeos HomiAhios €€ Oiov (IG I1I* 2461.6) was of Roman origin
but an Athenian citizen of the tribe of Leontis and the deme Oion Keraineikon; Aedkios
Aeviitov ‘Pwp,al'os' (IG 112.2460.5), on the other hand, was a Roman citizen; and
Aedrios Beoyeitovos Tlapateds (IG 11°.2463.9) a native-born Athenian.
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Greck component, if the Roman element is the given name and not
the nomen gentile, as in the case of Seleucus, son of Marcus, of Mara-
thon. He was a winner in a senior boys’ event at the Theseia in 153 /2,
later serving as gymnasiarch on Delos in 129 /8 and as a strategos in
the second half of the century.?® Nothing suggests that his father,
Marcus, who must have been born about 200, was of Roman origin;
it appears more likely that Marcus’ father simply gave his sou a Roman
name, at about the time Athens and Rome first entered into close
contact with one another. The same probably holds true for Marcus,
son of Plutarch of Phalerum, a member of the Athenian Council
shortly before 60; and the athlete Menodorus, son of Gnaeus, an
Athenian citizen of the late second century &.c.28

During the entire second century only one Roman is known to have
served in an official capacity in the Athenian state, namely “Spurius the
Roman” (Sporios Romaios), who acted as one of more than sixty
hieropoios, or cult officials, at the Prolemaca in the year of the archon
Lysiades, about 150.2 From about 130 on, the corps of ephebes,
previously open only to sons of Athenian citizens, became accessible to
forcigners. The ephebes of foreign origin are listed for the first time for
123/2, separately from the citizens’ sons; they number 14 (out of a
total of at least 108), of whom 4 are identificd as “Romans.” They
acquired the full rights of citizens upon completion of their service and
also became eligible for membership in the Council and service as
magistrates when they reached the age of thirty. No evidence exists that
a single Roman citizen received Athenian citizenship before this time.

26. As winner in a festival event: IG 112.958.11.74; as gymnasiarch: I Délos 2589 .48 and
1558; as strategos: IG 11°.2866.

27, Agora XV267.11.

23, L. Mgrctti, Iscrizioni agonistiche greche (Rome 1953) no, 51,

29. IG117.1938.40. A man named Mdapros performed an official funcdon not long
afterward, but it is not possible to identify him conclusively as 2 Roman (IG .19 39.15). In
contrast to the other 66 names on this list, no father’s name or deme is given for him, but
also no ethnic. The T'dtos Taiov "Axapreds who served in various priesthoods on Delos
in 128/7, 115/4, and 97 /6, possibly two people, a father and son (Tracy, Contributors
195), could very well have been born in Arhens, despite the Roman given name in two
generations,

‘ 30. IG 112.1031.4, 5, 11, and 12. 1t was recognized as part of the decree IG 112.1006

from 123 /2 by O. Reinmuth, Hesperia 41 (1972) 185-191 (overlooked by Erringron in Alie

Ge:chic{qre 149). The citizens’ sons named in the same decree, [['}deos Talov Hepaievs

an Idios Madpror MeA[ireis] (IV.106 and II1.122), are not necessarily of Roman
esceut.
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It is known with certainty that during the second century growing
numbers of Roman citizens settled in Athens for varying lengths of
time but did not become naturalized citizens. Many may have had no
desire to do so, for acceptance of Athenian citizenship could have
meant loss of their status as citizens of Rome. However, an Assembly
decree from the middle of the second century shows that they could
receive other privileges normally limited to Athenians, such as enktests,
the right to own land in Attica.’! This decree represents the last known
case in which this right was granted, and the recipient was a Roman.

By the first century 8.c. Roinans who had become naturalized Athe-
nian citizens were no longer a rarity, and by the second half of the
century there were clearly large numbers of them. A certain Kointos
(Quintus) served as mint magistrate in 89 /8 and 86/5, but since only
his given name is known, it is not possible to establish definitely that
he was of Roman origin. Among the archons of 56/5 we find the
cponymous archon Quintus, son of Quintus, from Rhamnus, and the
thesmothete Leukios, son of Decimus, from Perithoidae,?? and an
Athenaeus, son of Marcus, from Stiria, as thesmothete in 14 ,/3.33 All
three may have been of Roman origin, but it is quite possible that they
were Athenian citizens and sons of Athenian citizens. In the case of
another thesmothete from the Augustan era, Leukios Seppius from
Kephisia, his Roman identity is established through the use of his
Roman family name.** In 60/59 and 59 /8 two Athenian officials of
Roman origin are documented (although their function is unknown):
Decimus Aufidius and Publius Ofrius. As magistrates they must have
been Athenian citizens.?® At about the same time we encounter the first
Athenians of Roman descent as members of the Council.? In light of
the foregoing one can say that the Romans who settled in Athens could
not acquire citizenship until the last quarter of the second century;

31. IG 112907 for Aevkios O[ . . ] Pwpalos, with commentary by J. Pecirka, The
Formula for the Grant of Enkiesis in Anric Inseriptions (Prague 1966) 118-120. The decree
was inscribed between 169 and 134; Tracy, ALC 148.

32, IGN2.1717.1-2 and 13.

33, 1G1I2.1721.10.

34. IG112.1922.9. For the dating see P Graindor, Chronologie des archonics athéniens sous
Pempire (Brussels 1922) 50 n. 16.

35. IG1I°.1716, col. IL.18, 20; Errington, in Alte Geschichte 155.

36. Agora XV.272.2; 14; 273.53. Both inscriptions dare from about 50 B.C. Of slightly
later date are Agora XV.285.7, 286.28, 286.51, and Hespera 14 (1978) 296, no. 21.19 and
26.
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more often, we may assume, they acquired it not for themselves but
for their sons, by sending them to the corps of ephebes. It is certainly
no coincidence that from the latter part of the second century on, we
know of no more cases in which citizenship was awarded by decree of
the ekklesia. Either they ceased to occur (or became very rare), or the
Athenians ceased recording them in stone inscriptions.®” It seems
highly unlikely that such awards stopped altogether, but their numbers
probably did drop, as the possibility of acquiring citizenship through
ephebia reduced the need for them. This matches the observanon that
no cases of new Athenian citizens of Roman descent serving as magis-
trates or members of the Council are documented before the first
century; they occur only occasionally in the first half and become
relatively frequent by the second half of the first century.

Studies made of the increasing numbers of Romans and Italians
active in the eastern Mediterranean during the last two centuries B.c.
indicate that a high proportion of them were tax collectors, money-
lenders, traders, and their employees, some of whom were unscrupu-
lous in their practices.3® Malcolm Errington deserves credit for demon-
strating recently that many others were drawn to the east not by a desire
for profits but by a fondness for Greek culture, such as Titus Albucius
or Titus Pomponius Atucus. They came not to exploit but to study
Greek life, and wished to live among Greeks. They participated actively
m the life of their communities, donated money to civic causes, and
frequently became citizens and paid taxes. When Cornelius Balbus, a
Spanish-born aide to Julius Caesar, was accused in 56 of having unlaw-
fully obtained Roman citizenship, Cicero successfully defended Balbus
with the argument that he himself had encountered several Roman
citizens in Athens who had taken Athenian citizenship and been admit-
ted to a tribe and an Attic deme; they had served as judges and even
as members of the Areopagus, unaware of the law that said a Roman
lost his citizenship if he became the citizen of a foreign power.® It is
immaterial in our context whether the view that acceptance of a second
citizenship automatically meant loss of a Roman citizen’s rights was still

37. M. J. Osborne finds thar awards of citizenship ceased 1o be registered in inscriptions
s001 after 140; Naturalization 2: 191, Tracy dates the dcdzenship award inscribed in JG
117982 (= Osbotne, D 113) to ca. 130; ALC 241.

38. ). Hatzfeld, Les trafiguants italiens dans POrient hellénigue (Pans 1919); A. J. N.
Wilson, Emigration from Italy in the Republican Age of Rome {Manchester 1966).

39. Cicero Pro Balbo 29-30 (cf. Pro Caecina 100).
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generally held at the time of Cicero’s speech.#© What is important is his
confirmation that a considerable number of Roman citizens were
known to have become Athenian citizens and served not only as judges
but even as archons, for Cicero refers to them as Areopagites.*! In the
very vear of his speech in Balbus’ defense, there were among the
current archons two men with Roman names, who may have originally
been Roman citizens.#? Cicero mentions the reverse case in his Philip-
pics of 43, where he notes that Mark Antony arranged for Lysiades,
son of the Epicurean philosopher Phaedrus and a member of one of
the foremost Athenian families, to be admitted to a Roman decuria of
judges, thereby securing for him not only citizenship but also entry
into the highest circles in Rome.* .
Since Roman citizenship was a prerequisite for Lysiades’ career in
Rome, his case exemplifies the other side of the coin, namely the
integration of Greeks into Roman society. Understandably, this process
set in later than the integration of Romans into Greek communitics,
and did not occur to any great extent until the time of Caesar, Antony,
and Octavian/Augustus. Within the context of Hellenistic Athenian
history it thus plays a minimal role, although it has great significance
for the history of the city at the time of the Roman empire. Presumably
most city officials with Roman names encountered toward the end .of
the Hellenistic age were Romans who had taken Athenian citizenship.
In the later period they are just as likely to have been Athenians who
had been awarded Roman citizenship; in many cases such men are
recognizable by the Greek cognomen following two Roman names.
Presumably a number of Romans chose to settle in Athens because
Delos was in Athenian hands, for it is unlikely that the growing number
of Roman traders on Delos would have failed to maintain agents in the
city where all important administrative matters involving Delos were
decided. Tt is also quite possible that wealthy Roman merchants pre-
ferred to reside in Athens instead of on the island, and that agents
managed their business affairs on Delos. However, there is hardly any
evidence of Romans residing in Athens before the early first century,

40. 1t is often assumed that Atticns refused an offer of Athenian citizenship {Nepos Atscus
3.1} only because he did not want o lose his Roman citizenship. _ . -

41. 1f one rakes Cicero at his word that he had seen such men with his own cyes (“vidi
egomet Athenis™}, then this must also apply to the much eatlier_dare of 79.

42, Those mentioned above in the text, with note 32; IG I12.1717.1-2 and 13.

43, Cicero Phil. 5.14; Phil. 8.27; Rawson, Athenaeum 73 (1985) 55.
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until Titus Pomponius Atticus arrived in the 80s and remained for
twenty years. Jean Hatzfeld believed he had discovered proof of Roman
residents in a decree he ascribed to the second or first century, but he
overtooked Adolf Wilhelm’s proof that the inscription actually refers to
Pagai in Boeotia and to Romans residing there at the time of Pompey.#
Among the thousands of surviving Athenian gravestones only two
dating from the second century are for Roman citizens, along with one
for a Roman lady.#

Finally, a third category of longtime Roman residents in Athens
should be mentioned, namely persons of high rank forced to lcave
Romie as a result of banishment or to avoid banishment and who chose
Athens as the place to spend their exile. The first Roman of whom this
is reported is none other than Titus Albucius, who, as a young man,
resided in Athens before the year 120, out of a love of Greece and its
culture, and who was mocked for his Greek airs by a visiting Roman
official. Albucius became praetor shortly before the turn of the century
and governor of Sardinia the following year. Afcer serving his year-long
term he was accused of corruption and found guilty. It was only natural
for him to spend his exile in a city he had previously sought out
voluntarily. According to Cicero he spent a considerabie period study-
ing philosophy as a disciple of the Epicurean school. In another case
Gaius Aurelius Cotta was convicted in a political trial in the vear 90, in
the overheated atmosphere of the Social War, and moved to Athens.
He returned to Rome when Sulla emerged as the victor of the civil war
at the end of 82, and became consul in 75.47 Gaius Memmius, one of
the candidates for consul who became embroiled in a major scandal in
53 and was convicted in 52, was a gifred intellectual who wrote poetry
and had an interest in philosophy. Athens may have struck him as the
site where he could best endure his banishment. 48

A few years ecarlier an incomparably greater man also briefly consid-
cred spending his exile in Athens: Marcus Tullius Cicero, On 29 April
58, just before leaving Italy on his way into exile, he wrote to Atticus

44. Hatzfeld, Les erafiguants iraliens 41; A. Wilhelm, JOAT10 (1907) 17-32 (= Abband-
lungen und Beitrige zur gricchischen Inschriftenksnde, vol. 1 [Leipzig 1984] 261-276).

45. IG11°.10153, 10155, and 10157.

46. Cicero Tusc. disp. 5.108.

47. E. Gruen, Roman Politics and the Criminal Courts, 149-78 B.C. (Cambridge 1968)
218-219. He notes, “The dictator evidently rescinded Corta’s banishment” (237).

48, F. Miinzer, “Memmius,” RE {1931} 609-616. For his role in the dispure over
Epicurus® house see Chapter 14, Section 3,

SUBJECTION 349

from Brindisi and briefly mentioned that the thought had occurred to
him; however, he had rejected it immediately out of a fear for his own
safety, saying, “Now my enemies are there.”* He decided instead in
favor of Thessaloniki, where he spent the next six months. During the
civil wars that soon followed Athens numbered among the cities where
those on the losing side could find a refuge, as Aulus Manlius Tor-
quatus did after the battle of Pharsalus; in 46 and 45 he was on friendly
terms with Sulpicius Rufus, Caesar’s governor, amd corresponded with
Cicero >

Those Romans who settled in Athens in the second century or in the
first half of the first century were considered guests of the city, resident
aliens or metics in the terminology of earlier days.®! Over time and as
political conditions changed, Athenians came to see their Roman
“guests” increasingly as representatives of the ruling power. The Ro-
mans who resided there must have viewed themselves more and more
in this light, at no time more strongly than in 58-55, the years of
Athens’ official subjection under the law of Clodius.

In view of the long-standing close political ties between Athens and
Rome it is somewhat surprising that no award of public honors to a
Roman official is documented until relatively late. The first such official
was Sextus Pompeius in 122, and 121, when he was killed by Celts
while serving as proconsul of Macedonia.>? This first documented case
is of course not necessarily the first such honor awarded, but that it oc-
curred fully eighty years after the creation of close ties between Athens
and Rome is remarkable. The next award of this kind occurs fully a
generation later, namely a statue for Gnaeus Pompeius, the son of
Sextus holding the same office as governor of Macedonia in 92.53 Next
followed Sulla, who also received a statue in his honor, presumably in
86-84 .5 At the end of the 70s the Lucullus brothers received the same

49. Cicero Ad Asticum 3.7.1: “quod si auderem, Athenas peterem . . . nunc et nostr
hostes ibi sunt et te non habemus.”

50. Cicero Fam. 6.4.5; F. Miinzer, “Manlius,” RE (1928) 1194-99.

51. The concept of metic status was apparently abandoned in Athens around or soon after
300; D. Whitehead, The Ideology of the Athenian Meric (Cambridge 1977) 163-167. How-
ever, metics still appear in an uupublished inscription at Rhamnus from the middle of the
third century (information kindly supplied by B. Petrakos}.

