. SOME PROBLEMS IN THE ATHENIAN STRATEGIA

OF THE FIFTH CENTURY B.C.

by

FETER IAN HENNING, B.A. (Hons)

Submi tted in fulfilment of the requirements

for thg’ degree of v

- Master of Arts |

IINIVERSIﬂ OF 'l;ASMANIA
HOBART |

De cember 1974.



' To the beét of my knowledge'aﬁd belief tﬁis
thesis-éoﬁtains no maierial which haé been
accepted fbr fhe éward of any other.degree

‘op diploma in any.university, and contains

no copy or paraphrase ofvméterial'previously
published or written by another person, éxcept
vhen due reference is ﬁade invthe text/if thefv

thesis;

1.



Bibliography

CONTENTS

Page
Abbreviations .o e e v,
Abstract .o .o oe .o 1
PART 1
CHAPTER 1.  Ath Pol 22.2 and the Reform of
) 501/00 s e . oo ' .0 o ._ 3
CHAPTER 2, Hegemonia and the Command at Marathon 23
CHAPTER 3. Election Procedure .. : . 47
PART 11
- CHAPTER 4. The Persian Invasion 480/78 .. 89
CHAPTER 5. Double Representation and the
' Strategos ex hapanton .. . 113
CHAPTER 6. The Size of the Board .. | oo - 139
CHAPTER 7. ' Terminologies in the Sources = .. 180
PART 1IIl
APPENDIX.  j  List of Gemerals .. . .. 211
2. The Strategia - Its Nature and
. Powers .o .o . 238
4. Possible Double Representations. 268
Notes to the Text - e .o . . 274
e, w339

iii,



Abbreviations

1 include abbreviations of periodicals and standard .
reference works in addition to my own special abbreviations

of works which have been freqqeﬂtly adverted to in the text and

notes.
Ant. Class. ' L'4ntiquite classique.
AJP . American Journal of Philology.
Ath Pol Aristotle, Athenaion Politeia.
ATL ' . Meritt, B.D., - Wade-Gery, H.T., - McGregor', M. F.,
The Atheman Tribute Lists, Cambridge (Mass . ),
Vol.1, Princeton,'vols. 2-4, 1939-53. ‘ '
Badian " "Badian, E., "Archons and Strategoi", Anttchthon,-
vol.5, 1971, pp. 1-34. ,
Beloch Beloch, J., Die Attische Polztzk setlt Pemcles,
' Leipzig, 1884.
Bicknell Bicknell, P. J., "The Command Structure and _
' ‘ Generals of the Marathon Campaign", Ant.Class.,
vol. 39, No. 2, Brussels, 1970, pp. 427-442.
Bicknell, DR Bicknell' P.J., "Double Represenation in the
Strategia at Athens", Historia, Einzelschrifcen,
Heft 19, 1972, pp. 101- 112.
BS : ‘Busolt, G. ,' - Swoboda, H., Gmechzsche Staatskunde,
" vols. 1-ii (in Iwan Muller's Handbuch), Muni.ch,
1920, 1926.
BSA - Annual of the British School at Athens.
‘Burn ' ' Bum, A.R., Persta and the Greeks, London, 1962.
‘Busolt Busolt, G., Grtechtsche‘cbsqhzchte, vols. 1—2,
o N Gotha, 1893-95.
cAE .~ Cambridge Anctent History, Cambridge, 1923.
cp - A o Classtcal thlology
. CQ. . -' - Clagsieal Quarterly

iv,



CR

Dover

Dover, HCT
Ehrénberg;
Fornara
Fornara, D_i.s.s.

Gomme, HCT
Hammond
‘.Hammond, JHS -

Hesp.

Hignett
Hignett, XIC,
Hill -

Hist.
HSCP.
IG

Jacoby

Jameson

Classical Review.

vDover, K.J., "Dekatos Autos", JHS vol 80, 1960,

PP. 61-77,

Gomme AW., - Andrewes, A., - Dover,b K.J.,

4 Eistorical Commentary on Tuucydzdes, vol. &,
Oxford 1970. »
Ehrenberg, V., "Pericles and his Colleagues
between 441 and 429", AJP, vol. 1lxvi, 1945,

pp. 113-134, :

Fornara, C.W., "The Athenian Board of Generals
from 501 to 404", FKist.,Einzelschriften, Heft 16,
1971. ‘

Fornara, C.W., Strategia of Athens 501/0-405/4,
(Ph.D. Dissertatiom), Unlversity of Culifornia,
Los Anaeles, 1%61.

Gomme AVW,., A sttomcal Commentary on Thucydides,
vols. 1-3, Oxford, 1945-56.

Hammond, N.G.L., "Strategia and Hegemonia in

Fifth-Century Athens", (@, vol. 19, 1969, pp.111-144,

Hamhond, N.C.W,, "The Campaign and Sattle of
Marathon', JHS, vol.lxxxviii, pp.13~57.

Hespema.

' Hignett C., 4 History of the Athenian Constitution

to the End of the Fifth Century B.C., Oxford, 1952.

Hignett, C., Xerxes' Invasion of Greece,
oxford, 1963. : . '

Hill, G.F., Sources for Greek History (revised
edition), Oxford, 1951.

Historia, Zei'tschrift fllr Alte Geschichte.

Harvard Studies in Classical Philology.

Insceriptiones Graecae, Berlin, 1873 -

Jacoby, F., Die Fragmente der Griechischen Historiker,
vols. I-IIT, Berlin and Leiden, 1923. In Appendlx 1

I use the obbreVJatIOﬂ Fr. Gr. Hist.

Jameson, M.H., "Senloritv in the Athenian Strategla s

. TAPA., vol. 86, pp. 63-87.



Jordan, Diss.

PACA

RE

-RFIC

.Schwahn
fSealey

SEG
Staveley, -
.Staveley, GR

TAPA

Jordan, B., The Administration and Military
Organization of the Athenian Navy in the Fifth
and Fourth Centuries B.C., (Ph.D. Dissertation),
University of California, Berkeley, 1968.

Journal of Hellentic Studies.

Lewis, D.M., "Double Representation in the

Strategia', JHS., vol.lxxxi, 1961,pp.118-123.

‘Jones, A.H.M., Athenian Democracy, Oxford, 1966.

Meiggs, R. and'Lewis, D.M., A Selection of Greek
Historical Inscriptions to the End of the Fifth

. Century B.C., Oxford, 1969.

Kirchner, J., PrbsngygéﬁbdlAtgﬁca, vols. 1-2,
Berlin, 1901, (repiint 1966). . :

Proceedings of the African Classical Associations.

Pauly-Wisowa-Kroll, Real-Encyclopddie der

. elassischen Altertumswissenschaft, Stuttgart, 1894—

“Rivista di Filologia e di Istruzicne classicd. -

Schwahn, W., "Strategos", RE., Suppl. vi, 1935,
pp. 1071-1081. L | -

Sealey, R., Essays in Greek Polities, New York,

1967.

. Supplementun Epigraphicum Graecun.

Staveley; E.S., "Voting Procedure at the Election

~of Strategoi', Ancient Society and Institutions,
oOxford, 1966, pp. 275-288.

Staveley, E.S.,'Greekvand Roman Voting and Eléctions,

London, 1972.

Transactions of the American Philological Association.

Wade-Gery, Essays, Wade-Gery, H.T., Essays in Greek History,

Wilamowitz

Oxford, 1958.

Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, V. von, Aristoteles'uﬁd_
Athen, vols. 1-11, Berlin, 1893,

vi,



ABSTRACT

At the begiuning of the fifth century the Athenian str;tegla
constituted, together with the polemarch, the chief milit:ary executive
' 1nstitution of the newly established democracy. It soon boutgrew
its purely military function and became the single most important
magistracy of the staf.e at the h’e}art of fifthecentﬁry Athegian '
politics axid éovemmnt. Possession of the strategia was the ?mly
way to political promincace and power, at least"‘mtil the _demagogues
found an alternative path. All the most important and inflﬁent:ial
politicians of_the_fifth ceﬂtury from Themistocles to Alcibiades,
including Aristeldes, .Cimon, Pericles, Nicias and Cleon, only beégme
or remaihéd the leaders of Athens as generals. It is not su_rpriéing
therefore that the strategia has been the subject of close attentibn_
by modern scholars. Our knowledge of »theAcharact.et of the Athenian
démocracy is ceftainly not conxpleté withou't an understanding of tﬁe
 workings of its major executive. institution. " However, modem>’ |
scholarship has failed to resolve many of the problems concemed with
the strategia and has produced a'wealth of argument without any generai

measure of agreement, rather than any basic conclusions.

It is the purpose éf this thesis to submit 'some of these
probléms' to a" reexamin&tion. - Many of them, admittedly, have come
: undér the scrutiriy of Charleé W. Formara, and his recet.tt.wbrk ("The
Athenian Board of 'ngerals from 501 to 404", ‘Historia, Einzgischriften,
‘Heft 16 » 1971) is the most valuable 'réce_nt cdqtribut-ion to the . -

subject. I vagree with much of Fornara's analysis but ’concerr'zing.'v



many impbrt:ant coﬁsideratidné I am unable to accept his conbcvlusions-.
In what follows I argue that the rgfbrm of 501/0 established the
electoral procedure whereby the generals were elected by the whole
Demos. At the beginning of the fifth century each general was
elected from a different tribe, one 'general being‘ chosen from each ‘of
Cleis&enes' ten tribes, but an electoral re'fofm of abouf: 480 or one
"of two years earlier removed the requirement providing _for-triBal
representation. Henceforward the .generals were elected Eg grrofwrwv
rather than %E 'Ekc{d‘rrls (é\!\:is 35’\/(1 . Tﬁe Athenians cannot bg said to
have departed from the practice of eleéting ten generals annuélly :at

" the E‘xr)(mfso":lal ,d‘rraf']x':}\/ but the removal of the tribal-represent-
ation restriction also removed the obs_ta_clé to an increase in the
numbe_r of generals beyond ten. Iﬁ some years of the fifth century

: thiere is 2 numerical increase in the_ stfength of the board, v;’I‘he-,
Athenians elected extra genérals as circumstances dictated.. Finally,
the principle of collegiality was strictly maintained in practice
throughout thé fifth cent:ury except for one minor'aberration in
407/06. A strict differentiation can be drawn between the political
prestige and influence pertaining to an individual and the official

authority which he 'posse_ssed as a general.
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CHAPTER 1

Ath Pol 22.2 and the Reform of?501/0{

Thevonly conclusion that.can be drawn with safety and f
without fear of challenge about Aristotle's statement é&rera Tovs
orpariyols fpodvro kard gulds, éf éndorns GuMis &, ris B
- dmdons  grparids Ayeudy By 6 moAépapxos 1 is simply that one result of
Cleisthenes' constitution was the creation of ten'strategoi, one from -
each tribe. ’It,is‘not possible to summarize further nn& widely
accepted viewpoint as to what the feform wes ot what it was not. In
short;no general agreement has been reached in answering questions
which arise from this sentence. Was the strategia a continuation of
a pre-Cleisthenit military institution which ofvneoessity'adjusted to
Cleisthenesi tribal reorganization, or.ﬁas it oore than a siﬁpleg
mechanical adjustment and rather an innovation which broke sharply
with the past? Secondly, what was the relationship between the
.strategoi and the polemarch and in which of ttle two elected positions
did real authority reside’ * For example, was’ the polemarch effectively
the commander—in-chief andvthe generals merely. tribal commanders or
“were the strategoi the military executive of the state as well as
tribal leaders, the polemarch retainihg only some of his traditional
‘powets rather than effective eommand7 Thirdly, who elected the .
'sttategoi, the tribes voting individually or the ecclesia voting on .
all candidates, and what was,the‘procedure;whereby candidates were
'choeen aod-then elected_to7office? | |

Before an attempt is made to examine each of these questions



-~

- iﬁ tum, it is per‘:habs ,inecessary to br:l.eflyi considér tﬂe chtono.log‘-. _
icai difficulties in Ath Pol 22.2. in t_he_ sentence immediately
‘before the one about the strategol Aristotle says v.-pu“n-_o:} ,'uéx/ odv
fre whimie! pere tavry iy ;mdwaap ¢4’ ‘Epunxplovros dpxovros 75 Boudf .
Tois W?vﬁmom’ot; Tov Sprov émolpoav Oy & kal viv o'-y?_chgq'-V-'
If the dating point provided by Karcfo’rao'a.v' is identified with
Cleistheties' legislative activity in the yeai of 'Isagoras' archonship,
508/7,2 then the archcnsfxip of Hermocreon belongs to 504/3.'_3 However, -
this éopflicts with the assertion of Dionysiﬁs of Halicarnass;gs ﬁhat
Acest_orid_es- was archon in 504/3 4 and with Aristotle's succeeding -,
chronological indication that Zru )E /Jz_sﬂ\L U Bw}azc{ﬁg,s .that. is,
after they began to eléct: téhe st:rétegoi, the battle of'Maré.thon and
the archonship of Phaenippus occurred. The battle of Marathon took
place in the archon year: of 490/89, and working back 12 yéars fr;om
this date, it ié :meossible.-tb place the archonship ofHe’nﬁoc_reqn in
504/3. Accordingly,_most scholars ﬁave dated the archonship of‘
Hermocreon to 501/0, by either supposing that the ordinal .:I.s corrupt
and emending 1rs//u.'r'-‘a_1 to ::zrhc;c.gﬁ or by accepting s_omé- c_orn‘xptién in
the 'text; namely that the _kafc{(rczns refers to the ostracism law
of 22.1, which may have been the.vlast of Cleisthenes' reforms and
'dat.gd as late as 505/4.7 If Sumer's objection to the first possi-
bility be accepted that c;hmging ne;m’rg to :)chfug is not at ail an
eaé.y emendation, and in fact untenable,8 and if Hignett's objec‘ti‘on
tg the second possibility be accepted that the author of the Ath Pol
~ would have told us if the 'os't.raéism law was passed in 5_05/4'rather

than in 508/7, then clearly the answer lies elsewhere. .

- Aristotle s‘eparates his mention of the inaugufat’ion of the



bouléutic'oath in Vthe érchéqshi_p of Hei‘mocr_eoﬁ, and the establishment
of the str#tégia, by the word grrs,rrq,; The p..roble'm is partially
sol§ed 1f Aristotle meant this word to cover an interval of those
‘years between the new oath and the first election of éie ,general.é, thus
dating the a,rchonshipAof Hermocreon to 504/3 and the e].ectioﬁ of the -
'étrategbi to 50110.9 At least tﬁe intemél puizles of the Ath Poi
are thus straightened oixt, but the conflict with Dionysiﬁs reﬁ;ains.
Fornara's éolution;lo that Hermoci:eon may have been the archon of

_. 506/5, 505/4 or 503/2 rétuzhs. us to the formeri difficult s’itﬁati§n~ v
by accepting an emendatiqn bof' frs;znTL‘x_). . At this stage, perh_aﬁsvthe
safest and most hbnest viewpoiht is one of neutrality. I believe with
Badian t.hét it is more realistic.to remain undecided ‘and to adépt_a
position which does the least violence .to the Ath Pol. 1 Acestoridés
and Hermocreon both have good claims fo the archonship of 50{;/3, o
Aristotle's use of the t;rord z;la.'.rngq s.uggesf:ing _that' the bouleutic oath
.was introduce.d before the generals were firs-t_.elected and thverefore-
tentatively in 504/3. Thé reform affectil;xg the st;rategia'éanf be more

definitely assigned to 501/0.

Suffice it fo say that if the c}.nronologi‘cal difficulties of
Ath Pol 22.2 are solved without postulating some corruption in the
text, the archonship of Hemocreon did not fa.ll-in_ the same yé_ar as
" the 'refvorm. of 'the strategia; and this refbrm.mOSt pfobably occurreci, '
v 'as .Aristotle infoﬁns us, in thev twelfth'year before-vMérat.h.on, .which
s 501/0.12 |

What was the extent and :iatt;ré, of the reform of 501/0?
Wade;cery hés suggested that the reform "created" the strategoil3

‘and Formara has érgued‘t:h»at’the strategia was a totally new-magistracy'



which revolutionized.the - ai:my. 14

'l‘l.le-q’uestiqn arising from ‘this,-

of course, 1s what was the pre-Cleisthenic milita_ryorga_nizétioﬁ of
VAthens? Ath Pol 4.2, the so-called constitution of Draco, suggests
| thai: the institution of the strategia‘existed in pre-Cleisthenic ’
-Athens and that generals were elected (ﬁf\93vro) to»office» even aﬁ

the time ‘of Draco. Most schoi#rs, however, regard this section of
the Ath Pol as unhist:or::lcal,l5 but as_Haﬁxmond has noted, it is part
of the Ath Pol. % There are two other indications in the Ath Ppl that
the strategia was a pre—éléisthenic institution. At 22.3
Nz:n,('rfxa;ros B»wdyw'n\vs K J%Fam‘x})s Qv 'ru/pawcs K&féa"frl, and at

- 17.2 Aristotle comments on a command (ﬂ'pﬂ—fq‘fs?\/ )» of Peisistfat_us
in the war against Megara. The natural méaning vof Ath Pol 22.2 is
certainly noﬁ that a new office Qas now established but that one
general was now elekcted from each of CleistheneS' ten t:ribe:_;.17 --I.t
vwould indeed seem é little vperverse to argue thatv Aristotle's phrase-
ology was cénditione-d by his own belief in the exis-tencé of pre~
Cleisthenic sﬁrategoi. ~ Any ‘evidence is better than none " and even
though there is lack of positive p‘roof-‘ for thé.. existence of 'strategoij‘
before 501, surely such lack of information camnot be used to support -
the conclusion that Aristotle must mean the innovation was "the

institution of the office of strategos". 18

Apart; from Aristotie, other :sou.rces prqﬁde several examples
' iof_ pre—Cleisthenic strategoi. Herod;tus mentions the stvr.‘ategia. of
feisistratﬁs agéinst Megara, sfating Bv fa_ rfazré_' Mz;ﬂmfgras Yivéﬁévﬂ
frpary n/z],lg and Androtion m:et-xntions_ Pgis.istratg's as strategos becoming
tyranvt.zovv il"lutarch notes -that accofding to t:h_é. D'eiphic record

, . a1 ,

Alcmaeon was ’Aer]vcu,wv o“rfq-rf\xos in the Sacred War. Wila_mowitz




has as.sumed ftox_n these ena:npies that strategoi commanded the army

' of Athens in'nx_iiitaryvope'rations before the time of Cleisthenes_.22
It is the usual view that the pre-Cleisthenic army, .subdivided,into'
the four ti-ibal groups, must have required.its‘ ieiadership ‘to be
divided in the same way, and that these leaders occupied an electi\‘re‘
position.23 However, it is notvthe usual viev} that sixth-century
| strategoil (whether calle.d strategoi or something else) iwere any more
than'tx.'ibal commanders. _ It is'generally concluded.from Herodotus _
1.59.4 that Peisistratus was poiemarch inthe war against biegara.zé |
Herodotus certainly used the word to describe the commanders of a
’state s forces or of a coalition's forces._25 The meaning of the
word a'ffacxrr‘sos in the Ath Pol is also that of an officer leading the
army, as Hammond has pointed out.z6 'I‘he problem is simply this.
There is no evidence linking pre-Cleisthenic "strategoi" with the
military ‘organization- of the pre-Cleisthenic tribes. Did Aristotle:

n27 was one of the duly elected

mean that Peisistratus as "strategos
generals described in Ath Pol 4.2, and if so, can he be considered
-~ as the commander of one of the four tribal contingents? Similarly,

was Plutarch's Alcmaeon a tribal commander? These questions do not

admit of certain answets.

It;cannot be demonstrated beyond this " that the strategia
was a pre-CleiSthenic magistracy, or as Hann'nmd asserts that before'_
the beginning of the sixth century the responsibility for the safety
of the state was in the hands of the polemarch and an unknown number |
of sttategoi the former being responsible for the defence of Attica,_
and the latter commanding forces ‘'sent on expeditions outside Attit:a.z8

. References to sixth-century strategoi in sources other than in the v



 Ath Pol may indeed be anachronisms, and it 1is _not unlikely th_at'

' Ar‘istotle used these sources for his information about. Peisistratus.
It is hard to know what else Herodotus could have called Peisistratus,
apart from d‘rtacuw]xos, unless he had known he was polemarch He

uses the normal Greek word for leader of an army, the word he consist-
ently _assignsb to commanders -of. military forces. Furthermore, as - |
Fornara bnotes,zgv it is tmdetstandable that Alcmaeon anleeis.is»t'ratus
would haire been referred to ;Ln’ conventional terms even if more precise
information was available sbout their specific roles.

Acco_t_dingly, some scholars have resisted the temptation to
use the scattere.d references‘to pre—Cleisthenic strategoi as evidence
for. the eid.stence of a ‘regular elected magist_tacy which wae a fvore-v
r@er to the fifth-century strategia. Hauvette has. snggested. that
such strategoi were appointed only when there were special military
needs and they were therefore not regularly elected. 30_ _ However, :
retuming to a point previously mentioned it is generally agreed

and I believe.rightly,, ‘that the pre-Cleisthenic military system mus t |
.have been based on the Solonian tribes. Whe'ther these tribal comman-
ders were.called 'strategoi or not is:unknox.rn. _ Schviahn thinks ‘that
"strategoi" replaced the (#U)‘cﬁMn)\sis of the aristocratic state-
as commanders _of the Solonian tr:ibes.31 Herodotus, in speaking of
Cleisthenes’ tnibal reform states ' §e'xa.1'€ & -.q')u)\ciﬁxoi)_s Gl ,
,V-rwae'pwv' v | 6'7.'0(1706 » déxaxa & Kal 2 Toz‘;§ . S'ﬂﬁobé xare'bemé 'e’s Tas ([»v{\ds -32
Myres has concluded from this that Herodotus was ‘using 4’0)« rXous
in a non-—technical sense, and in fact meant the ten str:at:egoi.33 1f
.v.Myres is- right then the pre-CLeisthenic tribes were commanded by

" "gtrategoi" and the reform of 5_01/0 did not create them as Wade-Gery '



has poétulated._ 1 do not believe that we can ca.tegvoric'aily,- assert,

as Hignevttl dces,y‘ that the statement of Hercdctus is false. It

may very well be that the ixﬁportance cf the cﬁ)‘qr)(o, does not
justify Herodotus' attention upon them here, if the meaning of thev
vord is the same as at Ath Pol 61.5 where q¢;Agfx0§J$d€S€r4_be‘d as

'rov quro,ug./ov Tov zmrng . Hméever, the chances are equa_lly as
good that Herodotus meant "tribal commanders" rather than 'cavalry
commanders"_. If so, here is evidence that the four Solonian tribes
were commanded by 4)6)\&'5)(0! » and if not but perhaps. less likely, the.
term may be a survi_vel from the days when cavalry was the essence .of.

~ the Atheniac army. 'Herodot.us may Have used the word in theb ’technical
sense and indeed the passage is one in which we would expect him to do
so. He may simply have used the old technical term on the understand—- '_ |
iné that everybody knew the Cleistheni: comranders were called
,GTFQTr]b’Ol, , or failed to mention that th.e old 4¢«J’XQ(>XOI were now called
CrFCLTb]YODI' .‘ I do not think such an argument to be any more or less

‘ plausible than the others here considered, except thet ﬁerodotus' -
statements should not be dismissed as lightly as in the instance cited.
Suffice it to say that it is still a matter for conjecture whether
Herodotus used the word (w/\uf;)(cus in a technical or non-technical
'sense, as is the assertion that we should replace tlie word with-

/
anothe r, preferably o“rfafrl ¥Yous,

If we may assume, purely on the basis ‘that no importance
wae attached to qSuXQPqu in the fifth century which woul‘d warrant :
_ettehtion being paid to them by He'ro'dotus', and i-rrespective of whether -
the term be cor.xs_idetedv non?-teehni’cal or 'not,v‘ that the historian is

describing the reform of 501/0, then here (5.69;2) is evidence of

¢
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I;re-Cleistﬁenic milii:afy 6rgani_zatibn based on the old So_lonian'
tribes, and the feform of 501/0 was in some sénse a cont-:in'uati_on'
vOf“x the past. In other words, whatever Herodotus meant by |

‘ é)uktir)(ous » We have atv least some indication from the statément thé.t
these officers were increased from four to ten, that some mechanical
adjus tments were made in tﬁ‘e military organization of thé .state to
conform with Cleisthenes' new tribal syst_;.em,‘ and on the assumption -
that tﬁe reference is to the reform of 501/0, the ten tribai strategoi
were at least cousins to the tribal 1eéders of the old Solonian |
s_t.ate.35 It is not possible to accept Wade-Gery's solution that
Cleisthenes created the strategoi any more than :I_.t is possﬂ;le to

accept Hammond's view that the strategoi existed as standing officers

in pre-Cleisthenic Athens.

The question concerning the nature of the Vre.form of Ath Pol

22,2 still remains. The view of _W:l._lanww:l.t:z36 that the ten s.tr':'sttegoi
werev first elected from their reépective tﬁbe§ in 501/0 has in.vits
favour the fac.t that ﬁhe natural meaning of Ath Pol 22.2 fits thié
interpretation exactly. Hammond énd Badian appear to be in subét:ant- '
1al agreement with Wilammi‘té, both believing that it was only in
501/0 that the Cleisthenié tribes were first connected with the
military system.37 Most modern scholz‘u's. have raiiged themselves in
almost compléte opposition to this viewpoint. The usual vview' is that
the reorganization of the sbyst'em of military 'commalnd.cannot have been
defé.rred for a period of time as long as six years after vCle'isthvenes .
| tribal reform, and ltha_t.-the natural n;e-:‘:rling of Ath Pol 22.2 cannoﬁ |
therefore be accepted.ssn .'Essentlially, propoﬁe_ﬁt:s' of this opinion

consider it ithperative' that once the old tribal systvem was abolished
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the military organization Superimpoeed on the old 'structﬁre ceasedv"‘?

" to exist automatically. Accordingly, ten generals must heve come
into existenceat the same time as the tribal reorganization because
it is not 'plausisle that the state eiﬂner remained without t;ibal
leaders between 507 to 50L, or that the new tribal system persisted
with> the old military brganization presumably based on the old tribal
.structure and the polemarch. Bueolt's solution, formulated .in recogn-
ition of the supposition that the militafy organieaticn nust have
adjusted itself to the new tribal structure well before 501, is that
Ath Pol 22.2 is speaking of an alteration in the method of election
of the etrategoi. AHis proposal, that between 507 to 501 each of the
ten generals was chosen by the members of hie own tribe and that in
501/0 this dut& was removed from the individual tribes and became

the province of the Demos as a whole, has become the ruling theory

to explain the nature of the innovation of Ath Pol 22.2.39

Busolt's hypothesis. suffers froﬁ two severe 1iinitations;

Firstly, there is no evidence whatever to indicate that Cleisthenes'
tribal reforms must have included the provisian that: ten tribal
strategoi be instituted at the same time, that is in the year after
508/7 when the reforms became effective. | If_the (%VXQPXol of |
Herodotus are the strategoi of Ath qu 22.2, ;heh of course,-Cleis-
thenes may have adjusted the military organization of Athens to
conform with his tribal reforms as eai;ly .Va's_508/7_. The passage in
Herodotus linking the creation of the newv tribes anci demes ﬁith the
increase in number of the 4)6)‘&?)(0_' doee suggee; he thought the
i'eforms Or..;c?xrred concurrently, but the itiference is not inevitable.

If Herodotus knew the reforms were eeparated by several_yeafs clearly
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it_was not important to him. It is not impossible that Cléisthenes
was behind the reform of 501/0, and if correct it is reésonable enough
| that Herodotus should -connect' this with the triﬁél reform x;vithbut

- making mention éf the time gap. If he was hot awafe of the v_time gap
it is not an wnreasonable supposition that he linked the reforms
together and attributed them a.ll to Cleisthenes. Even if. Herodotus
meant strategoi, quolt:'s soiution 'is by no means conclus:h}e.

"~ Furthermore, if ten strategol were created by Cleisthenes vin 508_/7,
the assumption that they were elected by the individual tribes wuntil
_501/0 is completely withoutisuppbort. It is indeed eminently reason-
able to suppose, as has been previously noted, that the pré—Cleisthenic
military organization of Athens was based on the four tribes .and

that the fifth—céntury strategia was derivative, to an extent vunknown,
from the previous military 6rga.nizat_ion. The similarities however,
remain unknown. Busolt's 'Iargument, which considers it rea#qnable

to ¢onclude that Clei#thenes must héve_ ihstituted ten .stvrategoi in
508/7, is .svurely bésed on the aséumption that the pre-Cleisvthenié‘
military organization was similar to the fifth-century strategia to
an extent which is mwarrmted from the’ evidenge .avavilvable. This
solution would be plausiB_le only if it was fairly evident thét four
tribal strategoi were elected by their tribes inlpre—Cleisthenic

Athens.

| Secondly, the author of the Ath Pol does mot imply at 22.‘2‘
that he meant to indicate the reform consisted of a change in the
body which e-levcted the s_trategoi. I believe with Fornara that if‘
the essence of fhe reform was.a change in the ﬁethdd of electing the

generals, Aristotle,w‘ould,have been more éxpl‘Lcit.rl'.0 R H:I.gnett41 also.
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- has doubfs on the éame gtoﬁndé, infetring that he ﬁelieves Ath Pol
22.2 to mean tﬁat there was a change in-the body ffdm which the
strétegoi were chosen. Higneﬁt appearé'ﬁndecided about the refofm
because he makes no attempf to reconcile his doubts on Busolt's inter-
pfeta;ibn of Ath Pol 22.2 with his previous sentence that before
501/0‘"each of the generals wéé pgfhaps chosen by the members of his

own,tribe".42

In short, Busolt's'hypothesis is not easily compatible
with the wording of Ath Pol 12.2, and whereas Hignett considers that
Busolt's interpretation cannot be excluded on this ground alone, the

combination of this limitation with the other outlined above perhaps

constitutes a more serious obstacle to the theory.