52. IG 112.4100; Broughron, Magistrates 3: 160. The houorand was the grandfather of
Pompey the Great.

53. IG 112.4-101; Broughton, Magistrates 3: 165-166.

54. IG 1124103 and in more complete form in Bulletin épigraphique (1969) 163,
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honor: Marcus Terentius Varro Lucullus, the consul of 73, as governor
of Macedonia soon after his term as consul;** and Lucius Licinius
Lucullus, consul m 74 and a commander in the Third Mithridatic War
who was honored with two statues.5 Another proconsul of Maccdonia’
Gaius Cosconius, received a statue between 53 and 51 57 ’
I.nscriptjons from the period of the civil war illustrate in a dramatic
series of events the political vicissitudes to which Athens was subjected.
At the beginning we have an inscription for Appius Claudius Pulcher
consul of 54, whom Pompey appointed governor of Greece in 48. The’
award of honors and the statue that went with them must have been
voted in the first half of the year, for he died before the battle of
Pharsalus was fought that summer.5 The political shift following Pom-
pey’s defeat is reflected by the erection of a statue to Caesar that same
year (48)% and a second monument the following year. Only a few
years later the Athenians paid their respects to his murderers by putting
up statues to Brutus and Cassius.8! Afier they were both killed at
Philippi two years later, the victor in the battle, Mark Antony, became
the new master of Greece and Athens, and honors were accordingly
awarded to him and his chief lieutenants. J

3. In the Civil Wars

The.four-ycarwlong war unleashed by Caesar when he crossed the
Rubicon into Ttaly in January 49 ought to have remained a purely
Roman affair, as it concerned Romans and Romans alone on both sides.
.In fact, however, in its first phase—up to Pompey’s defeat at Pharsalus
in August 48—the main theater of fighting was Greece. When Pompey
fled Italy after Caesar’s fierce attack on 17 March 49, he and his armies
landed in Greece; from then on the Greek states could only watch
helplessly as the war engulfed them. Pompey was able to build up a

55. Hesperia 23 (1954) 253, no 35.

56. JG U".4104 and 4105 {in more complete form in SEG 29.179). The inscripdon IG
11”4233 congerns his daughter Licinia.

7. IG 112.4106; Broughton, Magistrates 3: 77.

58. JG 11°.4109; Broughton, ibid. In the same vear he was also honored by the city of
Carystus on Fuboea; Hesperin 23 (1954) 128-140.

; 59. Raubitschek, JRS 44 (1954) 65-66. Cf. Appiau Bell. cin, 2.368; Cassius Dio 42,14.2—

60. IG11°.3222 (SEG 14.122).
61. SEG 17.75 (Brutus); Cassius Dio 47 20.4 {Brurus and Cassius).
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strong second front in Greece, thanks to the great prestige he com-
manded throughout the eastern Mediterranean and the personal con-
tacts and numerous resources on which he could draw. Reinforcements
joined him from all sides, many from great distances.

Most Greek states had no choice but to provide Pompey with the
support he demanded from them, be it troops or supplies or both.
Athens may have wanrted to remain neutral,®2 but found itself in Pom-
pey’s camp within a short time. The city contributed a small number
of ships (no more than three, according to the perhaps understated
account of the poet Lucan) to Pompey’s already vastly superior fleet
operating in the Tonian Sea; the Athenians’ primary task was to prevent
Caesar’s forces from crossing into Greece.*® The contingent of Athe-
nian infantry in Pompey’s army appears to have been larger, for Lucan,
now apparently exaggerating, reports that conscription took the lion’s
share of men of fighting age.®* The Athenian contingent, in whomn
Pompey is said to have placed great hopes, occupied a position in the
battle order near the Italian legions.®®

Some time before the battle Caesar broadened his base of operations
in Greece by sending his legate Quintus Fufius Calenus south from
Illyria with fifteen cohorts. The chief aim of the operation was to reach
the Peloponnese. On his march southward Calenus took Delphi and
the cities of Thebes and Orchomenus in Boeotia without a fight and
successfully stormed several others.% He also occupied Piracus, which
was no longer fortified. He was unable to take Athens, however,
defended for Pompey, and had to be content with ravaging the coun-

62. This appears to be the import of a somewhat puzzling passage in Appian Bell. cin
2.293. A tew months before the decisive battle Caesar’s legate Dolabella wrote from the camp
near Durazzo to his father-in-law, Cicero, who was with Pompey, recommending that he
withdraw from both partes and go to Athens or {(another} quict place (Cicero Fam. 9.9).
However, Athens was then already firmly allied with Pompey.

63. Lucan Pharsalia 3.181-183: “exhausit totus quamvis dilectus Athenas, / exignae
Phoebea tenent pavalia pnppes / tresque petnut verum credi Salamina carinae,” meaning that
the number of ships was so small that one could hardly have believed that Atheus really won
the victory at Salamis. Livy (presumably Lucan’s source) wrote: “nam Athenienses de tanta
maritima gloria vix duas naves effecere™ (109, fr. 36). Caesar also names Athens as one of the
states that contributed ships to Pompey’s fleet, suggesring that the number was perhaps not
so smal| after all.

64. Lucan Pharsalia 3.181: “exhausit totus quamvis dilectus Achenas,” paraphrased by
Housman as “Athenae quamquam dilectu habito omnem eduxerunt juventutem.” The trans-
lations by W. Ehlers and J. ID. Duff are similar.

65. Appian Bell. cip. 2,315,

66. Caesar Bell. civ. 3.56; Cassius Dio 42.14.1.
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tryside.%” Shortly before the battle of Pharsalus Calenus and his troops
returned to the vicinity of Athens and Megara (the isthmus being
blocked by Pompey’s troops), and Caesar contemplated drawing them
in as reinforcements before meeting Pompey’s numerically far superior
forces; but his army allegedly insisted on engaging the enemy at once. 5

Athens surrendered to Caesar immediately after his victory. He par-
doned the city, like Sulla before him, for the sake of its dead, mean-
ing—as Cassius Dio explains—that he spared the living out of respect
for the fame and courage of their ancestors.¢® Appian’s account is more
precise. He reports that Caesar issued his order to spare the inhabitants
within two days after the battle, before leaving Pharsalus. This is quite
possible, since it is likely that in anticipation of the outcome an Athe-
nian delegation was waiting nearby, ready cither to congratulate the
victor and praise their own share in the victory or to throw themselves
on his mercy, as the case might be. According to Appian, Caesar
greeted the supplicants by asking, “How often do you expect to be
rescued from the ruin you bring on yourselves by the fame of your
forefathers?”7® The verbal punishment, undeserved as it may have been,
was still a tolerable outcome. Megara, unlike Athens, remained loyal to
the defeated side after the battle, and was taken by Calenus partly by
force, partly through treachery, and severely punished, before he had
to relinquish one of his legions for Caesar’s Egyptian campaign.”

The Athenians showed their gratitude to Caesar for having spared
them with a statue and an inscription praising him as “savior and
benefactor.””? Another statue of Caesar with 2 similar inscription was
dedicated at the same time by the community of Athenian citizens on
Delos.”3

It is widely assumed that after Caesar’s victory over Pharnaces of
Pontus and the end of the Alexandrine War he visited Athens the

67. Casls.ius Dio 42.14.1. The centurion in Pompey’s 2nd Legion named N. Granonius

;-1'101;!1 Luc.cnazprcsumably was killed in this fighting {A. Degrassi, Inscriptiones Latinae Liberae
¢ Publicac, vol. 1 [Florence 1957], no. 502).

68. Plut. Caesar 43.1.

69. Cassius Dio 42.14.2,

70. Appian Bedl. civ. 2.368.

71. FJassius Dio 42.14.3; Plut. Brutus 8.2. Calenus was honored the same year with
statues in various plaees, including Oropus { IG VIL.380} and Olympia (W, Dittenberger and
K. Purgold, Inschrifien von Olympia [Berlin 1896] 330).

72. Raubitschek, JRS 44 (1954) 65-66; cf. also 68-69 on IGI% 3222,

73. 1 Délos 1587, with Raubitschek’s restoration, ibid., 65,
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tollowing year, on his way back to Rome. All that is known with
certainty, however, is that Cicero, waiting for Caesar’s return in Brin-
disi, wrote to Atticus in August 47 expressing doubts whether Caesar
could arrive in Athens on 1 September, since he was clearly still de-
tained in Asia Minor.” It is by no means established that he actually
did visit Athens, and all discussion of details concerning his presumed
stay, such as the possibility that he supervised the start of construction
on the Roman Agora,’ is groundless speculation.

The civil war continued for another year and a half, but in Africa and
Spain, and Greece was spared further fighting. Nonetheless, most of
the surviving reports of Athens in this period stem from a Roman
source, namely Cicero, in his correspondence and late philosophical
writings. One reason for this is his friendship with a former consul and
jurist by the name of Servius Sulpicius Rufus, who served as Caesar’s
governor of the province of Achaca in 46—45 and appears to have spent
a considerable amount of time in Athens. Another reason is the pres-
ence of Cicero’s son Marcus in the city.

Two of Sulpicius Rufus’ letters to Cicero from Athens are particu-
larly noteworthy, the first from March 45 and the second from the end
of May. The first is a letter of condolence to Cicero after the death of
his daughter, Tullia, at a time when he was struggling to regain his
equanimity. Rufus urged his friend to view his personal loss in relation
to events in the outside world, such as the decline of great cities and
the end of the Roman state. He described a recent trip he had taken
through the Saronic Gulf, on which he had seen Aegina, Megara,
Piraeus, and Corinth, all formerly flourishing cities now “laid low and
in ruins”. Tullia had been able to savor life almost to the fullest before
she died, but had lived to see the death of the republic.”® At the time
Corinth, razed in 146, did in fact not exist, but was reestablished only
a few months later by Caesar as a Roman colony. Megara, as men-
tioned, had recently suffered great damage from Calenus in punish-
ment for its stubborn loyalty to Caesar’s enemies. But as for the other
two cities, it could truthfully be said only that they had seen better days
and that their greatness lay in the past. Rufus’ desire to give comfort
led him greatly to overstate the case, and although his observation on

74. Cicero Ad Asticum 11.21.2. A visit to Athens by Caesar in 47 is presumed by
M. Gelzer, ainong others; Caesar, der Politiker und Stagtsmann (Wiesbaden 1960) 241.

75. T. L. Shear Jr., Hesperia 50 (1981) 358.

76. Cicero Fam. 4.54-5.
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the end of the Roman state may have agreed with Cicero’s opinion, it
sounds rather odd coming from somecone quite willing to hold oﬂi,cc
under Caesar.

On 31 May Sulpicius Rufus wrote to Cicero to tell him of the death
of a mutual friend:”” Marcus Claudius Marcellus, who had been Rufis’
colleague as consul in 51 but became one of Caesar’s most outspoken
and determined foes, attempting—unsuccessfully—to have him re-
called from Gaul. Marcellus had taken part in the civil war against
Caesar, but had given up the republican cause as hopeless after Pom-
pey’s defeat at Pharsalus. He had withdrawn for the remainder of the
war to the island of Lesbos, and resisted the temptation to request a
pardon from Caesar. Caesar harbored a particular grudge against Mar-
cellus, and when, vielding to the urging of the entire Senate, he
pardoned him in the fall of 46, it created a sensation. In the sbrin,g of
45 Marcelllus set out for Rome. Sulpicius Rufus came from Epidaurus
to meet him on 23 May in Piracus, where Marcellus planned to spend
a few days before continuing his journey. Rufus spent a day with him
bcf(?rc returning, but was summoned back again almost immediately:
dt.mng the night of 26 May he was notified that Marcellus and Magius
Cilo, a friend from his days in exile, had quarreled, and Cilo, after
gavely wounding Marcellus, had taken his own life. Rarfus rusl;ed to
Piraeus with several physicians but was met outside the city and told

th.at Mar.cellus had just died of his injuries. He ended his letter to
Cicero with the following passage:

1 saw to his funeral, on as handsome a scale as the resources of Athens
cqulfi provide. I could not induce the townspeople to grant him bural
within the city precincts, they pleaded a religious bar, and it is a fact
ﬂlilt they had never given such permission in the past. The next best
thing they did allow, to bury him in a public hall, whichever I wished

So 1 chose a spot in the most celebrated hall in the world thé
Academy. There we cremated him, and T later saw to it that the péop.le
of Athens should arrange for the erection of a monument to him in

marble on the spot. So 1 have done all that in me lay fi
and kinsman, in life and in death.”® ¥ for my colleague

77. Cicero Fam. 4.12; d i if “ i
s cero Fam. 4.12; the other sources are in F. Miinzer, “Magius,” RE {1928) 441—

78. Transhation by D. R. Shackl lev. Cicera’ i
York 1978) 24. 25, Y ackleton Bailey, Cicero’s Letters to His Friends, vol. 2 (New
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For a long time an inscription from the base of a statue found on the
Acropolis was connected with this famous former consul Marcellus,
erccted in his honor and that of his wife during their lifetime, and from
which his name, but not that of his wife, was later expunged (by Mark
Antony, scholars assumed).” However, a plausible explanation for
eradicating the name of the man pardoned by Caesar had been elusive
until J. H. Oliver demonstrated that the Marcellus honored by the
monument was in fact a different and later man found guilty of ése
majesté in the imperial age. He was probably Marcus Marcellus Aesern-
inus, praetor in 19 A.p. and almost certainly consul in a later year.

During the years of Caesar’s supremacy, 48—44, Athens retained its
constitution, which granted the aristocracy favored status. One proof
that the old system continued is Cicero’s observation that in 45—44 the
Areopagus remained the true governing body of the city® It was
therefore the Areopagus to which he appealed in 45/4 in connection
with a political matter. He persuaded the Arcopagites to pass a measure
he hoped would induce Cratippus of Pergamum, a philosopher and
teacher of Cicero’s son Marcus, to remain in Athens and continue his
teaching. The decree praises him in the highest terms, as an “orna-
ment” to the city.®? Cicero, on his way to his post in the province of
Cilicia, had met Cratippus in Ephesus in 51. In the following years
Cratippus—who had begun as a member of the Academy but then
joined the Peripatetics—taught in Mytilene, where his lectures were
attended by the exiled Marcus Marcellus and by Marcus Brutus when
he visited Marcellus. Shortly afterward Cratippus moved to Athens and
began lecturing there. Cicero undertook more on his behalf than just
motivating the Areopagus to pass a decree in his honor; he also pro-
cured Roman citizenship for him from Caesar. In gratitude Cratippus

took Cicero’s first name and #nomen gentile as his Roman names, and

79. IGUAL11 in the revised edition by O. Broneer with an accompanying photograph,
AJA 36 (1932) 393-397; Accame, Dominio 175, 5

80. J. H. Oliver, AJPk 68 (1947) 150-155; cf. PIR”, ed. E. Groag and A. Stein (Berlin
1936) C 928. Ohver confuses M. Marcellus, the consul of 51, wirh C. Marcellus, consul of
49 (152).

81. Cicero De narura deorum 2.74; De officiss 1.75; Accame, Dominio 172-176; Rawsou,
Athengeusn 73 (1985) 63-65. The older, coutrasting view was argued by W. Kelbe, W. S.
Ferguson, and J. Kirchner, among others.

82, Plut. Cicero 24.7-8, where the account makes it clear that in this marter Cicero used
Herodes of Marathon as an intermediary, the same man who had procured the Jarge donation
of money for Atheus from Caesar in Gaul,
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called himself henceforth Marcus Tullius Cratippus.® Cicero consid-
ered him the outstanding philosopher of his day® and urged his son to
study with him. Whether or not he did, the two men were at least
acquaintances and encountered each other frequently on other occa-
sions, 85
In the same period many other sons of Roman #obiles were also

studying in Athens; they included Marcus Valerjus Messalla Corvinus;
Lucius Calpurnius Bibulus, the son of Caesar’s unfortunate co-consul;
Manlius Acidinus; and Manlius Torquatus, who befriended a student
of nonaristocratic origins, the later poet Horace (Quintus Horatius
Flaccus).® In addition to philosophy, emphasis was placed on Latin and
Greek rhetoric, and Horace later said that he had acquired the greater
polish from his Athenian training.*” As sons of Roman aristocrats these
young men had access to the leading families in the city. Herodes of
Marathon, Leonides of Melite, and Epicrates of Leukonoe are all
named in connection with Cicero’s son,* and they reported to his
father on his conduct and progress in his studies. The young Marcus,
however, was more devoted to pleasures such as drinking wine than to
his books. His father intended to give him a talking-to in person in the
summer of 44, and only accidental circumstances forced him to break

off this long-planned journey, on which he had already embarked.

Although these young men may have differed in the degree of

sertousness with which they approached their studies, they shared a

conservative artitude toward Caesar, regarding him with reserve or

¢ven open hostility. When Marcus Brutus visited Athens a few months

after Caesar’s murder, he found them eager to back him in taking up

arms to rescue the old order. The civil war begun by Caesar thus
entered its second phase, in which Caesar’s supporters opposed his

83. Basic information on Cratippus is in A. O’Brien-Moore, YCIS 8 (1942) 25-49.
further informarion derived from inscriptions from Pergamum, Cratippus’ home, is in
C. Habicht, Altertimer von Pergamon V111.3: Die Inschrifien des Asklepicions (Berlin 1969)
164-165.

84. Cicero Dr officsis 1.2. and 3.5; De divinatione 1 5.

85. Cicero Fam. 16.21.3.

86. R. Hanslik, “Valerius,” RE(1955)137; R, Miinzer, “Calpurnius,” RE(1897) 1367~
68; “Manlius,” RE (1928) 1163 {Acidinus) and 1193 (Torquatus);
tius,” RE (1913) 2339.

B7. Horace Epist. 2.2.41 and 43:
bonae paulo plus artis Athenae,”

88. Cicero Ad Articum 14.16.3; 18.4: and 15.16; Fam. 16.21.5; Rawson, Athenacum 73
(1985) 44-66.

E. Stemplinger, “Hora-

“Romae nutiriri mihi contigit atque doceri . . . adiecere
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assassins. Athens soon found itself t:;llicd with the latter group, once
in wi al choice in the matter.
aggrrll “ilgh i}llzrlcrtllu;};chacsar succumbed to a consp.iracy headed by‘
Marcus Brurus and Gaius Cassius with more than sixty members (?f
high rank. For two and a half years afterward. the enmity bcrweenfhls
supporters and the group behind his assassins (also th‘ought ](j). aj
supporters of Pompey) was the real dnvm.g force behind po tlt;a
developments. At first the fragile compromise effected between the
parties acted as a brake, with one side agreeing to grant amnesty to . E
murderers, and the other acquiescing to the measures through whic
Caesar had filled key posts for many years to come. Developments were
further interrupted for a considerable time by a power strugglc: within
the pro-Caesar camp between consul Mark anto'ny and Caesar’s great-
nephew Octavian. This gave the Tssassins’ allies time to gather strength
t the coming battle. '
mgif rlflia;;lioa&cr Cacsar’b: death Brutus and Cassius left Italgf, Whlcfl
was growing too hot for them, allegedly to Fake charge of their prhox. -
inces, Crete and Cyrene. It soon became cwdcint, however, that dt eir
real purpose was to build up military support in the eastclrn f]iMc 1te;s
ranean, just as Pompey had done on depar.ung frorr.l Italy five yea
carlier. Both had unexpected successes, Cassius in Syria and ,Brut;{s‘or;
the Balkan peninsula. But during this same pCFlOd Caesar’s Poﬂmcar
heirs managed to bury their feud in Italy, makmg. renewed civ: wat
inevitable. It took place in the fall of 42 in Macedoma, where two grcz:
battles were fought at Philippi, and ended w1t.h the d(?“.’nfall of Caesa‘r s
assassins and of the Roman republic. The victors divided the cmpire
selves.
amz;)sn%tnt'trlxegrsn were building up to the outbreak of war,.Athcdns \;’::
assigned a key role, namely mobilization of the Greetk maml'fm .unoc-
Brutus’ banner. Brutus himself had arrived there with .Cassms in ]
tober 44. Their presence in Greece received great attention bC(.:aus]e) ;)O
the deed they had committed on the Ides of March. Ca?SITthens
reports that they were voted honors almost everywhere, and ttlln nens
they were awarded an exceptional honor: Bronze statues of Aimt e
placed next to those of the tyrant-slaye:rs Harmodius and 1sh oi -
ton,% despite the regulation reserving this place for the two past he

89. Cassius Dic 47.20.4. A fragment of the inscription on the !aasc of Brutus’ s.t:m.u: w?;
found. in the Agora; see A. E. Raubirschek, Arti del rerzo congresio internazionale di epigrafi
Green ¢ Latina (Rome 19593 1521,
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alone. The Athenians had departed from this custom only once before,
when they awarded statues to their “liberators™ Antigonus and Dem-
etrius in 307. It is clear that the citizens of Athens also celebrated
Brutus and Cassius as tyrant-slayers and recognized them as national
heroes. With these acts the cty aligned itself politically long before
armed conflict broke out. Other statues to Brutus were dedicated at
that time by the city of Oropus and by the Athenian community on
Delos® The Delian inscription makes particular mention of the
benefits Athens had received from him. ot

Brutus was not the first of the assassins to visit Athens after the deed.

He had been preceded by Gaius Trebonius, a longtime aide of Caesar
recently appointed to serve ag proconsul of Asia; Trebonius was on his
way there when he arrived on 22 May. On the third day of his visit he
wrote to Cicero to tell him that he had seen his son and received a very
positive impression, but also to make a personal request: should Cicero
be planning to write something on Caesar’s end, he would be grateful
to him for portraying his own role in the proper light!9?

In October Brutus and Cassius were welcomed to Athens with great
ceremony; when Cassius departed after a short visit, Brutus stayed on
as the guest of an Athenian or Roman friend. He attended some
lectures by Theomnestus at the Academy and Cratippus at the Peripa-
tetic school, creating the impression of a man of leisure with time to
indulge his interest in philosophy. Secretly, however, he was putting out
feelers in all directions, supported by the young Romans living in
Athens. They idolized him and were willing to do whatever they could
on his behalf.*? His uncle Hortensius, the governor of Macedonia,
placed his office at Brutus’ disposal, thereby giving him control of the
province and the troops stationed there. Next Brutus went to Carystus
on Euboea to meet quaestor Marcus Appuleius, on his way back from
Asia with a large sum of money; Brutus persuaded him to join his cause
and divert to him the funds intended for the state treasury in Rome.

90. I Délas 1622 for the proconsul of Macedonia, Quintus Hortensius, was part of an
exhedra with four statues, one of which must have represented Marcus Brutus, for the
inscription on the base of Hortensius® statme mentions him,

9. 1 Délos1622,

92. Cicero Fam. 12.16. Onlya fe
deed of which he was beoasting here.

93. Plut. Brurus 24-26, also for the passage that follows. For the larger context see

R Syme, The Roman Revolution (Oxford 1939) 97-206. For Athens’ role in these events see
A. E. Raubitschek, Phoenix 7 (1957) 1-11.

w months later Trebonius paid a terrible penalty for the

i

3se

Quaestor Gajus Antistius Vetus, returning from Syri,a, also placed lncs1
services at Brutus® disposal. Vetczransth fr.on:j Pompey’s army who ha
ined i in 48 came south in droves.
ren(j)illrclz deiri?i?éﬁn to move so rapidly, Brutus can har_dly have
remained in Athens for long. The first dcvclopm‘ents drew him north
to Macedonia, Epirus, and Illyra. Gaius Antonius, l.)rothe_r of Mark
Antony, supposed to succeed Hortensius in Maced'oma, arrived at ﬂ.‘lC
head of a legion. Marcus Brutus forced him to capl'Fulate at Apoll-oma,
and did the same to Publius Vatinius, the governor in Hlyria appomtedf
by Caesar. Their troops, added to his own, increased tht? strength l0
his rapidly growing army, in which young CICC‘rO served with particu a;
distinction. In February 43, in a decree naming Brutus prOf:onsul o
Macedonia, Achaea, and Illyricum, introduced by t'he ¢lder Cicero, the
Senate retroactively sanctioned these thoroughly 1llcgal. acts of folrlcz.
By then Brutus controlled almost all of the Balkan peninsula and 2
taken command of all the troops stationed there. He went on to seize
Thrace and from there crossed to Asia Minor at the Cfl'd of 43, to meet
Cassius in Smyrna. This ended Athens’ role as Brutus’ initial headquar-
tﬁr‘;\}hen an Athenian inscription of 44 /3 from Delos mentions Brutus
as a benefactor of the city, the question naturally arises as to what f(')rr(rjl
his generosity or favorable action took. Some §cholars have surmise
that the inscripton refers to a more democratic form of government
that Brutus installed, citing a decree in honor of the ephebes from
about the same time that could be interpreted to reflect sml1ch a char,l,g-e.
However, there is no solid evidence for such “democratic reforgr‘[:I in
this period, whether at the prompting of BI"UtUS or anyone else. ht is
thus not yet possible to identify the ways in which Brutus may have
s.
mdl‘ige?;hi:zlso no evidence indicating that Athenians fought amonE
Brutus® troops at Philippi in October 42-who were defeated by Mar
Antony and Octavian. It is possible, and mdeed' probabh_:, the}t Brutuj
took no Athenian contingent with him on crossing to Asia Minor, an
when he and Cassius returned to Europe in 4.}2, tl:JClI' army, made ﬂllp
mostly of trained and battle-tested Roman legionaries, was O vast te;t
they probably thought it unnecessary to add Greek .remforclcmcn t
Athens had solidly aligned itself behind Caesar’s assassins, the losers a

94. See Chaprer 14, Section 1.
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Philippi, but the city suffered no harm; in fact it soon reaped benefits
from the presence of Mark Antony, who developed a particular fond-
ness for the city, after the victors had carved up the empire among
themselves: Antony took charge of administering Greece and the entire
eastern half, whereas Octavian governed the west.

Antony spent the rest of 42 in Greece, part of it in Athens. Wherever
he went, he proved himself to be a lenient judge and a friend of Greece.
He attended athletic contests, the philologists® disputations, and phi-
losophers” lectures and also participated in religious mysteries, al-
though it is not known where; it can hardly have been the most famous
of them, for the Eleusinian Mysteries had already been celebrated. He
showed special favor to Athens, and liked nothing better than to be
called “a friend of Athens.”s Many of his closest associates and friends
were honored with statues in Athens in the following vears: Lucius
Marcius Censorinus, his proconsul for Macedonia and Greece from 42
to 40;% and his close associate Lucius Munatius Plancus, the consul of
42, in 40;%7 his legate Gaius Cocceius Balbus sometime around 39;%
and Sempronia, daughter of his legate Lucius Sempronius Atratinus,
who received at least three statues in Athens and Eleusis in 39-37.9%
Another honoree was Marcus Antonius Aristocrates, a rhetorician and
friend of the triumvir, who procured Roman citizenship for him.200

In the spring of 41 Antony went to Asia Minor and took up tempo-
rary residence in Ephesus. An Athenian delegation came to him there
or in another city he visited, and asked for the island of Tenos. How-
ever, Antony had just promised it to Rhodes, as a reward to the
Rhodians for their loyalty and as reparation for the misfortune brought
upon them by Caesar’s assassins. Instead of this island he gave the

Athenians Acgina, Ceus, and the three northern Sporades: Ikos,
Skiathos, and Peparethos. 10!

95. Plut, 2Anmniu: 23. For Eleusis see K. Clinton, ANRW 11 18.2 (1989) 1506,
96. IG117 4113,

97. 16112 4112,

98. IG11% 4110,

99. IG'11°.4230, 4231, and 5179. Atratinus and his wife Censorina were honored at the
time in Patras £SEG 30.433).

100. G I1°.3889; cf. Plut. Antonins 69.1. He was also honored in Argos: 16 TV,581.

101. Appian Bell, cin 5.30; P Graindor, Ahénes sous Auguste (Brussels 1927) 5-8. The
island of Thasos, which had served as a supply base for Brutus and Cassius during their final
campaign, was thus punished. 1t had been awarded Skiathos and Peparechos by the dictator
Sulla and the Senatc in 80 B.C. s a reward for its role in the First Mithridatic War (C. Dunant
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After spending the winter of 41,/0 in Alexandria, Aqtony rc‘turn‘cd
to Athens in the spring of 40, where he met with his wife Fulwa_t a{'[fzr
a long separation and learned that a war against him was looming in
Italy. His younger brother Lucius, as consul the previous year, had
become involved in a serious conflict with Octavian, in which Fulvia
had also taken part. The dispute erupted over the repatriation and
settlement of veterans and the related necessity of seizing property
from landowners in Italy. Hostilities had broken out without Antony’s
knowledge, in the course of which Octavian laid siege to Lucius An-
tonius in February 40. Lucius Antonius was forced to capitulate, while
Fulvia departed for Greece. Their meeting in Athens was not ausp%~
cious. Fulvia knew of her husband’s infidelities, but had to hsten to his
reproaches for the role she had played in Italy. Antony soon c.mbarked
on the apparently unavoidable military campaign against l'l:lS fgrmcr
partner; Fulvia remained behind and died not long afterward in Sicvon.
Her death, convenient in a certain sense, paved the way for a new
settlement between the two rulers in Brindisi, sealed by the marriage
of Antony to Octavian’s sister, Octavia, at the end of the year.