Fornara has accepted the orthodox viewpoint that the.military
organization of Athens cannot have waited till 501/0 before it Qas
brought into line with Cleisthenes' reforms, but in seeking.to over-
come the weaknesses in_Busolf's theory he has postulated an alter-
native hypothesis to explain'ﬁhe meaning of Ath Pol 22.2, - an inter-
pretation which is immediately attractive because it is more compat-
ible with the sentence of Aristotle. Fornara suggests that the
emphatic word in the:sentence may be 5F03VTO , that the real meaning
of the reform is iﬁ the possible. implication in the passage that
before 501/0 the people did hof in fact elect generals.43 Apa;tl
from the reasohable possibility tﬁat'AriStotle:may'be implying ﬁhe
reform was of this nature, Fornara notes two othef considerations in
supporﬁ of his interpretation. Firstly, the intent of-A#h Pal 22
is to point to the progressive democrétization'af'the state that
followed after Cleisﬁﬁenes‘ tfiﬁal reforﬁ aﬁd‘which.cﬁlminated ini

the application of the law about ostracisﬁvto Hipparchus in 488/7;
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the popular élection-of_strategoi_would be exactly the type of

democratic innovation Aristotle is talking abbut.4&_

.Secondly, the remark about the‘polemarch becomes highl&
relevant, rather théﬁ somewhat supérfluoﬁs, because an effect of the
reform was to diminish the.powerband authority of that office, alghoughi
not to the point of dep:iving the polemarch of hegemohy;45 vThe
emphasis of the reform on this interpretation was to democratize the
army by makiﬁg the leaderéhip of the tribes an elective office for the

first time, but nét to break the polemarqh, although th1s was an |
| inevitable aspect of it. Fornafa suggests that the statement by
Herédotus about the increase ininumbers of the 4JXQonl ‘may be evi-
dencé for the military organization betweén 507dﬂd$01, but-émpﬁas-
izes that tﬁis 1svnot necessary to his hypéthesis,a6 and that ﬁhateQer_
the military arrangemént in thoée years, theffefo;m of 501/0 was not
a mechanicaifadjustment but a radical 1nnovaﬁion whichibroughtvthe‘
army into line with the Cleisthenic nthrsﬁx in the broadest semnse.
Fornara concludes that if ﬁFOSVTD means that ptior to 501/0 the
generals were not.elécted,_ifvfolloﬁévthat Aristotle.&id'not bother

to inform us of thg nature of the.électorate; in combinatibnvwith

the considerations, fitstly, that it woﬁld have been the purpose of
: the.reformers to strengthéﬁ the ;ohesiﬁeness ofvthe tribes, ahd_
secondly, tﬁat the polema;ch was still commander-in-chief, and the
» strategoi-just.tribal le#ders; 1t.is thus iikely'that'in 501/0 the
.geﬁerals were elected by their respective tribés»énd ﬁot by the pgople_

‘as a w‘nole.'l‘7

This interpretation certainly éliminatés some of the weak-

nesses of Busolt's reconstruction. There are however some difficulties
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with Fomara's ﬁypothesis which should not be overlocked. Hammé's
vie.x.-rpozl.nt,l’g8 which i{s in fact in direct opposiﬁion to vivrtualvly
all of Fomara's conclusions, méy,‘ it 1is proposed,.serve as- a vehicle -
to exppsé the limitations of the latter-; " Many of Hammond's opinions
have already been noted, and many, on -thé gas:is of the arguments
presented earlier in this chapter, have.been considered tﬁtacceptable, -
including his conciusio;i that the s_tfategia was a sixth.-century'
institution similar to that of the fifth century. Be that as it may,
Hammmd categorically asserts that the‘innovat:i'.on which Ath Pol 22.2
intends fo convey does not lie in the use of election. He considers
it absurd to suppose that military ,commz-mders had been ai:pointed
before .501 by any other method, and that the principle laid down by‘
Ath Pol- '43’.1, that -Xearochch‘o...Tt\&s rrf)as v -'Ta’ksft:\/&m/ms, is jusf as -
appiicable to the sixth century as ﬁo the f_iftﬁ century and fourth
ce:nt:ury."9 ;;According to Hammonci tﬁe possibili'ty does nof ‘exist
that the wordv§{>03vm | 1is an indicati_on that before ‘501/0“the |
generals were not elected. The complete opposition of Fomara's view
that we are not entitled to make fifth-century Apracti'ce an. invariable
basis for infei'ence about procedufes of the previous .century, >espec-

ially when we are dealing with an apparent innovation, "Co Ty
Hammond's insistence that 'military_ c.ommvanders must have been elected
invth.e pl;'é-Cleistheﬁic étate', ié.mo_re indicaf.ive of oﬁr ignbraﬁce of
- the sixfh-cgntury military organization of'Athéns than any;'.t.xing élse;'
m. this point Hammond z'm.d Fomara nvullify .each _otﬁer. The ciuestion
of whéther mi-._litary' commande rs éf‘ the> highest levei, ap.art from the
po]emaréh, were elected before 501/0, cannot be said t§ a&mit of any.

answer.
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However, an‘other statement by Hammond which does seem
valid is his aggressivé assertion th#t‘Ath Pol 22..2_does t;'ot: allow
. the intefpretation which Fornara postulatés, that each individ_uai v
tribe, rather than the Demos as a Qhole, was. tﬁe body wﬂich elected
the strategoi. Herein lies'th’e.main difficulty of Fomafa's hypb—
thesis. The natqi_'al meaning of Aristotle's phrase Tons o’-rra'r»]x_cx\;s .
E\Poavro Karh 4\1)\&;) ?:g é«o:d"rrls 4:0)6?5_ Eva  is "they (the people)'
.elected the generals on a tribal basis at one from each tribe". To
be sure Ariét:otle does not explicitly name the subject of ;“oof:v'ro .
This is in no way wusual. The rest of the Ath Pol is written in
exactly this style. In alll. plaées where it can be Iteason.ably implied
that the noun ri s)kkf\;{:rca could h.ave been used by the author, this
does not occur. His normal mode of expression is the use of the third
person plural, and more rarely ghe gse of thg nouns’oa< 3“(@»?‘0.?0! '3:de
é }a’i},\os . Obviously_he did not find it pecéssary to be more
explicit.v -Everybbdy knew what he meant. The generalized style,
typicai of the whole treatise, does. of course make it difficult to
reach absolute conclusions, but sui’ely it ﬁakes it all the vm.or;e intpér—
. ative to adhere to the natural'meaning of the Greek. Bearing this
in mind, if we look at the phrase in question within the context of
v the. immédiately precediﬁg and immediateiy 'foll‘ob.ling sgﬁtenceé; v thé
bal.ance,l i-sug.gest, weigl.xs'i-n favoui of th;a eccleéia (more speé:ifiééiiy,v |
"the people" or "the Athenians') as the subject of 5{'\03\/7’0. | Ath Pol
Favry Ty kurdoraow ¢4 ‘Epuopéovros dpyovros i ol rois
. mevTakooiots Ty pkov ,?m(q’c}&u Oy & xal voy ié;@;m@@; .
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| __There.is no embiguity as to the subject of the verbs Eﬂ"ol'vlo”qv,

‘and IE:XFv?o‘cho . Aristotle is referring in very general terms to

the ecc1e$ia. The two relevant passages can be translated asi
follows: "First of all, in the fifthiyear after these enectments,

in the archonship of Hermocreon they (the people) instituted the oath
for the Council of 500 which they still swear at t‘le present time".

" "In the twelfth year after this, in the archonship of Phaenippus,

they had won the battle at Marathon, and two years having passed -

after the victory, the people being now in high confidence, they (the |
people) used for the first time.the law :coacerning ostracism". This
does not definitely prove that the subject of vlpm)vrc is the same.
However, the onus of proof rests with those scholars who believe other— |
wise. In other words, are we to consider that Anstotle would have
used such a .general statement if he thought each tribe individually
elected its own strategoi? At Ath PoZ 63"l Aristotle states:.that

the archons and the Clerk of the Thesmothetai were responsible for

the appointment of jurors - Ta 8¢ Su\-aompza r_)mpoumy

ol 0 dpxovres kara drAds, & & }pa,mwreus }u; Oeo,uof’e @ m, Sexdims .

;_¢_u,\_7}.;j .' May we not expect ‘the same sort of precision at Ath PoZ 22.2?
| ;Aristotle could quite simply h_ave written : S‘TE,IT'& rotas a‘rrury\xcus
ﬁr'o?wro ai ¢U)\('l.| Koo (()u)\és cee 1f each tribe was the elect-.'-'
ing body, it would not only be careless’ for the author to use the - |

third persen plural qrcuv*ro between sn'o«vl:rqv and z)(rn]o‘cw‘-ro



18.

without noting the change of subject, but would also mean he aband-
oned, in this instance, the characteristic precision which is

50

evident, for example, ét 6.3._1. ' This, coupled vi_ith Herodotus

6.104.2, which names the generél Miltiades as qfl.\aes,‘is $wd 100

| b;{};od in _490, is sufficient indication that the écclesia, 'and>not
each tribe indiyi'dually, wés responsibLe»for the election of generals.
If Aristotle me_rely'ﬁishe'vd to .in'form us th#t starting in 501/0 ten

~ generals fepre’senting all t:.ribes were elected by the ecclesia, the.'
subsequent i‘eferencg to the polemarch béc@é even more relevanf

than undér Fof_nafa’s rec.onétructio'nf Forﬁara is probabvly rigﬁﬁ tﬁat-
Ar_istofle mentioned the vpoieniarch beééuse he knew fhat an effect of
the reform was to diminish the po&er'and authority of thét office,
but if Aristotle is telling us that the fgenerals were now e_leétéd

for the first time but by their.r‘espe.t:tivé t:ribes, his referénée et

to the polem;rch is no nioré than é reflex, a stamﬁent .of the.ob_vious,
for such a method of election impliés that the strategci' werei 'tvo.' be
subérdinate to the pqlemarch anywéy, even 1f henceforth they assumed
.somé control of decisiqn-making lat his vexpeﬁse. Therefqre, aﬁart'
from the fact that Fornara's interpretation" of Ath Pol 22.2 has the
'ﬁeakness of not conforming wiﬁh the natural and obvious meaning of
the, passage, as has been demonstrated, his attempt' to ar.gue' that the
phrase dealing with the §olémarch becomes highly relevant within the
framework of his hypbtheéis is aiso not without di'ffiéulties. On |
the other hand, if‘Hammond's interpretation of_ Ath Pol 22.2 be ' |
_accepted, thatnérosv.ro is a vreferehce.‘j:o the e'le'cting'body, -‘t:l.'xeA
éccles:la,- the purpose of Ithe remark abi%ut '_i'lie pplemarch may indeéd :

by exactly that which Fomara has suggested. This may be an explicit ;
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reminder that the polemarch, one of j:he nine archons who were v's'_tilxl :
the chief executi-verofficials bf the state, did_not_ -lose-hegeniony'

of Athenian’,forceé ‘as a consequence of the :efdrﬁ which entrusted -
the election of genefals to the whole citizen body. 1In 'othér‘words,
may not the meaning of the -whole ‘passage be that even though the
strategoi were now elected by the ecclesia and thetefoté_by implication
became important executive'off_icials, the polemarch, who was_als'o '
directly elected by the ecclesia, still retained hegemony of the azﬁay?
Aristotle has just noted that the strategol were elected by the
Demos. He has 'thought' it necessary to explicitly clarify the position.
of the polemarch at the time this reform took.place. In short, such
a fundamental relevance cannot be associated with Aristotle's phrase
unless the natural meaning of Ath Pol 22.2 be accepted as the correct

interpretation.

Scholars who assume that the military organlzatioﬁ .of

Athens cannot :héve waited until 501/0 before it. was brought into line
with Cleisthenes' new tribal syétem-and who try to explain that the

" real nature of the reform has been obscured by the wording of Ath Pol
22.2, are faced with the further difficulty ‘of needing either to
explain the polemarch's position in the army and in re‘_laticn to the'

' 'stfategoi between 508 to 501, or to assume that Aristotle did not
intend the last séction of the sentence to be any more than an after-
thought.. Howéver it i.s”by no means. iml':anceivvable that there was an
interval of seven yeats before the sttategoi were instituted. It
was not unt::l.l 504/3 that Cleisthenes ‘boule was finally constituted.s'l-f

In addition, during the years immediately after 508/7 Athens was

involved in protecting herself from att:acks on three sides. - The -
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_Peloponnesians penetrated as faf into Attica as Eleusis _;tn 506 and »
Chalcis was engaged in ravagihg the northem éreas of Attica at

this time. After Chalcis was defeated t_ﬁe Athenians wefe faced with
the tﬁreat posed by the fleet of Aegina v;hen it plundéréd Phalerum
and raided ﬂme Attic coast. The military necessities alone may have
been >suff1cient to delay the institution of any proposed military |

reorganization.

_ ‘But thivs is probably oniy part of the answer. In a general
" sense it is perhaps logical enough to believe that the totai military
reorganization only followed after the civil side of the system had
been set up in wdrking drder, which only occurred, as has been indi—
cated, about the time of the archonship. of Hermocrem, in 504/3.
| Badian s suggestion may be correct that the precise method of election '
and the precise powers of the-generals,_and their relationship to
the polemarch, were issues which did not neceésarily admit to an:
immediate decision, and that the several years of delay weré séént
in debate. He 1s certainly right that the fear of tyranny would play
a part in ensuring that a concent:racion of military powera 1n the
hands of one official, such as thevpolemarch, did not event:uate.52

Such an interpretation is ‘a'dmirably compatible with the Ath Pol.

On the basis of the considerations'outlin‘ed. above_.'.-, and
confofmi_ng’ with the natural meaning of Ath Pol 22,2, it was ﬁot until
501/0 that the Athenians finélly brougﬁt thev.it mnilitary organization
into line with Cieisthenes' tribél reforms. In the first place,
and in.a gene;al sense, t.hé popular election of fhe strategoi fits
neatly ﬁhe obvious intent of chaptér 22 to illustrate the progressive

| _democratization"of the state after Cleisthenes' reforms. ~The army
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has been democr‘atized.- 'l‘hé hegemony of: the ‘polemarch, hbwever

that worked in practice, wiﬁh itsimplication of aéknmlédged super-
dority, swbordinated the military to the civil power. But a limit-
ation on the authority of. the polemarch was impose.d-by' the institutim
of a board of democratically elected tribal generals. dne effect
of the reform was Ato make the ﬁoléanérch .dispené.ablve. But no one

man controlled the army and the chance that a military leader could
now establish a tyranny was virtuélly eliminated. Secondly, it is-
not known what the pfe-’Cleisthenic military 6rgazlizatién of Athens
was, whether s.trategoi_existed’or not. If the organization was based
on the old Solonian tribes, as appéars likely fréﬁ; Herodotus 6.104.2,
we do not know what ‘mlationshilli‘ such tribal commandé'ts had with the
polemarch, or how they were elected if indeed fhey were elected at
all., The dangers of méking ass@ptims about both ‘thc-a pre-Cleisthenic
system and the situation between 508 and 501, it is hoped, ﬂa\}e been
made patently obvious. The ohly sénsible bfoceduré, I believe ,»I is

to adhere as éiosely as possible tovbot'h the chronology @d éctual

- meaning of the Ath Pol. In 501/0 the ecclesia elected ten .gvevnerals,
one from éach tribe, and thg emphasis of the wording does not allow
the assumption that ten stratégoi existed before this date and were
now elected for the first time or tl’lvat the reform ;ias in fact a.
‘modification of an election_. prooédure which'had been instituted when:
Cleisthenes' 't:_ribal system took effect. The nature of the case

allows no conclusions to be drawn about the military organization
prior to 501/0? The c_ir;ly thiné that Ath Pol 22.2 may indicate about
the yeafs 508 _ﬁo 501vis tﬁat the Atheni@s were debating tbe method |

of election and powers of these tribal leaders in relation to the
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civil executive, or that the military situation allowed no time for
a change ,-5.23 or that an alteration of the old organization did not
even occur to Cleisthenes or the Athenians wntil after the establish-

33 If the

. ment of the boule set up the civil side of the system.
delay was the result of negotiations to democratize the army deliber-
ately and minimize the possibilities of the re-establishmenf: of the

. tyranny, the chances are that glements in the old system which_permitt—
-ed a ﬁzilit’ary leader fo use his position as a stepping stone for '
controi of the state were removed,b and the refofm of 501/0 was in fac.t:
a substantial innovation. But wé do not have: the evidencé to knc;w :
whether the innovation also consisted of having tribal commanders
elected by the ecclesia for the frisﬁ time, although the remark.about
the plemarch may be an indication of this. Simply, 501/0 was the

first time that TEN tribal commanders were elected by the whole

Demos .
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CHAPTER = 2 -

Hegemonia and the Command at Marathon

A gréat deal of attention has been paid to the relation-
shi‘p betwecn the strategol and the polemarch in ‘the early yearc |
of the fifth century. Virtually the only evidence available is the
phrase in Ath Pol 22.2 Tr]S be curo.é‘qs :\‘rfm:ncxs s]xs,u.cu\/ rlv o

_ rroXi/qu)(os, and Herodotus' account of the Athenian command at

Marathon.

What is the precise méaning of rcls’i/uu/)\/ as used by Aristotle?
There are not enough instances of this word inv the Ath Pol to be
sure.l Hammond has argued that the iiYs,chil of the polemarcfl
meant only honorary and nominal leadership of the army.v2 The pole-
march marched at the head of the armed forces on ceremonial occasions‘
and on military occasions where they left the ci.t:y, and he occupied
the right-hand position when the army was in line. -V[KS/«'-OV'&
simply means that the polemarch retained some residual powers or privi-
leges of his tradit:ional office, functions which had originally been
the prerogative of the king at Athens. Thus, at Ath Pol 20.4,
K)\ga_a’es/wls- f]gg/,u};t/ ’?;v t(o.\a 3 B;i/.wu r’rPo:ra’r15 R r‘lxs/-LuSV 6n1y
expresses the position of a leader in the state who leads the way and
not as one who exercises cqt_nmand. Similarly, the _felated word
:lrs,?rcu xﬁeans "he leads the .wa'y", as at Ath Pol 61.1, ... 25

r\“aml TV OrtMTw\/ o.v £§lwd‘i , which translates as " ... who leads

" the hoplites when t:’ney go out"



" However, it is quéétionable whether Hammond isvjuétified
invusing Ath Pol 20.4 to support his:interpretation of 22.2;
Certainly, :ls’s/iu;v" at. 20.4 1is used in the general sense as "leader"
rather théﬁ in the more'specific sense as ''one who.exercisesvcoﬁmand";‘
This is no indication that the general mganing‘applies to 22.2. We
are not here dealing with a word which has only oﬁe exact meaning.

The context within which .the word is used surely must be‘our first
criterion for judging what is meant. It has already been.emphasized
that one of the gléring weaknesses of éome'attempts to explaiﬁ the
nature of the reform.at 22.2 has involved making the remark about the
polemarch somewhat superfluous.b If ingu5v is only a refefence to
nominal gather than real leadership, Aristotle's comment indicates
the opposite to what the word, in the whole context of the sentence,
suggests, thai the remark was intendéd to be highly relevant. >Why;
if Aristotle meant to say that the strategoi were néw thé real comman-
ders of the army and the polemarch'only the titular head,.did he use
the word arg}uﬁv; unless he was being delibetgtely vague? Why did

he not state explicitly that the polemarch was‘not stiil in overall

command of the army?

But there is no. reason to think that Aristotle wasvbeing
vague. It would be difficult to find a more succinct statement and
indeed hard.to'knpw what other word he could have used. Furthermore,
it is clear from Herodotus and Thucydides that RY%HJSV is used inter-
changeably with GYFarqxos and gPXth in reference to a military

3 L ‘Y / \ (
commander. For example, at Herodotus 7.62.2 fzawncn de Kaﬂx-ﬂgr

B ) , .l
_n¥?5a| efe&aXafo,axguéVu'vqrsxéuzvb\ Meyamavev ... Herodotus

namesvthe'commander of the'Hyrcanians as ﬁrgfuév’after listing the
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» ' o >/ _
commanders of the other contingents in Xerxes' army as a‘»xovfec.
At Herodotus 7.158.5, /ml &% gy
Toiide 1dde dmioxouar, ém ¢ ve oTpamyyds TE Kal '
_ﬁ;'é;zcbv T6v ‘EANjror écopat wpds Tor bﬁdpﬁapov
the historian informs us that Gelo of Syracuse offered aid to the
Greeks against Xerxes on the condition that he be appointed overall
commander of the combined forces. At Thucydides 3.105.3 wéumovat
8 kal dul Anposdévny Tovés T Aroniay "AOyvaioy arpaTyyicavta,
‘ ' c -/
émws  oplow  dyepov  vyiyvyrar + Demosthenes is made f’!&/JQJV by the
Acarnanians. This does not mean that the Acarnanian strategoi relin-
quished all command of their forces. Demosthenes and the Acarnanian
commanders ‘are frequently mentioned together. But are we to believe
/
with Hammond that%t%fuuv means Demosthenes held merely a position
of prestige which included the leading place on the march and the.
right-hand place in the line of battle? Thucydides is more explicit.
At 3.107.2 he states xal fyipora 7od wavios Evpnayised alpotvrar
Aguocfévy . petd vov.  oderépwy  oTpatnydv. It is clear from the
succeeding narrative that Tlﬁ\/ o'anrgfwv a"rruﬂlk’t?}v' are the Acarnanian
generals and do not include the Amphilochians and the Argives. It
. / \ A D / ) ~
is with Aqr‘o.reevsl K&\ Tois Akqfvo.vu)v G‘fpaf»!\’o_ls that the Peloponn-
. . 5 / A A
esians propose a truce.”  The phrase.AoU.wc'@EwlS HETQ TWwv
| /o ‘6 L o €
f_,ua'rpem]xwv Arqryavwv is an indication that v_Demosthenes was r"(z/,(wv
by virtue of being on the Acarnanian board of genérals. Thucydides
3.167.2 is surely not an indication that the Acarnanian generals were
~ / : < / ' . 7
dTP&Jszbn and not qx?y4ovzs , as Hammond believes. The natural
meaning of the passage is ''they chose Demosthenes leader of the whole

- allied force with their own generals.".
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Thucydides' use c;f the word ﬁ‘fﬂ“ﬁ" at 3.105.3 with

" reference to the Acarnanian request to Demostiietxes-may simpiy mean
that they wished,the' Athenian to have an active rolebin the command
structure of their army. The fact that the Acamanians entrusted-
Demosthenes with the ‘dut:y and honour of leading out tﬁe' army, of
making -arrangements on‘how it was to march and of commanding the right
‘wing 1nb battle, is not necessari_ly an iﬁdication ‘that he was official-
1y comﬁander—in-chief. Hé 'w_as; after all, the military ref;resentative
of Imperial Athens, and this alone may have begn bsvufficient reason

to ensure he occupy the position of_prestige, ‘ceremonially at least,
However there is another consideration whichipherhaps should not be
overlooked'a.n'dehich ‘may givé a ll;ore precise indication '_of the _‘mean_
ing of ila’f,/uu/&\/ in Thucydides 3.105.3. = By 426 the Acamanians had
probably come to rely heavily on Athenian military expertise and to
expect from A_thenian straf_egoi a high degree of competence. Several
years previously they had requested that a relative of Ph.ormiovbe

sent as an official repre‘sem’:.ative' and partner in command. The
successeé of Phormio and the respect engendered émong the Acamaniané
signalled the beginning of a unique relationship between individual
Athenian strategoi and Acamania, a :elationship ﬁhich was nét’ upset :
when Phémio disaébeared from the scene, afre.lation_‘sh’ip‘ whiéh in
pra_ctice enabled Athenian generals to have a greater inflqence._on

the military policf 'and a étronger cont:ql over the forces of an-‘

| 'vindepex.xden.t al.ly':, than w'evshould reasonably expect. Thucydides'
whole_narrative,makes it ﬁry clear anyway that Den;osthenes did
.occupy a positim of real command. But whereas Thucydides 3. 107.2

1s an indication that theoretically Demosthenes shared the command
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-ﬁith his Acemmian counterparts, it should be noted that_ there

are instances when he eppeafs to have had, in ptactice, the chief
role in. decision-making. "l‘o cite but one, when the word was brought
to Demosthenes and the Acamanians that the Ambraciots were ularching
- to Olpae; it was Demosthenes alone who made the decision to send a
force to occupy strategic posltions and to follow with the rest of
the 'army 8 I da't think it possible to be more precise than this
because Thucydides' phraseology at several points through the narra-
tive contradicts the notion that Demosthenes was officially command._r-
in-chief. . To summarize, the Acarnsnians asked Demosthenes to be
their leade.r,9 ‘and they elected hlnl to their board of generals, and
gave him joint command of their f'orcee wlth their own geherels theo-
retically.m But in practice he was deferred to not oaly in being
allocated the duty and honour of leading out the amy and commanding

the tight wing, but also in having the major role in decision-making.

) Hammond's belief ‘that rlgz},u,.)\/ only allows ceremonial leader-
ship will not do. This was oertainly part of the Acamanian offer,
for Demosthenes did fulfil such a function, but it is more than doubt-
ful that the word can just be removed from the context in which it
is used and be seen purely and eimply as the embodiment of that
function. There is every reason to believe, as has been shown, that
Thucydides means Demosthehes was offered a military eommand in a very
real sense. The only vd:l.fficulty, or so it seems to me, is io evalu-
ating whether fl\’;fl.u,‘\/ mme " commande r-in—chief" io. this context, or
something less. = If the ':Lnterpretation of fered above of the relation-
ship 'betwe_eo, “Acamnania and indi-v:lduallAthenian' strategoi is correct,

_Demosthenes’ position of prestige when on the march and in 'battle'v
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line is a reflection of that relationship, an extension of privilege
to the man possessing the great;est real authority in a collegiate V

command,

To give a second example, at Thucydides 2.87.9, when o) TRV
ﬂfMﬂon:la’lIwV af'rrcuy‘xo( lladd;essed thei:men before. a sea battle .
with Phormio they promised to prepare for it no worse "than the
previous commanders" .- oV 88 ﬁpgféroV ﬁ(é,uolv‘w\/. ~ When the word
-ﬁxs/z.ﬁ\/ is used of the milttaryb in our sources it invariably means
"one ﬁho exercises command". Mmi»festly,' Aristotle's use of this
.word at Ath Pol 22.2 has the same meaning. . The problem of defining
_the actual powers of the aib’iluuf\/ is- no 1es§prese»nt in Aristo-tl‘e's'
terse phrase than in Thucydides 3._105.3. This is not to say that |
Demos thenes' position in relation to t.:hev Acamanian strétegoi is
parallel to that of the polemarch in relation to the Athenia# generals,
but simply that Ath Pol 22.2 gives no indication of hda the Athenian

command structure operated in practice.

Herodotus' deécription of the events at Mérathon is the
miy ofher evidence available for the rélationship bgtween the polemarch
and fhe strategol during the_ early fifth century. According to
Herodotus .the Athenians were commanded by ten generals - %)’ov Xéi
6dsas nrurr]:’rc\n sk, v & diemos :’fv McXT«c’xBrls 2 then the |
strategoi became deadlocked on the issue of whether to fight or not:»,
~ Miltiades ﬁent to the polemarch, Callimachus, fét thére was
&bécaros \[/)]([)L&O(j;t)"pos 5 7 xedpo Aaxdw 'Aun;afa_w | | o
mokeuapxéetr (b akaits 7 "Adivalor Gudypo Tow ohépapxow ouciuro o omparyoion)e T
Miltiades pet_suaded'Cal'limachus to voté foi: an enga.gement.' . herd 3¢ o

. \ ~ Y 4 v .’.)' L T s A » 7
orparnyct Twy i yropy  Epepe oupSaldew, ws éxkaoTov auredr Eyivero
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mpvrarnly  Tis _fl#é’p;]s, Muariéey mapedicorar 6 5¢ dexoperos
olTL Ko -O"J},L.BO./\;[V éwoiéeto, wply ye &'l‘;.m’;roi} mpvran)iy

4 | | | | o
éyévero . On the day when Miltiades was in command the army was
drawn up for battle, and rob pév Eefiob képeos Hyéero
é ro)\e;iapxos [KaeAN{uayos) 6 yap rdpos vdre axe.ovrm | Toiot

’ ‘ . . . ) * .
CAlnraiowrt, Tov wolépapxor €xers képus 10 Sefidr..  fyeopérov 3t rovrou

. ’ 3 L 4 . ¢ 3 )
élebéxovro ws apifipdovro al ¢udal, éxduevar EAAgAwr .

The conventional view of Herodotus' .account is that Miltiades
. 18 por;rayed in the text as superior to his colleagues, ltheb other

nine strategel, and théi:_ the genex_:als themselves occupied a more
important position than the polaamarch.-]"sa Most recent scholars
have discounted both the primacy b_f Miltiades and the inferiori_ty of
Callimachus, believing from Ath Pol 22.2 that t_he poler'na'vrch,was'
commander—-in-chief, and inferring that Herodotus ‘inavccurat:ely ’tréns-
ferred to the time of Marathon the syétem of command as it fﬁnctioned :
in his own day_.l6 Some have been content to foist upon Herodotus
‘their own conceptions Y' of the mid-fifth-century strategia and have been
all too réady to rejectbparts of his information without making a
‘real attempt to understand ‘h:l.m.l7  The. only worthwhile ‘method. of
:aéproadl is to t:rust the main facts of Herodotus unless there is good
_eﬁdénce for not doing so,A and these facts ‘can be adduced by cé:efully
- evaluating the narrative. Even if he was thorough1§ confused this
will become apparent once we have lbok_ed closely at what he actually

says.

Fomara has convincingly demonst:rated that the arguments '
which have been put forward to indicate that Herodotus thought

| : Miltiadgs was superior to his colleagqes or held supreme command are



largely based on the> conclﬁsion t;hat .certain.téchnical exptessiéns
were used by Herédotus to convey the legal p're-eminence of Miltiades}s
Thus, the reference to Miltiades as _Z Bs,/xan)s at 6.103.1 suggests
ngaros 'o.f)rc':s’ to- How, implying supetiority.lg ‘However, all
that Herodotus saysvis that "Miltiades was one of the ten (generals)".
Similarly, the sentence, obros &) &v rore 6 Mikriddns |
| KWV éx tijs Nepoovigov xal dkmedpevyds  dimNdov fivarov e‘o.—parﬁyee
*Alnralwy ,2-0 is théti_gﬁt to be an indicatica of the legal supremacy
of Miltiades., It was Miltiades alone, and not the board c;f generals,
who was in command of the Atheniané.zl However, the point is that |
Herodotus is in the middle .of relating the history.of Mi_ltiades and
his father Cimon.'22 He is merely emphasizing th.at the man who‘was
named Miltiades after the founder of the settlement in the Chersonese
was the tﬁan (o:";\rcs 3>] S'v'), who was one of the generals of the
Athenians (és'rraf'ﬂ‘!i%i )AGv'vm/cJ\/); Herodotﬁs is even more s_piecific
at 6.104.2. Miltiades was elected a general after he had been tried
and acquitted'for establishing a tyranny in the Chersonese. We have
a descrj.ption of a revers#l in the fortunes of Miltiades. He-nétrow-
ly escaped a 51#\({0\/ Befv‘wrov, and after the second escape "he was
thus chosen as a general of -the,Athenians?' - "TPCL\’V\Y(\DS 06""&13
YJA_QII\/QI/&‘V &KS§5X91.23 This is nvo‘t_a'descriptim of the constitutional
refinetﬁent:s of his position, a stétément of his legal pre-—eminénce.

It is not in any way a comparison with the other stfategoi.zl'

Herodotus' whole narrative implies the pre-eminence of
Miltiades, that his strategia was more important than that of the ,
. other generals, but it cannot be inferred Vfrom the text that the

'reasons for his pre-eminence were constitutiemal. In fact, if
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anything, Herodotus stresses the collegi-ality of the strategoi.
When they became ’deadlocked over the issue of whether to fighf; or

" not, Miltlades was not able to break the indecision by overruling
the generals opposed to act:icm.z_5 The cinuse,, TC(ﬂ Bs Aev\v‘mu)\/
o'TPaTv‘XC-?o’( Ea’u/cwb hl)((l @l ‘.N‘—G/LLCL\ s probably means that there was
an even split of opinion, five generals voting _for battle and five
opposing.  Herodotus does not ailow Miltiades any predominant role
in the debate which pro&uced thé deadlock, mefely .vnoting that he was
one of the 'group-in favour of battle - TWV b% KQ\\ MlXTK{BS-w

zs)auévrwv. 26

It haé been concluded from. Herodotus' assertion that each
general held the WruTchqa/v’) for one  day, that its holder was in
supreme command of the army, and when Ela{ﬁ'rod Q?JTQ\/ ‘i‘b’l/v_sro
n'rcmwlulq T:f( 5’/‘;![)1;, MA‘HC{B{, vqrséﬁoo’qv'}? t:hét: Miltiades was =
eiffectively supreme commandér, even on the days when he did not have
~the w?ura\/ql,v’ .28 Such an interpretation is suppprted by the
succeeding narrative. Miltiades refused to fight until the déy of
his own Tr]wﬂl\/ql,f’, implying that he madé the decision as to when battle
should be joined. Hignett believes that this section in Herodotus
is traceable to a Philaid source, ah:dous to emphasize the constitut-
ional propriety of Miltiades' behaviour and to vindicate for him
the chief credit of the v:l.ct:ory.29 The stafemeht that each general
vheld the rrrum\/vlr\ in turn 1s but a further ind:n.cation of collegial-
ity. The other strategoi volunt:arily deferred ‘to Miltiades. How-
ever, is ngodotus confused at this point? ‘Are we to unders tand
that the _:—.'Fm‘uv:‘llrv\ came into force only after the decision had been

made td fight the Persiéns? If the word means supreme commander -
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it would seem rathet pointless for the strategoi to vote on policy
unless the'commahd began to rotate only when it was resolved to |
offer battle, Otherwise, Miltiades need ,on_ly»wait wmtil his da'y'

éf the command, tr petsuade the commander of the day to fight, thé

- other generals having no power to obstrur.:t a colleague when he was
the.ﬂ‘{:\{l‘qv"s . ‘I do nét ‘th'in'k it helps at all to suppose that we -
here have a retrojection of a practice whith developed later than
490, that Herodotus _transferred to Marathon the conditions of his cwn
time, It is just as ‘likely that rotatibn of the xr(xuro.vq(vl | | did
occur in 490 and that Miltiades held this position on the day of the
battle. On the other hand there is no r':evason to believe that the
account of the division of opinion among the generals and the tole
of the polemarch in breaking the deadlotk is unhistorical. We must

attempt to explain the apparent contradictions.