After a long stay in Italy in the late summer of 39, the couple mo.ved
on to Athens, which, along with Alexandria, became Antony’s principal
residence for the next few years, until the start of the war against
Octavian. He felt especially at home in Athens, where he lived witho'ut
ceremony, more or less as a private citizen. He moved around the city
without a large train or official pomp, again attended lectures by the
philosophers, and shared Greek meals with Greek guests.!®? He ap-
peared uninterested in serious matters at this point, even though a
sizable military operation against the Parthians was planned for the
coming spring (38). His informality and accessibility made him a very
popular figure in the city; Athens and Octavia scemn to have exercised
a positive influence on him, in contrast to Alexandria and Cleopatra.

and J. Pouilloux, Recherches sur Phistoire et les cultes de Thasos, vol. l2l[Pan's 1958] 53—54.).
Eretria and Oropus may have come to Athens through Antony, but it is by no means certain
that this is the correct interpretation of the passage in Cassius Dio (54.7.2); D. Knc?cpﬂf:r,
Chiron 22 (1992) 455. Cf. ]. Day, An Econemic History of Athens under Roman Domination
(New York 1942} 134-135; and G. W. Bowersock, Augustus and the Greek World (Oxford
1965) 106.

102. Appian Beil. civ. 5.322-324.
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Octavia captured the hearts of the city’s inhabitants. As an inscription
from the Agora shows, both were celebrated by the citizens as “be-
nevolent divinities,”103
Not until the beginning of the military campaign season did Antony
return to business and his role as an active and compcetent leader. The
campaign of 38 did not go well, however, and could have turned into
a catastrophe such as Crassus had experienced in 53, had not Antony
again risen to the occasion, as he could when things went against liim.
He spent the following winter in Athens, adopting more and more
Greek ways and outlook. Just as Hellenistic monarchs and Nicanor,
Cassander’s Macedonian commander in Piracus, had undertaken city
offices pro forma, such as director of the games for a festival or mint
magistrate, so now Antony accepted the post of gymnasiarch. In this
role he may have actually visited the boys practicing at the gymna-
sium.'* He wanted to be considered—and addressed as—the “new
Dionysus”; he is referred to by this appellation in at least one Athenian
inscription of the time, which reveals that the Great Panathenaca of 38
was celebrated as “the Antonian Panathenaea of the god Antonius, the
new Dionysus.”'% On the other hand, there is probably not much
truth to the story that the Athenians offered him their goddess Athena
as a bride, and Antony, accepting the offer, demanded a dowry of a
million drachmas (six million, according to another version) and actu-
ally pressured the city into paying it. This report is undoubtedly propa-
ganda circulated somewhat later by the circles around Octavian, in-
spired by the temporary link between the new Dionysus and Athena at
the festival and by Antony’s polygamous nature.!% In many respects
the Roman ruler’s residence in Athens is reminiscent of the Mace-
donian king Demetrius’ stay there almost three centuries earlier. In

103. A E. Raubitschek, TAPsA 77 (1946) 146-150.

104. Plnt. Antomins 33.7.

105. IG 11°.1043.22-23, from 37/6, a decree for the ephebes of the preceding year;
Socrates of Rhodes, FGrHist 192 F 2, In 39 Dionysns appears for the first time on Athenian
coins, nndoubtedly an allusion to Antony in his role of “new Dionysus™, Kroll, Cosns 84-85
and 102-103, nos. 140-142.

106. Cassius Dio 48.39.2; Seneca Rhetor Suasor 1.6, These claims are viewed skeptically
by, ¢.g., W. W. Tarn, CAH 10 (1934) 54; and Day, Economic History 133, Others accept the
feport as accurate, inclnding Ravbitschek, TAPHA 77 (1946} 146-147; M. C. Hoff, Hesperia

58 (1989) 273 n. 36; and Kroll, Crins 85. Cf. also C. B. R Pelliug, ed., Plurarch: Life of
Antony (Cambridge 1988) 209,
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Acthens Antony behaved more like a Hellenistic monarch than a Roman
aristocrat, .

A few years later the confrontation between Antony and Octavian
that had been looming for so long finally came to a head. It became
inevitable when Octavian grew dissadsfied with the half of the empire
he had received and demanded sole dominion over the entire imperium
Romanym. In the years since their victory at Philippi he had several
times pursued his own interests in flagrant violadon of the loyalty.he
owed his partner. For his part Antony had contributed to the growing
breach in their personal relationship through his increasing attachment
to the Egyptian queen Cleopatra. Thus when Octavia came from Rome
to join him again in Athens in 35, he suggested that she go back home,
and finally in the spring of 32, when the outbreak of war was no .longer
in doubt, he sent her a formal declaration of divorce. Octavian re-
sponded in late summer with a declaration of war—against Cleopatra,
not Antony. .

Antony was with Cleopatra in Athens at the time, preparing for the
coming military confrontation, but characteristically not too busy to
enjoy the queen’s company and the entertainments Athc.ns had to offer.
Cleopatra could not help but notice that the Athenians were very
attached to Octavia; she tried to win their favors with generous gifts.
Having accepted them, the citizens had little choice but to offer her
honors comparable to those Octavia had received. A decree in C.le:opa-
tra’s honor was delivered to her in the city by a delegation of citizens
that included Antony himself, acting as if he were an Athenian citizen
or (less probably) in his capacity as an actual citizen.!%7 As thc.outbrcak
of hostilities drew closer, several occurrences in Greece, and in Athens
in particular, were interpreted as portents of a bad outcome; these were

107. Plut. Antonius 57.1-3. It docs not necessarily follow from eiithcr ..‘\.ntony’s par'u'a-
pation in the delegation or Plntarch’s wording in 57.3 and 33.7, in which he mentions
Antony’s service as gymnasiarch, that he had been granted and had accepted Athcrluar?
citizenship, as is often assumed (e.g., Rawson, Athenaesnm 73 [.1985] 58 and 62-63; Pelling:
“he had presumably received the honor in 42-417; Plurarch: sz&; of. Anmny?SO). The reverse
is far more likely, and the parteipation of foreigners in Atherian delegaulons was l‘l()t]'lll'.lg
exceptioual. The same ambiguiry of Plutarch’s passage on Antf)ny‘(57.3) is to be foun_d in
the oft-cited sentence in Arrian (Azabasis 7.23.2). There emissaries from (_ircccc.a.rc des_cnbcd
as paying tribute in Babylon to Alexander the Great “a.s.if they were [ar in Lht?lr gap;uty as)
festival delegates honoring a god.” See E. Badian, Ancient Macedonian Studies in Honor of
C. Edsen (Saloniki 1981} 54-59.
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recalled after Antony’s defeat. During a violent storm the figure of
Dionysus in the depiction of the Gigantomachy, a dedicatory gifr from
the Attalid monarchs, is said to have worked loose and plunged into
the theater of Dionysus below, an evil omen for the “new Dionysus.”
And near the Propylaea the same storm toppled the colossal statues of
Eumenes and Attalus, which had been rededicated to Antony.!%

The two opponents assembled their fleets and armies in northwest-
ern Greece, where they took up facing positions and waited months
for one or the other to make a decisive move. The outcome was finally
decided by the naval victory of Marcus Agrippa, Octavian’s admiral,
near Actium on 2 September 31. Antony and Cleopatra fled to Egypt,
leaving Antony’s large and fully intact land forces to negotiate a sur-
render with Octavian. Octavian thus acquired all of Greece in one
stroke. It is not known whether any Athenian forces participated in
these operations. The city had remained under Antony’s control until
the battle, and after his defeat one of his commanders, Cassius Parmen-
sis, sought refuge there. The nightmare he experienced repeatedly was
later interpreted as a premonition of his execution, ordered by Octavian
soon afterward and presumably carried out in Athens. This Cassius was
the next-to-last of Caesar’s assassins to fall into Octavian’s hands, and
now paid with his life for the deed he had committed more than
thirteen years earlicr.!% His arrest and execution constituted a violation
of Athenian sovereignty, unless the city offered to cooperate in the
matter. Nonetheless, Octavian had compelling reasons to insist: he was
bound by his vow to avenge Caesar’s murder, and required by the fex
Pedia of 43 to punish the assassins by death.

Octavian went straight to Athens afrer his victory. Plutarch reports
that “he became reconciled with the Greeks and distributed the army’s
remaining stores of grain to the cities, for they were in great need and
had suffered heavy losses of money, slaves, and teams of horses.”!19 It
was the season for the celebration of the Mysteries in Eleusis, and
Octavian, like so many Roman dignitaries before him, seized the op-
portunity to be initiated. Two pedestals found in Eleusis show that the

108. Plur. Antonins 60.4 and 6, with Pelling’s commentary, 265-266. The two events
are clearly conflated in Cassius Dio 50.15.2. See also T. Holscher, Antite Kunst 28 (1985)
124-128; and C. Habicht, Hesperia 59 (1990} 572.

109, Val. Max, 1.7.7; Velleius 2.87.3.

110. Plur. Antonins 68.6. Tokens bearing Octavian’s name found in Athens may perhaps
stem from this distribution of grain; M. C. Hoff, MH 49 (1992) 232-233,
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citizens of Athens placed statues there to honor him and his wife Livia,
perhaps at this time but in any event before 27. Octavian is described
as the city’s “savior and benefactor” in the inscription, presumably
because of his distribution of grain.!!!

One last report mentions Antony in connection with Athens. When
Octavian was encamped in Asia Minor on his way to Egypt, emissaries
from Antony in Alexandria appeared and sought permission for him to
be allowed to live in Athens as a private citizen if he could not remain
in Egypt.!!2 The request was ignored, and the report may be an inven-
tion. But whether or not it is true, it reflects the close attachment of
the last ruler of the Roman republic to the Hellenistic city. Both the
republic and Hellenistic Athens came to an end at that time, A decade
earlier, in 42/1, when Antony had assumed control of Greece, the
Athenians had ceased to coin their “New Style” silver, which for a
century had been the country’s predominant currency. Athenian silver
had been minted only sporadically for some time, as the Roman denar-
ius was lighter and had become readily available.!!3 After Actium the
city would face harsh times under its new masters and new status as
part of the imperinm Romanum, untit Roman philhellenism reached a
new peak under Hadrian and Antoninus Pius a century and a half later,
granting it one more era of late bloom.

111. Cassius Dio 51.4.1. For the starues sce E. Vanderpool, AD 23 A (1968) 7-9, no. 3;
Clinton, ANRW 11 18.2 (1989) 507.

112. Plut. Antonius72.1.

113. Kroll, Coins 16-17 and 85--87. Kroll speaks of the “quasi-Romanization of the city’s
currency which for the next 250 years was 10 be dominated by the denarius™ (16).




Epilogue

An old and widespread view, still current among some scholars, holds
that the outcome of the battle of Chacronea in 338 spelled the end of
“the Greek city.” However, a large and constantly increasing body of
unambiguous evidence from Hellenistic inscriptions has proved this
erroneous without doubt. To be sure, Athens, Sparta, and Thebes lost
their dominant role on the larger political stage as the power of the
Macedonian monarchy grew, and Thebes was even wiped out of exist-
ence for two decades. Nonetheless, as leading experts on Hellenistic
documents—Louis Robert foremost among  them—have clearly
shgwn, these cities as well as hundreds of smaller communities re-
mained viable and vital political organisms.! For the majority of small
and mid-sized towns the classical period, during which their more
pf)werﬁ,ll neighbor states ruled them, was the saddest period of their
ihlstory; with the coming of the Hellenistic age their position actually
lml?rf)vcd.-’* Even if afterward most cities had to shape their foreign
policies to comply with monarchs’ wishes and to rely on the same
monarchs for protection, they were free to conduct their internal affairs
as they saw fit. Their citizens were just as politically active and as

1. Of Robert’s many publications on the subj
M Be ject sce esp. CRATI (1969) 42 and Xenion:
Festschrift fiir P I Zepos (Athens 1973) 778779 (= OMS52.150-151}. Sec firther, in Aks::;
des 8. Internationalen Kongresses fiir Gricchische und Lateinisehe Epigraphik, vol. i {Athens

1984), P Herrmann 109-119 and P, Gauthicr 82-87; Gauthier, Citésand Opus 6-8 (1987—
1?8? [1991]) 187-202; A. Giovannini, in Images and Ideologies: Self-Definition in the Helle-
mistic %rld, ed. A. Bulioch et al, (Berkeley 1993) 265-286; E. Gruen, in Nomodeiktes: Greek
ggz:)d:;:gtln Henor of M. Ostwald (Ann Arbor 1993) 339-354; D J. Rh::)dcs, CAH 6 (—1994)

2. P. Gauthier, Opus 6-8 (1987-1989 [1991]) 193-194,
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patriotic as their forefathers had been, and they took it for granted that
they would continue to pcrform'thc same tasks and functions for the
defense of their city and its territory, the administration of the govern-
ment, and the operation of the law courts.

Of the old Greek cities, Rhodes was perhaps the only one able to
preserve its independence throughout the period; the island republic
defended itself successfully from attacks by King Demetrius in 305 /4
and by Mithridates VI in 88 /7. Other cities gave up their sovereign
rights to join leagues, thus managing to preserve their independence
from foreign monarchs. For a long time Athens was almost the only
city that alternated between periods of subjugation by a king and
periods of freedom. With the appearance of the Romans on the scene
came an era of independence for many communities, until the Romans
themselves and their imperial ambitions put an end to it.

The alliance Athens forged with the Roman republic during the war
against Antiochus was a treaty between sovereign states. Athens broke
it in 88 B.c. by transferring its loyalty to Mithridates. The surviving
sources do not refer to the new alliance as a treaty violation, but this
may be because the immense difference in the real political power of
the two parties had already rendered the treaty largely irrelevant in
practical terms. After Sulla’s defeat of Athens, the provisions of the
treaty were clearly considered still to be in force—or to have been
resumed—although once again this meant little for the conduct of
political affairs.? The Romans violated it in their turn in 58 by passing
the plebiscite of Clodius, which awarded control of the officially sov-
ereign and independent city to the Roman governor of Macedonia for
his term of office. This exceptional state of affairs did not last long, and
officially the status guo ante was reinstated, but Athenian rights finally
proved obsolete following Antony’s defeat at Actium. When his sup-
porter Cassius Parmensis fled to Athens, he should have been safe on
the city’s sovereign territory, but nonetheless he was killed by order of
the victor.