The answer may be that Herodotus did rely on the itiformaticn
that contemporary members of the Philaid family gave him. It ‘must
be remembered bth,at by the time he was writing some yeats‘ had elapsedv
since Marathon, the institution of the strategia had much ‘matured
and the polemarch was no longer .an active official with‘ any .powers
in the military. More specifically, Philaid attempts to preserve
"Miltiades' claims of credit for the victory involved a distortion
and an exaggeration of his :role as the ﬁ‘Pu/TOu.MS, .which, naturally
enough, ngqdotus was not able to teconcile, at least to our satis-
faction,.with other information he had about the command structure.
Bicknell has ably demonstrated the exteﬂt to wixich Herodotus mayv fxave
been influenced by propagandist iﬁformatidn of a pro-Miltiades

231

character. Briefly, Bicknell suggests that a picture in the
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Peisi.ana‘fg\teion (later the St'oa Poecile), a building completed pro~
bably not long before 462/1 and intended as an advertisement for
Cimon, St_rongly influenced the account of Herodotus. The represent-
ation not only gives M;I.ltiades the position. of command, but has much
else in common with the description of Herodotus; - the arrival of
the Plataeans, the deéth of Callimachus at the ships, the hacking
off of theb hand of {ynegeiros, the blinding of Ep_i?.elos and the .

absence of Persian cavalry.32

If Bicknell is right about the influence of evidence such
as the picture in the Ifeisianagf;teioﬂ on- Hlerodotus, this consi'deration,
in combination with the incompatibilii:y of two sections of Herodotus'
account, one which appears to s‘uggest ‘a rotating supreme comzhand,
(rrrurm/‘\‘\), and the other, the vote by the strategoi to determine
policy, which suggests strict collegiality,.prdvide some grounds for
believing that Trru*rQVr\{y\ »was in fact something less than suprgme.
command. When the Athenians were drawn up for battle, Callimachus
the polemarch led the right wing, in accordance with the lawv at that
time, and the tribal contingents wenev'plavcved to his left, cme _after
ﬁhe other, in an unbroken line, with the Plataems stationéd on the

far 1eft.33 Some scholars have believed, following Plutarch, that

the tribe of Callimachus, Afantis, occupied the right wing.%
Plutarch's inference is probably incorrect. Herodotu‘sAdid not con-
ceive of the poiemarch .as lééder of his tribe,. as is ciear from
.6.111.1, where Qe would expect to read ar )Q’.»\cu éokml if such was

the case. 34a

The leadership of Aiantis would have been exercised
by its owu strategos, wherever it was pl'aced in the: line.:?s' However,

_ one tribe had to be given the post of honour on the right, vhere
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the polémarch was stationed. This may be ﬁhe essence of the mean-‘
ing of the nrurtlw's/r] , as it originally operated. The frlpéraws V
may.have been the strategos who led the army 1ﬁto battle f:»:om the
right wing, and at Marathon this man was Milt:iadnes.36 .B'y the time
Herodotus wrote, the real meanling had beéome lost and his Account
simply reflected the distortions. We do not ﬂgéd to deny that
Milti.ades was recognized by his colleagues as the most capabie- and
experienced commander present, that ﬁe surpassed the others in prest-
ige, and that they all gave him their own positicn on the right wing

/
on their day of the n‘w*ro.wlwl.

In conclusion, firstly, Herodotus, in his word usage,
cannot be said to have attvribvutec.l t:ob Miltiades superior technical .
authority over his colleagues. Popular tradition made Mil_tiades
the hero of Marathon,. and_ rightly, as Burn noﬁes, if his was the master

plan.37' But the descripvtion of the debate between the strategoi,

phaer o B / \y/ 38 '
the ic;a\JS!az,r-’ nsev o dc#ag_s o’r‘am’v‘xoa dsiq,”  and the clear indication
that the WPUT‘W"I{", was rotated among the generals daily, all suggest
that Herodotus}envisagéd a collegiate command at Marathon. Secondly,
the interpretation here offered of the n'fsura\h‘(q straightens out
some inconsistencies otherwise apparent in the narrative. It con-
' fofms very neatly with the system of command which Herodotus des-
cribes, the working of the principle of collegialif:y, and it suggests
- some answers to problems for wh:_Lch the historian gives no clues.
Equality is more fully preserved if_frf»urqwllv\ did not mean operation-
al command in the hands of one general. We therefore need not

assume the Athenians adopted a rather inefficient system whereby

each strategos had supreme authority a day 'at_:'a time. - Furthermore,
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the willingness of nine generals to han.d over their « grmv.]c/y) to

| Miltiades. is much more snitably explained as a means thef utilized
to effectively strengthen the vital right’wingi and hence enhance
their prospects for a victory - Miltiades being recognized as the
most experienced and capable military commander present - rather
than as a virtual surrender to him of the powers and prerogatives
vested in the straﬁegia. Presumebly the t.ribai contingent of -the
rr(x(;Tn.ws fought on the right wing and the rotatciai of the trPUTch'llr,
served the additional purpose of aeciding that in an army composed of
ten equally competent divisions, the regiment which occupied the
right on the day battle was joined, did eo only by chance.v A
further ndvantage of. this interpretation is that the question of
whether the polemarc_‘_x.was in command of a detadjment of troops, such
es his own tribe, whether his tribval affiliation meant the presence
of that tribe on the right wing, is satisfactorily resolved. Thei
strategol were in command of their own tribal contingents and the
polemarch was stationed with the regiment whose general was rpu/rawg
for the day. At Marathon any tribal jealousies arising from the
decision to keep Miltiades' tribal contingent on the right would have
been outweighed by the practical consideration of permanently station-
ing the most experienced tribal commander at the dangerous end

crucial point in the line.

Scholars who insist that the ﬂfuqu.‘{'l was not of cnis
nature are confronted with difficulties in explaining ‘the artangement:'
of the Athenian army at Marathon._ Bum states that Callimachus led
 the right wing with his tribal regiment, Aiant:is,39 and yet he implies

that he believes the tribal contingents were commanded by strategoi
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.for he notes that"Themistoclés and Aristeides, as generals of-

their tfibe;, Leonﬁis and Antiochis, may have comménded the centre.
of the line, if flutarch can Se trustéd.40 Presumaﬁly,Burn’has
noticed no contradiction for he does not say wﬁat happened to the
general of Aiantis. Perhaps his belief that Herodotus' story of

the rqtating'nPquvqﬂ1 is botﬁ fatuogs and anéch;onistic aﬁd}ﬁust
be completely dismissed on the grounds that the polemarch was the
permanent president of the war—council,41 has forced him to concludé
that the general of the polemarch's.tribe was deprived of actual .
command . But he does not say so. Hammond does not,dismiss.the
story in Herédotus, but like Burn is convinced tha;-wFuTQVﬁ£1 can

. only ﬁean "presidency" in the sense of "commander-ih-chief".' - This
does not however beloné to the polémarch but to each general in tu:n.42
To Hammon&, Miltiades was commander-in-chief at,Marathon.é3 Because
the generals decide strategy and tactics and ha\fe operational

command of the whole force théy are eﬁvisaged as army, rather-tﬁan
contingent, cémmanders. Ham ond suépéSes that the tribal regiﬁents v
were commanded b& taxiarchs both in and out of battle.44 Presumably
this explains why he'fails.to.suggest.whgre Miltiadés fought in ﬁhe
line, whether on the righﬁ wing where tﬁé polemarch was stationed

and which was the normal position for a commander—in—chief, or at
-some other point where hé cbdld'have effective control err the march-
ihg line of the army. It is in fact difficult to kn&w where else
the strateg§1 could have béen than with their respective tribes,

~and 1f this was the case there was‘no need fof subordinate officers .

4b4a

such as taxiarchs to act as tribal leaders. It is virtualiy

inconceivable that the generals did not occupy comnand positidns at
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Vdifferent points of-the>line, énd hard ‘to see'why>the na;ural
division ofvthe army into ten tribal groups'éhouldvbe abéndoned at
the higﬁest level of command.‘ Furthermore,vtherg is no-evideQCe

for the existence of taxiarchs as‘early as 490, and Ath Pol 22.2°

is surely sufficient indication that the strategol were tribal
commanders at this time.45 Hémmond also fbiiows_Plﬁtaréh-iﬁ assign-
ing the poleﬁarch's tribe to thé right.wing, not becausg the.polc—
march waé there but because Mar#thon was a deme of Aiantis.46 Thére
is a possibility that the Atheniaﬁs m#y have arranged their army in
this way when fighting'in Attica but the evidence nee&s tb be more>
substantial to concludevthat it is any more.than just_a possibility.
,If'was.left for'othefs after Herodbtus to infer this positioﬁ_for
the tribe Aiantis, as Fornara has noted,47 and although Hammond

does not consider that Callimachus commanded his tribal continggnt;
1t.éeems more likely that later traditionvsecﬁred the right'wing.
position.for Aiantis from Callimachus' tribal éffiliation than'frOu;

, o ' .4
the fact that Marathon was a deme of Aiantis. 8

The qﬁestion of the role of the polemarch in the command
structure, of his relationship with the strategoi, étill femaiﬁs.‘
Hammond postulated that Callimachus had no opérational comnand and
waé simply the ;ight—handvman in‘the line.l‘9 “One pf the argumenﬁs
he uses in support of this hypothesis, his interpretation of the
word_angusv as useﬂ of'military comﬁahd in er soqrcgs,.and épeci—‘
fic#lly of the pblemarch in Ath Pbl'22.23has already been discussed
in detail earlier7iﬁ this chapfer, and it is thought, been demonstrat-
ed to be 4uestionable.  Howevér, Hammond 's céhcluéion that the-pole—

‘mérch lost all power of command andfdeliberation to the strategqi'
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in 501/0 is also based on the considerations that he may ‘Thave
ceased to be directly elected, and that he no longer had an equal
vote with the strategoi, by the time of the battle of Marathon.

~

'Hammond suggests that Herodotus' description of Callimachus as 3: w
kuc’\/u:_.x Aax v ’\Aé»lvm/wv ffc)&/mrx{av may be correct.so The ortho-
dox viewpoint, on the basis of Atﬁ Pol 22.5, is that sortition was
not introduced for the élect:ion of archons until 487/6,.51 but Hammond
statésAthat Aristotile was advanciné a controveréiél viéw si.nce"
Herodotus laid such emphasis on +& kuof)uy.ﬂa It is surely simpler
and mbfe convincing, as Bicknell notes,52 to suppose ithat_:'Arist»:otlte
vhad foolproof grounds for dating the elec;ion of archonsi by 'SO!I:titi-on
from the year .of Teles-inus.53 Arist_dtlé corrected the error in
Herodotus. The only worthn.rhi]_.e’conclusio.nv is that Herodotus was
unaware of the refoﬁn °f, 487/6 and that his phrase is aﬁ én#chronism !
.of the situation existing after the archonship of Telesinus. The
fact is that Hérodotus was nof: interested in'constitutional matte;_s,
unlike the author of the Ath Pol.54 The choice between thé two

sources 1is obvious. Herodotus mistakenly assumed that the ~polemarch

was appointed by lot in 490.

Hammond's other argument, that aﬁ M;'—lrat:hon the polemarch
no lohger had an equal vote with the strategoi on policy, ﬁhat ‘he.
had already. lost his deliberative powers to the generals, is based
on his interpretation of To ﬁrruanc{v in the phrase o r&)«lc\c\/ YS‘P
quﬁ{fO\ Z/Loﬂ(:q{o_v 'ﬁ‘:v rrchl/u_«eKcv éﬁo,g-{)\n—o To‘iﬂ 'S‘r(:ocn‘Yo?’J‘( |
at Herodofus 6..109.2;55 “ws 8% Bixe ."re éylvorro kal é{m' | |
‘x;’ xefpw;.' oY */.vw'pe'u.;v, e'vﬁa?ra, W .yap évbéxaros Ynboddpos 6‘

Y U A Ny Y satw . ‘e T
7§ Kvape Naxov. Adpraiov, .. wOAepapy eew (ro malawr yap *Adyvaior
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olmx,ln;(f,m, Toir mok€ 1rapxov e*o@z 'TO TOLOE mparr;youn., nr O&

vire moképapyos - KaAlipaxos ’Adioraios, wpos Tofroy o Midrddys Eheye - rade

- He sugges_ts that T}D tTQXCuOI\/ refers ';o ‘the period before (but not

in) 490. ..'He comes to this eonclusim fra:n his ":acquaintance with
the style ef Herodotus"; - ﬂ‘) Mauéd is written in relation to
the word "Fo/‘rg in Herodotue' next’k phrase, and means "in earl{ef times
than then". According to Hammond, Miltiades went to the polemarch,
Callimachus, because the polemarch was the eleventh voter because in
earlier times (before 490) the Athenians continually made him equal
in vote to the generals.'. The word szo\%rnécs does not have the same
meaning as E\(Be’:(aros' «Pvlgﬁlbocfw/’pos_, on t.hisv view, and ﬁammdnd_' considers
a it logical and re'asonab]e to believe that the 5}10’\“(%05 the poiemarch
once was is an explanation of his being gx/&/zem‘)s n(hl(f‘ho(fc/ro_s »vat

Marathon, in the sense of having a "casting vote' only.

. This 'ix;terpretation of.Heredotus 6.109.2 is not withqut
its -difficulties and indeed has attracted a deal of criticism. In
the firs’t; place, as Hammond himself'edmits,' Herodotus' ﬁse of the
words T)D m}a.o’v at 3.58.2, which is ; good parallel to 6.109.2,
clearly refers to the time of the action itself. Secondly, within
the-. context 'Qf the whole passage,. f.heiphrase under discussion makes
perfect sense _if T‘D,WQX&]OIV ilas the same meaning as at 3.58.2, and
. doeé in fact include 490, ‘vTo repeat Badien's: discussion of the metter;
the natural and obvious meaning of the phx;aSe, as an explanatien of
why there was an eleventh vote, is faifly cmclusively proved right
_ by ’the presence of the v.rord Yc{l)56 Quite veimply, Herodotus 1is
- saying there was an eleventh vote "for the Athenias fo'rmerly'made

the polemarch equal in vote with the general.é." - We need not assume
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with Hammond that gvbgzarogtpq+iko+5%os-_means a casting vote exer-
-cise& by the polemaréhionly in ;he event of the council of téﬁ
geﬁerals reaching akstalemaﬁe.56a Callimachﬁé certainly dsed_his
vote as a casting Yote but because there vfere eleven gpbc{;l)a]({)ci._

It is indeed very difficult to understand how the'apé*qfos the polemarch
once exercised, some time beforé 490, can logically explain why he
was entitled to b.e.':':véai/zd'ros g}';?gfihogf,éros in 490.57 Furtherﬁxore,
vHerodotus'baccount'doeS not -allow the inference that the polemarch
did not have a placg in the council of generals from the beginniﬁg.
To bé sure, Callimachus did not vote until Miitiades had beréuaded
him to decide iﬁ favour of battle, but this is not to say that the
polemarch sat alone in his tent while the strategoi debated without

him.58 Nor does it mean that two meetings were necessary before a

decision was reached,59

the first resulting in a deadlock, with the
polemarch either absent or abstaining, and the second occurring after
Miltiades had spoken tb him. It is possible, of course, that the meet-
ing was adjourned and that Miltiades used this opportunity to talk
alone with Callimachus. From Herodotus' account, the inference is
equally as plausible, if not more so, that the polemarch was undecided
about which course of action to support. As Badian notes, Callimachus,
in his'role as hegemon, may have presided over the meeting and as a
cautious chairman may have been reluctant to swing such an‘important '

- - 60 - | e SN v
issue with his own vote. All that Herodotus says is ws Y3 XIXTL Te
Y 4 Vs 71 ¢ o A0 A\ ~
EXIVOVYTO KkQ) EVIKQ 4] Xe‘f“’" TWV wuﬂsw...ﬂpos Toutov (Callimachus)
> / Y 7 . o u '

2«\9&;\/ P’Mfcab;ls EAE¥E 70.}52'. There is nothing here, or in
Miltiades' speech, which forces the conclusion that Miltiades had

S o
‘to leave the meeting to make his appeal.6oa The word ngwév is quite
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compatible with the view that at this critical point in the debate,
the chief advocate for what Herodotus states is the losing argument,
perhapsi 1éft his position to approach the polemarchv diréctly, who as
yet had n'ot.beeln an active participant. For all we know, Her'odotusi
may ha.ve imagined the genérals conferring on their feet, as Bum

'notes.61

To summarize Herodotué, at Marathon the polemarch had an
eqqal vote with the generals“oh policy (3,145/"{'1!?6), and when the
strategol became deadloéked he was persuaded by Miltiades to vote
(gv&sko:ros l‘lq(? bocforos ) in favour of an engagement. Herodotus has
given neither Miltiades nor Callimachus any special authority ~The
polemarch's vote was decisive only because a deadlock‘ existed, not
- because the ultimate band final decision belonged exclusively to h_im.
To put vit'differently, Herodotus has made the.polemarch info an ..
eleventh strategos, coequal‘in authority with the others,ez' and yet
at the same time his account has emphasiied the importance bf the role
the polemarch pléyed. Fornara has argued that because the polemarch
was a relic at the time Herodotus was writing, and because any inform-
ation of a teéhhicai,cmstitutional kind which defined the relation- .
éhip between the strategoi and the polemarch in 490 was only incid-
entaily presérved, the historian wés confused whén coﬁf.ronted with
the task of reéohc_:iling ‘the tradition which attested to Callimachus'
importance and that which accredited the victory to Miltiades.6:_;
Herociot:us has att_émpted to give Callimachus partial responsibility
for the victory but he knew of no other rb}e to assvign him than that

of eleverth strategos. What is significant is that Herodotus attests

the importance of the polemarch at Marathdﬁ, although the office
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wés nmerely a fossil when the historian was wricing and #lthough
there may be some confusion in the account of .the' command stiucture .
as a result.64‘ It is difficult to determine the extent to which
Herodotus' inability to envisage military command, _excep.t as emanat-~
~ing from the strategoi, has ptevente_d him from achieving an accurate

portrayal of the polemarch's actual powers and position in the .

command structure,

The orthodox viewpoiﬁt: is that he has stressed sufficiently
the importance of Callimachus for the conclusion ﬁo be drawn that |
the polemarch was superior to the strategoi in authority, that he was
in fact commander-:!.n--t:hief.65 For ekample, the mere f.act that
Herodotus placed Callimachus on the right wing of the line permits
the inference that the poiemarch held supreme command, 'me only
explanation Herodotus can offer - o xégfa vé.ms fol*ra 3)(% Ofl,%\q TOS|
_ "_Ae»lvm/om’l 66 _ indicates that he did not know why Callimachus was
tjhefe. He attached no military relevénce to the pblenﬂlarch's position.
In other words; the orthodox interpretation holds that Herodotus
envisaged. a sysﬁem of command in whiéh '367 comuander-in—-chief played
no part. He was confused by his sources and coxﬁpletely aistorted
the position of the pblemardi. This interpretation of Herodotgs'

2 609 and the fact that Calliﬁlachus

as the Athenian sp.okesman' made the Marathon vow to Arte‘mis.68 How—-

account 1s strengthened by IG 1

ever, neither of these pieces of evidence, nor the fact that Calli-
machus held the position of honour, conclusively proves that the

polemarch was supreme commander.

The whole question, of course, revolves around whether it

is pbssible to isolate the fact from the fiction in Herodotus
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6.109.1-2., Are we in a position to assert that Callimachus was
. able to override the vote of a majority of the strategoi, that the
generals were merely en advisory body and the polemarch not bound to

follow their advi(:e?69

" As Herodotus en.visvaged the situation, this
would not seem to be the case. ' His phrase, E\//,kcx r? XE(?wJ'\/ TV |
xvu}/uslu.}v,m may mean that those opposed 'to battle could achieve their
objective by simply maintaining the deadlock. .The failure to reach

a conclusion was tantamoﬁnt to accepting the decj_.sion' not to figlﬁt.
However, he may Be suggesting that_a maj orif:y dééisiqn not to engage
would have resulted if Miltiades had not approached the polemarch,

and if so, we ha.ve an indication that tﬁe poiemarch could not act
againsi: a majority of the generals.  Miltiades spoke to Callimachus

at tﬁis point in a desperate attempt to force> a conclusion befeore a
majority of the generals ‘adop.tedv the decision not to 'fighc.' d:v’iously,
such conjecture should not be pushed too far.  But neither ara wve
Justified in concluding thét' the polemarch had the authority to
overrule the strategoi. Perhaps a vote of the polemarch was necess-—
_ary to give validity to a maj ority.decision amohg the generals, and

no action could be taken before such ratification, Ultimate recpoas-
ibility rested with vCallimachus. . This' w_ould explain why he initially:
decided not to participate in the debate. In the final analysis 1f
the wrong decision was made he would suffer the consequences. He

preferred to let the strategoi thrash the issue out in the hope that

they might make the final decision for him.

I do not believe that the position of the polemarch can be
defined much more closely than this. He was %(s/uu/)v' of the zrmy in

the sense that his was the final responsibility for adopting policy.
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If he could not act against. a majority »o.f the étragegoi, which is |
howevex not >c1ear, he could act with the support of -.only hélf their
number. To be more specific, he héd three coursés of action open |

to him. Firstly, he could refrain from voting at all and thus

tacitly support the indecision among the strategoi. Secondly, he
could vote with those opposing battle, achievihg the same resulﬁ as

in the first alternative, but more effectively Because'conclusi\}ely

| decidir;g the issue. The third alternative, énd' that which hé opted
for, was of course, to vote for an engagementr. What Herodotus has
preserved, it is here suggested, is not that the ﬁolemarch was inferior
to the strategoi in deliberation ahd command, of ranked bélow_ them,
but that no actibn could be undefi:aken if he was in.decisive. Boﬁh

the strategol and the polemarch could effectively veto each other,

in a éense. The endorsement by the polemarch of a majority opinion
among the generals was necessary to finalize a decision, and the- pole-
march was prevented fr'om acting if opposed by the strategoi. The
possibility that the faté of Athens rested with an official whe rénked
below the generals is not commensurate with the importance of Calli-
machus in Herodotus' écéount. At the sat.ne' time we should pérhaps |
avoid labelling the polemarch as supreme commander, The concépt

is loaded Qith a certain inflexibility and decisiveness which may

not be appjicable. - In the firét plaoe'.the situati&x at Marathoﬁ _
‘was unprecedented. This was the first time the ten generals and the
o polemarch had oi:erated tqget’her since the reform of 501. It is
'probable that no one wés siure what_t;he structure was, the poler_nafch
'included.n " The constitution had not as yef beeﬁ ﬁestéd to define

specifically the relationship between the two executive offices.’
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Seccndly_, it cannot be assefted that the strategoi were, even’ at
this early time, purely tribal 1eaders. They were elected by the
whole Demos. It followe that they Qere envisaged"asv the chief mi 14—
tary leaders of the state, as well as tribal commanders. They were
certainly given command of Athenian forces operating oversees as
early as two short years after 501, The 20 ships sent by Athens to
help the Ionians were no menei tﬁbal contingent and were led by an
Athenian genei‘al, lv(elant:h:l\_xs.72 ,Furthermo_re, the functions of the

strategol were incredibly expanded by the time of Xerxes’ invasion,

if they only operated as tribal leaders in 490.

- In conclusion, the Athenian command as it existed at the
time of Marathon may have been more flexible than is generally thought.
We cannot assume that the role of the strategcﬁ. was simila'f to t;.hat
~ of the taxiarchs in the days of the primacy of the strategia,73 and
any description of the polemarch as supreme commander needs to be
strictly qualified. However the polemarch as rlxifiwv had certain
prerogatives and powers which were reeognized by the generals.
Essentially, ‘the ultimate responsibility rested with him, not with
the strategoi, and he would be tﬁe first to . be prose‘cuﬁed if things
went wrong. Aceordingly, he held the position of Ahonour on the right
wing, although he did not command t:he_ troops in that position. If:
was no more than coihcidental that the battle took place when Miltiades
. was TrfUTQVlS if this is not merely a Philaid myth to emphasize the
vconstitutionality of Miltiades behaviour. The authority vested
in the polemarch as qxz/mv must be balanced against the fact that

the strategoi were more than contingent commanders and possessed very

real positive powers of deliberation. 'I"he' two offiees_ juxtaposed
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appi‘oximated very nearly to a complet-e collegiate command.
Pausanias' description of the picture in the Stoa Poecile pfobably
gives us the most accurate account we are likel'y to get - TV
‘ / v\ A ' / > > ~ - / - <\
paxopsvwv de 3ot paNete elsv & 1) spady Kalhpayos e, os
) r o \ / ’ 74
Aeqvators rro)\‘z/,tqpxs?v pYTe; Kai Milridsas 70v STpaTq ¥ouvTwy-
Miltiades was instrumental in forcing the decision to fight but the

c /.
strategol could not act without the vote of the r]\’g/.uuv.
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CHAPTER 3

"Election Procedure

Very little is known of Athenian election procedures,
yet this has not prevetit:ed some scholars from developing elaborate
reconstructions concerning the p_recise nature of the procedure.

édopted by the ecclesia to elect the strategoi. The first such

! and his theo;:y

remained virtually lmchallenged until the mid 1.960's.2 In 1966 the

attempt was made by Wade-Gery in the early 1930's,

problem was once again subjected to close scrut:infr by E.S. Staveley,3
and more recently by P.J. Bicknell, who utilized a suggestion by

AH.M, Jones,4 to propose an altermative 1:1ypothesis.S All three
scholars above mentiorxed have been concemed with the problems c;,énnect-
ed with the tribal double representation in the strategia in _thé'

fifth century, arid..have consequently formulated election éroce_dures

to explain this phenomenon.

 According to Wade-Gery, Aristotle's statement at Ath Pol
44.4 that the ecclesia conducted the elections of the strategoi
\ Y7 N /- P _ '
kab o i av T ‘5'} w bozq- , can be dated to the fifth century. A
& I‘lt- . &
n‘oofio:')\su/-aa was required each year to determine what method the
ecclesia would choose in that yezn:.6 In some years it was decided.
\ / A
to elect a o"‘rfccrr]*ms ’eﬁ &ndyTwy and nine tribal strategoi. Pre-
. sumably this meant that elections were held in two stages.7 In the
first stage one general was elected without regard to tribal repres-
entéfim. In the second, ten tribal strategoi were elected, one from

‘each tribe by the whole Demos, and the one with the fewest votes



48.

wésv dropped. 'If the man ﬁm ‘the smallest vote'belongé& to the
| same tribe as the_ o’-’paﬁ‘\’és ig ;urt{v‘fwv' ’ »do;:b»le repres'ent_ation did not
occur, but if he bélonged'to any other t'x.'ibe' that tribe had no general,
and the tribe of the. a‘r[:‘afa]xzas %g &m{ww\/ had twé represenﬁatives. :
Wade-Gery used as support for the protedux:e he envisaged, thé,t is,
of droppinvg the man wiith the fewest votes, the method Plato pres'cribed ’
in the Laws for thé electioﬁ o_fg :p’?.’at’ for Délphi  - oty 8
| eknynras 'rpvis‘ bepbrodar. piv ai Térrages el rérrapes
Geactov ¢ abriw, tpeis 8 6l v mnelory whirar Vidos
Sokipdaavras €vvéo, jr_é#f;ffilv.ei‘; Aerdods &i';T\eZ; ¢F ExidoTus
Tpuidos  &a .8 Wade.-Geryvtranslate's: vExegét:ai : three groups
of four tribes each (literally three times ovef, the four t:vribes) |
' sﬁall elect, each groﬁp, four; one per triﬁe.' The state shall put.
through their dokimasia the thraé (in e_ach>group) who get most votes
and send these nine to Delphi, who will' chqose one from eadm.group
of t:hrvee."9 ~ However, it is by no n.zeans'ce.rtavin that this interpre-
tation of the passage is correct. In the first placé there is some
evidence to support the reading ff£?§ after the words ToUs 6%
2 Lo 10
quh’t’) ras Secondly, tne phrase <§£P£-ru,¢'av /{2\/ ai T2 81'qu€9
4>U>\QI T&Tﬂ(fas may be a description of the nominati.on, rather than _
~the election, of men as qandidates for the positicn of exegetes.
Thirdly; :ilt is debatable’whether equrov E,go.f;ff::\} must mean EF, .
Fl(az.ﬁ‘r’s 'frls ‘f”’\ s eva. as Wade—Gery asserts.u : "l‘his_ is crucial to
an acceptance of Wade-Gery 8 theory, for if Plato is ﬁot advoéating
.the represent:ation of each of the four ttibes ,v'there is nov ana'iogy
in the ancient sources for dropping the tribal representative who

zece:l.ves the smallest total vote, Quite simply, an altemative
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translaﬁion, replacing -rfn,s with 'rfe'?s , may be: "fAs -regards. _the

' exegetal three -(:in number) let tl'_xe> four t_:-_ribes nominate four (men)
each (man) from their own personnel, and let them‘ (i.e. the State)_»-
Ascrut:.inize whichever three gain most votes and bsend nine to ‘Delp-hi

to appoint one from each group of t:hx.'ee"v.12

There are othér difficulties with Wade-Gery'é t;heory. It
is based on the assumption that only one tribe could be doubvly. repres-
ented in a given year, ,buf: double; representation of two .tfibeé occurs
in 433/2_, 431/0 and 426/5. Secondly, there is no support in tt_ie.
sources for an electsral reform geared to siriglif;g out one candidate
_for special treatment, allowing a single general t§ be elected Eg
&ndvrwv. | Aristotle refers to only one reform, at Ath Pol 6v1.1,
a éhange 'from electing each géneral from one tribe, to electing them
all without regard to tribal representation - _Xecpo,—oyobm ces
Carparyyods Sia, mpbrepoy piv. &4’ Endarys dulis Eu, Vv & &

lamdvrwy .

- Staveley has attempted to overccme tﬁe major difficulties
apparent iﬁ Wade-Gery's hypothesis by suggestitig an election proced-
‘ure which both .allows double representation of morethaﬁ one tribe
and also (he believes) accords with the reform mentioned by Aristotle
in Ath Pol 61.1. He does not, however, question Wade-'-Gery's assump tion
that". double representation occurred because one of ,thé tw.o‘ generals
from the same tribe had been elected Ef &Trc{vrw\/. - _But he rejects
the theory of the two-phase elecﬁion pfocess on the grounds that the !
Athenians would have considered it unattractive aﬁd unworksble. 1In
the first place such a process would'havé involvedv,vot_:ing twicé on

all candidates, except for the man elected Eg én‘c{y‘rw'\/. ‘Secondly, -
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the results of vofing in thg first pbase would indicate thé 'co-mpara-.
tive populérity of rival candidates from the same tribes, and w.ould:.
thus most likely encourage inter-tribal evlectoral agreements design-
ed to eliminate close competition or overtake more popular tribal
rivals in thé second phasbe of the election. Staveley also .rejects |
Wade-Gery's provision requiring the tribal representative with kthe.
-smallest total vote to be &ropped. In practiée it would prove to

be ineqﬁtable and therefore unattractive to the Athenians. He
explains that the candidaf.e in the lowest position of the ten. elected
must have had either a multipliéity of tribal ﬁvah 6r a very small

majority over a single opponent.

Staveley sugg’eststhat_.stafting about 441 the ecclesia
ceased. to choose in tum between the several candidates from each
of the ten tribes and inaugurated the procedure of voting onthe
entire list of candidates,-f;om all tribes, in oné operation, and
without:. regard to their tribe of origin. The successful candidat:es’
were the ten, each from a differént tribe., who had severally polled
a higher total than their tribal opponents. A prévision aléov'accqr.n-
panied this reform which allowed the possibility of double represent—'
ation of one or more tribes. A candidéte who received a vote total
above a stipulated miniﬁmm was automatically elected Z;g c‘:IrC{.\/‘i’uN .
-The fémaining positions were filled by each tribe's most popular |
can.didatev, and cbuld include a second representative from the tribe
. whi;:h i)roduced a o'rpo:rrln\s Egé,rrci\rrw\/, the tribe (or tz.'ib.es)vwitA:h
the least total vote being éxcludé.d. In other words, '_if a ca'ndidvat:e
(or candidates) from a> tribe (or tribez) which produced an elected

representative ;’;g Swdvrwv polle.d high enough to obtain a j)lace -among
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t:he'Arema'ining positions> to be filled, double representation 6ccurred.
The problems associated with dropping the man with the fewest votes
umder Wade-Gery's hypothesis do not exist because Staveley envis‘ages
that the voters were free to distlribute their votes as they saw fit,
voting for as many candidates as they wished; perhaps merely fefrain-
ing from voting for men whom they held in low es teem.. Any tribe's
failure to gain representatioﬁ was thﬁs due t';o a lack of popuvlar.

- support for its candidates. .

The strength. and attraction of thisv theory resides in the
fact that multiple representation is ‘allowed in a system where tﬁe
principle of tribal representation is also recognized as of some
importaxxce. The maj or.weakness is that it is not compatible with the
obvious interpfetation of Aristotle Ath Pol 61.1.‘ According to
Staveley, Ath Pol 61.1 means that the Athenians no longer éonce;med
themselves with the.t:ribal membership of the candidates during i:he v
coursé of the vot::l.ng.13 But Aristotle says more than that. I
~ .suggest tﬂat Xetporovofiar . e ee_.omparnyods 8éxa, . mpdrepov ‘..'y,.e‘l(_

- éﬁffﬁéﬁs_{- ;;5;,-{\';,7,;_7;,‘;;;_ V:vhﬁv ¥ & dmdvrwy. means ;o "They elect . .. ten
generals now frém the whole (eléc,tor»ate) but previously omne fro.m »'
each t:ribe."u' Surely, précisely what the wording implies is t.hatv
there was no longer a r;ecessity for each of the ten strat'egoi't:o_
beiong to a different tﬁ.be. Theoretically all could beiong to the
same tribe. Aristotle's choice of words demonstrates that the _refom
involved not a proce.dural- change in the voting system, that is, merelyv
- a change in the method usved by the ecclesia in votiﬁg on- candidavtes
o for'dffice, which in no wag.r'altered the previous arrangement whereby

each general still came from a different t‘ribe,B' but a fundamental -
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change in the naturg 6f the electérateﬂfrom which the strategoi

were chosen.. ’Tﬁe object of xurorovoco‘l. is ,JrPLiT/'\{o}JS .B&‘/'Kav gnd
they were chosen %g &m{\/fwv, that is, regardiess of their phylai.
It would ceri:aipiy seem to follow from this - the removal of the
i)rovision requiring' the Athenians to be concered with the tribal
affiJ.iation of the "G'T“FO‘TV]KC}JSA béko."' =~ that there was also no regard
pald to the tribal membership of the ;:andidates during the. course of
the vdting. Sure]_.y Aristotle would héve beenA'more specific if the
process involved the allocat:io:i to office of thé ten candidates who

had polled highest within their own tribes, as Staveley asserts.

There are other difficulties with Staveley's theory which
cannot be overlooked. As has already been noted, the vview, which
hé shares with .Wad_e—Gery, ti\at 'doub.le répresentation was thé result
of the singling out of one _;axmdidate for specialfreatme_nt: -_'based
on the belief that in all ééses one of the two get;erals from the same
‘tribe would have received great popular sup.pdrt - which involved ;:he; '
election of a single JTFCLTqYBS ég &N‘({V‘l’wt/,' or more, dependi.ng on
whether one or more tribes was doubly represented, fjnds no support
" in Ath Pol 61.1._:L6  Furthermore, there is no analogy in our sources
for the d@gouﬁﬁng,,-procedum whscﬁhgeﬁnggsédms used to determine whether
. a'UTPOLTIr‘\bS ég &Tra/.s/m)\/ was elected, and to explain how double

-representation occurred in practice.

The uios_t attractive theory sofar advocated to éxplain double
representation in the strategia ié that of Biv.cknell. His theory is
based on a suggestioﬁ of A.H.M. Jones that Aristotle's phrase "one.
_ffom each tribe" in Ath Pol 22.2 and 61.1 is not accurate. If each

‘tribe nominated candidates before the electicn, it may have been
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possible for a tribe which lacked distinguished candidates to
nominate outsiders. Thus, -‘ever'y tribe had a representative among
the strategol, but it'someti‘mes occurred that generals were not -
Amembérs of the tribes they represented. A similar arrangement allow-
" ed demes to be represented in the Council of 500 by members of other

17 Bicknell suggests that support for this expianation can

démes.
be found in IG 12 929, a casualty list of the tribe Erechtheis dated
to the campaigning season of 460. The relevant sections of theb
list are as follows: | | | |
line 5 [a']’r[(m.]‘ré \.(8\/

6 é[. «.sJXOS

62 o‘r(ao:r%(és

63 [nﬁrobc’was
Two generals from Erechtheis were killed in action in the same year.
Unless one general was eléc_ted for 461/0 and ﬁhe otf\er foi: 460/59,
double représentation occ'u;'red» in either one of these years.
Hippodamas, called d‘r[xtrv‘b'gs , ‘was the representative ofv Erechtheis.
é(.. .+)X0s, whether he be Phrynichos or Phylarchos, unexpectecily

17a

described as dTFQ.TqXE)\/, which word'Bicknell.accepts as a genitive,

meaning "of the generals', was the elected nominee of another tribe.
~In conjwction with tﬁis hypothesis Bicknell extends
-further the analogy di‘asm by Jones betweén election of councillors
and election of stratégoi. On tﬁe evidéﬁce of Aeschines 3.62 -
 which indicates ﬁxat substitutes may have been held in reserve when
éouncillors were chosen by iot, presumably in the event of bouleutai-
elect being réjected vét ‘their dok:Lmas:I.c,18 - vhe suggests that at th'e_'

cheirotonia of strategoi the ecclesia may have chosen not only ten
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generals but ten altemates as well. This would explain some of
the examples of double representation, particularly during the
Peloponnesian Wat,laa substitutes having assumed office when strategbi

died or were deposed.

The pdssib]a analogy Between the election of bog‘leutai-
and st.rategoi and the supporting _evidencé of 1G 1% 929 gives Bicknell's
hypothesis a g‘reater degree of credii)ility than the theories postu-
lated by Wade-dery and Staveley, but perhaps a closer look at the |
evidence that does exist ;:qnceming the election 'procl:edure used by
the Athenians fo dmoose their generals, such as 'i't is, should be

surveyed before any further conclusions are made.

Aristotle's statenient, . Howdoe ae Kol
dpyapeoias’ orparmydy kol immdpyav kai wov Ewv Gy mpds
..':rgsv_néz\spoig dpxdiv év 7 éxxdnoin, kal’ & T dv TG Sjpe borgj ,19 may mean it is
virtually impossible to reconstruct procedure used to elect the
strategoi. The statement is so broad as to prohibit us speculatively
defining ﬁhe degree to which the ecclesbia'could manoéuvrg within a -
set érocedufe. We do not know what the variables were. On .the
other hand, it does seem unlikely that some kind of framework within
which the ecc.:lesiav consistently operated,byeaf by year, was not fairly
fifmly established. The Atheniams, a’ftef éil, did develop eléborate
‘and stable election proce&ufes for most of their magistracies and
administrative offices. But, be that as it ﬁay, caution is fequired,
for there is a possibility of a certain amount of variation from
year to year in the way the elections of military offiéialé wefe
conducted. |

There are several indications that the ten tribes had some.
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part to piay, at least in the early .stages. of thke electoral process.
We know fro_m Aristotle's phlfase, Zg e&'i(c{a'-rr)svaf)ukas v , at Ath Pol
22.2, that at the beginning of the fifth century each one of the
strategol came from a different tribe.’_ Secondly, from an overall
survey of yearly lists of génefals for both the fifth and the fourth
centuries, although they are often oniy partially complete; it can
be seén that a @videirange of tribal affiliations was more usual than
not. Thirdly,.as a general rule, the Athenians adhered to the princ-
_ iplé of choosing each of its many boards of officials on a tribal

basis.

There is some e_vidgnce in our sources to support tﬁé view
that candidates for offices were ﬁominated and then a vote taken'
between them. A passage in Demosthenes indicates that when several
nominations wére made in the assembly for an individual to pronounce
a funeral euldgy over the»_bodie>s of troops élain in battle, é show
of hands décided the successful cand:Ldat:e.20 Again, when ambassadors
were elect:éd to treat with Philip concéming the péa;:e of Philocrates,
this was conducted in the ecclesia, aft,ej: candidates had been nomin-
 ated, also in vthe ecclesia.21 Whether candidates for the strategia
were nominated in the ecclesia in the same way as these extraordinary
officials is a matter for g:onjecf.ure. The fact that we are gie.aling
‘with a régular magistraﬁy may or may not mean there was a slight
. difference in procedufe. Ath Pol 56.3 seems to demonstrate f;hat it
was the respmsibilit:y of each. tribe at its own assembly to nominate,
e§ery year, a.person for the position of choregus‘ for the competitions

at the Dionysia, and every two years a choregus for the festival

at the 'Thargelia.zz
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In the absence of any direct informétion ref;a_r&ing nomin;-
ation of candidates as strategoi, and'on>the strength of the chance
;f an analogy to be drawn with the ﬁethods used to app.oint other
officials, two procedural possibilities seem open to us. Each V
individual tribe ﬁay have been ;'espmsible for preparing a list of
nominees at its own tribal assembly; which were then subsequently

| voted upon at the electoral ecclesia, held in the prytany after the

2 ‘
3 This is analogous with the

sixth, when the omens were favourable,
proced‘ure for appoint;l.ng the choregoi, up to a ‘po:Lnt:_, but hot comp lete~-
15', bgéause each tribe may have forwarded only aie nominee as a
potential choregus to be approved by the eponymous arcﬁon.za A
formal probouleuma was requiréd fér the elécticn ‘of strategoi, as for
.any qther business,25 and 1if the‘non;inating pmc;zdure v}as the saine

as that for the choregoi, the Council may have included on its pro-
bouleuma the list of nominees ffom each Atribe.‘ All that would thén
be required of the“écclesia would be to vote in tum on each of the
ten tribal lists, or on a list of all candidates in one operatioﬁ,

the most popular émididate from each tribe being elected general.26
‘The reform of Ath Pol 61.1 does not necessarily mean that nomination
by tribes was abandoned. Once the restriction compélling tribal
répresentatim was removed, perhaps the ten tribal lists were amalgam-
'.at:ed into one, if this ;vas not already the case before the reform,

and the most popular men elected irrespective of whether some tribes

remained unrepresented or not.

Altematively, and using as an analogy the procedures
evident in Demosthenes and Aeschines for electing extraordinary

officials, the nomination. of candidates may have waited until the
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convening of the eléctofal e_célesia. i-In that case the noMnéti@s

. and the electi.c;ns.occurredin tlie s ame piéce and at the same meeting.
Whether each tribe deci&ed by priof arran-gemet_xt, a list of nominees

who were now forméllyhomiriated or whether this occurred on the day

- of the election, we do not know. Under either system, noﬁﬂ.nat:ions' |
would be called from the floor.and would not be incorporated in the
proboulex.ﬁna of :the Council which authorized the electoral proceédings.
If tribal lists were already decided, the most straighitfozward method
of election, after the names of candidates had been received by‘ the
meeting and made public, was to vote on _the entire list in ome operat-
i aﬁd to allocate office ﬁo the most popular candidate in each
tribe. After the reform of ‘Ath Pol 61.1 the successful candidates
would gaiﬁ office in competition with all those nominated, not mérely
in competition with their respective tribal rivals. 1If howe.ver»
'noniinations were not previously decided by tribe_é, 1t would only be '
practicable_. to conduct the operation in a slightly more complicated
manner. To ensure that candidatés from each aﬁd every tribe were put
forward, perhaps nominees were called for in official. trii)al order.
Uﬁder this system the ecclesia could receive nominatiocns for one tribe
and inmedi.ate'ly choose one from among them .t'ok be. general," .or _receive'

- the nominations for every tribe and then ‘vot:é on each list in tum

| or all together. Now, the question of whether it was necessary for -
the Ar;henia‘ns. to.be ordered'ihto tribai g’rdups_fdr» the purpose _of
.nbominating, rather than 'votingv, oply seems. to ariée"'if it was the fule
that candidates could be nominated only by feliow—tribesmen; Such -
being the case, it would b‘e»natura.l enough anyway for vprospecti\.re'
emdidates to mingle with their fellow-tribesmen, but efficiency

~would be greatly facilitated by the absence of the hgcessit.y to check
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o the credentials bf nominators while _the noninating process was

< being conductéd. However,‘ if there was no-’ restriction émd- a

" candidate from a particular tribe.could- be nominated by an individual
from any other, it would be no less expedient for Anominab.tio_ns to be
putfét,ward, firstly for men belonging to the tribe Erechtheis,
-secmdly for Aigeis, and so on, by any individual present in the

assembly, without a division of the people into their tribal groups.

Thus, even on the assumption that tile election procedure
adopted by thé Athenians for the ‘strategia conformed with either of -
the two procedures to elect other officials for which we have evidence
in our sources, there is still a myriad of possibilities to choose
frém. ‘There is one other ‘consideration which xﬁaj héve been fﬁ.gnifi—
cant in-'determining how the Atheniaxis ‘conducted the electotal ecclesia
and that 1is the quest'ionA of the voting method and the counting pro-
oedure.. I do not belieye there is any reason to doﬁbt that vo-ﬁing
was determined by KE:I'()OTov{d. in the fifth century:; as in the fouft:h
century.27 Thefe is no evidence that the vote was taken by written
ballbt, as at an ostra;:ism, and éuc‘n a method may be ruled out ion a
number of. other general grounds. At ‘an oétracism it was quite a
simple matter to inscribe, or have inscribed, a name on ééiecé of
-tile or a potsherd.28 All voters would know whether they wished to
4osttacise a man or not, and if a choice was to be made it was pro—
bably restricted to two or three t.lames.zg,' At the election of
strategoi it would be much more difficult for voters to :emember the
names of all the candidates and muchb easier fof suporters of par_ti-_

cular candidates to remain undetected in manipulating illiterate

voters.
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If we accept the literal meaning of Xeppofoy(&_in the

Ath Pol, how were the votes counted? In the fourm century one
of the duties of the nine rr‘oolebro( was t6 counttvotes af a Xgif:o‘rowz..
These officiﬁis were selected by lot by the f*zma“rc/crrls of the ruling
prytany on the day of the assembly, ;:)ne from each of &1e otﬁer nine
prytanies in the boule.30 Accé_rding to Sta(reley the nine TTFofs_beOd

| may have been joined by the éug(r&rr]g to -produce ten enumerators,
each bf whom would concem himself with the counting of votes of hisv
own tribesmen. In the fifth century the 50 counhillors of th_é prytany

31 ' 1f 4n

may_have divided this respon‘sibility. amongst themselves.
the fourth century people were striétly grouped according tb their
tribes at the electoral ecclesia,l it is quite likely that this afrange-
ment also existed in the fifth cent:hry. However, it is by no means
proven that at either routine legislative asseib lies or at eiectoral
assemb lies the citizens were gro_uped by tribes. It does appear
however, that at special pvlenary assemblies which were held to decide
the rights and fate of certain individuals, to decide for example,

if anyone should be ostfacized, the dtizens were arranged in_t;;o |
tribal_ groups. Xenophon's account of the trial of the generals in

‘406 indicates that a probouleuma qf the Council, drafted by
Callixefﬁps;}, ;:'equired the Athenians_, diaympicacBar  eee Gmavras

* \ , - 1 » TN T .o
_ ka2 dvAds Getvar 8¢ els Ty pudgw éxdeTys dbe UEplast

32 Xenophon's last phrase -

&Y’ ékdorn 8¢ T PUN)  xijprra kNpUTTEY e e

"in each tribe a herald shall proclainm”" - clearly means that the

Athenians were arranged by tribes,

" There is some evidence to suggest that plenary assembli_eé

- may have been organized differently from legislative and electoral
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assemblies. 'fhey seem to have‘been'held.in the> market place rather
than the I.’nyx,:‘x3 they required a quoruni of 6,000 and they possibly
were presidéd over by the nine archons and the whole boule rather
A than one of the ten triybal'secticns of the bou1e.34- The division
into tribal groups. may v_the'refore be péculiar to plenary assemblies

and not a reliable guide unless evidence suggeéts otherwvise.

Excavations on the Pnyx have revealed three béddings for
stelai, wﬁich were interpreted as indicating some sort of division
of the seating area. The beddings were too few to plot any sfstem
| of division.}35 If each' of the nine WPO/;‘:BPQ: were responsibvl'e for
counting the number of hanﬁs in a separate distinct area (in the . .
fourth century) when -there was a XenPomw/&,,‘ perhaps there were
posts erected at intervals to divide the seating arena into nine
divisions.36 1f, however, as seems more logical, there were ten -
»divisions,} and the Trpo/gb[)bl were assisted by the %Tn(ro/:rw(s, either
it was thought that an official from each and every tribe should
participaté in the counting or the supervision of the counting of
votes ,i or the ecélesia was ordered #ccording to tribes, each teller
counting the votes of his own tribe. The ('avidence ciearly indicatés
that a citizen couid ordinarily sit where he wished when an assemb 1y
was held o the Pnyx.37 At the time of f.he debate on Sicily,
Nicias é\}incéd alarm on noting that the supporters of Alcibiades
were congregating togethér.38 This, together with. the indiéatim
in Pilutarch that Thucydides, son 6f'Me1esias, persuaded his suppor.ters'.
to sit themselves apaft,39 may mean it was customary for supporters
of particular political leaders to sit together in the same part of

the assembly."o " The collective weight of evidence is strong enough
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to override the conclusion that political groups sat togethef only
so far as was allowed by the division of the assembly into tribal

sections;41

Obviously, the laék of information does not allow us to
conclude one way or another whether citizens sat where they wanted to
at electoral assemblies; as theyidid'at législative assemblies.
Voting was determined byAXSJPorov&Liﬂ both éases and there would be
no less a neéd to check the credentials of the voters at routine
assemblies, than at the electoral assemblies. " Presumably the six
lexiarchs and their assistants, the thirty cbllectors, who were respons-
ible for ensuring that only qualified citi?ens attended a meeting,42
- were equipped with.deme lists for this purpose. Certainly, the task.
of these officials would be greatly facilitated if the citizens sat
» by tribes, as Stavelex nbtes,43 but ordinérily they did ﬁot. Clearly
.the scrutiny was conducted in some other way, perhaps as the cifizens

ehtered ;he assehbly area,‘but as the need to check'crédentials dié

not force the Athenians into tribgi divisions at legislativé assemblies,

there is no reason to assume it did at the electoral assembly.

We are not in.a‘pdsition to know.whether any restrictions
existed limiting the number of candidates fqr office, but at the
XelPorova/a we ‘.may reasonably expect tha;: there was a need to‘ count
§otes carefully, and it would certainly have been a lengthy andv
difficult task to éount with any exéctitude'the numbe; of véters in
favbﬁr of éach candidate,.especially if-a long-list of nominations
was received. It has recently been suggested that Xenophon, Memora- -
bilid:3.4.1, may be an indiéatién that only two nominees could be |

put forward by each tfibe.44' The passage is as follows I EI Y
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‘7"0"'5 Necopayxidnw é€ dpyatpesidv - amedvra Jperor T[m.;;, [
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Swd v@r  awoleulwy vosaira Eyer Gua & Tis C&M‘zg. TOV TPAUVRAT@Y QIO UPVOVLELOS
dredelevver "Avriobéoqy 8¢, ibm, einovro, Tor olTe omATny T orpartevaduevor
- T Tols imwelaw cUd&v weplSAenTov movicavta e'mara',;tevéu-"rke.
:ﬁxxo_ " obdér Xpéya7a¢}quéyau. Mogt scholars have accepted withéut
question that Nicomachides and Antisthenes were feilow-tribeémen
and therefore that only one person could be elected from each tribe
at‘the end of the fifth century.45~ Antisthenes may be of the deme
Kytherros and thereforé a membef of the tribe Pandionis,46 but there
is no corroborative evidence for the tribal affilitation of Nico-
machides.47 He may or may not have belonged to Pandionis. There
is no reason to suppose, at least from Xenophon, that both men belonged
to the same tribe. Quite simply, N;comachideSYCOmplained about not
being elected because he thought.his own qualificatioﬁs for office
wefe greatly superior to those of thé successful candidate, Antis—

thenes. As Fornara notes, it should not be concluded that the eéclesié

could not have elected them both if it so desired?8

We cannot safely deduce from Memorabilia 3.4.1 that there
could be only twenty nohinees for office. Furthermore,méy we be
sure that in most years more nominees were put forward than<ihéﬁguvere
places to be filled?49 Socrates; initial qﬁestion to Nicomachides -

L /. : '
Tl’\/es, :’0 an/xaxlby], frf)qrrlko\v E{fsflvm; - may imply _that there was
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a list of candidates frém thch.the»strategoi were seléctéd; but

this is not inevitable. Perhaps it is séfe tovassume that Nicomﬁéhides
was a nominee, yet this is‘at‘bestrstill bnly assumption. Neverthe-
less, the.fossibility that the eccleéia had to choose from a list

of thirty or forty nominees cannot be ruled out. Clearly, if such
was the case, the votes fof all candidates would have to be recorded,
with the provision - for as long as the procedure of Ath PoZ'22;2 was
in operation - that ﬁhg tdp man from each fribe be eiegted. if the
attention toldetail and the time consuming voting habits of the
routine assemblies can be taken as a guide, there iIs no reason to
think that the Athenians would have baulked at such a ;omplicatibn,-
or at ;he lenéthy proceedings which would be involved in choosing

between forty or so candidates.

Plato, in his Laws, devoted.a chapter to describing the.
officiais to éovern his State, including strategoi, and prescribed
the methods.used to secure their appointment. Where Plato does not
explicitly prescribe provisions it is safe'tq presume that they
mirrored actual Athenian procedure.50 In his State three generals
. are to be elected '(Tpe’u‘s Esl, Q’f} fa\.v ﬁ W}«E{ﬁq Xg(fxorowix_ ‘a'l’xwf"rqt,
7oJrous é?;aJ fTPaTqXDJk...)Sl from candidates who wgre init%ally
" nominated by the nomophylakes. : (-muhguSﬁ
?g:‘rpa;‘r'r;fyb_l)s‘ pnév €€ (il’n‘ﬁc Tis ToNEwWS TaiTys ol vopopilakes
lérpcﬂkik}‘ufa'(?bjéf'; E;t"p’ez«rn‘/fb;)'S' éx 7Y wpo B\ndivror wdvTes of
:706 mONéov Kowewvol yeviperol Te & Tals 7}M@[ats‘ Kal yiyvoperor

52 On two points, namely,'the number of candidates,

' éfcu'a'ro‘je )
and the countiﬁg procedure, Plato is silent.'-What is clear, however,

1is firstly that there is no suggestionof any restrictions on the
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number of nominees who'couldvbé put forward by.the_ﬁomophylakes,

but merely th&t all nominées shbuld be.citizens of the State.
Secondly, it 1is obvious that the'votes on a2ll the candidafes wbuld.
‘have to be counted carefully and recorded in order’to  decide which
three men received the highest totals. ‘Plato's very silence on both
matters, I suggest, is significant. There is no need to describe
procedural details‘unless they differ from what everyone would natur-
ally expect.sza May we not believe that in Piato's own day thére we?e
no restrictions on the number of candidates for office, and the count-
Aing.procedure employed was the same as must of necessity be'conneﬁted

with the election of his three strategoi?

If we can therefore reasonably conclude that thg_actual vot-
ing and counting of votes was a lengthy buéiness, and bearing-in ﬁind
that together with the strategoi, the other militaryvofficials - té#i—
archs, hipparchs and phylarghs - also have ﬁo be directly elected.
annually, it would perhaps be all too time~consuming an affair to
" conduct both the nominatiomns aﬁd the vote at éﬁe and the &ﬂné meeting?3
On these_general grounds thergfore, it-is more likely that a formal
1ist of candidates was preparedibeforé the election day, probably by
the prytaneis, incorporating all the names decided on atltribal meet-
ings. Plato's s;#tement that, in his state, at the XQq3010vfa. of
" the strategoi, it was possiblé for a citizen to propoée the substitution
of a candidate of his own.for one.who was already 1isted,54 hay in
fact be an indication of exactl& this. Thé list of candidates was:
prepéred beforehand, and additional nominations could not be-a;cepged
at the assembly. Any citizen preparing a'substitution'would surely

need to be fairly confident of his chances of success in a straight
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trial of étrength'with the supporters of another candidate to make

it worth the éffort) The substitution provision would therefore be -
used sparingly, and while on the one hand'ensufing that nb worthwhile
candidéte_%as overlooked by the tribal assemblies, i; has the_great»
advantage of being Quite a straightforward matter not involving much’
time. Furthermore, if as many aS three recounts of votes could Se
asked for, presumably by unlucky can.d:l.dat:es,sr5 there is all the more
reason to believe that the electoral ecclesia dealt exclusively with
voting; and as previously noted, the extant lists of generais support
the notion that the tribes were individually résponsible for provid-

ing candidates from among their own number.

Lack of epigraphical evidence prevents definite conclusions
about procedure adop;ed‘by the Athenians to elect strategdi, bﬁt-if
it be accepted that Plato may be a guide (or rather his omissions
may be), whether his detailed‘provisiohs adhered fairly strictly to
actual Athenian practice or not, we are 1n.fac£ dealing with probabi-
lifies in proposing solutions to the prbblems here discussed. The
evidence tilts in_favour of supposing that the tribes were chﬁrged
with the responsibility of nominating candidates, a proceduré thch
would be énalogous with fhat for appointing choregoi rather than that
used to choose extraordinary officials. At the actual ecclesia voting
would comﬁence immediately aftér the list of candidates had been read
out, in some instances being delayed for a short time while a prelim-
inary vote was taken to‘decidé 1f substitutes éhéuld'replace candi-
dateé already on the list. 'Presumably, the names would be arranged
in official tribal order so thatlcandidates for Erechtheis would Le_

voted on first, those from Aigeis second, and so on. The counting
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of hand vd;és was the.:esponsibility of the ﬂF&ébFo( And-éﬂﬁxwxirqs
.in.the fourth century. We éan ésSume that thé need for accuracy |
meant a responsible board existed for this pdrpose in the fifth
century, perhaps the éﬁ?(f&qu and members of the ruling prytany.56
The assembly arena on the Pnyx_wés probably divided into ten counting
areas by stelaivldcated at intervals, andieach teller Qas respoﬁsible
for countiné the hands ;aised.iﬁ one of these diVisidns, This 1is not
to say that qitizens were groubed by tribes, but other than a ten-
fold division would surely be inappropriate, for the same markersv
were prbbably used to define tribal afeas at plenary assemblies in

the earlier &ears of thg fifth century. When the voting on all éandi—
dates was complgted; thé resulfs were probably read out,.and.éandidates

who had lost narrowly could demand a recount.

There are certain othgr problemé which this inquiry has as
.yet not touched on. No comment has been offefed on the question of
whether every citizen was restricted to oni& one vote or could theore-
"tically vote on as many candidates as he wished.' On the one hand; if
the Athenians employed the prinéiple of "one man, one vote", the.count—
ing wouid be greatly facilitated, but on the other hand it would be
very difficult to police, especially when votes were counted on
thirty or forty candidates in turn. | However,'even'if it w#s possible.
fbr'an individual to'?ote for several.candidates, the chances are
that most electors restricted themselves to.only one or two votes.
In fhe first place, although there ié no way we éaﬁ measure the strength_
of fribal loyalty, the éénsideration that every tribe. will haﬁe'
.wishedvto secure the election of one or more éf its éandidates, cannot

be-casuallyvdismissed.57 It is not poésible-tb determine Whether
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or not only putstandiné~poiitical and-miiitary.leaﬁers wou1d be
assured of support»outside their own tribes,se bﬁt in many caseé

it is likelf enough that little-knawn.céndidﬁtes received the'bulk

of their votes fromvfellow—tribesmén. vSeéondly, many votérs would
have realized, as ﬁovdoubt proépective office~holders reﬁin&ed them,
that a vote for one's second pfeference was a vote againét oﬁe's_first
~ preference. Perhaps only those voters who were fully‘confident that
their first choice was virtually assured of election would_ha;afd

to vote for other candidates anyway.

No account of election ﬁrocedure adopted to appoint Athenian
military officials would be compléte ﬁithqut devoting some aﬁtention
to the methods u;ed to ‘fill vacancies created by the injury, death '
or disgrace of commanders in the fiéld. As already noted, Bicknell
" has suggested.that at the XslPorovﬂl the Demos not only elected the
strategoil but alternates as we11, who would serve if a general was
rejected at his dokimasia, killed in action or otherwise reliéved of

:office;sg

It may very well be that the scrutiny was genérally ohly_a
formality, but it would be very unusual if no procedure existed to
cover the possibility of a generai béing rejected at his dékimasia by
ensuring that his place would be automatically filled by another man.
Each tribe would undoubtedly select bﬁly thoseinominees_who;\it felt
would have no trouble passing the dokiﬁasia. This would certainly
lessen the chances of officials.bging rejected.59a " But only 1if the
scrutiny was conducted before the Voté, on all thé candidates, could
we be sure that there was no necessity to elect extra men as a ﬁre—

caution. However, it is abundahtly clear from our sources that the

dokimasia was an examination which magisttates had to undergo between
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their selection and entry on office. 0 Furthermore, Ath Pol 61.2

- indicates that in every prytany the strategol were subjected to an

examination in the ecclesia on the satisfactoriness of their adminQY
) > 4 > 3 A 3 \ \ \ /

istration to date - em)(urorowa. 3 aUTV E0T| kKara Vv -n‘ﬂura\/ala\/

¢ 7 > A A YV . '

Exasyy, & dekeUudiv Kalws QPXEJV. ' 1f the assembly voted against a

general and he was convicted in a dikasteria, he was either fined or

banished -  xdv Twa dwo,ctpororjowow, Kpirovaw év T4 dikasmiplw,
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-_ﬁdAw dpxee « In either case he lost office.61

To return to Bicknell's hypotheéis, there is. no sﬁpporting
evidence that alternates were selected. His suggestion that Pythodorus,
who took command from Laches in Sicily in the winter of 426/5, was
elected as alternate when.Laches was deposed, is far from certain.62
. Both men probably belonged to the same tribe, Kekropis,63 Hoﬁever,

Thucydides, in his.acéount, does not say that Laches wa}s'depc;sed,G4
although the inference has been drawn by most scholars.65v I; may
"~ well be that Laches was tried for misconduct in Sicily,.ﬁut if.so he
.was_aequitted.66 From Thucydides it seeﬁs reasonable enough fo con-
~ clude that Léches did'hot_leave-Sicily until Pythodorus arrived. If
that was fhe case, on Bicknell's viewpoint Pythodorus was elected as
_substitute.even before Lacheé had the opporﬁunity to defend himself
in a law court. If, on the other hand, Laches.had.béen recalled to-
Athens and tried Seforé Pythodorus was éent out (an improbable alter-
natiﬁe, for in the intervgﬁing period there was no strategos in
Sicily) the lafter was chosen as alternate even after Laches was'éc—

quitted and presumably restored to offiée. Clearly,.Bicknell's

'-Suggestioh will not do unless we accept the possibility that the
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Atheﬁians resorted (at timés)67 torthé préctice of electing sﬁbstitf
utes for officials charged but not conv;cted>- that is, after their

2ﬂ1Xe|Porovaa. but before their ;riai. "In the event of therbfficial
being acquitted, as in Laches' case, this Qould mean in effect thati»

 the numerical strength of the board was increased by one.

Sﬁrely, what is more likely is that Pythodorus and Laches
had both been electéd for 426/5 and double representation existed
for Kekropis. Either Sophocles or Eurymedon céuld have been chosen

vas Laches' immediate %léboxos. But it was a'éoincidence, nothing
moré; that his successor was a fellow-tnibesman.Gs’. Whether Laches
was replaced because the Athenians expected more ofvhim,_or éimply

’ beéause he héd been in Sicily ffém October 427 until February 425,

we do not know. If the former alternative be preferred, this does
not necessarily mean he was immediately prosecuted. Aristophanes'
Wasps was not produced until 422. ”Thereforé; even if this is evi-
dence that Clgén brought charges against Laches,69'the-informaﬁion
against him may not have céme to light until a year or two had elapsed

-after his command.