The outcome of the Roman civil wars had given rise to new condi-
tions no longer permitting Athens to offer asylum to the persecuted,
thus ending a centuries-old tradition that had been one of the pillars
of Athens’ fame: its readiness to offer sanctuary to those seeking safety,

3. Germanicus treared the city as a community associared with Rome by treaty in his stay
there in 18 A.D. (Tacitus Ann. 2.53.3).
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particularly if they were victims of political change in their home towns.
During the fifth century the Messenians fled there in 460/59, the
Plataeans in 427, and the Samians in 405 and 404.% In the fourth
century the city granted asylum to various groups of refugees large and
small: the three hundred Thebans who fled after the citadel of Thebes
was occupied by the Spartans in 382, the Plataeans after the Thebans
had destroyed their city a decade later, and a group of eleven citizens
from Delphi banned for harboring pro-Phocian sympathies.® In 348 /7
they were followed by citizens of Olynthus after Philip had destroyed
their city, and in 346 by Phocians escaping the Thessalians; groups of
allies from Troizen and Acarnania, having fled their homes, came after
the defeat at Chaeronea in 338, and shortly afterward Thebans who
had managed to escape the destruction of their city by Alexander,
Athens took in these last refugees despite a royal order forbidding them
to do so.” And after the defeat in the Hellenic War in 322 Athens took
in fleeing citizens of allied states, Dolopians and about fifty Thessalians,
who were personae non gratae in the new political order at home after
its reorganization in line with Macedonian interests.® This is especially
noteworthy because Athens itself had come under the control of the
victors and was compelled to accept a Macedonian garrison in the
fortress commanding the harbor in Piracus.

Persons threatened or persecuted as individuals also sought and
found refuge in Athens, such as Alexander’s treasurer Harpalus in 324.
The demand for his extradition, issued at once in the king’s name on
various sides, was not met by the Athenians, although they risked war
if they rejected it. They solved this dilemma by placing Harpalius under
arrest and allowing him to escape.? A similar case occurred a hundred

4. In a 1907 essay (still quite valuable) A, W, Verrall fonnd in Enripides’ plays the
Suppliants and Heracleidae, both written between 431 and 421, the first liverary expression
of this particular role of Athens as “the guardian and champion of humanity”; Oxford and
Cambridge Review (1907), cited here from the reprint: Verrall, Collected Literary Esays,
Classical and Modern (Cambridge 1913) 219-235; qnotation from 225-226.

5. Xenophon Hellenica 5.2.31 (Thebans); [Demosth.] 59.104-106 {Phocians), IG
1I°.199 and2Carpu.f des inscriptions de Delphes, vol. 2 (Paris 1989), nos. 67-73 (Delphians}.

6. IGII".211; Harpocration s.v. EO’OTE?\T?S‘ {Olynthians); Demeosthenes 5.19 {Phocians);
Hypereides 5.31 (Troezenians); IG IT°.237 (Acarnanians).

7. The sources are collecred in . Berve, Das Alexanderreich auf prosopagraphischer
Grandlage, yol. 1 (Mnnich 1926) 240 n. 2,

8. IGII".546 and Diodorus 18.11.1 (Dolopians); IG 117 545 {Thessalians); sce Chaprer
2, Secrion 1.

9. See Chaprer 1, Section 4.
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years later, when Philip V demanded the extradition of his minis‘tcr
Megaleas, taken into custody by an Athenian general upon enter‘mg
Attic territory and accused by his sovereign of having plotted against
him. Once again the consequence of an Athenian refusal would have
been war. Megaleas was not extradited, however, but merely deported
from Attica, whereupon he committed suicide in Thebes.!® At the
beginning of the war against Antiochus in 192, Euthymidas of Chalcis
was living in exile in Athens. There he plotted a coup to give Antiochus
control of his home city. The plot failed, but even though Athens was
allied with the king’s enemies, Euthymidas appears to have gone on
living in the city undisturbed.!! When a decade later the descendants
of an executed Thessalian aristocrat found guilty of conspiring against
Philip sought safety from pursuit by the king’s agents, Athens seemed
the natural refuge.’? As late as the Roman civil wars high-ranking
Romans found a safe harbor in Athens,'? although after Octavian’s
victory at Actium the city was no longer able to protect one of them
from the victor’s wrath.

From then on Athens, like all the other communities and peoples in
the Roman empire, was subject to the will of the new ruler. Augustus
and several of his successors may have requested and received initiation
into the Eleusinian Mysteries or assumed the office of eponymous
archon for a year, but the city had to bow to their decision. Augustus’
favor was variable, Hadrian’s constant, yet Athens had to take what
came. The city was no longer the Athens that had challenged Alexander
the Great. It lived on as a self-administering community within the
Roman empire and remained a cultural center of the first rank. lts
legacy has survived to the present day and will outlast it.

10. Polybius 5.27. See Chapter 7, Secrion 3.

11. Livy 35.37.4-38.14. ]

12. Livy 40.4; E. W. Walbank, Philip V of Macedon (Cambridge 1940) 244-245.
13. F. Miinzer, “Manlius,” RE (1928) 1197,
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Abydos, 39, 199
canthus, 18
I:‘carnarﬂa, 11, 178, 187,197, 231, 368
Accame, Silvio, 319-320
Acestion of Acharnai, 325
Achaea, 200, 206, 208, 247, 248-249,
265, 353, 359
Achaean League, 174-176, 178,184,
186-187, 201-202, 207, 216, 219,
229, 230-231, 264-272
Achaea Phehiotis {Thessaly), 203
Acharnae, 16,234
Acilius Glabrdo (Roman consul}, 208-
209,211
Acrocorinth, 124, 143, 175, 187, 207
Acte, 16
Actium, 192, 364, 365, 367, 369
Adeimantus of lcaria, 288, 323
Adeimantus of Lampsacus, 80
Aedepsus (Euboea), 311
Acgae (Vergina), 12, 61,135
Aegeum, 190
Aeéina, 33,51, 86,190, 194, 200, 224,
225, 353, 360
Acmilius Lepidus, Manius {Roman pro-
quaestor), 342
Aemilins Lepidus, Marcus, 114-115
Aemilius Paullus, Lucius, 215-216, 219
Aemilius Regillus, 209
Aeschines, 8, 10, 28
Aeschylus (playwright), 29, 99, 105
Acthalidae, 142
Aerolia, 91, 94, 159,176, 187, 189,
190, 191, 194, 204-205, 216211,
228, 231
Actolian League, 4, 34, 126, 130, 134,
159, 164, 177, 184, 187, 188, 191~
192, 201, 205

INDEX

Aetus (governor), 183
Afiica, 353
Agathaeus of Prospalta, 169-170
Agathoclea (priestess), 221
Agathocles (mint magistrate ), 295
Agathocles (tyrant of Syracuse), 65, 118
Agathocles of Samos (Egyptian regent},
196 .
Agathon {brother of Asander of Caria),
63 _
Agathostratus {Rhodian admiral}, 156
Agis of Sparta, 6,20, 21,28, 36
|aus of Cos, 251
220m168,88,89,114,116,155,16L
180, 182, 215, 226, 228, 239, 248,
281, 287, 294, 307, 311, 331, 362
Agrippa, Marcus, 364
Algb;‘ili)us, Titus, 294, 346, 348
Alcibiades, 37, 105, 186
Alcidamus (mint magistrate), 296
Alexamenus {Aetolian genetal), 206
Alexander (Aetolian delegate), 206—
207
Alexander (King of Epirus), 12,20
Alexander (of Thessaly), 230
Alexander (son of Cassander), 89
Alexander (son of Polyperchon), 48, 49,
60-61, 62
Alexander {son of Pyrrhus), 146
Alexander of Corinth (nephew of An-
tigonus Gonatas, son of Craterus),
162-163, 164
Alexander ITI (Alexander the Great), 2,
3 4 6,8,9-10,12-15, 18-21, 28~
9. 3035, 36-39, 41-42, 49, 53, 61,
69’ 77,94, 99,108, 120, 122,126,
183, 214, 238, 274, 297, 300, 307,
368, 369
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Alexander TV {King of Macedonia), 33
43,61, 64 ,
Alexandria, 5, 59, 60,97, 109, 117
119,120,121, 127, 157, 191, 196
220,221, 238-239, 252, 280, 289 ’
361, 365 ’
Alexion of Azenia, 211, 213, 229, 23}
Alexis (playwright), 73, 74 100
Amaseja (Pontus), 298
Amastris, 298
Ambracia (Epirus), 210, 231232, 313
Ambryssus, 275 ’
Amorgos { Cyclades), 39
Amphissa {Actolia}, 209, 228
Anactorium, 192
Anaja {Asia Minor), 33
Anaxicrates (archon of 307), 66
Anaxicrates (archon of 279), 133
Andriscus (pretender to Macedonian
throne), 115, 269
Andromachus of Sicily, 118
Andronicus of Cyrrhus, 336
Andros, 65, 96
Anicius Gallus {Roman commander)
219 ,
Antenor (of Miletus), 229
Anticythera, 308
Antigonea (Mandnea), 229
Antigoneia (Syria), 81
Antigonus Doson (King of Macedonia)
109,157, 175-178, 182, 185, 187,
188 ’
Antigonus Gonatas {King of Mace-
donia), 4, 54,91, 97,109, 116, 124
125,129, 131, 134-135, 142-143 |
145, 146, 147, 150-153, 154, 155,
156, 159, 161-163, 165, 167, 179’
Antigonus [ {King of Asia), 43-44_ 50_
51, 62-66, 6770, 72, 7677, 80-81
85,87, 88, 91, 130,165, 179, 182 ’
197, 246, 358 ’
Antileou of Chalcis, 33
Antioch, 81, 193, 222,223,280, 281
289 ‘ '
Antiochus of Ascalon {philosopher)
330, 334 ’
Ant_iochus 1 (King of Syria), 131
Antiochus II1 (King of Syria), 183, 196,

204-213,216, 220, 222223, 225,
227,229, 283, 298, 301, 367, 369

Antochus IV Epiphanes ( King of Syria),

221,222,223-224, 225,226, 238
. 251, 252, 281, 282, 332 ’
ntiochus V11 Sidetes (K i
245,281 (Kiog of Sy,
Antiochus VITI Grypus (K; i
262, 263, 281 Fous (R of Sy
Anzti602chus IX Kyzikenos {King of Syria),
Antipater (archon), 146, 151
Antipater (Macedomian general), 6, 7
21,28,3741,43 47, 50, 53, 54,
61,74, 109, 139 ’
Antf'patcr {nephew of Cassander), 134
Antipater {son of Cassander), 89
Antiphilus (Athenian general), 38
Antisthenes (philosopher), 114
Antisthenes of Paphos {poet), 280
Antistius Verus, Gaius (quaestor), 359
Antoninus Pius, 365
Antonjus, Gains {brother of Mark An-
tony), 359
Antonius, Lucins (brother of Mark An-
tony), 361
Antonius, Marcug {Mark Antony), 2
226, 284, 285, 319-320, 326, 338
347, 350, 357, 359-365, 367 ,
Antonius Aristocrates, Marcus (rhetori-
cian), 360
Antouius Creticus, Marcus {Roman ad-
miral), 285
Apelles (of Macedonia), 188
Apellicon of Teos, 244-245 304 305
307,313 ’
Apolexis (archon), 327
Apolexis of Piracus, 323
Apollodorus (historian), 116, 119-121
151,152,153, 269 ,
Apollodorus {Athenjan citizen}, 83
Apollodorus (of Athens), 228
Apollodorus (rival of Leon of Aixone)
208 |
Apollonia {Epirus), 199-200, 359
Apollonides of Pergamum, 253
Apollonis (Queen of Pergamum), 198
Apollonius (priest of Sarapis), 255
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Apollonins of Miletus (governor), 281~
282
Apollonius of Miletus (son of Apollonius
of Milerus), 282
Apollonius of Rhodes, 120
Apollonius I (priest of Sarapis), 255
Appian (historian), 314, 315, 352
Appuleius, Marcus, 358
Appuleius Saturninus, L., 293
Aptera (Crete), 287
Aquillius (Roman commander), 298
Aradus, 289
Aratus of Sicyon, 162-166, 173-176,
188
Arcadia, 140, 143, 164, 188
Arcesilaus (philosopher), 107, 108-109,
161
Arcesilaus (sculptor), 116
Archedicus, 101
Archelaus (Pontic commander}), 304
307, 310
Archestratus of Amphitrope, 168
Archidamus (King of Sparta), 89
Areus 1 (King of Sparta), 130, 134, 142,
143,146
Argos, 105, 135, 162, 164, 216, 267,
271
Ariarathes IV {King of Cappadocia}, 253
Ariarathes V (Kiug of Cappadocia), 239,
282, 324
Ariarathes VI1 (King of Cappadocia),
263
Ariobarzanes 1I (King of Cappadocia),
332,335
Ariobarzanes II1 (King of Cappadocia),
332
Aristagora of Corinth, 153
Aristarchus (scholar}, 119
Aristeides of Lamprrai, 140, 144
Aristion (wyrant); 243, 245, 270, 303,
305, 306, 309, 310, 311, 315, 320,
335
Aristocles, 199
Aristogeiton (tyrant-slayer), 68, 311,
317,357
Aristomachus (leader of Argos), 162
Aristomenes of Acarnania, 196
Aristomenes of Acharnae, 247

Arston (brother of Antiochus of As-
calon), 334
Aristonicus (Eumenes 111, King of Perga-
mum), 282, 283-284, 298
Aristonicus of Marathon, 22, 24-25
Aristophanes (playwright}, 99, 100,
101, 181
Aristotle (admiral}, 62
Aristotle (philosopher), 5, 16, 29, 31,
37,52,53-54, 56,58, 73, 74, 106,
107, 108-109, 110, 120, 121-122,
141, 242, 304, 305, 313
Arrheneides (archon), 151
Arrhidacus (satrap), 50, 51
Arridaeus (commander of royal guard),
223
Arsinoé (Cilicia), 182-183
Arsmoé (formerly Methana), 233
Arsinog 11 (sister and cousort of
Ptolemy I1 Philadelphus), 143
Artemidorus of Perinth, 125-126
Asander (satrap of Cara), 62, 63,71
Asclepiades, 119
Ascondas of Thebes, 178
Asiuius Quadratus, 307
Aspasia (courtesan), ¢
Athamania, 232
Athenacus (historian), 92
Athenaeus (Prince of Pergamum}, 215,
238
Athenaeus of Stina (son of Marcus), 345
Athenion (tyrant), 245, 290, 300, 302-
304, 306, 311, 318, 320, 321, 331
Athenodorus {pirate), 341
Atintania (Illyria), 198
Acralus (Macedonian general), 12, 14
Attalus I (King of Pergamum), 109,
182, 190, 194, 196, 197-198, 199,
200, 201, 203, 218, 220, 224, 225,
331, 364
Attalus IT (King of Pergamum), 114,
119, 215, 224, 226, 238, 253, 270,
33
Ardcus (Titus Pomponius), 121, 268—
269, 288, 294, 328-330, 331, 333,
334, 335, 346, 348, 353
Aufidius, Decimus, 345
Augustine, St., 106
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INDEX