There are several other instances during the Peloponnesian
War when generalé were dismisséd from office,vbut the first certain
instance of by-elections is not unt11'411, wﬁen the troop$ at Saﬁos
removed some strategoi and trierarchs from ¢omménd and elected
'replacements,7o Thucydides gives no hinﬁ that a substitute was
elecfed when Pericles wasAdeposed in 430, or wheﬁ Sophocles, Eufy—
medon and Pythodorus met the same fate in 426/5, or when Procles
(426/5), Hippocrates (424/3) Lamachus (414/3), Nicias and Demosthenes

(413/2) were killed.71 'Thucydides' treatment of Pericles'_dismissal-



ma& be an indication that tﬁé ecclesia could hold a by-election
whenever it wished. Pericles was probably acéused at a regular
-%N{XélFoTDVal-, convicted in a law court, fined and removed from
office. According to Thucydides g:rrspov Xu@@us 00 fro)\)\@‘,.i-gfrsf |
QSIXS’I\ g,ut);os Tr&li»;?\/,’ G’TFCLW\Y\O\/’ 8“’)\0\/1'0 ces | These words do not
suggest that Pericles had any recourse to appeal after he wés fined
but they do suggést that he did.not have to wait iong before he was
again in office. If he was debosed in the suﬁmer of 430 and Thucfdides
ﬁeans he was elected in thé spring of 429 to enter office later in
the year, we must suppose that he was out of office for nearly a year.
It would be strange if Thucydides had departed from his usual pre-
cision in usi_ng the phrase ::/d‘r'e‘)ov oo 00 rro}\xi‘;\. As Gomme states,
the historian is more likely to mean that Pericles was back in office.
only a few weeks after his dismissal.72 I have argued elsewhere73
that Cleon was chosen strategos in 425/4 at a by-election to command

at 'Pylos. The two cases are very similar, the only difference béing

_that Pericles was reinstated whereas Cleon was an a_ddition.

This in no way proves that it was a réguiar practice f§r _
the Athenians to replace dead or disgrgced strategol at by-elections,
but it may serve to demonstrate that f:he ecclesia was not 'bound to

fqllow rigid constitutional guidelines in such matters. By the time -
of the Peloponnesian War precedent had probably beén established-

for most, if not all, of the various exigencies which could arise,
for example the failure of a strategos .to pass his BOKlIuo.c"céx. or
%m)(afm'ovttla, » or his death in battle, and thé ecélesia probably
relied to some extent oﬁ past exfaerienée. However, even allowing for

this, we should probably expect a certain amount of flexibility in the
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,éction taken by the ecclesia wﬁen dealing with similar cases, and
depending in large measure on thé‘circumstances in which they found
themselves. Procedure which may have seemed appropfiate to the
ecclesia in one case may not have been judged as the correct measure
in a similar case several years, or.even months later.. In thé.early
summer of 411 the soldiers at Samos immediately elected replacements
when they dismissed their strategoi,74 and after Arginusae‘Athens
deposed eight strategoi and immediately électeditwo men to replace
them,75 but in 430 the ecclesia probably did not bother to replace
the dismissed Pericles. "It is certainly true th;t the stfategia wés
affected in the turbulent and unstable period between 411 and 404,
but it is difficult to determine 1if the by-elections held in these
years were a complete abrogation of ;uétom and bore no resemblance
to the procedure u§ed,.for example, when the three genefals,_Eurymedbn,
Sophocles and Pythodorus were deposed in 426/5. There is a possib-
ility that the evidence about the strategia after 411 is valuable.

information.

Xenophon, Hellenica 1.7.1 indicates quite clearly that.at ‘
least in the latter years of the fifth cehtury the ecclesia did not
elect alternates, or that if it did it preferred to elect new strategoi
rather than to use them. Furthermore, the fact that only two.men;
Adeimantus and Philocles, were elected.to,replace eight, ddes not
necessarily mean that the old rules hadvbtoken dqﬁn. There is no
other eviderce at ail to suggest that the ecclesia was bound to act
in any other way than it thought_appropriate, either after or before
411. The evidence we do have, as already noted,76 demonstrates that

one must be cautious in advocating "standard" procedures. Invthis'
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is not restricted in its reference merely to the electoral '
. ecclesia. After the elections the assembly retained full control
over the board and its personnel. An integral part of the &fXﬁJFgawgJ '
o-rpaqu{-.‘:« was the &)m,ucxm/cg. : It was up to the ecclesia to> decide
what was to be done if a general failed this test - -KQS’B' T »E\v ﬂ:J 5'{/“*’;‘:’
aoéa. If the ecclesia decided to replace him, perhaps a by—election
was held in some instances (if the ecclesia so desired), or perhaps
the candidate at-the top of the list of unsuccessful candidates filled

the position. Before the reform of Ath_PoZ 61.1 this would be dome

on a tribal basis.

Pursuing this line of thought I surmise that Aristotle's
statement extends furtﬁer'and includes all action taken by the écclesia
eonnectgd'in any way with the composition of the strategia after the
formal elections. This of course involves»accepting'thét'Ariétotle's
phrase is not enfirely precise, at ieaét for us. - Bﬁt it is exactly
the type of generalization and lack of attention to prbcedufal details
which is characteristic of fhe whole Ath Pbl. | 1 imagine that the
whole process worked roughtly in the following.manner. Eﬁery'year a

. nFoPDAXSLyAQ. was'required to determ;ne what method the ecclesia would
use to elect the strategoi in that yeaf. This may simply mean tﬁat
there were élight modificatibns (in the interesté of gfficiency) in
the presentation §f the list of candidates and tﬁé voting and counting'
procedures, depending on such variables as the number of candidafes
who were running for office and the nucber of citizens who were able -

to attend the assembly in a particular year.77a- 'The npoﬁbé%&%ua may
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aiso have contained the metl.wd,: if vany, that would be bused td-.

| replace a general who was immediately r'ejected at : his BOK.I/J.O.G'I/O,

If a single. geﬁeral was charged at a_némxgpo‘ro»/l/cg .and convicted

in a blkdo'ﬂ]/‘:lcv ,- miiitary_ circumstances and the 1ength pf' t'ime that
remained before the next board took office probably determined whether
or not the ecclesia filled the vacani: position, and whether it. did

so at a by-election or by appbinting, for.-'example, t:_he most popular
unsuccessful candidate of the last election. Ti:e same ,md of factors
Qere also involved ﬁhen a single general was charged mth a crime
unconnected with his military administration, and therefore not at

a regular Ern)(a()mw,u » for example Alcibiades.-la. : Furthermo're, _

the assembly probably was able to re—elect in the same year stra"egoi
who had been deposed and fined ‘however rare this may have been.79
The payment of the fine removed the technical ccr| Luq. It was prob'-
:.ably more usual for a general ‘who was: fined to remain |buufrls for

the rest of the year, but he_ could of course held office again, as
.did Eurymedon. | The-possibi_l_ity of re—-electio;nv in the same year”-

may not .be appliceble to generais who were convicted and :{mpri‘soned_,

and certainly not to those who were banished.

Ifrespeetive of these considerations, vthe nunerical strength
of the board ceulxl be increased at .the discretion .of theasseml_)ly |
when 1eé~1der$hip resourees were’ stretcﬁed to the limit .or-when‘ it: o
wished a particular man, who had not been elected in spring, to con~
duct a particular expedition, for example Cleon at Pylcs in 425/4
Similarly, when a gemeral was accused of ‘misconduct, in his absence
~ from Athens, and it was necessary to ap:oint ‘a %mbo)(os :!mmediately,

a by—election would be held only if there was no general available -
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in Athens at the time. Are>we-to believe with Bicknell, for
example, that the alternate Pythodorue was sent out to Sicily
to replace his fellow~£ribesman, Laches, when fhere were two other
generals (if not mope)'Qho surely ranked above an alternate, in
Athens without comﬁands? In other cases, such as when a general
on operations was, accused, but iike Alcibiedes, opted to desert, or
vlike Demosthenes after his failure in Aetqlie, only returned when
he felt safe againSt 3ﬁccessful prosecutioﬁ,.l suggest that replace-
ments were elected if the military circumstances warranted it; But
not if there were strategoi in Athens waiting for a eomﬁand. In a
»situation where the'majbrity of the Board,vor all 'the generals, were
deposed at the onevtime, as after Arginusae, ;eplacements.had to be
elected immediately, before ﬁhe trial of the accused took place;
Plato's statement — "Lav 8¢ 7is Syuooiar
“,"PX"W_ dpxwy amoldvy molv - éEijkety éﬁ-rr,_f: Ty apyny whelor 7).
Tpuinovra émtSeopdyny Npendr, Tov vm'r’rbzl T06TOY_ETL THY. AP XY
IANCE Kué’i&%dvat- aie v rodTo wpoar;zcé_uqu;zl-é?\ou _ : —8_0 fnay be an 'indicaéion
that machinery waslthere.to be used if strategoi died'or were_deposed,b
but this passage 1is not necessarily the full answer. Plato may.
indeed have borrowed this procedure from Athens, but the eilence of
Thucydides, Aristotle Ath Pol 44.4 aed Xeﬁophon's account of the last
years of the Peloponnesian Waf hay reflect the fact that in practice
the ecclesia had other options to choose from if it so desired.' Tﬁe
system was flexible. In other worde, once the ten.strategoi assumed
~office, and milita;y oéerations-got under way dufing the campaigning
.-season, the size of the board fluctuated, sqmetimes containing hofe
than ten members, sonetimes less. This is not to 'say tﬁet the Athen-
iaps did not consider itvdesirable usually’to keep the board up to

full strength, but it may be misleading to consider that'vaeancies
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were automatically filled asvthe§ occurred, that in fact each indivi-
dual seat on the board was, as it were, a recognized eﬁtity‘and that
strict emphasic was given to this priﬁcipie to. ensure that éach
position was always occuﬁied. The fifth—céntury.strategia cannot be
compéred with the‘board of nine archons and theif functionai special-
ization. Certainly, by thé time of the writing of the Ath Pol, five
of the étrategoi had bgen allocated speciélized duties, but the duties
of.fifth—century generals were the same as the remaining.five, as
described by Aristotle - robs ¥ &Movs rr{)z)s 'r\a rraro/v'ro. rrpc{vl.‘a-ra
ékﬂéﬁﬁbuwﬁ/.81 To put it differentiy, the Athenians were concerned
not with ensuriﬁg thét individual positions be éccupied, but with
ensuring that the state had the military leaderéhié it wanted at a
particular time. When the Atﬁenians replaced eighf éeneralsvwith two
after Arginusae, obviously they were not filling vacant positions on.
the board, otherwise they would have elected eight men.  We éahnot ‘
éssume that when a étrategos was killed in aétion or deposed, the
Athenians electéd another man to fill "the position'" left vacant. To
fil1l1 tﬁe dead man's shoes, perhaps. In this seﬁsevit is possible
that the procedure outlined'by Plato was regularly foiiowed. |
The whole problem is quite simply solved if it be éccepted
that the ecclesia could hold by—élections whether it was replacing
strategoi or not.This would éatisfacto:ily explain all the instances
iﬁ our sources where it is otherwise necessary either to postulété
a departureifrom usuai procedure or ;6 force an interpretation on,
for example, Thucydides, which Stretchés the‘natural meaning of his
words. Aré we to suppose that the Athenians Qould have éommitted all
their strategoi fo Samos in 440, or eight to Arginusae inv406, unless

they were either so confident that an emergency would not occur,
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requiring at short notice a méjor military'opératioﬁ»On a second
front, or as is more likely, unless they were able:to obt#in»command-.'
ers bf gome other heans than recalling those»on-active duty'féf>' |
#way? 'Furthermore, Thﬁcydides' ﬁccount’of the early years of the
Peloponnesién War clearly shows that it was noﬁ.unusuél-for six

or seven strategoi to be absent from Atﬁéns oﬁ operational command -
at thé same time, and he was only concetﬁed with givihg the details
_of the more important eventé, not with listing.the acfivities of a11>
~ the strategoi. 'Mahy foutine operétionS'involving generéls, such as
the collection of'triﬁutg'ffom»the Aegean states, were not wérthy

of meﬁtion;' When one consi&ers for eiampie that in 433/2 a minimum
of eight strategoi (if'ArChestraﬁﬁs_had mére than two colleagues,
mﬁre than eight) wefe involved in_éctivitigs in the vicinities of
Corcyra and Potidaea,'the:e is.not mucia scope for other military.
activity simultaneous with theseoperations,routine or‘otherwisé,
when only two generals at the most.ére immediagely évailable. ‘The
appointment of extra strategol was in all likelihood very rare, even
#t times when resources were fully strétched, if not over-extended,
.but I do not'believe it is plausible that the ecclesia woﬁl& commit
aé_many as eight generals to two fields of action #s late as 433,
eﬁen if'ﬁhose at Corcifé_wefe expeéted'to be ;bsent.fot only a short
-time, if rigid cons;itutibnal guidelines existed which would effect-

. ively limit the military capability of the state in the meantime;

If this whole hypothesis is correct, obviously at some point
iﬁ_time during the fifth centutyvthe strategol ceased in every way
to be tribal'representatives.or'tribal leaders or commanders of

contiﬁgents_within the armed forces, and became exclusively military
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officials offthe highest rank in command of Athenian armies and
navies no matter what the tribal composition and . irrespectlve of what .
specialized contingents were incorporated under their command. It
has already been argued that as early as 490 the strategoi were more
than purely tribal COmmanders, and indeed they possibly always had
been, at least'since their inauguration in 501/0.' However, as long_
as the principle remaine& in force that each of the strategoi hao to
belong to a different tribe it cannot be assumed that in practice the
generals had shrugged off all the functions associated with tribal
leadership.. For this reason it_is likely that replacements were

. necessary for individual generals who were deposed or died in office,
and that new appointees,helonged to the trihes ofvthe'nen they were:

replacing, When did all this change?

The first change which.may reasonably beAexpected to -have
affected the-strncture of the Athenian military command in the fifth
century occurred in the archonship.of felesinns in'487/6.> The system
‘was then introduced of appointing theiarchons byilot, inclooing'the
polemarch.82 The reason for this reform remains a.vexed queetion,'
.andbthere is the possibility,_among:others, that it was a relatiyely
minor_administrative'reformventireiy in keeping with Cleisthenes'
'democratic legislation.83 We are not in a'position to know whether
the reform alsoentailed‘the removal of thempolemarch‘from hia position
as :‘xg)u\u\/ Tas :trrofafrls c'rpaﬂas, or ind.eed;,. from the arﬁly al’to’gether.ea
‘Badian has argued that the reform made no recogniaable difference to
the quality of the.men'ﬁho held the‘eoonymous archonshio,85 but it.
would be {llogical to believe that the office retained the same .

attraction for Athens leading statesmen and politicians. The only
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other alternative mas the strategia. - Even before'487/6 this officef
‘had a natural advantage over’the archonship; thevabsence of any -
restriction on re—election.' Generals,'of course, were not entitled
to membership of the still prestigious Areopaous COuncil but. the
:strategia already allowed ambitious ex—archons . the opportunity for
continuous participation in the dec151on—making process in addition
to that which went witn belonging to the Areopagus. - Whether or not
there was a change in_the oosition'of the polemarch or in his powers
as a conseQuence of tne reforn of»487/6, it cannot be denied that the
_natural advantage pertaining-to the strategia would onlybbe further
emphasizeo;- Becanse reeelection of generals was oennitted, in all
vlikelihood.the strategia would ultimately have come to be.the snoreme :
politico-military executive institution even withcut the reform of
Telesinus. It is almost certainly inevitable that the polemarch
would have become completely dependent on the strategoi for'adv1ce,.
- that he was nominally;argpuaf and nothing more. vPerhaps.the-most.
important effect of 487/6 was-that the process was soeedeo up. Thei
polemarch was rendereo'redundantfand dispensable sooner than other-.
wise may have been the case. Due to thevfact that we hear_notning
more of him - he is presentvin'490 but.absent'in 480/79 - tnis effect

" may have Been almost immediate.

It cannot be.assomed that the Athenians deliberately :
reformed their command-strncture between'490 ann 480.- Whether or -
not the reform of 487/6 involved a demotion of the po’emarch in the
war‘a"ainst Xerxes in 480/79 the commanders of Athenian forces, both
. .naval and military, were strategoi. The answer may simply be that

with the Persian invasion of Greece the polemarch became an anachronism.
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The strategia was a much more tlexible institotion,vbetter eduipped
in.all respects-to deal with the-military‘circumstances.‘ Thevpole— '
~ march could only be at one place at a time. But this‘nar was not
fought on a single front, on a single battlefield. Some generals
were needed»with-the fleet, some yith the army. 'Consequently, any
vestige of authority retained by the polemarch aquguum'was effect—
,ively pre—empted by them. Furthermore, the precedent had already
_been established of sending generals on military operations outside
Attica. The expedition of Miltiades in 490/89 and that of Melanthius
in 499/8§6 are probably‘the two most important of a number of military
excursions”undertaken by;Athens in thehearly.years of the fifth
century. Many of the'strateéoi who participated in the PersianIWar587
would already'haVe had some experience of military command. For all -
© we know thevpolemarch may have been present at Plataea, foreexample,'
but he had no important place in the command structure. The men -
who are described by Herodotus at 9. 46 1 as o:o??arqxo: ov

Aeqvauov held the top . command posts at Plataea.

The fact ‘that strategoi were army and navy‘commanders rather
than contingent leaders during 480/79 in combination with the fact
that they were divided up among the two wings of the armed services,
meant that they could in no way act as tribal leaders. All ten
generals could»not conceivably have participated in the battle_at-
Plataea because some vere required with the fleet. hbHowever, the
Athenian army was composed of the ten tribal regiments and presumablyh
the organization of the Athenian line on the left wing of the Greek _

87a o

army was by tribes, as at Marathon. ' Even irrespective of the

'role of the strategoi now as supreme commanders, clearly leadership

~
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‘of these contingents must have been transferred to ether'bfficials
merely on the grounds that there were not enough generals available
to lead them individually. It is generally assumed by most scholars

that the ten 'rqgl/qt))(m 'were instituted either simultaneously wit:h

or soon after the reform of 487/6, 88 or at some time after 480 and
479.89 ' They are first mentioned by Aeschylus?o which certainly

dates their iﬁtroductiqn to abour the first 30 or so years of the |
fifth eentur);. 6bviously, the'Tagl'urXot were .institut'ed when the
,strategoi had_ceased to be commanders of the tribel regiments, and
most logically therefore before the bettle of'Plataea;ior possibly

. as successers to officials appointed to lead tﬁevtribes at ther time..
vIt makes little difference whether they were iﬁrroduced.after'487/65
or after the Persian invasion. .What-ie important rs thet'tﬁe v.e
To,gllof)XOl relieved tﬁe strategoi of their command of the tribal
regiments, and once this occurred there was no reason for eacﬁ.of the

generals to belong to a different triﬁe.

There 1s a Strongvpossibilityvthat double represenration :
in the strategia occurred for the first time in 479/8, if Leeeretes
belonged to the same phyle (Akamantis) as Xanthippus.91 The_preblem'
is neatly resolved if Bicknell's hypothesie is.cerrect that a
strategos diﬂ not_necessarily have to belong to the tribe he repre-

sented.92 Hoﬁever; on this view it muer be accepted as plegsible'f
v_that one man - such as.Pericles or Carcinus or Gleucon froh'Akamantis
or Phormio or Hagnon from Pandionis - would be continually re-elected
as the representative of another tribe. Moreover, the frequency of
duplicatiﬂn, even before the Peloponnesian War, and the instances
~ of double—doubles; and a possible triplication, make this theory

difficult to. accept. They may even, as Fornara believes,93 disprove
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it. Even without the indic#tion aﬁ Ath Pol 61.1 ihe most obvious
explanation is that all the strategoi.wefe eiectgd ég:hniVTWJV.

" There afe just too many cases of double representatioﬁ in the fifth
century, whefe it is unlikely that either strategos was deposed.and
where it is known that neither was killed,94_to consider thét the
pi'ocedure whereby the ecclesia eiected its> generals KQT\G. 4>u}\q{s,

Eg éﬁaéfn]s<¢u\as29a was not chaﬁged._ Most scholars have thought that
the reform of Ath Pol 61.1, the election of geherals ég éﬁﬁinzdb’ »
should be dated to the last third of the fourth century.95 -As

Fornara has asserted Aristotle's vuv in the phrase nForg[)ov/,(gv Q’S
EKG.m]S 430)\015 SVa, wv }sgfamxvmv need not only refer to his own tlme,
especially if uforifov ‘refers to the procedure he knew was adopted

in 501/0. 26

The formula ﬂ-‘;c’;'rs’;ov }L;‘,J e VOV Xé is common in the
Ath PoZ.97 In most cases, it is impossible to know whether Trfaérgpo\/'
refers back to the fifth century or not, but at 53.1 it certainly
does, and may also at 45.3.98 It is by no means inevitable that

Aristotle's words at 61.1 imply that election of all strategoi

drC 4 99
£§ amavTwy was recent.

I suggest that the ideal time for a change in election pro-
cedure was about tge time of the Persian invasion of 480/79, if it
had not already occurred. If there was a time when the undesirabi-
lity of limited eligibility to the strategia was obvious; it was in
these years. Athens needéd her strategoivto be the best men available,
irrespective of tribél representation. It ié not as if all the -
ingredients necessary before such a change pag be postplated.are not
evident ir. 480/79. The polemarch has disappeared from the scene and

is no. longer an active participanc in the command. Whether or not
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the reform of 487/6 meant the polemarcniwas no.longer %ye}iihl Tasii_
iéhhiqu GTFQI\GS, his absence in 480 is By itself SUfficient.indi—
cation that "final resoonsibility",»as it were, in decision making,
which the polemarch enjoyed'in 490, had naSSed to the strategoi.'
However important the generals were at Marathon and nowever far

their function extended beyond tribal leadership in the. first twenty
years of the fifth century, the’ removal of the polemarch from his
position of responsibility over the entire army weakened still' |
further, if it did not destroy, the already tenuous.role-of'the generals
as tribal leaders. Secondly, there is evidence that tribal command~
ers, the ten Tagﬂ1FXol.described_by Aristotle at Ath Pol 61.3; exist—-
ed at Athens at least in the first third of the fifth century.
These.officers, or their forerunners, must have.commanded the.Athen—
ian hoplites'in and out of-battle.at Plataea, unless we assume that

: tribal'organization for military purposes, Vhen the entire Athenian
army was in the field, was abandoned after Marathon, or consider that
each.of the strategoi present commanded a combination-of two:or more
tribal contingents .100 Thirdly; there is a likelihood of double

: representation in 479/8. fhis snonld not be dismissed on the.grounds
that double representation did not occur until the 430's. 'Nor can

it be explained by assuming that one man was the representative of
another tribe, when the frequency of double representation in the
second half of the fifth century is more satisfactorily explained by
election ggcunmrnuvy a procedure which ve know was definitely used
in'the fourth century. L o

If the reform can be dated to about 480 rather than the late

101 102

- 460's or the 450's or - 440" s, the absence of any mention of a
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.reform in the historical part of Aristotle s work is more eas1ly
explained In 501/0 the Athenians brought their military organiz-
ation into line with Cleistheneel new constitution, and the instit--
ution of the ten tribal.strategoi at_this time nas a natural and
logical development-folloning the new:tribal reorganization; It was
:equally natural and logical that the strategoi be replaced in this

: role'hy.cther officials during the.Persian'Wars; The dichotomous

- position the strategoi had-always occupied by being the elected

' contingent leadera, but in oractice army commanders‘aS‘well; worked
well enough while the.polemarch retained»an active role in the command -
~structure and when there was no need to split Athenian forces but
this was not the case in 480. The change may have been merely a
mechanical administrative adjustment in recognition of the faet that

: the strategoi nere the supreme~militarytexecutive and had completely'
‘outgrown in oractiee their function as tribal leaders. It may be mis-
_leading to suppose that there was a legal obstacle which needed_to

be eliminated hy a deliberate reform hefore.the_strategoi.could be
elected without regard to tribe.103 The taxiarche or their fore—
runners simply replaced ‘the strategoi as tribal leaders, and thereby
removed the obstacle to an efficient strategia filled by the best

men available. The Persian invasion'acted as a eatalyst;v-ThevAthen_
.ians began to elect their.generals %g aﬂJVVuw in the latter yeare.

of the 480's to ensure they had ‘the best possible military 1eadership

for the next confrontation -with the Persians.

Essentially, therefore, election of generals may not have
involved a deliberate reform to change the nature of the strategia,

but rather arose-quite ‘naturally from the emergencyZSituation created '
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.b& Xerxes,band was a culmination anyway of the’gradual development:
of the functlonal role of the strategoi during the first-tweoty.'
years of the fifth century as_tﬁe'supreme mllitarY‘officials of the
_state.103a The importance of the'strategoikduring 480 and'47§
ensured that by the end of the Perslaanars they were firmly established
as army and navy commanders. From'479 onwards'Athenian strategoi
vere continuously in the field and speaking relatively, the role of
the generals before 480 as army commanders was the exception to what
" became the.rule_immediately»afterwards. If the reform of.AthinZ
61.1 occurred aboot 480, it was 80 timely as to be almoSt completely'
unobtrusive. May not Ari stotle' s silence about- the date in the |
"historiczl part of his work be an indication that the transition '
"from electing generals Ko.Tc).z, +UX£<5 to 'electing. them i§ ém{vmv was so
‘smooth as to occur without notice? :The decision by.the'Athenians |
may oot,vin fact; have been acknowledged'byvthem‘as'a reform of the
procedure which existed from SOl/O,veither at the time it oocurred
. or in the years immediately following; due to the‘oircumstanees under
whlch the ohange took place‘and the pre-eminence of the strategoi.
after.480. _This ls»not'to say that Plotarch's'sentence‘at_CiﬁOn'S.S,
that Cimon pcw‘z ;rvf?.r_zj o'L!U‘rptLﬂ"l;f)er.'Tr‘ocelé‘z}iv §i§ 70 Géarpor dnouioaio

:T'o")» fedp Tas veyo;u‘o-yéua‘; a‘7rov8d§, odk (the archon) dﬁbﬁxeu ;

- alTods a*m?»(,tw, GAN Sprdaas By ar//caae xabloar xal xpivar Séra ou*nq e

PvAiis pas t‘mo'r_ov (1n 469/8), is inaccurate., It is quite
' possible that ln'ﬁany years each one-of the ten-generals Belonged'to
a different tribe after the reform of Ath Pbl 61 1. ‘After‘all, the
tribes were probably always responsible for nominating candidates,

and tribal loyalties probably ensured that complete tribal represent-

‘--ation was often the case. However, it is just as likely as not that )
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to Akamantis. If ome rei:laced the other, obviously the Athenians
were nbot ‘concerned with tribal tepresentatiion in 480/7§;'or. else
'Themistocles would'vhave beeh replaeed by a fellowtribesxﬁan.
Secondly, it disproves the hypothesis which maintains that later
cases of duplication are due to the death or disgrace of either general.
| Thirdly, :l.t destroys the notion that. alternates filled positi-ons |

. vacated by fellow—tr»vibes-men. ~ On the other hand, if the tradition
follewed by Ephorus is incorrect, it is stili difficult to know how
the story could gain any acceptance at all unlese no .'regard wes paid
to tribal representatior_x.ih t_he' replacement of Athenian strategoi
‘during the fifth century. In other word.s Ephorus may ha've. simply

transferred to 480 the procedure applicable to his own time.

Ovoiously, the hyéothesis-'is not cepable ef proof ,. bdt if
double representation occurred in 479/8, it was certainly net' to.
replace a dead or dis.graced general, beceuse _Xenthippusv wae -:a‘ st'retegos
.in the previousA year and was a genetal engaged in the subjukgation
and capture of Sestos efter_a.win.ter'siege, in 478,114 an ,operatioh

115 From about 480 the Atheniahs, were no longer

which he survived.
concerned with tribal representation in the strategia, perhaps eut ’
of ba desire to ensure that their military forces 'were‘commanded by_ '
the best men available and in recognition of the fact that the
generals were no longer tribal leaders. This does not mean that the
élection procedure inaugurated in 501/0 was appreciably modified
either at th:Ls time or later in the fifth century., The nature of the'
'elect:l'.on p_roceddre, ineorporating the nomination ef the candidates

by tribes, was probably never changed, and the force of custom was

responsible for the continuing adherence in practice to tribal
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representation,evident in éome qf the years of the Pentacontae;ia,.
for exaﬁple 469/8 and>441/0. Custom was probably also réspbnsible
fér limi:ing the numerical strengtﬁ of the board to ten,ihvmost
vyears. However, after the reform of Ath.PoZ 61.; it was only the
force of custom which.ptevented departure from tribal represeptation,
and this inevifably broke down. At the énnual electoral ecclesia
throughout the fifth century the Athenians elected ten men as their
military executive for.the year, bﬁt the eccleéia maintained strict
con;rOI over their destiny and number, rather than any constitﬁtionél
guidelines. The strategol were treated Kaﬁyéﬁrlamrfép Bﬁ;qg ho«ii.
When generals ﬁere killed or deposed_the board was probably restored
:to full strength in most instances, but thefe is evidence, beginning
" with the list of_géne:als for 441/0, thatthe number'of-strategoi
vvaried during ﬁhe year, occasiohally exceeding the ndmber initially

elected and occasionally being less than ten.
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- CHAPTER 4

The Persian Invasion, 480/78.