Augustus. See Octavian (Augustus)
Aulis, 74, 215

Aurelius Cotta, Gaius, 318, 348
Autolycus, 27

Babylon, 31, 33, 35, 42, 61
Badian, E., 321
Balkan peminsula, 60, 131, 184, 189,
190, 194-195, 269-274, 357, 359
Barsine (mother of Heracles), 65
Bate, 159
Beirut, 289
Beloch, Karl Julius, 130-131
Betenice I (Queen of Egypt), 60, 127
Berenice II {Queen of Egypt), 182 198
Berytus, 260, 261
Bioteles of Perithoidai, 295
Bithynia (Asia Minor), 195, 227,254,
300
Bithys {courtier), 126
Bithys (gencral), 165
Boeotia, 36,91, 113, 129, 152, 164,
178, 192, 205—206 215,217,228,
231, 264, 287, 310, 348, 351
Bocouan League, 205, 272
Boethus {courtier), 253
Bolgios {Celtic leader), 131
Bosworth, A. B., 42
Brachylles (Theban commander}, 205—
206
Brennos (Celtic leader), 131-132
Brindisi, 332, 349, 353, 361
Brutus, Marcus 317, 319-320, 350,
355, 356—359
Bunchos 80
Byttakus of Lamptrai, 288, 323
Byzantium, 10, 51, 64, 190, 284

Caecilius Metellus Macedonicus, Quin-
tus, 115, 270

Caecilius Mctcllus Numidicus, Quintus
294

Caesar. See Julius Caesar

Calauria, 233

Callias of Sphettos, 96-97, 127-128,
136, 139, 140, 156

Callicrates (ofAchaca) 216, 231, 267,
271

3

Callimachus (poet), 190
Callimedon “the Crab,” 37
Calliphanes of Phyle, 215, 219
Callippus (athlete), 19

Callippus of Eleusis, 115-116, 132,

133, 140, 144
Calpurmus, L.,201
Calpurnius Ribulus, Lucius, 356
Calpurnius Piso, Lucius (Caesar’s father-

in-law), 339, 340, 341
Cannac, 189, 194
Cape Artemision, 132
Cape Malea, 313
Caphyae (Arcadia), 143
Cappadocia, 253, 282, 299
Caria, 193,216, 229, 254
Carncadcs of Cyrene (philesapher),

108, 109, 114, 266, 274, 293, 330
Carthagc 65,118, 259, 274 298
Carystus (Euboca) 37, 64, 310 358
Cassander, 44, 4648, 50, 51-54, 59—

66, 69-70, 72, 74-77, 80, 82, 84-

86, 89, 109, 146, 151-152, 154,

182
Cassandreia, 85, 95
Cassius, Gaius, 317, 350, 357-359
Cassius Dio (historian), 352, 357
Cassius Parmensis (Roman com-

mander), 364, 367
Castor of Alexandria, 178
Cato (Roman censor), 208— 209, 266
Celenderis (Cilicia), 285
Ceos, 230
Cephisodorus, 285
Cephisodorus of Xypete, 198, 203, 212,

220
Cephisodotus of Sybridae (sculptor),

114,232
Ccphlsophon of Aphidnae, 22, 24
Ceramueicus, 38, 112
Ceus (island), 360
Chabrias (Athenian commander), 10
Chaeronea (Boeotia), 6,7,9,10, 28,
30, 38, 307, 366, 368
Chalcis (Euboca) 37, 54, 64, 69, 80
95, 143, 162, 199, 200, 207, 208
213, 215 269 270,272, 310
Charadrus 232

b

INDEX

Charias, 83
Charixenus (Aetolian general), 158
Chios, 190
Chremonides of Aethalidae, 138, 140,
142, 144, 147, 156, 168, 186
Chrysermus (of Alexandria}, 252
Chrysippus (philosopher), 108, 109, 114
Cicero, Lucius (cousin of Cicero), 330
Cicero, Marcus Tullius, 53, 111, 121,
151, 268-269, 274, 284 288 313,
319, 324, 328, 329-330, 331, 333,
334, 335, 339, 340, 346-347, 348-
349, 353-354, 355-356, 358, 359
Cicero, Quintus (brother of Cicero}, 330
Cichesias of Aixone, 275, 287, 328
Cichorius, Conrad, 122
Cilicia, 51, 183, 259, 284, 285, 289,
331, 333-334, 339, 355
Cimon (son of Mildades), 240
Claudius Mareellus, Marcus, 354-355
Claudius Pulcher, Appius {Roman con-
sul), 333-334, 335, 350
Cleanthes of Assos (philosopher), 108,
179
Cleitomachus (philosopher), 274, 289
Cleitus {Macedonian admiral}, 39, 50,
51
Cleomedon, 201
Cleomenes {mint magistrate), 296
Cleomenes of Sparta, 157,175, 176,
178, 185, 186-187
Cleopatra {wife of Alexander of Epirus),
12,20
Cleopatra {wife of Demetrius IT and An-
tochus V11), 281
Cleopatra (wife of Dioscurides of De-
los), 262
Cleopatra I1 (sister-consort of Ptolemy
VI Philometor), 221, 238
Cleopatra V11 {Queen of Egypt), 280,
361, 363, 364
Clodius, Publius (tribune of the plebs},
339340, 342, 349, 367
Cocceius Balbus, Gaius (Roman legate),
360
Cocle Syria, 183, 282
Colchis, 299
Colophon (Ionia), 69, 74, 289

3aes

Comeas, 138
Conon, 24, 49, 53
Copais, Lake, 206
Corfu, 92, 239
Cotinth, 12, 18, 65, 76, 79, 80, 85, 95,
124, 131, 135, 143, 146, 162, 163,
165,175, 184, 188, 199, 200, 201,
202, 203, 206, 213, 216, 250, 258,
259, 266, 267, 268, 269, 271, 274,
276, 284, 313, 353
Cornelius Balbus, 346
Cornelius Dolabella, 338-339
Cornelius Nepos, 328
Cornelius Sisenna, 278
Cornelius Sulla (general), 111, 115,
245, 305-307, 309, 310, 311-312,
313, 314, 315, 316, 318-319, 320,
321, 322, 325, 326, 327, 328, 329,
330, 331, 335, 338, 340, 341, 348,
349, 352, 367
Cos, 63, 147, 251-252
Cosconius, Gaius, 350
Cossutius (Roman builder), 223
Crannon (Thessaly), 39, 43
Crantor (philosopher), 141
Crassus, 362
Craterus {gencral), 38, 3941, 4344
Craterus (nephew of Antigonus Go-
natas), 162
Crates (philosopher), 108, 141
Cratesipolis, 65
Cratippus of Pergamum (Marcus Tullius
Cratippus), 355-356, 358
Cretan League, 268
Crete, 27, 32, 143, 193, 230, 234, 287,
308, 357
Critolaus of Phaselis (philosopher), 108,
266
Cropidae, 112, 115
Ctesiphon of Anaphlystus, 28
Cybernis (son of Cydias), 133
Cydias, 133
Cynoscephalae (Thessaly), 203, 204, 213
Cynosura, 236
Cyprus, 76, 85, 128, 221, 251, 289 -
Cyrenaica (Apollonia), 64, 65, 113, 239
Cyrene, 26, 357
Cyrrhus, 336



396

Cythera, 303
Cythnos, 62, 285
Cyzicus, 307

Damascus, 289
Darius 111 (King of Persia}, 13, 15, 19,
21
Deidameia (wife of Demetrius Polior-
cetes), 81
Deinarch of Corinth, 33, 46, 67, 90
Deinias, 25
Deiotarus of Galatia, 332
Delos, 11, 63, 102, 104, 105, 113,
115, 128, 196, 203, 216, 217, 218,
219,220, 227, 243244, 246-263,
264,271,277,280, 282, 283-284,
287-291, 292, 295, 301, 303, 304,
307,309, 310, 311-312, 313, 322,
324, 332, 340, 341-342, 344, 347,
352, 358, 359
Delphi, 20, 37, 41, 93, 94, 103, 104,
105, 113, 116, 119, 126, 131, 133,
134, 136, 140, 158, 177, 191, 210,
211-212, 215, 228, 237, 245, 268,
275-279, 285, 291, 293, 351, 368
Demades, 7, 8-9, 11, 14, 15, 17-18,
20-21, 32-33, 36, 37, 4041, 44,
4547
Demaenetus of Athmonon, 188-189
Demeas (son of Demades), 46
Demeas (son of Demeas), 320
Demetrias, 56, 90, 124, 143, 161, 171,
200, 207, 213
Demetrius (descendent of Apollonius},
256
Demetrius {Prince of Pharos), 185, 195
Demetrius (Seleucus’ son}, 223, 225
Demetrius (son of Apollonius), 255
Demetrius of Phalerum (the elder), 45,
52,53-66, 67,71, 72, 74, 108-109,
112,121, 139, 146, 150, 152, 154
Demetrius of Phalerum (the younger,
grandson of Demetrius of Phalerum),
54, 153-154, 158
Demetrius Poliorcetes (King of Mace-
donia), 64, 66, 67-81, 81-82, 85-86,
87-97,116, 117, 124, 125, 126,
127,129, 130, 134, 135, 137, 141,

INDEX

148, 150, 152, 154, 165, 179, 182,
197, 246, 264, 294, 358, 362, 367
Demetrius 1 (King of Syria), 252
Demetrius 11 (King of Syria), 163-166,
167,173, 176,179, 252, 280-281,
282
Demochares {nephew of Demosthenes),
54, 59,70, 72-73, 79, 92, 93, 101,
126,127,129, 137,139, 140
Demochares of Azenia, 326
Democles {archon), 133
Demon {kinsman of Demosthenes), 36
Demosthenes, 7-8, 9-10, 11, 14, 15,
21,23-24,26,27-28, 32-33, 36-37,
38, 4041, 114, 139, 144
Dercylus, 48
Deubner, Ludwig, 164-165
Diacus of Megalopolis, 271
Dies (son of Dies of Tyre}, 290
Dies of Tyre, 290
Dio of Prusa (philosopher), 312, 313
Diocles of Kephisia, 327
Diodorus (historian), 41, 64, 81
Diodorus (under Eumenes 11}, 226
Diodorus of Halai, 326
Diodorus of Sinope (poet), 89
Diogenes {general), 165, 173, 179-180,
235
Diogenes Laertius (philosopher), 108,
110,119, 266
Dione, 20
Dionysius (archon), 230
Dionysius (Macedonian commander), 62
Dionysius of Anaphlystus, 105
Dionysius of Collytus, 112
Dionysius of Thoricus (sculptor), 113,
115, 290-291
Dioscurides {naval commander), 63
Dioscurides of Myrrhinutte, 261-262
Dioseurides of Rhamnus, 254
Diotimus {archon of 354), 129
Diotimus {Athenian commander), 25
Diotdmus of Halai (archon of 26/5),
326, 327
Diphilus (playwright), 105
Docimus, 63
Dodona, 20, 105
Doris {central Greece), 177

INDEX
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Dow, Sterling, 212
Dromocleides, 87, 88, 91, 93-94
Duris of Samos, 59, 92-93

Echedemus of Cydathenaion, 209, 211,
213,287
Edessa, 95
Egypt, 5, 41, 43, 44, 50, 62, 64, 76,
119, 142, 176, 177, 183, 187, 190,
196, 207, 220-221, 224, 238, 239,
280, 364, 365
Firene (priestess), 221
Eleusis, 16, 25-26, 59, 75, 86, 129,
133,137, 146, 148, 150, 152, 154,
164, 168, 186, 188, 199, 200, 235,
285, 306, 316, 326, 333-334, 360,
364
Elis, 143, 188, 190, 287
Ennius {poct), 231
Ephesus (Asia Minor), 50, 69, 81, 85,
156, 184, 193, 355, 360
Epichares (general), 130, 137, 144, 147
Epicrates of Leukonoe, 324, 356
Epicrates of Pallene, 16, 22, 24
Epicurus (philosopher), 41-42, 74, 86,
99106, 107, 110, 125, 140, 141,
294, 305, 329, 335, 340
Epidaurus, 164, 216, 233, 354
Epirote League, 268
Epirus, 20, 27, 50, 94, 135, 178, 187,
195, 199, 200, 203, 208, 210, 219,
231-232, 239, 328, 359
Fratosthenes of Cyrene, 120-121
Fresus (Lesbos), 53,121
Erctria (Euboea), 64, 143, 264, 272,
310
Errington, Malcolm, 229, 346
Fuandridas (of Miletus), 229
Euandrus {mint magistrate), 296
Fuboea, 10, 11, 37, 63, 64, 143, 162,
178, 199, 200, 201, 202, 203, 208,
264, 310, 311, 358
Eubulides (mint magistrate), 295
Eubulides of Cropidace (sculptor), 112,
113-114
Eubulus (archon), 155
Eubulus of Cropidae (sculptor}, 112,
113

Eucheir of Cropidae (sculptor), 112
Eucles of Marathon, 326, 327, 333
Eucrates, 13, 14, 22, 28, 4041
Fuctcmon, 82
Eudoxus, 336
Euetion, 39
Eumachus, 120
Eumenes (father of Menodorus/
Zenodorus of Syria}, 281
FEumenes (general), 44, 50-51, 62,91
Eumenes 11 (King of Pergamum), 208,
216, 223, 224, 225, 226, 238, 253,
298, 331, 364
Eumenes 111 (King of Pergamum). See
Aristonicus
Eumolpidae, 3
Euphron of Sicyon, 41, 45, 49
Eupolis (playwright), 100
Euripides {playwright), 29, 99, 105
Europe, 6, 21, 28, 40, 43, 44, 64
Eurycleides (mint magisttate), 244
Eurycleides of Cephisia, 155,173, 175,
176, 180, 186, 191, 192, 194, 220,
244, 248, 287
Eurydice (wife of Philip Arrhidaeus), 60—
61
Eurydice {wife of Prolemy 1), 60
Fusebius of Caesarea, 104, 152
Euthydike, 65, 78
Euthymidas of Chalcis, 208, 369
Ezekiel, 104

Ferguson, William Scott, 1,128,155,
182,221

Freeden, Joachim von, 337

Fufius Calenus, Quintas, 351-352, 353

Fulvia (wife of Mark Antony), 36l

Fulvius Nobilior, Marcus {Roman con-
sul), 210, 231

Gabinius, Aulus, 284, 339
Gaidaronesi (island), 130
Galatia, 216, 226, 299
Gargettus, 230
Gaugamela, 21

Gaul, 333, 354

Gaza, 64

Geagan, D. ., 320, 321
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INDEX