N.C;L- Hammond -has recently arguedl ﬁhat'during Xerxes'
invasion of GreeCe,-when Sparta was entrusted by the Greek'state§
with leadership of their forces by land and by sea, the_Spaftans not
only employed the system they always used of beigg led and commanded
in the field by a single officer who enjoyed full powers, but they
~ also imponsed such a systém upon eﬁch of the national contingenté of
the other Greek states, includihg Athens. The Spartan offi;er, who

was both cémmande:—in—chief of the combined forces and comm#nder'éf '
- the Lacedaemonian army; had as his irmediate subordinaﬁes the next
ranking officers within the Sbartan-army itself, and, in accordance
witp Spartan practice, ﬁhe'commanders of the allied éontingengé,-

one officer for each contingent. Therefofe, in effect, the command
system within each of the contingents which combined to form the Gfeek
army and-navy resembled the Spartan sysﬁem. In Thessaly, the Athen-
vian_forces, the'Theban forces and the Théspians were éach.commandéd' |
.by a single geheral.2 Similarly, at Artemisium and Sal#mis one
straﬁégos commanded the Athenian sgction3 aﬁd oﬁe.ﬁhe Corinthian,4
and_at Plataea, Aegina and Sestos‘ﬁe find a single commander fof the
| Atheniansteach timé.s o - o - ‘ _' -
Eurthermore; Hammond considers tﬁat the tenu;é qfvcommand
. of all the commandersfin the Greek-Léague’for;es was from spring to
.spring.6' Eaéh of the Greek stateé appointe& one officer to command

their forces:from spring 480 to spiing_479 and continued this practice
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annually for at.least three years.’ Aa far as the Athenians are
concerned Hammond suggests that the tenure of command of their
»commander—in—chief was changed to from. midsummer to midsummer in 477.
Therefore, in the years. 480 479 and 478 the Athenians appointed
strategoi whose tenure of office was entirely.difrerent to'the regular
board of generale, for these latter officials assumed office in mid-—
summer. In 480 Themistocles, in 479 Aristeides and Xanthippus, and
in 478 Aristeides, were all appointed by the ecclesia to full and
sole command of the Athenian forces.under_the Greek League. vThey
vere probably not chosen at the same election_which'appointed the -
regular strategoi, although_Hammond concedes that Ihemistocles, for
example,_may_have been onebof the'ten'strategoivelected for 481/0

and 480/79, as well as being commander-of.Athenianvforces from spring

480 to”spring 479,7

The especially elected GTPCLI"{OI TRV E»ulvwv in command _
of the Athenian contingents contributed to the Greek armies and fleets
vere, Hammond believes, elected s§ arquWUV . They formed an entirely
different category to the ordinary generals who are described asi'
ia*Pan8b| QnD 4MJX1S. , Indeed, the practice of electing generals of
two categories did not cease when Xerxes was repulsed but continued
‘at least until the death of Pericles. Briefly, what happened, in .
Hammond's view, was as'fOIIOWS; 'When'thevSpartan Pausanias was
recalled inAautumn 478 and the Greek alliance offered'the_supreme
'command to'Athens,_Aristeides succeeded Pausanias as-commander-in—
chief.of the combined Greek forces,,and Athens continued the Spartan
: system of command. In the following ycars such men as Cimon,

Leocrates, Myronides, Tolmides, Pericles, Ephialtes and Charitimides
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.were elected %gccurc_{vrw\f to hold fhe positioh éf 5_ c;r‘;a-rolk\éos ’faf
cE\)\.i\/uM This position became an anachronism, of course, onée the
Athenian Alliahce .ceaised to exist as an autonomous combination of
states, either during the early 440's or with the attaék oﬁ Samos

in 440. However, the double representation of P_ericleé' tribe during
some };ears of the 430's indicates that the Athenians continued to.
elect him as 6‘1")0.1"]3’\05 §§ Gadvrwv even though the function f.or which
the position had been invented had come to an end. Once the tenure
of the office of the d’rfa.rr\n\vs :;g :urc{ww'/ had been brought :Lﬁto- line
with that of the a‘rPa.Tv]Ko\i i)utz 4}0}\%5 in 477 the Athenigns used two
methods of election. In some years (for example in 469/8 when Cimon
was commander-in—chiefA of the combined forces of the Athenian A’llianc_:e.,
and when there were ten strategoi, Ztﬂ; (PUMIS ,u.&; gKQf'TQVB) » they
elected tén strategoi,Aqne sffcxf:).xgs i’\g érrofvfw\/, and then, discount-
ing his tribe, ni_né s_‘rrm"r)xo\l csm_}) #)&l\l In.othe'r years (for example
in 441/0, for which year we have a list-'of eleyen generais_ with_

double represéntation of Pericles' phyle, Akama‘nti_s) ,: tﬁey elected.
- eleven generals, one &rf_a.f:ls%s ég ATV TV and'v ten_charr)lxo\l gl.m\:_
duNys-
' | Hammond's coﬁstructiqn, if it were plausible, would certain- -
ly explain the d.ov._xble repfesentatic’m of Akamantis in 479/78, as.
Bicknell has noted,9 as well as the ‘1later much more frequent .cvases
during the 430's and later years. I do not however,v believe it satis--
factorily explains the double -repres.entation' of Erechtheis in 460/59.
Although our lists of Strategqi for'_the iate 460's aﬁd the 450's are
.very_sparvse it is .wih.ldvspeculat:ion to c.onclu&e fr'oxrvxvthe mere fact of

this double representation that either Hippodamas or Phrynichos was
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of the requifedieminence to be appointed as Hammond's crparqyes
A(E'/ ) ) : - o, L .
™V XA1VUJV . If we were to make any evaluation of the eminence
- of military and public figures in Athens in the late 460's from the
evidence, scant as it ié, apart from Cimon, a choice of who would
be most likely to hold the hypothesized position, would seem to be
between Ephialtes, Myronides and Leocrates, the latter twokholding

office in fact in 460/59.l0

It isvalso diffiéult fb accept Hammond's assertion that the
tenure of comﬁand for all commanders in the Greek League forcés'was
‘from spring to spring, at least on the basis of the evidence he presents
in support of the view. Acgordiqg to Hammond,ll the fact that
‘Themistocles comﬁanded inThessal&in spring or éarly summer 480,12
and the fact fhatAXanthippus comﬁanded an Athenian squadrbn ih
spring 47913 and besieged Sestosbin winter 11,78,]‘.4 means that both
men weré appointed immgdiately after the &PK@'FG‘.’"IQ";""TPQT']’G" .
held in late February or early“March of 480 and 479 reséectively.
The other strategéi elected at the same‘timebor at a.separate electién
about this time (in both years) wéited until July before they.
. assumed office. However, there is nothing unusual about Athenian
strategoi being given oéerational commaﬁd of forces in sprihg. »'If
happened quite regularly during'the Peloponnésian War. The coming
of ;pring,»after all,.merely signailed the_béginning of a new campaign-
ing season. Surely any Athenian general wh6 is méntioned onvépera—f
tional duty in ‘the spring of any year, wﬁether it be aé early as 480,
or in the later years ofvthe fifth'century;,must haQe.been elected
at the électorai ecciesia of the preQion year.v It is quite cleaf,v

for example, from Thucydides' narrative of events through the winter
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of 426 to the spring of 425, that the generals Sophocles and
Eurymedon, who were sent to Sicily in the early months of 425,15 _

were generals in 426.16

They commanded in spring ‘425 és strategbi
holding office fo; the archon-year 426/5. Tﬁer;e i_s : nothing in -
Herodotus' narrative to suggest that either Themistocles or Xani:hippus
were sf)ecially eiected to command in spring. All that the historian
says of Themistocles is ’ao“rpqrr{xee...)/\eq\/a{wv b?&' @e;uo'rox)\eli s 6
NQOKXEOS ?17 Vand all_that he says of Xanthippus 'is %Gylw/q:/ujvk &
Esrran{a’???.év@nf«oﬁ S’Arllt#‘:fac‘wos.l‘s This merely proves t;hat> Themis-
tocles Qas a general for thé archbn—year of‘ 481/0 and that Xanthippus
was a general for 480/79, and is‘ no indication that their tenure 'vof
office was for a different period of time t}:han‘t‘hvat of the other
generals who held office in‘ 481/;‘,&0 é.nd 480/_79. Therg is no evidence
whatsoever to support the view thét the Athenians differgﬁtiated |
betwéeh generals of two cafegorie's on tﬁe basis of tenure of qf_fice,
in order to conform with the épartan system of command, and tﬁat they
accordingly eiected a single o’rquy‘kés ig citrofvm{ Fo hold office

from spring to spring.

Of more serious ramificat:ions',' however, for an evaluation
of the fifth-century' Athenian stratvegia, is Hammond's proposal that
from 480 until at least'l_&29 the Athenians regularly entrusted one of
her annual strétegoi with a position of superior responsibility and
power than t;he others; 5 positioﬁ which in the first few years meant
conﬁnand-in—ch:_{ef of the Athénian forces participating in ‘th.e,vwa'r
#géinst Xerice_s under Spartan hegemony, but from 477 to probably 440
meant fi{g/;ow/q of the alliance of Greeks as.we-llv; Aa position defined

s \ N Lo :
by Hammond as 3 o'f(an.rqb’os TQV(EXX{WJV initially relinquished by
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Pausanias to Aristeides' and sometimes identifiable by thé doﬁble
representation of ‘one tribe. The idea that .the Athenians appointed
a single supreme- commander duringb fhe Persian Wars is of course not
maw.l9 Nor is the idea that Pgricles, whose tribe frequently pro-
vided two generals to the board in the years between 441 and 429,
w‘as elected as the G‘Tfaar;]xés é,g éfrc{v‘rw\/. aﬁd therefore Qccupied a
position of superiority to his colleagues. However, Hammond's theory
that there is a direct connection between the positidn created by the
‘Athenians in 480, and that occupied by Pericles in the 430's, is new.
It has been the usual view that the creatioﬁ of the single Qqum(\és
)Eg Sm:fvrwv was a development of t.he.second half of the fifth_ century.
,Hammond not only shares with somé other scholars the view that Themis- -
tocles, Xanthippus and Aristeides held the éuperior posit.i’on.o.f'
5‘r‘>cu'r)x};s ﬁxa/.l.u/)v' or d‘r,'xqr_r]x’:)s ut;rox{)c{rwr but argues that. they were
also o‘r()ur»}fo\l ég Srdvrwv . |

I have already argued that the Athenians :eformed the elect-

oral procedure in the late 480's eliminating the neéessity for tribal

representatién in the strategia and began the practice of electing
20

3 .

all the generals e§ furc(vrw\/ . Furthermore, as previously noted,
o ) v
Hammond's argument for the existence of a single ﬁ‘pa"’qb’os s.g.
' :ma'\/rwv in 480 is seriously weakened by the abéence of evidence to
support his conclusions that this position differed in terms of tenure .
from the other annually elected positions on the board. ' However,
quite obviously, if the theory is ‘correct that double representation
o ' . : >

beginning in 441 is an indication that one general was elected e€

\ : . .
gtra,\/rul\{ and the others ?wo 4&))\%, and If Hammond is right that the_

‘origins of ’t:his'-syst:em can be directly traced to a procedure
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instituted ih 480 of elécting a'single general with superior poﬁers
to the others, thén.the proposal thét_all generals were elected.ég
zﬁﬁ;Tkn’as early as 480 merits no serious consideration. The problem
divides itself into three separate areas of investigafion; Firstly,
is there any evidence in our sources for the period of Xer#es'
invasion to support the view that certain generals held a superior
pdsition to their colleagues?  Secondly, is it plausibié to}éoﬁclude
thatvthe instances of doublé represéntation'which occur in the second
half of the fifth centﬁry result from the election of the so—ﬁalled
single d'r,ac-»rwla’t\?s ?g arrc{vm\/? Thirdly, is there any evidence for

the years after 477 to indicate different levels of authority among
the strategoi? It is the purpose of this ;ection to answer each of:
these questions in turn and to attempt to demonstrate thét'it 15
difficﬁlt to accept the widely held viewpoint which maintains that
the principle of collegiality was not a characteristic of the strategia.
It is here postuléted that the extant evidence, far ffom éroving.that
the Athenians either»entgusted an individual strategos.with-spperior
powers and authority over his colleagues or created a position within
the board which coﬁferred more authority or prestige, indicatés, in-
fact, exactly the opposite - strict adherenée to thé principie of

collegiality.

Suppprﬁ for tﬁe conclusion that the ecclesia entrusted one
ofhers;fategoi with hegemony over his colleagues o£ supreme command
of.the Athenian contingent within the Greeleeégue forces ddring the
Persian invasion of Greece, is based to a large'extent on Herbdétus'
.account and to a lesser extent on ;ertain expressions Plutarcﬁ uses

in describing Themistocles and Aristeides. At Aristeides 8.1, Plutarch
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.

says'that the Athenians recalled exiles who had been ostracized
because they feared Aristeides might go over to the Persian side,
| / . > /
and he goes on to state ... @sfud“rcuc)saoos 6'r(>arrl~{ox)v1'os aUTOKFaTOfOS,_
/ / ' / > / 3\
mavia fUVERpaTTE (Aristeides) i) quvefoolevey, sv'éog'orarov et
/ A~ a Ny . . :
GuTpio. KoY TowV TV exBisrov . At Aristeides 11.1, Plutarch

refers to Aristeides' position at Plataea with the followlng words:

\ N

Xe,,pgréylr;ﬁeiv 8¢ oTpatyyes aubrokpitwp €l TRy payny, kai TEv Alnralwy

bxraxtayirlovs omAiTas dvalaSdv, fixev els Maradds. »
Plutarch's phraseology, describing Themistocles aS(ﬂranKzs aifoxr&noe
in 480 énd‘Aristeides in 479, doeé not count for much, as Fornaré has
pointed out.21 His sources, ihcluding Herodotﬁs, have emphasized

the role played by the most important of the Athenian generals,. and

he has gone a step further and tranéferred.his own precénéeived notions
of the Athenian command structure onto Thenistocles aad Aristeides.
Plutarch, writing in the Roman world of the first century A;Df, has,
quite simply, usedvthe Greek equivaleht of "imperator"22 and has
assumed that such an'office existed in fifth-century Achens.23 How-
ever, it 1is cleai from Thucydides that the'three gene:ais sent to .
Sicily’as GTFquvtb aéra:fé}orss in 415 held no special office but o
were aarozeé}ores by virtue of special powers.which enébied them to
'enjoy more freedom in certain éreas.of decision making.24 _ Plutarch's
conception of the Athenian command system is amply demonétratéa in

an anecdote he relates, derived obviously, from tﬁe same hostile
tradition so apparent in Herodotusvﬁhich testifies, once more, to

the corruption of-Themistoclés.25 Accbrding to Plufarch,

“Hay ae'T‘cq;x17;5&,";;;;-';@5;51,0,,709 et v BANSa kal Tiw *Afyralov

Y ~ e r - » a
Bovievopévwr rept  oTpaTyyel, wodc uiv dANovs {xdévTas €xkoTivas
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Taéé‘ 705.‘7%WK53WN'. If 1 am not mistaken, this passage strongly
implies that_Plutarch.enviseged-the Athenian'sttetegia as an executive’
institution of one elected o}ficial. When the Athenians were deliber-
ating as to whom they would choose as their general, (qu.t arqxds )
all the candidates (TDbS ...KXXous) withdrew from the contest for '
office (Tﬁs ¢q“tfq¥ﬁlsv)vexcept Epicydes nnd Themistocles. When it
seemed that the office (ﬁfsﬂquS) and leadership of the Athenian
forcee (ﬁp quroIQS) would fall to Epicydes, Themistocles resorted

to bribery.

I1f this is not enough, there is one other story recounted
by Plutarch which demonstrates even more COnclnsively now he has thrust
‘his own notions of command onto the Athenian cnmmand structnre, a
story which again involves Aristeides and the Plataean campaign.
Accorning to Plutarch, Alexander of Macedon secretly visits the Athen-

26 Once Alexander

ian lines during the night and asks for Ariéteides.
has achiened his furpose and left and Afisteides has reported the
infotmation gained from him tb‘Pausanias%7 the Spartan commander-in~
chief orders Aristeides to transfer the Athenian contingent from the
left wing to the right fwing.28 The other Athenian strategol are

at first openly Oppnsed to Pausanias'_new_erders and are Oniy_finally
agreeablevwhen Aristeides convinces them of the greater advantages
aad distinction of fighting on the right wing rather than the left. .

Piutarch says Herodotus is his source for the information that
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Pausanias ordered Aristeides to change the Athenian position in the
line: 1In his own words, ’Hr 7olre 5. ds ‘Hpidores igropss,
- Uavoavias *Apiereldy mpocéfieps Noysn, afuim Tobs *Alyaiove éml 75 Sefidw

eeTierel Eo e 30 . ' . ' ’
SEETATASAE T Yet in Herodotus' account Aristeides is not mentioned

at this-ééint. It.13~the Athenian generals, and'not‘Aris;eides, who
report Alexander's message, (\055%GﬂmﬁanTGVﬂA&wq&wéAé&&ﬂ

e"i o . defov l\'t"pdf 5.?;5}‘01,' -H;u;c'av[g' rd TEP gKovTar  CA° Lidpor )31 and
.Pausanias orders them collectiﬁely to.switch their position with fhe
Spartan troops. Furthermore, when Alexander rides to the Atﬁénian
guard-posts i; is to have a parley with the Athenianbgeﬁerals; Cevn.
>Mg,§q\/bros .« ED§iro TOIY sTparqEcis| &s Advous AOETV )32 whon
éccording to Herodotus, he names, and not to haﬁe a private converé—
ation with Aristeides, although the latter was présumably one of the
generals Alexander requeéted to see. The only commandér on the Greek
side mentioned by name by Herodoﬁus in reiating this story is
Pausanias. There is nc indication that a difference of qpigion exist—~
ed tetween Aristeidesvénd the cher‘Athenian generals. Quite to the
contrary.' The’Athenians immediately acquiesce and respénd to Padsanias',

‘ qrders.33

- There is no quéstion as. to the relative reliability of
Plutarch and Herodotus. Wheré various actions attributed'by Herqdbtus
to the Athenian strategoi are ascribed by Plutafch to Arisfeides,
Plutarch's ascription may bevdue to const:ﬁqtiﬁe inférence,34vand if
nét, his source is more than iikély meiely aAlater-untrustworthy em—
Sellishment, ; 1§terv#ccfetioh, overéemph#sizing-for'thé sake of
glorifyiqg_the.prefeminence1of Aristeides.v Yet, even thdugh fiutarch

‘'uncritically reserves a pre-eminent'pdsitionvfor Aristeides where
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Herodotus does not,'it_is significanﬁ ﬁhat-he has Afisfeides'persuad%-
ing his fellow étrategoi to accept Pausanias’ orders. How d1d~c$is
s;ory.deveiop if not on the un&efiyihg basis that the Athenian ccmmand
- system involved cdliegiality? Plutarch has unwittingly f:esérved‘

the real mechanics of the internal deéision—making gtructure of the
strategia. However, it should be eﬁphasizéd that the viéw is'nOC
acceptable which maintainsvthat Plutarch should be p;eferred to Herodo-
tus because Hefodotus aoes not bring.ouf the Athenian'Systém of
command;35 If Hefodotus thought Aristeidés was in sdie command why
does he have Alexander ask to talk to.the,Athenién generalsfcollective-
ly? | Quite Simply, scholars who staft with the'assumption that the
Athenians confofmed_with the Spartan systeonf command by appoinfing
thelr oﬁn commander-in—éhief cannot then conclude that Hérodotus is

no help becauée,hé does not demonétraﬁe the éxistence of a supreme‘
strategos. I would suggest that the absence of an Athenian cbmmanderél
g 1n—chief is not due to carelessness on ;hé part of the histotiéﬁ.'
Far-fréﬁ it. Command of the Atheniap contingent was in the hands of
o? qrrq‘rr]a'ofl ﬂ?Js_/ ’/ce-.lvq(wv » in the hands of ._thé men who r_ecei'ved
Alexander, reported to Pausénias énd carried out his.orders, and was

not the preserve of a'single'general.j

The only time Aristeides is mentioned in the ninth book of
Herodotus is at 9.28.6 when the historian 1s detailing the size and

order of the Greek forces at Plataea.. Accordingvto Herodotus

rehevralot 3¢t kal mpdToe "Adywalo érdoaovro, kénas Exovres

‘16 eddvrpov, okrakioy o éoTparijyee 8’ alrdr "ApiaTeldns

', é Avowdyov, Hammond would have us believe that this 1is an indication

that the Athenian contingent'was'commanded by a single officer.36 At.



100.

first sight,'certainly Herodotus' later narrative37 is_contradicted
by 9.28.6. However, the historian names only three Athenian strategoi
for the years 481/0, 480/79 and 479/8 -'Themisfocles, Aristeides and
Xanthippus. His interest is concentrated on the.main actors. Pre-
cisely ;ﬁe same kind of apparent contradiction which exists bétween
9;28.6 and 9.44-48 is‘repeéted in Herodotus' account of the oﬁeration
at Sestos in 479/8. When the Greek forces which sailed from Mycale
to the Hellespont found that the bridge had beén destroyed, the
Spartans under Leotychidas returned to Greece,38 but the Athenians
remained - ’AQquIOM'I }\e .Ka\a Eav@n’n'm:) 'r(;x:) c‘*rf»af‘fta«:x; Qa'foﬁ Swo}LEt’vaWdS
Wﬁtp?tfﬁmvﬁs XEI)O'OV’{O’OU, and they besieged Sestos.39‘ At the con-
clusion of the operation the captured Persian officer Artayctes
attempted to bargain with his captors, but . ..T:)J chqr;ln\)v ces oi)k
352192, (Artayctes).40 Both'these phrases in Hefodotus seem to suggest
that Xanthippus was in sole command of the expedition. However, | |
during the aétual siege, which-prové&i}a more drawn out affair than
the Athenians an;icipated, the troopé,véwomﬁ Te TGV
{ovparnyéy,j@kdémdéd}dﬁbméﬂ%&§”3%2&6?f§§_§E otx épacay mpur i
' .'_e;éfe'ﬂ:m 3 70 *Abyalwy kowdy opeas peramépymrar R T Herodotus considered
that Xanthippus held the supreme command surely the Athenian soldiers
would have addressed their request to him. It is implied tha; all
the Athenian generals were of equal rank, that Xanthippus had no
sp;cial or overriding authority.42 |

Herodotus' descriptions of Aristeides at 9.28.6 and of
Xanthippus é: 9.114.2 and 9.120.4 are no more an indication that.these
two officers held supreme command at Plataea and Sestos respectively,
than they are evidence for the presence of only one Athenian general

in these areas of operation. If Herodotus knew the names of the
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other strategoi who took pért 1n>the'vari§us battles against the
Persians, it was not imﬁortant.to him. The same applies to his
description of the battle at Marathon in 490. Of the three Athenian
officers mentioned by name in his account of the Marathon campaign.,
the general Stesileos is noted simply as having died in action.43 The |

prominence given to Miltiades does not dispute the fact that the

) o . \

Athenians were commanded by ten generals -~ ﬁxov’hg fésas equr1x0|
/- 3

dexc .44 Nor does Herodotus' statement that Miltiades gdrrqnw{xser

)Ae;l\/(u/w\/ 43 mean that Miltiades held a specially defined position of
superiorit_y, as the subsequent narrative proves.l‘6 Just as it cannot
be argued that Herodotus is incorrect in assigning Milt:iad‘es and
Callimachus the most important roles ati Marathon, nor is it likely

that the tradition‘preserving the importance of Themistocles, Xanthippus
and Aristeides is incorrect in emphasis. However, it is an entirely.
different matter to assume that the historian's emphasis on the import- »
.ance of Themistocles, for example, is in any way a comment on the
position Themiétocles occupied as strateg.os, a commeﬁt on the precise . -
legal position he held in the strategia in relation to the other |
elected members of the board. The statemen_ts'of ‘Herodotus .that |
Themistoc;les in'Théséaly)szFaT"{Yii ...’Aep'm.'w.v ,4'7 and that at

: / : \
Artemisium he was 1'(\>\/ %Qr‘v‘d(w\/ d‘TrGTv‘rov 48 and at Salamis o’r?a‘rv‘)’os
49 ' ' 50

3 %9;1\/clz/ulv, and that at Aegina Xanthippus )AQ:lvaa/u)v B\E E(rfqn{)! zg,
do not intrinsically define positions of superiority within the.

bstr.ategia. ﬁe cannot, of course, categorically conclude that other
generals were present, for example, in Thessaly:wit-h The__mistbcles or

at Aegina with Xanthippus, and th.at:, these two officers were trammelled

by equal colleagues as were Aristeides at Plataea, Xanthippus at



Sestos and Miltiades-at-ﬁara;hon, for referencg to othér»éenérals

is abéent from the narrative. . However, the_statements'uhder ﬁié-
cussion have the.same meaning as the statement §§ 6.104.1 that -

- Miltiades g&r()m'o{h’i 3 )AQ;(‘/al/u)v and cannot be used in supportb of the
hypﬁthesis which maintﬁins that thg>Athen1aﬁs COnforﬁed with the
Spartan system of comhand by aﬁpointing_a éingle commander to lead
their_coﬁtingents within the Greek League forces. ‘To-put it differ-.
ently, where Ferodotus narrative indicates that the Athenians employed’
a collegiate system of command as at Plataea, Sestos and Marathon,
the phraseology he uses in specific reference to Athenian generals

he namés is similér; and in some cases éxactly,identical, with the
phraseolﬁgy which describeé‘indiVidual genérals engaged in operatioms

.where his account does not include any indications that more than one

strategos was preésent.

Whére Herodotus names only one Athénian'general, his.v
intention is not to indicaté that ;he strategos in question did not
share his command with other Athenian officers 6f'theisame rank, or
to suggest that other strategoi who ﬁay have been present were sub-
opdinate to the man named. ‘Rather, his intention is to inform us
which of thé three Athenians wh§ gained_in large ?art the credit for
the victory o&er Xerxes participated invwhich a;tion, to piéée thev.
three strategoi Themistocles, Atisteides and Xanthippus'at thevvafious
“-battles and areas of military operation.: The anecdotes'related by
Herodotus about Themistocles' actions at Artemisiuﬁ and'Salémié,_which
demonsﬁrate the importﬁnt énd influential role of Themistocles in |
determining thevfinai deciéion to fight in both-instance;, do not

~ provide any information about Themistocles' position vis-a-vis other
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Athenian étrétegoi who may have been assigned with him té tﬁe fleet..
In the case of Artemisium, the Euboeans bribed T¢_\N :Ae;l\/at/u)\/
aTPaqusQ,SI Themistocles, to influence Eurybiades, thg Spartén command-
er, and the Co:inthian Adeimantus, to stay and»fight. It is most
unlikely, however, that the series of events as related by>Herodotu$
ever took place. The whole story of the Euboeans successfully tésort¥
ing to bribery can be refuted on a number of grounds.52 If we can
giean any iﬁformation from the anecdoﬁe at all, we may perhaps be
entitled tg consider that there was some indecision among thé'Greek
command as to the course of action to be adopted. At a conference

on tactics, Themistocles may have been instrumental in settling'any
disagreements which existed. He may have simply presen;ed a plan of
action which was acceptable to the other Creek commanders, including

Eurybiades, Adeimantus and perhaps Athenian strategoi as well.

It may very well be that the tactics employed by the Greek
fleet at Artemisium to hold the Persians were Themistoclés'., It is
no more'safe to concludé from this, howeVgr, that he was the 6n1y
Athenian officer involved in the decision-making process than it is
to assume that Eurybiades, Adeimantus and Themistocles were the only
officers entitled to a voice at conferences. Surely the commanders
of the contingents fromMegara and Aegina, for exaﬁple, were not

- excluded from deliberations.53

It would be just as unusual, to say
the least, if the Athenians entrusted bnly oﬁe.of'hef strategoi_with
the command of a fleet as large as 127 ships, especially when_it be
considered that several Athenian strategoi were assigned to the Greek
fleet of 110 shipé54 at Mycale.55 If it be accepted that the Athen-

ians may have assigned more than one general to the fleet at
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Artemisium, the possibility cannot be excluded that these commanders,
in>édditibn to>Themistoc1es, éttgnded éduncii meetings and in the

final analysis received orders directly from Eurybiades. -

According toiﬂerodotuSv8;1;'foqrteeh states were represented
at Artemisium on the Greek sidg; >Theref6re, if at least one.generalv
from eaéhvcéntributing sfate sat at confgfences;»a minimum 6f fourteen
men were present. . However, the Plataeans sérved in Athenian éhips
within the Athenian command; and other states such és Styraband'Ceos,
which each supplied two ships, and Troezen, which sﬁpplied five,
were probably also attached to a lérger_squadron, such as the Coriﬁ—
thian,'and served under its officers. 'Oﬁ this‘consideration the ;
size of the council would be somewhat.less'than fourteen but hay in
fact havé'exceedgd ﬁhis numbe; if some of the larger contributors,

such as Athens and Coiinth,56 employed a collegiate.system of command;

There is indeed no reason to assume that the Greeks limited
" ‘the size.of council meetingsitb one representative from eacﬁ'state

at either of thé two sea battles, Artemisium or Salamnis, or at
vPlataea, as Hammond aéserts.57 Haﬁmond is ﬁertainlyvfight inicon_
cluding.that if ten Afheﬁian.generals and pérhapé five'Corinthi#ns

and so oﬁ for-twenty—fouf states all assembled ﬁhen summoned by |
Bauséniasvat Plataea, the combined totai of é&er one hﬁndred.mén wéuld
be too unwieldy to_opérate,beither.to deliberate on tactics or to |
'vreceive orders.,s8 However, there are'several weéknesses in this
argumeﬁt. In the first place, some‘Athenian sfrategoi wgré witﬁzthg
fleet gndvnot all ten were present at Plataea. This would‘élso apply?.
to the militarj éxecutive’of dther s;afés like Corinth:and Megard -

who spréad'their resources between the army and-the,navy.sgg Secondly,



.105.

such a hpge £0ta1 of general officers only exiéts if 1t be asshmed
thét all states frovide@ four or five commanders of equal'authority.
It seéms‘a little perverse to argue along those lineé. Even~tﬁough A
the Athenian practice was to elect a board of énnual étrategoi, Sﬁarta -
certainly did ndt.. For all we know, none of the states fepresented

~ at Plataea (with the possible exception of Corinth) hadbaevélopéd an
iﬁstitution in any way comp;rabie with the Athenian strategia. Their
systemé of éémmand'may.ﬁave gohformed with that of Sparta quiée by |
nature. The Athenian stfategia, after ali; developéd és.a:result of
Cleisthenes' deﬁocratic_reforms, if ifs’creation wasvnotxincofporated
within the changes tbemselveé. We may be:sure thaf if :he.battlé

at Plataea had taken place in 510 instead of 479, ﬁhe‘Athenién pole¥

- march, and not Athenién strategoi, would have atfeﬁded deliberationé
with military leaders of other staﬁes and received ordérs affectingv
"his command from the Spartan'commander-in-chief. Thirdly, although
1_ twenty-four'states prqvided troops, Herodotus cléarly indicates ﬁﬁat
some of them did so not as separate contiﬁgents but,in'cqmbination.

_ The threebhundred troops frbm Potidaea in Pallene were added to»fhe
Corinthian continéent.Sq The twin cities Mycenae and Tiryns'joiﬁtly
contributed four hundredvhoplite§.61 ' Therefore, twénty contingents |

rather than twenty-four comprised the Greek force.

It 1s still difficult qf.course to determine the exact size
and cbmpbsition of the group of general offiéers»mentioned by Herodotds,
for‘example, in thevfolioving statement: Tb&vﬁ&&rmmé@;

}:l_voye'nou ol T(.:‘I"V‘El\)\ﬁl'wv‘(TTPC’.T))Y.OL', are Tob Te USaros _a"rvepnt?e»fo"r?_‘:» Tﬁs‘ '
a:parzﬁs_xa{ tmd Tﬁf,.zﬁfquTaéaTﬂ9H€?U% qureAéxnoar mept
- atTdy Te anf‘rlaw‘ in F('i_)\_)\ﬂx_'lve')\()dz:'z"e;' ‘n'dpéy.' Ucl'vaay:'.r_].z’ énl _' ‘

) &fﬁvxémg.63 Although any attempt to determine the number of
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' _gen'erals ‘at war eouneils 15 purely guesvsv'm.rk; the problem 'cavn ﬁe
_approache_d with perhaps s_ome. degree of objectivit}."by> an exemination
of the Gr:eek army in line. The army was arranged in four divisions.
This -is' not appafent in Herodotus' list of the Greek covnt;.ingents' but
is noticeable in his account of the actual I‘Ja-ttle. The right wing
was composed of the Spart:ans arid :their old ally Tegea. The Cornithians
were at right centre, the Megariens at left centre and the smaller
'contingents were apportioned to these two div1sions,64_ undoubtedly
with a view to making both centres approximately equal in strength.'
On the left wing the Plataeans were stationed with the Athenians.
Quite obviously, t;he arrangement of the- "ine, with t:he two most powver-
- ful contingents from Athens and Sparta on the wings and the Cor@th— :
ians and Megarians in ,the_ centre, was planned. Instructions .isvsued

by Pausanias would be _direcied to .the variousdivisions, rather than
to contingents,_ arid.Corinth Megai‘a end Athens fﬁrnished the back".mne‘ |
- of three of these divisioris. Again, _this is not to say that: only

four states.'were involved: at meetings of strategoi. | But if gonerals
v .5; polemerchs from, for example, x'the ten or so separate contingents
which fought at right centre with the Coi;inthien's attended confer-
exices, the Corinthian high command . (the most impor-tant) woulzi have
been present in whatever capacity it was t:o_n_stit_dted, whether.it

~ involved one gexierai or 'seire;;al.' S;imilarly-, as in the instance of
the Alexaeder episode,' there 1is no re'asqni to beiieve that the Athenien
' strategoi as a body did not repoi’t vto and:r_eceive orders from o
_Pausaniaswhenever it v}as ne’cessary; v-If is..at any‘ r'ate.prepéstefous.
to consider that the smaller contingents in the centre of the line

‘ would not have been satisfied with the presence of only one- of their
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bfficers at conferences, eveﬁ-if-thef employed.a collégiafe system
oflcomhand. This consideration, in conjunction with the probability_
that collegiality‘was at tﬁis time unusual,bmakés it highly unlikely
fhat Pausanias had to deal.directly with more than about thirty .

generals.

In brief, the evidence in Herodotus that Athens assigned
several s;rategoi,vequal in power, to the_command of her various naval
and military contingents during 480 and 479, cannot be dismisséd on
the grounds of the impractiéability of the system when operating in
conjunction with a whole hoét of allies and the Spartan hierafchical
system of command. What does seem remarkable ié a situ#tion'where_the.
Spartan  commander—in-chief deélf with commanders of twenty or so
separate contingents as if‘they'conducted their activities on the
"battlefield complétely independently. This is patently unreal.  But
this is exactly the situation envisaged by those scholars who assume
that one officer commanded eé;h allied contingent because the assump~
tion is based, in the final anélysis,_on the considération_that-the
Spartan comménder could only ﬁersonally deal with and issue orders to
-officers if'fheir numbgrs were restricted in such é manﬁef. However,
as hopefully has been demonstrated in the case of Platéea,:the Greek
line was not organized haphazardly but in distinct divisions. Each
-division, whether it comprised ten different contingents or only two,
was itself a unit. It is not at all unlikely; but in fact eminently
reaéonable,'to considér that at conferéncés thevgeherals were organized’
'by their divisional gfpups and that the Spartan commander—in-chief
. therefore dealt wifh groups of officers rather than individual conting-

ent commanders.
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To return toVHerodotus' narrative, itbhas alread& been
argued ;haﬁ none of the historian's statements about Themistocles,
Aristeides and Xanthippus iﬁdicaté that these Athenian strategoi
occupied a speciai position in the strategiar> It has also been
noted that these individuals were singled_out for attention by Herﬁdotus
because they were the men recognized as playing major parts invthe
Greek victory over Xerx_es.65 ﬁerodotus' attention to individuals is
by no means unusual, often to the extent of gross distortion as, for
ekample,»in his assigﬁation of the causes of the Ionian Revolt to
the two tyrants Aristagoras and Histiaeus. Again, this is not to
say that his embhasis on individuals during the Persian invasion is
far wrong, particularly regarding Themistocles. In the last years of the
480's Themistocles was 5 nr&)roséy{f in Atﬁens. After the ostracism
of Aristeides in 482, Themistocles had probably gained almost complete
controi of Athenian foreign policy. It was, at any fate,,at his
instigatioﬁ that Athens develofed her naval Qtrength, not only for
the war against Aegina,66 but also in anticipatioﬁ of thé Persian
invasion.67 Furthermore, he persﬁaded the Athenians to make their
- main effort By sea in 480 and not to attempt to defend Athens.68'The
ecclesia had’accepted Themistocles' advice to evacuate Attica as
soon. as it was threatened with imminent invasion.69 When Attica was

70

evacuated, the refugees went to Trbezen, Salamis and Aegina. In view "
of this we can hardly consider that the Athenians did not expect the a
Greek fleet to fight at Salamis. In this context, and bearing in

mind that it was Themistocles' plan which was adopted, it is no

surprise that Themistocles was responsible, at the third conference

of generals, forbfinally persuading Eurybiades, against the prevailing
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mood of other Greek gommandérs,71-t§ fight'at Salamis. We-cénABe.
suré that the arguments ﬁSgd bbehemistécles,.détailing ﬁhevtagtidal
advantages of engaging.af Salamis'ratﬁer thén:atthe Isthmué of'v’
Corinth, were his own.72 However, as Fornarabhas.pointed out,73 this
does not méan that the deciSions enunciated.ﬁy Theﬁistocléé~dia not
brepresent'the'collective opihién ofvother Atheniah strategoi present.
Yet even so, Fornara,>I suggest,aﬁndefstates the sitﬁation, or at
least does poﬁ.define it with éerhapé enough precision. Themistocles
enunciated the decisions made by the»eccleéia. He was the natufal
spokesman for other Athenian strategoi, but aiso for Athens, for

Athens had committed herself to his strategy.

In a éimilar way that the Athenian generalé at Marathon
each gave up the nrurnyqfa to Miltiades, i§ is not inconcéivable that -
Athenian generals at Salamis allowed Themistocles the impoftant task
of influéncinngurybiades to fight at Salamis. On the other hand, if
. Theﬁistocles' own arguménts and taétics weré the major reasons for
the victory of the Greek fleet,fthe chief ;redit for ﬁhe success
should go to him. Suffice it to Say that the pfoﬁinent'role pléyed
by Themistocles cﬁn be explained éatisfactorily without heeding.to
assume that he held a position within the-strategiavof higher rank
and authority thaﬁ other Athenian generals. The role of Aristeideé
~and Xanthippus in»the remaining campaigns.of.tﬁe next year can be
explained in exactly the same terms; .Themi#;dcles,:apparently, for
whatever reason,74 héd no furthgr significant,coptributibn to ﬁéke
after the_Batﬁle at_Salamié. His proposal that the Greekvfleet shouid
consolidaxévtheir posifion by aﬁ expedition against the Hellespont |

and Ionia in order to cut the Persian army's communications with
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Persia, was initially rejected by Eurybiades. If Herodotus 1is
right, Themistocles may nevertheless have continued to press for such

5 His arguments failed to

an offensive during the spring of 479.
impress the Athenians for the first timé. By the spring of 479 the
combined-Gréek fleet numbered only.110 ships.76 The Athenian conting-
ent alone at both.Artemisiﬁm (127 ships) and Salamis (180 ships) far
exc;eded this total.77 The Atheniéns had abandoned Themistocles'
strategy of making their main éffort by sea.' Xanthippus and Arist-
eides were probably'diredting Athenian policy at this time. The two
returned exiles were certaiply restored to favour, for they wefe both
_elected generals iﬁ the spring of 479. >It is herg suggested that
Herodotgs' mention of Xanthippus and Aristeides during his narration

. of events is.dué to the fact that they were resﬁonsible for reversing
Themistocles' strétegy of thevprevious'year, by advécating a more
cautious naval campaign and an increase in fhe hoplite strength of

the army at the expense of the navy. They were, for the time being at
least, 07 vfmrm Xkaes 3 as Themistocles had been before, and. ;hi’s
justifies the attention paid to fhem by Herodotus, .rather than'any
legal poweré of superiority they were granted over théir fellow
strategol.- They.were the most important of the Athenian generals

: because.they were also predominant as politicians.

In conclusion, I agree generally with Fornara's analysis
of the Athenian command system‘as it operated during Xerxes' invasion?8
Thére is no doubt thét when Sparté held the %ﬂy;ovét of‘the Gfeeks
against Pers%a she employed her own system of ;ommand, and appointed
a commahderéin—chief,79 conveniently described by Thucydides, in -

80

reference to Pausanias, as 3_GTPQTqXOS'ﬁ3VCEX\{Vuh/, and described
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v : _ \ ~ , ,
by Herodotus, in reference to Leonidas, as . mavris wcu .{'r{’().f.»_‘-u/,l(u’cs
’ . ' »

axsoﬂsloS.SI However, it is far from proved that each allied
- state had to provide a single commander for the operations of the

¢ e / / :
war and for meetings of ef TOV E:\)\v]Vka a’rP«'rf»] ¥oi, and that Athens
especially elected a single d‘r’)arqs’os gg &TdVTWV to take his place

_ Y /-
among of TOV Ekkaivuv frf)af_'p’m 82

Ii: certainly cannot be implied
from Herodotus' use of the wordé oF TOvV (E)\)‘q/wuv o‘chxT.lYOI/in 9.50
that we have here a strictly definable term which was. applied t.o a
special group composed of a single officer from- each state. Herodotus
does not use the phrase consi'st:ent:ly,g3 an?l even if he &id-, i_t would
hardly be enough to warrant the assumption, for example, that some
Athenian generals. (thosg elected ég é‘:ra/vm)v' on Hammond's hypothesis)‘
'were known as d‘T{)(‘d‘r‘b’O\\ TV rﬂ)\v{vwv whilé others (those elected E)m‘c\)
QU\?(S) were not. Furthermore, there is no neéd to assume that a
isingle Atheniaﬁ strategos succeeded Pausanias as commander-in-chief-
of the Greeks, as O'TFO.TG‘X})S-TBV ‘EX\{«QV 84 when Sparta was deprived
of a hegeﬁlony of the Greek forces . in 478. Thé Athenians, to be sure,
accepbted f:he 'c]fi/-lo\’l/ﬁ,ss and her strategoi would now be fp’sluolves Tou
Tavtds GfPo.-rgd/Jcrros . This does not mean that the Athenians also
continuéd the Spartan hierarcﬁical system of command by appointing a
singie_officer as éomaﬁder-in-chief from amoné their own strategoi.
If Aristeides was the only Athenian strategos with the squadron of
thirty Athenian sh'ipss6 attached to Pausanias' command, which raided

87 he did in fact become the supreme .

'~ Cyprus and Byzantium in 478,
commander of the expeditioh when Pausanias was recalled to Sparta.
Howevet, and in brief, the evidence in our sources for the structure

of the Athenian strategia during Xerxes' invasion of Greece does not
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indicate’that individuai generalsswere entruStedwiﬁh sﬁecial
aethority giving them legal superiority over their edlleagues.

The importance of Themistocles, Aristeides and Xanthippusvis_not to
be explained by their possession of any such superior position within
the strategia of - qur.]vos r]xe/uwv or o’rp(m]xos aurozrarwf) nor

by their regular appointment as sole commanders with any particular

~ contingent by virtue of a special election piocedure required by the

. need to conform with the Spartan system ofAcommand. The Athenian

strategoi serving in operations against the Persians were of equal
authority and when several generals'shared the command of Athenian
contingents withip the Greek League forces under Spartan hegemony, -

they dealt with the Spartan commander—in—chief colleeti\iely.88
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CHAPTER 5

Double Representation and the

Strategos ex hapanton.

If it be accepted that the Athenian strategia was a
collegiate military executive ddring the war against Xerxes, that
all Athenian generals who served in the Greek armies and navies in
the various operations were of equal rank, then quite obviously the
more orthodox viewpoint which maintains that a single strategos
became commander-in-chief upon the demise of the polemarch is unten~
able. The probable double representation of Akamantis in 479/8 cannot
be explained as a conseéuence of ;he election of a singlebdrparqrés
ig éﬂévrwvz However, until recently, double representation of a
tribe in the strategia of the fifth centufy was thought to have
involved only Pericles' phyle, Akamantis, in the years of his politi-
cal predominance at Athens - and also tﬂat of Alcibiades, Leontis,
in only once instance, 407/6. The known cases iﬁvolving Pericles
are as follows: | |

441/0 Pericles and Glaucon vAnd. F38
439/8 Pericles and Glaucon IG 12 50

433/2 Pericles and Glaucon Thuc.1.51; IG 12'295..

19-20

432/1 Pericles and Carcinus - Thuc.3.13.1; 23.2;
- : 16 1 296.36-38.

431/0 Pericles and Carcinus Thuc. 2.31.1

It was on the basis of these examples that the theory of

the single chquxzs Eg &K&yfuh/ initially developed which reserved
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for Pericles the position of éommandérfin—Chief or chairmahéhip
of the goard, or which merely aliowed'otﬁer capable men‘tb be elécted
from Akamantis in the period when Pefiéles' continuouslfe-elecﬁién
was taken for granted. However, even fhough it became increasingly.
. obvious that douBle representation was noﬁ confined té the tribe.of
?ericles, and often involved sﬁrategdi who were not particularly
eminent, either militafily orpolitically,the theorybremained weil
established untii cpnvincingly refuted by Fornéra.l' In short, the
occurrence of double repreéentation of one tribe on the Boafd of
strategoi during some years of the fifth century had hitherto (béfore
Fornaré'S'contribution) been explained as a consequence of the election
of a singie drr&quﬁs'%g aﬂépfuav.z |

Nb apologies are‘made for entering thisbfield of conjeccure,
not because the disruption of the.or;hodox theory leaves no éatis—
bfactory éxplanation of doubie representatibn, (although Forhara's.
solution igﬁorgs the fact that double representation may have occprred
before about 460.3 Fornara, t§ be sure, argues, as I have done,av
that double tepresentation is a cOnséguence ofléhe obvioué, namely
the election of all the generals ig aﬂtﬁﬂiuvf, rather than just one,
althoggh he dates tﬁis~innovatioﬁ to the ﬁime_of'Ephiéltes'.reforﬁs
in the late 466'5 rather than to the time of Themistocles' péliﬁical
predominance in the'late~480's); but, in view of the fact théﬁ for the. 
years of 441/0, 426/5, 425/4 and 424/3, evidencé for the éxistence
of a.board'comprising'more than ten generals-is'difficult to dismiss.
It is ﬁéré suggested tha; aﬁ importantacbnseqﬁeﬁce of the reform which
enabled all the generals to be e}écted without regard to'tribe was:

in effeét the rem§va1 of obstacles which prevented a numerical increase
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in the strengﬁh of'tﬁe board.s- It is for this reason that an
examinatidn-of wéll known evidence yét'one éore time is felt to be
Justified. This ‘is not to say that double representa;ién, as_a
general phenomenon, was the result of an iﬁérease in the'npmbef df_
strategoi but, if I am not mistaken,.it may very well be that in some
specific instancés doubling shou1d be explained by the election of
extra gengrals. At this pbint iﬁ méy be as well to staée quite cate-
gorically, and to repéat,7 that there is no. evidence of the Athénians
ever having -elected more than ten generals at the regulaf annual
electoral ecclesia and therefore itvcannot be concluded that this ever
~happened. But there is evideﬁce thaf the Demos elécted strategoi at
assemblies other than the régular electoral assembly dﬁring the
Peloponnesian War. It is the purpose of this chapter to attempt to .
demonstraté firstly, that double representation is not evidence for
the existence of a single general elecﬁed Egv&m{VruJJ who held the
position of commander-in-chief or chairmanship ofithe beard, and secqnd—
ly, to provide an explanation for the apparently extréordinaiy size
of the boérd in some &ears during the last half of the fifth;century.
This invdlvés,.in the first instance, a review bf the literature‘whiCh
has made some impact on the»evolution or modification of the‘theory-
| of the dr{)o.rr]b’zs Eg &m{vru)i/. 1t involves also a detailed examination
bof some éxamples of déuble representation which pose, it is thoﬁght,
- a decisive threat to the tradltional theory, and an examination of
the evidence, particularly in Thucydides, which. indicates for some
years a numerical increase in the size of the strategla.
The theory' of the rrrcu'rlx:\ps )ei; &t(a,vﬂ;w was f;rst advocated -

by Beloch in 1884.8 Beloch believed that one general was»regularly v'
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elected without regatd to tribe while the other nine continued to l

be elected one from each tribe. This man was president of the hqard

of strategoi for the year and commander~in—chief,~edd such a man

could be identified by.the double representation of his tribe. ‘The i
commander-in-chief was elected ég Smdvrwv and the other man from the
‘same tribe was elected amd 40%69 .  Beloch's arguments have been modi-
fied somewhat in the intervening century, but this concept of a single
general elected %g &.révmv hes remained unquestioned‘ except by
Fornara, Bicknell and Staveley, as the explanation of double represent—

at*cn of Akamantis by Pericles and Glaucon or Pericles and Carcinus.9

The first significant modification came in the early 1930's
with Wade-Gery's idea that the original purpose of_double representé
.ation was to allcw an exceptionally emih'ent- man, like Pericles, to be
elected from all Atheniahs, and not permanently bat p_re.f'erment 'in :
his own tribe. Wade—Gery considers that no strategos of the 420' s,
~ including Nicias, was of thls eminence.lo' Wade-Gery's hypothe31s
that there was a modification of ‘.election procedure whereby after the |
election oi:' a fTqun)xcs' %g cirrc{vrw ‘the r»:emainingvnine positicne were
filled by dropping the man with the fewest votes, thus leaving a tribe'.
unrepresehted, has been accepted by .lacob);, Gomme ,A Sealey and Higriett}l
The effect of Wede—Gery on the development of cohclusidns concerning
the strategoi is of “some importance. Beloch's hypqthesisb that there
existed an ahnual _pres’;ident of the strategoi was replaced by the
~ notion that the crrru‘n]s’\cs ?zg '&m{muv_' had no strict legal basie.

The prevailing opinion which has persevered since the time of Wade-
..cer}' is that the election of a single o’rranp’t)s eE, Srdvruv  was. .

created to overcome the difficulty caused by the continuous re-election
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6f Peric_ies, and that; a gene>ra1 so choéen did not have increased
legal'power_s but increased i)restige.lz_ Although it Becar;le the

orthodox view rt:bhat the position was created due to the emir.lence

of Pericles and for the benefit of hié feliow—-tribesmen, the suggestion .
of Accame and Eh.renberg.that‘ Pericles was not fhe only .‘frfmn'x‘\)s ég
&m{./rw between 441 and 429,,rép1aced Wade-Gery's premise that t}ie |

privilege was the private monopoly of Pericles.13

To this extent has Beloch's original theory been médified.
His dictum of presidency has finally been discredited by Dover's demon~
stration that the phraée he/xvaros as'ro/s cannot be used as evideﬁce that
one general on the board had vs.uperior poweré, as this édc_is consider—
able if nét overwhelming weight to the afgumént that sixperior powers

4 :
! There are neverthsless

cannot be inferred from election %g (curt(vru)v .
some scholars who still accepﬁ Beloch's original thesis in té._rms of
"chairmanship" rather than "presideﬁc&". ' Jameson suggests that the
o’T[)QTr]'S’})S i-g &mfu-ruv was the annually eléctéd chairman -of the board .
who had no superior pdwers to his colleagues, but whose special
function, which entailed addi“tio‘nal prestige, meant presiding over
meetings. of the strategoi and ac;ing as gto_up_ ispokesman.lsf ~As late '
as 1961 Lewis made thé, statément that "the formulae which had .been -
thought to indicate ;hairﬁanshiﬁ'afe no t reliable guides but there'.

'~ remains some force in iameson's contention that dpu‘ole representation
ovf tribes arises rather from electing one generai ég ccurC{vruN 'to pro- .
vide é chairman than from af\y desire to ensure fairness to candid'atebs
in a tribe where the post was mo.nopoliz.ed over a long period by.one :

16

candidate". . Hammond is critical of the "view’ that the intreduction -

- of the o'rrqrr‘fss 2§ SrAVTWY was due to Pericles' continuous re-election,
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yet his belief in the ,o‘-rrrurn}:fcs %g ém{vfu\( demonstrates how the.
theory has proved irresistible to modern scholars as an explanatiom

of double r:.epresentat:ion.'17

Tﬁe generally accepted view mbay be sununa;:ized as folloﬁs:
1. In any particdlar year, but not necessarily every year, |
the Demos could -elgct one 6‘:”3091'51‘(:)? )Qg éﬂ{w’w\/. In such
a year nine other generals were elected, each ‘from a diffeient
tribe, but one of whom may have belonged to the tribe of .the
ffpaﬂix})s gg C(u\’({\/‘rul\\/'. |
2. At least nine tribes were represented in. any particularxr
vear, and if a 'UTFCLTr\b'\OS ig Citmfvﬁd\( was not elected,. all
ten tribes were represented.
3. There were never more than two generals supplied by one
- tribe in any particular year. - |
4. The position of ﬁqu.]st ig awdviwy did not coﬁfet special
powers but entailed special prestige and waév therefore limited :
to the outstanding statesmen Pericles, Nicias and Alcibiades.
(Some scholars wéixl’d also include -Phormio.v in this group.)
5. Election)efa:m{s/‘ru\) waé a device to brgak the monopoly of
a man who was pr'ominent enough té be ass_ured_ of continuous
re-election, by Vailowing another to be elected from the same
tribe. | |
The mode;n .te:m o"rrocn]s%s )i:g émfmv- hias 'been derived from
Atk Pol 61.), from Aristotle's statement, Neworovoio: .o
: qparfr__-»,»o&;, 8e.’;?.r_é_ ;nﬁgﬁ?epq'v ;ﬁ‘y "’ éndornet Judis éva, viv 8
- amdvrav, ., As has beén-ého'wn_ there is g_enerél agfeém_ent that a

reform did take place in thé fifth century, albeit one which is not in
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keeping with Ath Pol 61.1, and seeks usually to eXpiain the_donble
tepresentation of Pericles' tribe, Akamantis, between 441 and 429.,
Most scholars have followed Wade—Gety in’ignoring Ath PoZr61.1.
Jameson's contention that until shortly before the time of Aristotle
each of the ten generale was elected from a different trihe; expresseé
the widespreed opinion which pleces_the'reform mentioned in the fourth
century.18 It is indeed incongruousnthat those who have placed Ath
"Pol 61.1 in the fourth century are.also those who would extrapolate

_ the three words drPurqxés‘E§ éﬂéVTun/ to.juetifyva theory explaining
‘double repfesentation in the fifth century. The fact is that the con-
cern with the single dvpafqros sgcunxw WV has directed all attention
away from the significance of Aristotle s mention of a reform, the
only reform which is attested in the ancient sources. There is no
‘evidence for the existence of a single GTrdrqros Eg &H&;Ttdv in the
sources for either the fifth century or the-fourth century. Ae I have
noted in the section where I discuss election procedure,19 Ath Pol
61.1vrefers to a procedural change whereb} all the generals, not just

one, were elected without reference to tribal representation.l_ga

As yet there has been but one attemot to explain double
representation in the fifth century in terms of the reform mentioned
in the sources, and that by Fornara who thinks the Athenians effected_'
a reform not for Pericles or his feIIOWetribesmen but for everyone

at the same time,zo Fornara's argument may be summarized as follows:

. In 501/0 when the reform of Ath Pol 22. 2 was effected, the
ten strategoi were elected by their respectivetribes each one of .
Cleisthenes ten new tribes electing one general.21 The elections to

the strategiaiwere modifiedvsome time after 487/6 when sortition was
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introduced in the choosing-of arbhons, and the st:ategoi became
both'politically-important and no longer merely the leaders of their
own tribes but on occasions of the whole army. The reform took
plaqe after 469/8, possibly as a consequence of the democratic
innovations of Ephialtes in 462/1, but before the double represent-

22

ation of Ereéhtheis in 460/59. Fornara's theory is that the reform

effected ‘two basic changes:

1. The generals were now elected by the Demos as a whole.

2, The generéls were elected without regard to tribal representation.

According to Fornara, his hypothesis allows more than a
democratic improvement in accord with ﬁhe réforms of Ephialtes. He
argués that the archaic provision limiting répresen;ation to but one
man in each tribe must have been felt to be unduly restrictive23
during the Pentacontaetia when the strategoi had become thé politico-
military executive of a now imperial state. 'A.reforﬁ at this time
(that is, the late 460's) which logically removed the restrictions to
An efficient strategia composed of the most capable men24 éxplains
very_satiSfa;torily the instances of double representation, except of
course that of 479/8, and is precisely the innovation of Ath Pol 61.1.
Furthermore, the heed to devise a complicated election procédure
whereby one general was electgd Eg ;véQTMJV and the rest{awé éuxas
is thus eliminatevd. - The modern teﬁn a"rFaro]m\)s 'EE; &tml.vnuv and all
‘it means in the currently accepted view, is relegated to the realms

of fiction.

However, in addition to the fact that Fornara's conviction

is highly questionable that Ath Pol 22.2 means each general was
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elected By hié respective tribe, I would also suggest thét>his:érgu%
ments are just as appliéablé, perhaps more so, if the reform (that

is, the election.of ;he strategoi without regard toutfibal_represent-
ation) is>dated some twenty years earlier,'in the 480's. At least
the problem of double representation as early as 479/8 is thereby
neatly resolved. Certainly there is no reasonbwhy Ath:PbZ 61.1 muét
describe a feform>which belongs to the foﬁrthvcentury father than the
fifth céntury.2§ The silence of the Afh EDZ oﬁ the dateléf the -
reform which eliminated.tribal repreéentation indicates thaﬁ the
author either did not have the information or considered it ﬁnimport-
: ant.26 If he did not have the information.and the reform occurred
‘in the fifﬁh century, as has.been'demonstréﬁed isAhighly likely, it
follows he was ignorant of the reasons for it, and the.consequeﬁces

of it. In the.context of the circumstances ofvfourth-century Athens,
it mattered little if the strategoi wefe chosen ﬁith réspect to |
tribal affiljation or not. - They were no longer‘the‘military_exécutivé
1eading Athens-in'a fight for survival égainst’Persia any more than
they were the politico~military'execuﬁive of an imferial state leading
Athens in_a»fight for the control of Greece.27._To be sure they were
still the military executive, but in tiﬁes qf war or peace each- |
general héd specific and narrowly defined duties to perform. It~
Seéms that only one gene;al had the opportunity to gain distinction

on the Béttlefield,;fo: only one was assignéd the duty of leéding
hoplites on foreign'éxpeditions;z_8 The.primary_responsibility of
fourvdther.generals was the.o:ganization of the defence of Atﬁica'

apd the Peiraeus and ﬁhe tedious-superﬁision of the symmbries.29 At

the time of writing of the Ath Pol the strategoi were largely'an
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adminisﬁrative body-concerﬁed with thg day to &ay running éf the
mundane affairs of state. The coﬂtemporary situation ﬁas_inimical

to an‘undérstandiﬁg of the significance of the-strategia in the fifth
century and the significance of a reform which éliminated tribal |

representation in election to the office. - f.

" Cases of double represéntation, to be. examined in detail,
which pose a decisive threat to the traditional explanation and which
strongly support a dating of the reform of Ath Pol 61.1 to the fifth

century, are as follows:

Year Generals Tribe:
479/8 : Xanthippus, Leocrates " Akamantis -
_ 460/59 Hippodamas, Ph(ryni)chos Erechtheis
440/39 Phormio, Hagnon Pandionis
433/2 _ Archestratus, Proteas : Kékropis
432/1 Proteas, Eucrates, Céllias Kékropis
431/0 Phormio, Hagnon V Pandionis
- 430/29 Phormio, Hagnon .Pandionis
426/5 Lamachus, Sophocles Oineis
426/5 Hipponicus, Aristoteles Antiochis
425/4 Lamachus, Sophocles = - Oineis
424/3 Thucydides, Nicostratus Leontis. -
A423/2 - Cleon and unknown ' Pandionis
Nicias, Sophocles A Aigeis
418/7 Alcibiades, Nicostratus Leontis
414/3 Lamachus, Charicles - Oineis’

479/8 Xanthippus and Leocrates

There is a strong possibility that double representation
occurred as early as 479/8. This is afgued by Bickngll.30 He
suggests that if Leocrates, son of Stroibus; who was strategos in

459/831 can be identified with the.Leocrates who was a strategos at.
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Plataea in 479/8, 32 and if the infereﬁce can be drawn from IG 12 821
that Leocrates Stroibou belonged to the deme lagnous, then there was
double representation of Akamantis in 479/8, as Xanthippus, of the
deme Cholargus,_wés also general in that'year.33 Fornara has also
identified'the son>of Stroibus with the general of 479/8, but is
silept about his tribal affiliation.34 | |

IG 12 821>is a dedicatory inscription found at Mafkopoulo
whiqh fell within the territory of Hagnous.34a
It reads as follows:v

[z]-rpo.'pc_ W[o;]’t: -ré[b‘c’fra)\ Jpe : Aﬁgk[chrss) gor 3&5’69K<13]

cE(:/A'z'\l, Ka,\)\mo;uws‘ oUK ThaOes [xap(rcxs ]
Bicknell suggests that Leocrates had this caption written for a
dedication that was linked with his successful participation in the
battle at Plataea.35 From the evidence Bicknell présents - the ‘discov-
ery of several gréve inscriptions of Hagnousioi at the same site, and
the discovery of a fourth—céntgry iﬁscription, which accompanied a
dedication to Hermes by.a known HagnousiOS'evidgntly set up, 1ike.

Leocrates', at a local cult centre of Hermes at Hagnous - it would

indeed by unusual if Leocrates was not a demotes of Hagnous.

460/59 Hippodamas and Ph(ryni)chos.

36

In a casualty list of the Erechtheid tribe,” which Fornara

gates to the archon year 460/59,37 two generals are listed. Whethet
or not there was double representation in this year depends on the

meaning of ¥o auro EVlaufo .38 If awau-ro means campaign year" the
1ist could refer to both.461/0 and 460/59, Hippodamas being a general

in the former year and Ph(ryni)chos in the latter. But if it means

archon year" there is certainly double representation in 460/59, for
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the only evidence against it is the double assumptiog thét there
could only be one general per tribe, and ;hat Ph(ryni)chos replaced
Hippodamas. Either interpretation is compaﬁiﬁle ﬁith Thucydides‘.
account of the events attested to by the inscription where fighting
occurred.39 However, as Fornara has pointed out, a campaign year

ié actually a season and Evuxurég is not a season but a year.éo The
possibility cannot be discounted that double rgpresentation ’océurred

in 460/59.%1

. 440/39, 431/0, 430/29 Phormio and Hagnon.

There is good evidence that Phormié belonged to the deme
Paiania and therefore to the tribe Pandionis.. In Pausanias 1.23.10
Phofmio rgtired to Paiania after his inabilify to pay a.fine. Some
scholars have held rigidly to the notion that Pausanias proves only
that Phormio had property iﬁ Paiania.42 However, Phormio's retire—
ment to Palania supports the hypothesis that this was his Aemg.
Sécondly, manf Athenians still lived in their native demes and he may
simply have been one of them. .This is more likely, for men who lived
away from their demes surely moved to a more fashionable fesidentia}
area, not away from it, fo; Péiania was'not a fashionable district.
Thirdly, as Fornara notes, Pausapias' source éither inferred from the
deme name of Phormio the place of his withdrawal or omitted the deme
name because he considered if sufficiently obvious from his mention
of Pa:lania,43 for otherwise Pausanias would have noted in some-@ay
that Paiania was not Phormiofs deme. . Fourﬁhly, before the»theory
of. the _o’?rcar(x})s )cg a«c{ﬁQv becaxﬁe widely accep'ted, it was general]'.y'

- thought that Paiania was the deme of Phormio - to preserve intact

this theory it 1is necessary -to allocate Phormio to another tribe
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because in 431/01both Akamanﬁis and Pandionis would have two represent-—

atives.

Of the other pieces of evidence the strongest is a fragment'
containing the list of generals who swore to observe the peace ‘terms
"with Samos in 439/8.44 The difficulty_of Wade—Gery's r’estoration,45
accepted for example by Ehrenberg end Sealey,46 is that it felies’on
the stfategia of a Demokleides from Aigeis in this year; The relevant
part of the fLagment is :- | |

As,z[ ....AI)"EABCS Yoeahe TTo.]

v‘o:cwbo;
In the first place, names beginning nitthgu'are common,, so‘tnet if
Demokleides is not fhe correct restoratidn-Phnrmio may not fit.
Secondly, it is possible though less likelj,_that Aigeis ie_not the
tfibe.here represented, and that Pendionis is doubly represented.
Thirdly,.Hagnbn, the oﬁher general apart from Ehofmio most regularly
fron_Pandionis during nhe‘430's,'may have been strategns in 439/8.
Fourthly, if Demokleides is correct, there ere nanyAseven~letter_nanes
instead of Phormio's which ean provide fitting restorations; but the
_problen still remains one of proving thaf'such a general belonged to
Pandionis. All theée objeetions have much less.merit than Wade-Gery's
original reStoration; for they make.the gaps much more difficult

to complete.

We know that_Phermio nasvstretegos in 440/39 and also.in 
432/1, the next attested.incidence of a general from Pandionis. : ;f
we are to jndge from Phormio's. later :ecord it is probable that'he,was
general fairiy.regulariy between 440 and 432.. ;Phnrmiois Acafnenian.

oferations could have bccurred:as early as 439/8, but the-moreeiikely -
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daﬁe, aﬁd that generally accepted, is 432. 1In short;ifhere is no =
other generﬁl of the 430'3 besides Pegicles who is more likely to
vuhave held a nearly continu&us strétegia. it wé had supplementary
evidence for a generalsﬁip of Phormio. in 439/8,.the'restoration~
would be virtually‘certain. The péssibility of aADemoklgides being
general in 439/8 is stréngthenedbby the fact that a man of this name
was the proposer of thevBrea Dééree,47 which is usually dated between
445 and 438.48 If we assume that he proposed the decree as strategosl:9
then there was a Demokleides prominent enough in Atﬁenian affairs in‘
the late 440's and early 430's to perhaps b§ general on several
occasions. |

Anotﬁer indication of.the deme of Phormio is IG 12 296 where
in lines, 13, 17 and 23 a (I)o‘olu(ow Tratawé? wou_ld provide a fitting
restoration. This is not conclusive.. However, the evidence of
Pausanias and IG 12 50, when taken together, add up to more than mere
coincidence.: Phormio's deﬁe is not unsafe, especially consideriﬁg that
scholars who reject the evidence do so simply out of the wish to pre-

serve. the currently held theory of election. The tribal affiliation

of Hagnon is beyond'doubt.

."‘\'

433/2 Archestratus and Proteas

Thucydides 1.57.6 names an Archestratus, son of Lycomedes,
in command of a mission to Potidaea. We cannot identify this

Archestratus with any of the others known, although it is conceivable

"that .he proposed a'rider’to the Chalcis Decree in 446/5.51 More

likely he was Traasurer to Athena in 429/8, and restoration of the

2

/ . -
deme-name @Aueus to IG 1”7 237 is as possible as any six~lettered
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alternativeé; ' Hdwever; the name'Lycomedés present more attractive
possibilities; Firstly, a'Lycomg&es-fromerkropis is named in a
casualty list of abéut 425.52 Secondly, a Cleomedes, son of Lyco;
medes, who Qaé strategos in>416/5,53.almost certainly bélonged to
Phlya.54 Thirdly; Herodotus men;ions a- Lycomedes who_fought at
Artemisium, and who is_;onnectéd with'Phlya byﬂPIutérch.55 Fourthly,

2

a restoration of IG 11“ 1446 at line three reveals a possible

Archestratus Lycomedous of Phlya of the fourth century.