Gehrke, H.-]., 58

Germanicus, Caesar, 212

Giovannini, A., 292

Glauceres (pirate), 62

Glaucon of Aethalidae, 136, 140, 144,
156, 168

Granicus, 18

Gulf of Volos, 161

Gytheion (Laconia), 338

Habron of Bate, 287

Hadrian, 24, 365, 369

Hagnonides, 48, 49, 52

Haliartus (Boeotia), 217, 219, 287

Halicarnassns (Asta Minor), 128

Haunibal, 189, 194, 195, 198, 204,
254

Harmodius {tyrant-slayer), 68, 311,
317, 357

Harpalus (Alexander the Great’s treas-
urer), 7, 9, 29, 30-32, 35, 188, 368

Hasdrubal {Cleitomachus), 274, 289

Harzfeld, Jean, 348

Hecatombaeum, 178

Hegemachus, 84

Hegemon, 22, 46

Hegesander, 153, 154

Helianax {priest), 263

Heliodorus (son of Dies of Tyre), 290

Heliupolis (Attica), 145

Hephaestia, 218

Heracleides (general}, 125

Heracleides (writer), 171-172

Heracleitus (geueral), 162

Heracleitus of Icaria, 273, 292

Heracles (son of Alexander the Great)
64-65

Hermeias of Atarneus, 37

Hermias of Cyrrhus, 336

Hetmophantus (of Miletus), 230

Herod the Grear of Judea, 332

Herodes Amicus, 327

Herodes of Marathon, 324, 326, 327,
333, 356

Herodorus of Lampsakos, 87-88

Hetodotus, 132

Hicesius of Ephesus (governor), 225

Hicerocles (governor), 161

>

Hieron of Aegeira, 265, 267

Hieron II of Syracuse, 114

Hieronymus of Cardia (historian), 91,
129,133, 152, 157

Himeraeus (brother of Demetrius of
Phalerum), 54

Homer, 120, 312

Horace (Quintus Horatius Flaccus)
{poct), 356

Hortensius (governor), 358, 359

Humphreys, Sally, 30

Hypata, 210

Hypereides, 7, 9-10, 11, 14, 19, 20,
21, 32-33, 36-37, 38-39, 4041, 45,
114

Hyrcanus, Johu, 281, 283, 332

lkos, 273, 360

Mlium, 195-196

Ulyria, 184-185, 189-190, 195, 269,
342, 351, 359

Imbros, 12, 70, 130, 196, 203, 218,
219, 264, 268

India, 6, 30, 77

Lolaus (brother of Cassander), 61

lonia, 69, 193, 237, 240, 245, 343

Iphicrates, 15, 19

Ipsus, 80, 81, 85, 117, 130, 150

lran, 60, 62

Isigenes (archon of 124,/3), 295

Isocrates, 12, 56, 278

Issus, 13,19

Isthmus, 103

Ttaly, 20, 62, 135, 189, 204, 214, 216,
218,219, 232, 239, 258, 287, 302,
313, 328, 329, 332, 333, 335, 350,
357, 361

Jacoby, F., 118

Josephus (historian), 283

Jugurtha, 293

Tulius Caesar, Gaius, 41, 151, 318, 319-
320, 333-335, 340, 341, 342, 346-
347, 349, 350-355, 356-357, 358,
359, 360, 364

Julius Nicanor of Hieropolis (Syria),
312,313

Justinus {historian}, 130

INDEX

Kerch, 299

Kerykes family, 3

Kimon, 97

Klaffenbach, Giinther, 275

Knoepfler, Denis, 272

Knossos (Crete), 27, 268

Kointos (Quintus) {mint magistrate),
345

Koroni Peninsula, 145

Kroll, John H., 213

Kusadasi, 33

Lachares (tyrant), 82-87, 89, 155
Laches (son of Demochares), 139
Laconia, 135, 188, 338
Lacydes (philosopher), 109
Laelius, Gaius (Roman consul}, 272,
273
Lamia, 38, 39, 78,79
Lanassa (wife of Pyrrhus), 92
Laodice {consort of Antiochus II1), 222
Laodice (sister of Pharnaces 1}, 253
Laodicea (Syria), 289
Laodicea on the Lycus (Asia Minor), 274
Larissa, 89, 286
Larissa Cremaste {Thessaly), 80
Laurium {Attca), 243, 292-293
Leaina, 78, 79
Lebadeia, 129, 215
Lemnos, 12, 62, 70, 85, 130, 138, 196,
203, 205, 217-218, 219, 220, 264,
272,273, 318
Leocrates, 27
Leocritus, 96
Leonides of Melite, 324, 356
Leonnatus, 38, 39, 43, 44
Leon (of Athens), 162,210, 213
Leon of Aixone, 138, 208, 209, 275,
287,323
Leontius of Acharnai, 325
Leosthenes (general), 10, 34-35, 36,
38-39, 115-116, 186
Lesbos, 53, 354
Leucius of Perithoidai, 295
Leukios of Perithoidae (son of
Decimus), 345
Leukios Seppius of Kephisia, 345
Lichas {of Miletus), 230
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Licinius Crassus, Lucius (quaestor and
orator}, 294
Licinius Lucullus, Lucius, 349-350
Limenius {Athenian composer), 277
Lissa, 184, 190
Livia (wife of Octavian), 365
Livy (historian), 198, 201, 206, 208,
209, 212, 215, 218, 292
Locris, 164, 178, 203, 269, 275
Lucan (poet), 351
Lucilius {poer}, 293-294
Lucilius Hirrus (Roman legate), 284
Lucretius {poer}, 335
Lucretius, Gaius {Roman praetor), 217
Lucullus, 311, 341
Lycia, 216, 254, 285
Lycian League, 284
Lyco of Alexandria (philosopher), 110,
163
Lycortas (Roman politician, father of
Polybius), 216
Lycurgus, 7, 8,9, 14, 15, 17-18, 22—
27,29-30, 56, 58, 59, 68, 71, 227,
327
Lydia, 50
Lysander (Spartan admiral}, 69
Lysander of Piraens, 327
Lysiades (archou), 274, 344
Lysiades of Berenikidai, 324, 327, 347
Lysias (archon), 164
Lysicles (Athenian citizen), 210
Lysicles of Gargerttus, 230
Lysicrates, 25
Lysimacheia, 134
Lysimachus, 43, 51, 62, 64, 76, 78, 80—
81, 82, 84, 87, 89-90, 95, 97, 124,
125-126, 129,130, 218
Lysippus {sculptor}, 29
Lysitrate (priestess), 168
Lysistratus, 168
Lyttus (Crete), 287

Macedonia, 14, 6-8, 10, 13-15, 18,
20,27, 28, 36-38, 43—44, 46, 50,
51, 53, 60, 61, 64, 66, 74, 86, 89—
91,95, 115, 125, 127, 128, 130,
131, 134, 139, 142143, 144, 146,
147, 150, 154, 159, 162, 164, 173—
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Macedonia (continued)
178, 184-185, 187, 189, 191, 195,
196, 197, 201, 202, 203, 205, 206—
207,213, 214, 215, 216, 219, 220,
228, 243, 246, 269, 270, 278, 301,
339, 340, 349-350, 357, 358, 359,
360, 367
Magius Cilo, 354
Magnesia (Thessaly), 203
Magnesia at Sipylum, 208, 209
Magnesia-on-the-Maeander, 193, 205,
229 231
Mahdia, 308
Maiistas {composer), 255
Malis, 286
Mania {courtesan), 78
Manlius Acidinus, 356
Manlius Torquatus, 356
Manlius Torquatus, Aulus, 349
Manlius Torquatus, T., 342
Manlius Vulso (Roman consui), 224
Mantinea (Arcadia), 89, 143
Marathon, 92, 236, 240
Marathus, 289
Marcellus Aeserninus, Marcus, 355
Marcilius, Lucivs (Roman official}, 338
Mareius Censorinus, Lucius (Roman
proconsul), 360
Marcius Philippus, Quintus (Roman con-
sul), 216
Marcus (son of Cicero), 324, 353, 355,
356, 359
Marcus (son of Plutarch of Phalerum),
344
Marcus of Marathon, 344
Masinissa (King of Numidia), 254
Mastanabal (Prince of Numidia), 238
Medeius (archon), 245
Medeius (son of Medeius of Piracus),
326
Medeius of Larissa, 63, 77
Medeius of Piracus, 288, 301-302, 315,
316, 318, 322, 323, 326, 327
Megaleas, 188, 369
Megalopolis (Areadia), 6, 21,52, 109,
135, 164, 177,192, 229
Megara (Corinth), 27, 65, 66, 81, 131,
164, 199, 270, 352, 353

Melanippus (architect), 336
Melcager (brother of Prolemy
Keraunos), 134
Meleager of Milerus {son of Apollonius
of Miletus}), 282
Memmius, Gaius (Roman senator), 335,
340, 348
Memphis, 255
Menalcidas (Spartan general), 267, 271
Menander (playwright), 67-68, 83,99,
100, 101, 102, 105, 114, 141
Menandet of Azenia, 326
Menandros (physician to Eumenes 113,
225
Menecleides of Kydathenaion {father of
Theophemus), 325
Menecles (archon), 130
Menedemus {Athenian politician}, 211,
213
Menestheus of Miletus (son of Apolio-
nius of Miletus), 281-282
Menippus, 289-290
Menochares, 252
Menodorus (athlete), 344
Menodorus /Zenodorus, 281
Menon of Pharsalus, 39
Mentor {mint magistrate), 317
Menyllos (Macedonian commander), 47
Mesoporamia, 30, 60, 239, 299
Messene, 21, 86, 190, 230-231
Merrodotus (philosopher and painter),
216
Metrodorus (philosophy student), 107
Metrodorus of Lampsacus, 125, 141
Meyer, Eduard, 226
Micion (chariot race winner), 244
Micion (descendent of Micion of
Cephisia), 248
Micion {mint magistrare), 244
Micion (seulptor), 114
Micion of Cephisia, 173, 175, 176,
180, 186, 191, 194, 220, 244, 248,
275,287
Mikalson, Jon, 166
Miletus, 63, 69, 85, 193, 205, 229,
230-231, 282, 299, 303, 341
Miltiades (victor at Marathon), 240
Miltiades of Lakiadai, 27

Miltiades of Marathon, 287, 323
Minarius, Marcus (Roman banker), 260-
261
Mithres, 125
Mithridates 1 Ktistes (King of Pontus),
298
Mithridares 11 (King of Ponrus), 298
Mithridares 11 (Parthian king), 263
Mithridates IV (King of Pontus), 298
Mithridates V Euergeres (King of Pon-
tus), 253, 298, 332
Mithridates VI Eupator {King of Pon-
tus), 111, 220, 243, 245, 253, 258,
263, 290, 297-314, 317, 318, 323,
328, 332, 341, 367
Mnesitheus of Cydathenaion, 287
Markholm, Otto, 292
Moschion (mint magistrate), 317
Mucius Scaevola, Quintus (Roman gov-
ernor of Asia), 293-294
Mummius, Lucius (Roman consul),
270,276,277, 278
Munatius Plancus, Lucius {Roman con-
sul), 360
Munychia, 16, 40, 48, 53, 62, 66, 75,
87,88,124,138,173
Mpylasa (Cada), 177
Mpyra (Lycia), 285
Myrina (Lemnos), 272
Myrrhine, 78
Mytilene, 190, 335, 355

Nabis (tyrant of Sparra), 230-231

Nagidus, 183

Narthacion (Malis), 286

Naupactus (Actolia), 187, 189, 192,
201

Nausinicus of Sestus, 34

Neon of Thebes, 178

Nesiotie League (League of the Island-
ers), 246

Nicaca {on the Malian Gulf}, 202

Nicandrus (archon), 319

Nicanor (Macedonian general), 31-32,
50, 51-53, 54, 61, 199, 362

Nicanor (nephew of Cassander), 47, 48

Niceratus (sculpror}, 114, 126

Nicias (archon of 296 /5), 89
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Nicias {archon of 124 /3), 295

Nicias (archon of 10,/9), 333

Nicias (council member}, 230

Nicocles, 83, 162

Nicodemus {archon of 122/1), 309

Nicogenes of Philaidai, 288

Nicomedes 11 (King of Bithynia), 254

Nicomedes 111 (King of Bithynia), 254,
299-300

Nicon of Philaidai, 288

Nicostrate (wife of Themistocles), 327

Nicostratus of Larissa, 211

North Africa, 65

Numidia, 239

Nysa (consort of Ariarathes V of Cap-
padocia), 282

Nysa (wife of Pharnaces 1 of PPontus),
227,253

Octavia {wife of Mark Antony), 361-
363

Octavian (Augustus), 2, 270, 312, 313,
320, 325, 326, 333, 335, 347, 357,
359-365, 369

Qcniadae, 34

Ofellius Ferus, C., 115, 290

Ofrius, Publius, 345

Olbia, 113, 299

Olbiades (painter), 116, 133

Oliver, J. H., 320-321, 355

Olus {Crete), 287

Olympia, 8, 20, 32,113,114, 137,
216,225,237

Olympias (Queen, mother of Alexander
the Grear), 6, 20, 21, 48, 50-51, 61,
62

Olympiodorus, 75, 90, 91, 95-96, 126,
140, 148

Olympus, Mt., 187, 215

Olynthus, 9, 368

Ophelas of Bate, 287

Ophellas, 65, 78

Opus (Locris), 164

Orbius (Roman commander), 304

QOrchomenus (Arcadia), 137, 140, 143,
144, 187

Orchomenus (Boeotia), 104, 307, 351

Orecos (Euboca), 63
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Oropus, 11, 23, 26, 40, 42, 46, 64, 77,
104, 121, 129, 215, 236, 264-269,
271-272, 288, 358

Orosius (historan), 292

Ostia, 114

Oxyrhynchus, 83

Oxythemis of Larissa, 80

Paconia, 131

Pagai (Bocotia), 348

Palestine, 85, 196, 218, 220, 224,
259

Pamphylia, 284, 285

Panaetius of Rhodes (philosopher), 108,
119, 289

Panakron (Attica), 16, 52, 74, 77, 129,
137,154, 164

Pantauchus, 94

Paphlagonia, 299

Parmenion, 12

Paros, 185

Patras (Peloponnesc), 131, 229

Patroclus (general), 130, 144-146

Patron (philosophcr), 335

Patron (priest), 260

Pausanias (historian), 75, 85, 113, 116,
126, 132-133, 173-174, 265, 267,
280, 308, 311, 325

Pausanias of Melite, 247

Pausanias of Perithoidai, 295

Pausimachus, 225

Peithidemos (archon), 142

Pella, 46, 47, 48, 84, 90, 184, 195

Pellene, 21

Peloponnese, 200, 230, 232-233, 270,
286, 328, 351

Peparethos, 273, 360

Perdiccas, 33-34, 39, 40, 41, 4344,
47,50

Pergamum, 64, 109, 113, 114, 119,
196, 206, 207, 209, 223, 227, 253,
283,298

Pericles, 1, 24, 38, 58, 335

Perrhaebia (Thessaly), 203

Persaeus {philosopher), 109, 179

Perseus (King of Macedonta}, 213-219,
220, 221,225,231, 232, 234, 254,
264, 287, 289

INDEX

Persia, 1, 7, 12, 14, 15, 28, 30

Phaedrus (phitosopher), 318, 329, 330,
347

Phaedrus of Sphettos, 89, 96-97, 128,
136, 140, 155-156, 158

Phalerum, 53, 103

Phanostratus {father of Demcttius of
Phalerum), 53

Pharnaces [ (King of Pontus}, 226-227,
253, 298

Pharnaces IT (King of Pontus), 352

Pharos, 185

Pharsalus, 318, 342, 349, 350, 352, 354

Phaselis (Lycia), 285

Pheidostrate {priestess), 168

Pherae (Thessaly), 46, 8¢

Phidias, 86

Phigalia (Arcadia), 143

Phila (wife of Demetrius Poliorcetes),
41, 78, 85,92, 95

Philarchides (Athenian general), 273

Philemon (playwright), 100, 105, 141

Philemon (president of cult of Diony-
sus), 330

Philetacrus of Pergamum, 225, 238

Philip {son of Cassander), 86

Philip Arrhidaeus (King of Macedonia),
33,43, 60-61

Philip IT {King of Macedonia), 1, 3, 6,
7,8,9,10-12, 13, 14, 24, 27, 28,
47,76, 108, 214, 264, 297, 368

Philip V (King of Macedonia), 173,
176, 182, 187-190, 192, 194-204,
205-206, 207, 209, 210, 212, 213~
214, 218,220, 224, 225, 229, 369

Philippides, 14

Philippides of Kephale (poet/play-
wright), 78-82, 91, 100, 101, 126,
136, 139, 180

Philippides of Paiania, 91-92

Philippi (Macedonia), 350, 357, 359
360, 363

Philistides {priest), 285

Philistides of Hagnus (priest), 325

Philo, 73

Philo of Eleusis, 59

Philuchorus (historian}, 116-117, 142

Philocles (general), 31

INDEX

Philocles (King of Sidon), 127

Philocles (Macedonian general), 199,
200

Philodemus (historian), 121, 151, 152

Philon (architect), 307

Philon of Larissa (philosopher), 111,
302, 318

Philonides of Laodicea (philosopher),
108, 289

Philoxenides (priest of Kervkes clan),
285

Philoxenus of Hagnus, 325

Philtes of Cyzicus, 225

Phlegon of Tralles (historian), 341

Phlygonion, 275

Phocion (Athenian general), 10, 15, 36,
4041, 4546, 48—49, 50, 52, 54

TPhocion of Melite, 254

Phocis, 48, 132, 178, 203, 269, 286

Phoeniee {Epirus), 195, 198

Phoenicia, 39, 85, 86, 183, 251, 259,
282

Phormio, 26

Phrygia, 43, 298, 300

Phryne, 9

Phthia of Epirus, 164, 176

Phylacia, 165

Phylarchus (historian), 157

Phyle (Attica), 16, 74, 77, 129, 137,
154, 164

Phyromachus (sculpror), 114

Picria (Macedonia), 187

Pisistratus (tyrant}, 237

Piso, Marcus, 330

Plaraea, 137, 156

Plato, 5, 10, 58, 98, 106, 110, 274,
305, 330

Plautus (playwright}, 99

Pleistacnus (archon), 273

Pleistarchos (brother of Cassander), 75

Pliny the Elder, 113

Plutarch (biographer}, 10, 77,78,
81, 86, 87-88,93, 173-174, 175,
364

Platarch of Phalerum, 344

Polemon (philosopher), 141, 330

Polemy (nephew of Antigonus), 64

Polybius (historian), 4, 60, 101, 116,

gm i .
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119,157, 175-176, 183, 185, 186,
188, 189, 192, 194, 195, 196-197,
201, 203, 206, 208, 209, 210, 213~
214,216-217, 226,227, 231, 248-
249,252, 265, 266

Polycharmus of Azenia, 324, 326, 327

Polycles of Thoricus (sculpror), 112,
113-114, 115, 244

Polycratea (mother of Perseus of Mace-
donia), 221

Polycrates of Argos, 191, 221

Polyeuctus (archon}, 160

Polyeuctus (sculptor), 114

Polyeuctus of Bate, 168

Polyeuctus of Sphettos, 21, 22

Polyperchon (Macedonian general), 33,
47-52, 60-61, 62, 6465, 65,75

Pompeius, Gnaeus {governor of Mace-
domia}, 295, 349

Pompeius, Sextus (governor of Mace-
donia), 295, 349

Pompey {Gnaeus Pompeius Magnus),
318, 320, 332, 333, 334, 335, 341,
342, 348, 350-352, 354, 357,
359

Pomponius Atticus, Titus. See Atticus

Pontus, 226, 253, 263, 297, 298, 299,
300, 301, 303

Poscidippus (playwright), 100

Poseidippus of lcaria {hoplite general),
292

Poses of Phalerum {poet), 244

Posidonius {historan), 297, 300, 301,
332

Postumius Albinus, L., 184

Praxiteles of Sybridae (sculptor), 111,
114, 115,232

Prienc, 69

Prusias 1 (King of Bithynia), 195, 227

Prusias II (King of Bithynia), 114, 227,
254

Prytancum, 235

Prytanis of Carystus {philosopher), 108,
109, 177-178

Prolemy (son of Thraseas), 183

Prolemy Keraunos (King of Macedonia),
60,129,131, 134

Prolemy 1 Soter (King of Egypt), 43—
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Prolermny 1 Soter (continned)}
44, 47, 50, 59-60, 62, 63, 64, 66,
69, 76, 80, 85, 86, 87, 95, 96, 97,
109, 116, 124, 127, 128-129, 154,
183, 221, 238, 246, 280
Prolemy II Philadelphuos (King of
Egypt), 60, 127, 128, 129, 142-
143, 144, 145, 146, 147, 156, 183,
246
Prolemy 111 Euergeres {(King of Egvpt},
120, 137, 156, 174, 175, 176, 177,
178, 182, 183, 185, 197,221,225,
331
Prolemy IV Philopater {(King of Egypt},
183, 190, 196
Prolemy V Epiphanes (King of Egypt),
196, 220-221, 233
Ptolemy VI Philometor (King of
Egypt), 183, 221, 238, 251-252
Prolemy VI11 Euergetes I1 {King of
Egypt), 119, 262, 280
Prolemy IX Soter 11 (King of Egvpt),
262, 280, 332
Pydna, 61, 62, 214, 215, 217, 219
Pyrrhus (archon), 247
Pyrrhus (King of Epirus}, 89, 94, 95,
118, 125, 133, 135, 142, 157, 210,
232
Pyrrhus of Lamptrai, 288
Pytheas, 37
Pytheas of Alopeke, 22, 26, 251
Pythodorus {priest}, 79, 294

Quinctius Flamininus, Titus {Roman
consul), 203, 204-206, 207, 208
Quintus of Rhamnus {son of Quintus),

345

Raphia, 196

Rawson, Elizabeth, 324

Reinach, Théodor, 302

Rhamnus, 16, 86, 129-130, 137, 144,
145, 146, 147, 150, 164, 165, 167,
173,179, 186, 317

Rhescuporis of Thrace, 332

Rhodes, 3, 4, 27, 36, 69, 74, 76, 77,
113, 136, 190, 196, 197, 201, 205,
206,209, 210, 216, 218, 219, 228,

INDEX

229, 246, 274, 284, 298, 312, 332,
360, 367

Rhosos (Syria), 85

Robert, Louis, 366

Roxane (wife of Alexandet the Great),
43, 61, 64

Saguntum, 189
Salamis, 11, 51-52, 74, 76, 77, 78, 86,
92,130,162, 163,173, 236, 244,
268, 312-313
Samos, 12, 19, 30-35, 40, 4142, 47—
48,62, 69, 102, 183, 196, 274
Samothrace, 215, 263, 318
Sarapion of Melite, 288, 322, 323
Sardinia, 184, 348
Scarpheia {Locris), 275
Scipio, Lucius {brother of Scipio Afri-
canus}, 209
Scipio Aemilianus (son of Lucius Ae-
milins Paullus), 216-217
Scipio Africanus, Publius Cornelius,
209,272
Scribonius Curio (Cornelius Sulla’s lieu-
tenant), 306
Seleucus of Marathon (son of Marcus),
344
Seleucus 1 (King of Syria), 44, 62, 63,
64, 70, 80, 81, 85-86, 87, 95, 124,
130,131, 138, 150, 218
Seleucus IV (King of Syria), 222-223,
282
Sellasia, 175, 187
Sempronia (daughter of Lucius Sem-
pronius Atratinus), 360
Sempronius Atratinus, Lucius {Roman
legate), 360
Servilius Vatia, Publius (Roman admi-
ral), 285
Sicily, 62, 116, 118, 184, 262, 292
Sicyon, 21, 36, 65, 162, 201, 216, 265,
286, 328, 361
Side (Pamphylia), 284, 285
Sidon (Phocnicia), 85, 289
Simon (father of John Hyrcanus), 281
Sinope, 220, 298
Sipylus, Mt. (Asia Minor), 209
Skiathos, 273, 360

Skyros, 12, 196, 203, 218, 219, 240,
241, 264
Smyrna, 339, 341, 359
Socrates, 29,73
Soloi, 289
Sophocles (playwright}, 29, 73-74, 99,
105, 107, 108
Sophocles of Acharnai, 325
Sosibius of Alexandria, 190-191
Sosthencs, 134
Sostratus of Knidos, 97
Spain, 189, 333, 353
Sparta, 1, 6, 12, 28, 36, 89, 135, 142,
143, 144, 147,175,187, 190, 230-
231,271, 366
Speusippus (philosopher}), 330
Spurius Romaios (“Spurius the Ro-
man”), 344
Stallius, Gaius {architect), 336
Stallius, Marcus {architect, brother of
Gaius), 336
Stephanus {member of Achaean delega-
tion), 248
Stilpon of Megara (philosopher), 57
Stiris, 286
Stolos (official of Prolemy 1X), 262
Strabo {historian), 120, 258
Stratocles of Diomeia, 68, 71-73, 79—
80, 81, 82, 83,91, 101, 139, 294
Straton (philosopher), 110, 141
Stratonice (Queen of Pergamum}, 253
Stratonice {wife of Seleucus), 86
Stratoniccia {Asta Minor}, 317
Stratophon {son of Stracolcs of
Sunium), 296
Strombichus, 96, 148
Suetonius {historian}, 333
Sulla. See Cornelius Sulla
Sulpicius Galba, Publius (Roman con-
sul), 190, 200, 218
Sulpicius Rufis, Servios, 349, 353—
354
Sunium, 16, 130, 137, 145, 186, 293
Susa, 13, 31
Syndromus of Steiria, 324
Syracuse, 65, 313
Syria, 44, 60, 64, 69, 80, 81, 85, 124,
193, 196, 218, 220,222, 227, 239,
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251, 259, 282, 289, 336, 339, 357,
359

Tacitus {historian}), 212, 284
Taenarum {Laconia), 31, 34-35
Tanagra, 104
Taormina. See Tauromenium
Tarsus, 31
Tauromenium (Sicily), 117
Tegea (Arcadia), 104
Telesinus (sculptor), 114
Tenos (island), 69, 336, 360
Teos (lonia), 245
Terence (Roman dramatist), 99
Terentius Varro Lucullus, Marcus, 349-
350
Teuta (Queen of [lyria), 184, 194
Theainetus of Aigilia, 248
Thearidas {brother of Polybius), 248
Thebes, 6, 7, 11, 14-15, 29, 30, 36, 61~
62, 66,87, 91,93, 104, 174, 188,
202, 264, 269, 270, 274, 351, 366,
368, 369
Themistocles (victor at Salamis), 24,
236
Themistocles {mint magistrate), 244
Themistocles of Hagnus, 325-326
Theodorus (philosopher), 57
Theomnestus (philosopher), 358
Theophemus (archon of 61,/0), 325
Theophemus of Kydathenaion {archon},
325, 326
Theophilus of Halai, 326, 327
Theophilus of Pergamum, 225
Theophrastus {general), 188
‘Theophrastus (philosopher), 52, 53,56,
58.73, 74, 90, 108-109, 110, 117,
120, 121-123, 141, 313
Theophrastus of Hagnus, 325
Theotimus of Rhamnus, 168
Thermopylae, 36, 38, 74, 80, 131,132,
134,209
Thermus, 159, 177, 188, 191
Theseus, 237, 240, 241
Thespiae, 104, 174, 192, 228, 287
Thespis (philosopher), 269
Thessalonike (wife of Cassander), 61, 89
Thessaloniki, 349
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Thessaly, 38, 39, 56, 80, 90, 131, 176,
177, 178, 187, 203, 206, 208, 215,
286, 359

Thoricus, 112-113, 115, 244

Thrace, 43, 44, 51, 64, 84, 359

Thraseas, 182-183

Thrasippus {of Gargertus), 230

Thraso, 156

Thriasian plain, 166

Thronion (Locris), 275

Thymochares (son of Phaedrus of Sphet-
tos}), 155

Thyniochares of Sphetros (father of
Phaedrus), 62, 96

Tiberins (Roman emperor), 313

Tigranes of Armenia (son-in-law of
Mithridates VI Enpator), 299

Timacus of Tauromenium (historian),
101, 116, 117-119, 121, 142

Timarchides of Thoricus (sculptor),
113,115, 244, 290-291

Timarchus of Thoricus (sculpror), 114
115

Timocles of Thoricus (sculptor), 113

Timocrite {priestess), 168

Timostrates of Phalerum (brother of
Poses}, 244

Timotheus (general), 53

Tlepolemus of Lycia (Egyptian regent),
196

Tracy, Stephen, 46, 154, 227

Trajan (Roman emperor), 312

Trasimene, 189

Trebizond, 299

Trebonius, Gaius, 358

Triparadeisos (Syria), 44, 50, 51

Troizen, 33, 164, 232-233, 368

Troy, 120, 195

Tullia {daughter of Cicero), 353

Tunisia, 308

Tychandrus (archon), 226-227

INDEX

Tyrannion of Amisos, 313
Tyre {Phoenicia), 62, 85, 259-260,
289

Valerius Andas (historian), 195

Valerius Messala Corvinus, Marcus, 356

Valerius Triarius, Gaius (Roman officer
under Lucullus), 341

Varro, 336

Vadnius, Publius (Roman governor of -
lyria), 359

Velleius, Gaius (historian}, 314

Verres, Gaius (governor), 331

Vespasian (Roman emperor}, 312

Vitruvius (historian), 336

Vuliagmeni (Attica), 145

Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, Ulrich von,
42
Wilhelm, Adolf, 152, 348

Xenocles of Acharnai, 325

Xeuocles of Sphettos, 22, 26

Xenocrates (philosopher), 40, 41, 108,
330

Xenon of Melite, 324

Xenophanes (of Athens), 189

Xenophon, 299

Xerxes, 12,13, 132

Zeno (Epicurean philosopher), 318

Zeno (officer of Ptolemy 1), 127

Zeno {Stoic philosopher), 106, 108,
109, 141, 151, 156-157, 158, 179,
329, 330

Zenodorus/Menodorus, 281

Zenodotus {philosopher), 290

Zeuxiades (sculptor), 114

Zeuxis (artist), 313

Zeuxo of Cyrene, 221

Zoilus {mint magisrare), 296
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