ﬁignett thinks we need ﬁoré proof fhét the important family

" from Phlya whichiused the name Lycomedés,‘aléo used the name Arche-
stratus.56. But if we assume that Archestratus did not belong to

this family, which is the alternative, we musf assume:anbther pfomiﬁ—
ent family which also.usedkthe name Lycomedes.  This is not imposéible
but lacking in suppofting evidence because’during-the fifﬁh»century
prominent men of the name Lycomedes all caﬁe froﬁ the deme'Phlya.

We are not justifiéd in dismissing the very probable tfibal affili;tion
of Archestratus on the groqnds that it is not absolutely certain '
and because 1t'upse§s the currently prevailing theory of the ¢rAqqués
%g (‘Lnt{\/‘ru)‘/. Archestratus may easily have been the son of ﬁhe Lyco—
medes who fought at Artemisium and the'brother of the'géneral'of |
416/5.57 A combination‘of fhucydides'1.45.2; wh1¢h'1ists the geaefais
'Lacedaimonius, Proteas and Diotimus on a ﬁission to Corcyra;vanﬁ

1G 12 295 line niné,,places the tribe of Proteas beyond doubt.

432/1 Proteas, Eucrates and Callias.

-Thé-evidence fof'a'strategié of Eucrates is IG.i2 296 line

five. His identification-with'the_demagdgge places him in ;hemtribe
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Kekropis. This is safer thanvthe:Eucrates,'father»of Diodotus,
mentipned by Thuéydi&es, and whomHignett tentatively suggest558 -
unléss the father of Diodotus éan be identified with the demagogue.59
Aristbphanes refers to the demagogue Eucrates as katrgbs K&ﬂ?cs.Go
Eucrates either lived away from his native deme'dr the demotic is
correct. However, if Eucrates lived ih Melite but it was not his denme,
why did Aristophanes use the deﬁotic-to describe him? ' There~i§ no
evidence that peopie were idgntified by the deme in which they lived
rather than to the deﬁe.tO'which they belonged, aﬁd it needs to be
demonstrated, as Fornar;,points out, that Themistocies Phrearrios,

for example, who lived in Melite, could be called The@istocles |
Meliteus.6l It is also possible that the Eucrates, brother of Nicias,
who was strategos in 412/1, was also general in 432/1,.in which case
there would have been double fepfesentation of Adigeis, as Socrates

Halaieus was general in 432/1.62

' L 7
Thucydides 1.61.1 names Keliav 10V Kedhiddoou wepaTOV

'QUTOV’GTvﬂTqSOV on a mission to Potidaea. The combination of PA 7827

| and 7849 gives Callids the demotic A;gw.vatfs of the tribe Kekropis.63
Lewis, attemptiqg to refute the ascription of Phormio to Pandionis,
substitutes Callias for hiQ‘as the seven-letter alterﬁativg.in

1G 12 50. He argues that this Callias, as the likely proposef of the
financial decree IG 12 91-92, and the renewals of alliances with
Rhegion and Leontini, (IG 12 Si and 52) was no non-entitf, and could

64. His evidence is a fragment

therefore have been strategos in 439/8.
/ /
of a manumission list of about 320 which names a Kad\\ias KhX}tQBOU
/ .
- Mavavieos .65 However, PA 7848 and 7849 are equally suitable and

- - - o
Lewis' only reason for not accepting Afgw\/gus as Callias' demotic



129.

in the first place is that Proteas, his colleague in 432/1, belonged

to the same deme.66,

As.Phoroio's triBe is more likely to be Pandionis, it little
" matters if Callias came from Pandionis, Kekropis or neither; If he
belonged to Pandionis there is doublebrepresentation of three tribes
in 432/1;67:-if he came from Kekropis there is double representatioh
of Akamantis and triple representation of Kekropis, and if he belonged
te neither there is stillidouble representation of Akamantis_and
Kekro.pis. But the tbeory of the o‘rrcvn]x})s Eg g;rrt{v‘rwv catmot be

used in determining probability of demotics.

426/5 Hipponicus and Aristoteles.

Thucydides 3.91.4 names Hipponichs,’son of Callias,-oh a

- mission against Tanagra. There does not seen aoy doubt that_the deme
of the Callias —'Hiopohicus family is Alooece, of the tribe Antiochis,
as three separate inscriptions testify to the affiliation,68_ Further-
more, Plutarch makes reference to a Ka»\nlo.s 3 3&)‘03){0;- who indulged
.in looting when Aristeides and his tribe, Antiochis, remained to puarc
the prisoners and spoils after the battle at Marathon.69

It is generally accepted that Aristoteles, the son of Timo-

crates, stretegosvin 426/5, 70

2 299,71 and Aristoteles of the tribe Antiochis who

can be identified with the'Artffoijekgl
@ora[ﬂ_ﬁ? in IG {
was-helledotamias in 421/0, 72 oligarchic strategos in'4ll_and one of
the Thirtvafraﬁts;73 It seems that PA 2055 and 2057 are the same:
.peréon. However, even if they are not Aristoteles deme is sefe
- enough, as Lewis has noted.74 The tribe Antiochis produced two

generals in 426/5.'
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425/4 Sophocles and .Lamachus.

Apart from the poet, Sophocles is the name of ;ﬁo other
- figures in late fifth-century Athenian history. A Sophocles was
one of the Thirty in 404/3, and came from Oineis.76 Sophocles, the

77,has been»identified

son of Sostratides, who was strategés in 425/4,
as the oligarch by Fornara.78_ Lewis' objection that the identification
must be rejected becausevhe is qolleague of Lamachus, who certainly
belonged to Oineis; is not sufficient reason to dismiss the possibi-

lity.so

424/3 Thucydides and Nicostratus.

Thucydides the historiaﬁ beloﬁged to the deme Halimu; and
theréfore to the phyle Leontis.81 It has always been considered highly
likelyxthat Nicostratus, the son of Dieitrephes, is the same as
Nicostratus Scambonides, mentioﬁed in Aristopﬁanes' Wasps. Wadé—Gery's.
argument that,NiCQStratus was a general in the yearé when Alcibiades
Scambonides.ﬁas not82 has been acéeptéd without question by SealeyTI
and Mattiﬁgly,83 but is not cbﬁclusive proof that Niéostratgs belonged

to the same tribe as-Alcibiades.

According to MacDowell, at the performance of the_Wasps.in
422,'Nicostratus (:ETScambonides was present-in the front row of the

" audience. He bases this conclusion on consideration of the manner of

84

- performance of Wasps 71-85. - The front seats of the theatre were

reserved for holders of certain offices, inglﬁding generals,'_andv

. . ' 8
‘ Nicostratus, the son of Dieitrephes, was a strategos in 424/3. >

Although Nicostratus is a common name and another office-holder of

“this name may have had the privilege of occupying avfrontséa;at_the
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performance of the play in 422, hevextheless the identifipatién’of
the general with the écambonides ig strengthened. An afgﬁment by
Fornaras6 further.increasing the possibiiity has-beén prompted Sy

the discovery by Vanderpool that the grandfather of Nicostratﬁs the
geheral wés Euthoin&s.s7 The proposition that Axistophanes-is
thinking of Nicostratus' grandfather when he ﬁuts the words ¢ako£%jn]¢
and ¢|\é§£¢cv into thé mouth of Nicostr;tus is not too forced.an
Association for the playwright, but not so probable that the identifi-
cation of the two Nicostratol with each other is cértain,-as,Fornara
thinks.88 However, it ié not unreasonable tb conclude. that Nico-
.stratus‘the general most likely‘belonged to Lebntis. A good reason,

at least, is necessary to reject the ide_n_tification.89

423/2.Cleon and Unknown.-

'If Cleon was a general in this year, there is doﬁﬁle represent-
ation of Pandionis, but some scholars have expressed doubt that he |
held office inv42.3/2.90 ‘According to Thucydides Cleon left Atﬁens
for the Chalcidice/xn%LT%Q EK£Xe4fa1v .91 The usual view is that
Cleon did not leave until after the Eythian Games which were held in -
Metageitnion (Aﬁgust) 422, and that he Qas therefore a géneral-in |
422/1, but not in 423/2. This view is based on Thuqydides' phrase
- at 5.1.1' al ,&v' Aviadaion arrovba\. ‘ouéXg’pro ,w:lea ﬂuG/QJv , meaning
‘that the truce continued until Metageitnion.92 But Thucydides does
not give a date for when Cleon left Athens and the écholia on Aristo--
phanes' Peace, 48,breveals that Cleon was'killed_éightAmohthé bgfore.
.the production of the play at the Dionyéia éf 421.. Thé élay was
'performed'in Eléphebqlioﬁ or April. _The déétﬁ of Cleon, accofding

to this, was therefore in Metageitnion; the same month thét,thé Pythian
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Gamés were being held.

Howéver, it is generally agreed that Thucydideé 5.1.1
is éorrupt or.some words have dropped out.93 McGregor believes
that the phrase means "the year's truce had been broken and remained
so until the time of ﬁhe Pythian Games" rather than '"the truce for
the year ended, after lasting until the Pythian Games"-.94 McGregor's
translation obviates the.necessity to extend the truce past the
logical date for expiry, April 422, for the truce, to last for é year,
began in Elaphebolion 423.95 - Even 1f we ignore the possibility of
corruption in Thucydides' text, and accept the expiry date as April,
the whole matter becomes much simpler. Cleon left Athens fk&réx Tl\]\/
erXQxPﬂuv , that is, in early sﬁmmér 422, and was killed shortly
after the Pythian Games were held. Even if the battle at Amphipolis
fook place in September, it is still late enoﬁgh in the summer to be
compatible With}Thuqydides' chronology.96 The appéérance of
fMuW;]NCG{O} in IG 12 324, line 38, dated 423/2, means there wvas

another general from Pandionis in this year.97

423/2 Nicias and Sophocles.

One case of double representation, apart from that of

. ! . '
Pericles' tribe, which has been used to support the theory of the
dTPquxgs %g gxﬂiv?LJv involves the statesman Nicias and the poet

Sophocles, and is based oh the following anecdote in Plutarch.
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It isvcertainly beyond-douﬁt’that Nicias and Sophocles both belonge&»
to AigeiS.gg | Westlake considers that the wrsfﬁgTufés accorded to
Nicias by Sophocles can be explained By his election g_g .ccx'n’cfvrw\./ ;.
the point of the origiﬁal story being a feference to Nicias' special -
position on the board, and ﬁot as Plutarch has naturally'aSéumed, a
reference: to his wealth and fame.loo; Jamesoﬁ concluded that the post
of cTrawqrEs:Eg gﬁﬂéﬂﬂdv could be filled by some other.than Pericles,
that it involved merely chairmanship of the board's-discussiohé and
was occupied only by men who were expevrienced strategoi.lql .~ Dover
concedes that Niclas was CTFC_\TBIY(\JS E_‘c; &trc{ﬁwv but is inclined to
Fhe view that Plutarch is right in ascribing ﬂp;(ﬁdfnros to Nicias'-
personal achievements rather than conétitdtional nosition, that the
story is not incompatiblegwith rotétionﬂofvchairmanship amoné all
the generals, rather than Jaﬁgsbn'S'suggestion, and the inciden#

“occurred when Nicias-was taking his turn in the cha_ir.102 Woodbury
takes the point a little further. ' Although he is non-committal aboﬁt
whether Nicias‘ precedence was . due to Plutarch's reasons or to his
election 2% fure(\rrwv, he suggests that the customary prestige he was
accorded by his colléagues was on this day:inhibited because he was

in the chair and he adopted this procedufe to overcome the inhibition}03v

‘-However, Woodbury.is basically'concerned with confining a
generalship of Sophocles to 441/0 by casting doubt on the authenticity

of the anecdote,.lo4

but his argument is not conclusive enough to
, warrént rejection of Plutarch, especially since the tone qf the story
conformsvwith the tradition which contrasts ;ﬁe abilities of SOphocles

as a poet with his lack of’militafy acumen. Woodbury suggests that
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the anecdote is a conflation of two events, namely the strategia of
~ Sophocles in 441/0 when he was involved in the expe&itidn_agaimst
Samos, and operations agaihst some Samian exiles at Anaea in 428:6r

427, which Nicias may havécommand{ed.105 Woodbury uses an hypothesis

‘advahced by G. Perrotta to show how such conflation maj have-occurred}06
Pérrotta took a statement in the Vita 9 that Sophocles; when'Sixfy
nine years old, was a general in the war'against the Anaeans seven
years before the beginning of the Peloponnesiﬁn War, altered the text
'to read WP:) TOV Tl's,\on"ovv-l{ PRV o'rrovéQv, thus dating I'_xis generalsﬁip
to 428/7 rather than 439/8, named the poet and Nicias as cblleagues
in the campaign és well as for 428 /7, and alipwed.thé age of Sophocles
as feporteaito remain unchanged 1f his birth - according to the |
Parian marble - occurred in 497/6. |

The weakness of the whole reconstruction is the-assumption'
fhat Nicias wa_s.involnved.lo'7 The‘Athenian forces were VuOs Bd282*11
KQ\! A\Jka‘ilo. ws/}nm)v o:."t%v ,&Trcm‘ls’z{\/. 108 There is certaivnly- room
- for Nicias here, but may we not be surevthat Thucydides wpuldvhave

named the man whom he later calls the foremost man in Athens,lo9

if
he was a partner in this command? There is no other reason to assume
that Nicias held office in 428/7. However, it is not impossible, as

he was certainly general in 427/6,119

and according to Plufarch Niqiés
was often the colleague of Peric_les.lll Apart from this, there is

no other evidence for # generalship of Sophocles in 428/7. . The:

Vita 9 proba#lf'refefs to a sfrategia éf Sophocles during the Samiaﬁ_
-re&olt or ‘to a fufther:campaign, with Sophocleé as general, in 439/8{1

112

against ‘the Samians who settled in Anaea in 439. It is not

necessary to dismiss entirely the evidence of the Vita for a generalship-
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of Sopﬂoclés in a year other tﬁan 441/0; Hé may indeed -at some
time have been ﬁhe colleague-of Pericles and Thucydides thgvson éf
Melesias.113 But the attempt tb_link Plutarch's aﬁecdofe with Vitd 9
and Woodbury's hypothesis that events involQing the Anaeéns iﬁ the
eafly part of the Peloppnnesian War becane coniused'with the Samian .
revolt of a décade'earlier with regard to éophdéles' generalship, »
are invalidated by the assumption that Nicias was general in 428/7.114
Furthe:ﬁore, the nfssjgérﬁTOS is no§ appropriate if_the
dating of the anecdote is to be 428/7. If.the”incident.ﬁook.place ét
all, it probably occurred after Nicias already'had considerable achieve-
- ments to his credit, that is,'between.421 and 415; after the Peace .

 .of Nicias.115

The view that Sophdcles was elected general in 423/2,
when dipiomatic rather thﬁn.military abilities may have been fequired
for negotiations with Spa:té, cannot be'd:!.smissed.l'16 ‘Ce;tainly Nicias.
was entitled to Sophocles' ::ren'}id-rafo; by this .time. He had already
'served as geherai in 427/6, 426/5, 425/4 and 424/3. .It'is no'less
reascnable ﬁo considér théc Sophocles, who was ihlhis seventies; if.a
date in the_490'$ is accepted for' his ﬁirth, ﬁay by 423‘safely'refer.

to himself as ﬁthué}aIvs in the real meaning of the word. If the

story came from Ion,v423/2 would seem to be'the terminus ante quem
117

’for.fhe incident, because Ion died in 422/1. On‘such é dage Thucy-
dides'and Plutarch are complementary for it is during the summer of
422 that Thqcydides refers to Nicias as the foremost states@an in
Athens.118 Thucydidesviendé support to the héturalvinterprétation of
Plutarch, that Nicias"precedence was due to his persénal authority,

"~ and Sophocles' remarks. are a cdmpliment and an acknowledgement of

his political prestige and influence in the state rather than deference
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-to any official rank which set Niciés apart. 1In short, Piutaréh's
'source may just as easily havé described Nicias_asnpscfhffarcs as

a result of his wealth and fame than for anofher reaéon which has

been lost or unmentioned. If Nicias and Sophocles were both generals
for 423/2, there is double representation of both Aigeis and Pandionis

for this year.

418/7 Alcibiades and Nicostratus.

Aicibiades belonged to the deme Scambonides.llg The restor-

2 302, line 18, fits perfectly

120

ation of his name and demotic in IG i

the available space and means Alcibiades was a strategos in.418/7.
\ > /

Thucydides' phrase kal E’)\excs/ o? ’Aer\m?m AXK:EMLBCU ﬂ?tﬁ‘.ﬁsufcﬁ

/
ﬂuPOVToS,121_does not prove that Alcibiades was not a general at the

time of Mantinea,122 not because he may have been elected at a by-

23

election, although that is possible,1 ‘but because there is no reason

to. suppose that the Aggenians couldvnot use a general as an ambassador.
The diplématic abilities of Alpibiades were put to use.  Alcibiades
was general in 420/iS, 419/8, 417/6, 416/5 and 415/4. Why omit him

. from 418/7 and break the continuity simply because he plays the role.
of diplomat, and when there is evidence to the'contrafy? Nicostratus

held a joint command wiﬁh Laches in the summef of 418.124

414/3 Lamachus and Charicles.

Charicles, the son of Apollodorus, general in 414/3,125can

be identified as one of the Thirty, and belonged to Oineis.126

Lamachus was killed in Sicily during this year.127
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In summary, the theory of _the 6’1[\0.1'6]')"}35 %g (CUTOZV-TI\J\/.
is seriously weakened by the mény cases of double representation
which are apparent from 441/0 onwafds.128 The theory is virtually
destroyed'by the almost certain incidence of more thén one case of
double representation in ceftain years, and the triple representatiou
of Kekropis in 432/1. The instances of at least two tribes doubly

represented are as follows:

Year :  Generals v » Tribe
- 433/2 Pericles, Glaucon Akamantis
| Archestratus, Proteas - Kekropis
432/1 - Pericles, Carcinus - Akamantis

Proteas, Eucrates,

Callias ’ . Kekropis
431/0 .--Phormio,.Hagpon Pandionis
S | Pericies, Carciﬁus.'- Akaméntis
426/5 Lamachus, Sophocles Oineis
" Hipponicus, Aristoteles Antiochis
424 /3 ' Nicostratus, Thucydides Leontis
. _ - Lamachus, ‘Sophocles Oinels
423/2 Nicias, Sophocles Aigeis
Cleon, Unknown : Pandionis

.If Archestratus was also strategos in 432/1 there was
quadruple representation.of Kekrbpis in this year.129 Furthermore,
the problems for those scholars who believe in_the existence of a>
GTPQT1XES %g antﬁhxuv are not alleviated by proposing alternative
tribal affiliations for égch strategol as Eucrateé and Callias. From
their viewpoint the situation worsens, if that is possible. If

Eucrates was Nicias' brother and belongéd to Aigeis he was a colleague

of his fellow-tribesman Socrates Halaieus, thereby producing a
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third double representation -in 432/1. If he is not to be affiliated
with either Aigeié or Kekropis there is still the problem of double
repfesenﬁation of Kekropis bf Proteas and Callias. But alternative -
demes for Callias are even moie difficult. If this Callias was

general in 439/8 on the basis that his name be restorea in IG i2 50
instead of Phormio's, as a genérai from Pandionis, the problem then
involQes disproving Phormio's affiliation with Pandionis for he was
also general in 432/1. However, Callias' restoration depends on the
identification of Callias with the proposer of the decrees IG 12 51
‘and 52, for quite obviously if‘he was not as predominant in-Athenian '
affairs as Phormio during the late 440's and early 430's Phormio's

name must be preferred in IG i2 50. The proposer of the.decrees could
quite easily have been Callias Hipponicou Alopécethen of the tribe
Leontis,13o fatﬁer of Hipponicus, stra:iegos in 426/5. Therefore, the
 generalship of a Callias Calliades Paianieus in 439/8 is very question-
able. Callias, the son of Calliades, general in 432/1, cannot be
assigned to Leontis because there is no known link between his family.
and the Callias-Hipponicus family. In short, double_repfesentation
ofvat least two”tribes in 432/1 cannot be satisfaétorily'explained

away.
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CHAPTER 6

The Size of the Board.

If the numerical strength of the strategia varied ffdm
year té year and in fact fluctuated even .during the time space of a
yeaj:', quite obviously the theory of the Q’T{)CL'&’»]SES %g &T\'va‘fwt/
is totally destroyed. The theory, after all, is based on the assumption
that tribal representation was a fifm constitutional requirement only
partially lqosened in soﬁe years to allow the electicu of ﬁwo generals
from a single tribe, and which resulted in just one tribe féiling
to gain representation. It would indeed seem a little pérverse to
argue that instances of double-doubles merely necessitate a modifi-
cation of the theory to fit the new evidence, a modification; for
example, whicﬁ permitted two chairmén or which alloﬁed more than one
man to be honoured by election Eg'énéywmav, ﬁajor difficultiesb
would follow. Oﬁce it be admitted that aouble-doubles occurred,
there are no good reasons to impose a limit on tWO}STFQTqXCh é&
&n&vnuv per year as tbere are if the evidence firmly suggested only
single double representations. Evidence of triple representaﬁions
add, of course, further complications. It is not possible; howeve;,
to determine with any exactitudevfluctuations in the size of the
strategia within a given yeat,bécause of the nature of our sources.
The death or deposition of.strategoi'does not ﬁecessarily mean that
replacements were immediately elected or co—opted iﬁ some way. We
must assume for example that generals who are named. by Thucydides

on operations towards the end of an archon year (May-June), but who
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are not mentioned as Holdiqg office earlier_in the year, were in

fact strategoi for the whole year unless Thucydideé says otherwise.
There are in fact certain years where evidence for the existence of
a board of generals comprising more than ten generals is_difficult’

. to dismiss even by postulating by-elections to replace generals killed
or disgraced. An attempt, firét of all, shall be made to deﬁonstrate
the e#traordinary size of the strateg{@)iﬁ the years 441/0, 433/2,
426/5, 425/4;>424/3 and 414/3. Secondly, the difficultiéé of reducing
the numbers to tén at any oﬁe time in some of these years wili_then

be considered.

441/0

In 1941 F.W. Lenz found that the Venice manuscript of the
Scholia on Aelius Aristeides contained the names of eleven generals
for the year 441/0?l The list is as follows:
/ > ‘// :
Zwkpcqu Avcquad'uos
_ 204*04<)\:]\9 504‘4/)\)\00 EK KGXIUVOG
> / /- /
Avbcmbqs Ascuxcpou Ko}m@»] VQIELS
/ . A
Kpsw\/ chqfxﬁwv./kqg
Tfsrlz)\f]‘s. —avBiwwou 'Xo)\q‘sysds
/ >
D\cwz_wv /\za/x‘(vou £k KEPO‘/'@,'“)V
/ by /
Ko\ ISTpeToS. qur VEUS
- / - /
Zevodliv Eopimdou Mekireds
/, .
Aa/,m’ls)r]s 'ﬁs\rc\\a‘s
Mavkitns Aeqvdio
Aau Kir»ls ©qvaios.
' /
KX&(TO{:@V @ormsos

About 1875 Wilamowitz inspected the Venice manuscript but
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had found only ten names, over_looking that of_ Lampides Pe:l.raieus.2
Wilamowitz suggested replacing the incorrect or corrupt démotic_:
)_AQi‘v‘Q?cs with ’Ag»zweés,' thus preserving the official vtribai order

by allocating Glauketes to the eighth tribe, Hippothontis.. This
correction was accepted until the discéve_fy of the eleVgﬁth name.

When Lenz added Lampides Peiraieus to the list he replaced ’AQ;IVQ?cs
with)f\cgub W.’\\Cs in place of Wilamowitz's’/\s.lvli;gsr » thus solving the
problem as he saw it, of the‘missing ninth tribe and double represent-

ation of tribe eight by Lampides and Glauketes.

For the purposé of discussion, it is convenient to diﬁ.de
modern opinion into two broad groups. One group accepts elevéri generals
on the grounds that it offers evidence for the position of (T[)Qu’/\x/gs
igatro{v‘rwvf.:; On this view ten of'the generals occupy positions of
nFcL-nlxm ero (%J}\\s while Pericles whose tribe is doubly represented,
is d‘r’xQTnl*s’os eg m-(cw-ndv. The other group has rejected the possibility
of more ‘than ten generals being elected in any year and has sought to
remove one of the names from the list. - Most have followed Wade-Gery's.
'solution to a greater or lesser degree, that Lathpideé Peiraieusi is
an "alternat:_[ve suggeétion for the corrupt word )/\B;IV‘&’(\QS ".4 Jacoby
took this a step further by suggesting that the scholiast, proving
that )Aerl\ra'}eg was corrupt, looked up Glauketes and found that ﬁe could
Be a member of either of two families which belongéd to the demes
Peiraieus anci _Lampt:r::l:l..5 - The scholiast reproducedboth'demes in the
.list, /\Q/Aﬂ‘c’&]s being a. corrup.tion of Aalu':frelqs. _ Fornara has pointed
out the weakness of these arguments’by noting that "'the scholiast,

in that cose, would not have reproduced the problematical'word

> : '
‘ Aetlva?os ". He goes on to suggest that Glauketes is a doublet of -~
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.Glaucon, that the scholiast found the name in the list without a
demotic and added>A9.'vu?cs as an afterthought. = - ’Ae,]m’.‘cs to

Fornara is not a corruption.

If Fornara is right, we>would expect.Glaukefes to appear
in the liét after Glaucon, not between Lampides and Cleitophon, where,
conveﬁiently, theré is a séace'for a general from tribe nine. The
fact thét_the names and demotics are in the official tribal order
suggests authenticity. The heading in the scholion,7ébv.3§131
GTpquK63V, suggesté that the list should be emended to ten names,
but a much siﬁpler explanatipn is to emend.béd& to 8959<Q. However,
as Hammond points outz the bgkavis referring to the generals Qﬁo went
to Samqs, and the names are the iist of genefals for 441/0’from the
, Atthis of Androtion. 'Thucydides informs us that ten generals were in
command of operations against Samos in 440; the scholiast may simply
have been unaware of the discrepancy.. This explanation is much more
acceptable than the hypothetical attempts to remove a name madevby

Wade-Gery, Jacoby, Fornara and others.

If we accept that this list represents a board of eleven
generals for 441/0, the problem of the deme and tribe of Glauketes
reﬁains unsolved. On the one hand if the scholiast had no demotic for
Glauketes,‘thére is another explanatioh worth considering} that he
came from the deme Peiraieus of the phylé Hippothontis. This &ould
mean Glauketes and Lampides belonged to the same deme. Because they
shared the same demoﬁic, that of Glauketes could have dropped, the
démotic pf'Lampides referriﬁg to Soth - this occurring some time before
the text reached the scholiast. Finally, in further transmission,

Glauketes' name épﬁeared independent of Lampides', and without a
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demotic. On this hypothesis the list would theréfore contain double.
representation of tWo tribeé, Akamantis and Hipponthontis. On the

.other hand il we accept r\Gslvmos as a corruption. of Ad( ava’ics, (Lenz s

'correctlon being more plausible than that of Wilamowitz) a11 the

tribes are thereby represented.

For those who find it necessary to reduce the board to ten
by removing a name and demotic, the onus of proof rests with a con-
clusive argument by them that the pdsition of Lampides Peiraieus and

Glauketes Athenaios in consecutive order of tribes is merely accidental

= that is, it is not enough that there is no other referenée to a

Glauketes from Aiantis, for there is certainlygévidénce for a Glauketes

from Hippothontis.

433/2

Thucydides 1.57.6 states := éTvyor «ap

’ Lo Ay ’ . LN N SR . - y -~
TplakorTa rvavs ATOTTEANCITES KL xl.\.LOUS" O‘:TA.L'T(IS‘ ETL THY oy aviov

~

\PYCUTFUTOU T00 Auwopilous per’ dAAwy (kA - aTpaTyyOINTOS

This army of 1,000 hoplites was sent to Potidaea iﬁ
anticipation of the revolt, but Thucydides 1.59.1 notes
that by the time of its arrival Potidaea was already in |
revolt, According to Thucydides 1.61.1, when news of the
revolt reached the Athenians they sent a second army,
Ka/\\mw Tov Ka)é\na}sou rrs/um'ov cwrc\a\/ q‘r(aaquo/\/ Thus, if !
the text of Thucydldesvls to be trusted, sixteen generals
were involved in the siege of Potidaea at the same time.
But most scholars -have rejected the number bé@x except

Lenz.8 The accuracy of the text cannot be questioned on
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the grounds that at least as many generals would have

° as accompanied

accompanied.Cailias and 2,000 hoplites
Archestratus and 1,000 hoplites. Apart from the fact that
Callias was to reinforce Archestratus1orather than to A

operate independently, the evidencé in Thucydides suggests

that an inconsistent relationship exists between the

-number of generals sent on campaign and the size of the
11

forces they commanded. Nevertheless, the problem of
_ _ /
Thucydides' unusual expressian,pa?é»va BEkce ,12 still

rémains. Could it be that Thucydides has‘here departed
from his customary use of the R3T6; formula? If that is
the case, emendation of the %éka.to TS&H{%MV’ or %J; is
difficult to accept, thereby strengthening the likelihood
that there were more than ten generals in 433/2. ‘Howevér,
if thevexpression is corrupt all that can bé said is that
wé do not know-if'Archestratus had ' -+’ command with twq;

four or ten colleagues, ' R

*—ZS_EEEEEEE—E§hThompsoﬁfzgﬂggi;;-zhe problem is based on his
reétofation of the financial document IG 12 296, line 5, which reports
that a loan was made during the second prytany (Augﬁst 432/1) to a
generalhEucrates and'his colleagues.14 thompson argues that Eucrates
was a colleague of Callias,15 that the name and démotic of Callias can
be conveniently restored in IG 12 296 and that Archestratus and his
two colleagues16 were the reméining three of Cailias’ four'collegﬂues.
If Thompson is right Archestratus and his colleagues were strategoi .

17

for 452/1 as well as 433/2. Such’ a conclusion presents the possi-

bility of quadruple representation of Kekropis in the strategia for

432/1.18

The weaknesses.of the argument are of course the assumption

that Archestratus had two colleagues and the fact that there remains
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some conflict with Thucydides. The natural meaning.of Thncydides
- 1.61.1 is that five generals in command of 2,000 hoplites and forty
“ships left Athens.together; There is eyidence_tbat Thucydides means
exactly this. Ifithe five included Archestratus and:two_others who
were already in the north, logically ﬁhe deoails about the»siie of |
the force sent with Callias should also include the forces of Arche-.
stratus. But afﬁér tne'siege of Pydna, which involved the fcrces‘of_
‘both Archestratus and Callias, the conbined forces marohgd towafos.
Potidaea, TPoXsilon pdv SaNizars davriy, yepls 8¢ Tv
Evppdyey morXeis, inmedat 5: éfaxogios ] \IaxeCnucny; TOIS peTa Dinimrov
xal H“v_ffal'wv' dua O vijes wapérieor  éB8oudrovra .19 The forces menticned
‘ia Thucydides 1.61.1 do not include the army of Atchestfatué. Attract-
ive as is.Thompson's argument, his restoration'is not conciusive
enough to override the naLural meaniné of Thucydldes 1.61.1, that :

\

2,000 hoplites and forty ships left Athens with KQXXHlV TOV

KCLX)\MBC\) -irE HRTOV Qd'rov 5\’{%1111 (OV.

None of the attempts to explain awayvthe ten colleagues of
Archestratus have been succeésful.zo - The strongest reason for réjeot—
: ing the number is Thuoydides' phrase; but without.wishing to exagger-
ate the possibility, I do not believe any argument is strongfenough
ﬁo nrevenf a stalemate. The question remains open despite almost

" unanimous agreement that the text is unsound.

426/5

Thevgenerally accepted opinion is that Demosthenes and
_ Procles were generals for 427/6'énd not for 426/5, and that Demos-—

thenes was general in 425/4 " If we are to judge from Thucydides'

narrative, the expedition of Demosthenes and Procles around the
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Peloponnese left Athens about the same time or a little earlier than
that of Nicias agalnst Melos.zl- Nicias had a force of sixty ships and
2;600 hoplites, surely adeqnate'to subdue Melos in a relatively short»
space of‘time.zzi But Nicias had to leave Melos, after devastation

of the land had failed to reduce it, to meet Hipponicus and Eurymedon

‘ at Tanagra.: ‘Now that it is more likely that the battle of Tanagra
occurred in 426/5, rather than in 427/6 as has been previously thought,
* Nicias probablyvleft Athens towards the end of the old archon year.
Demosthenes and Procles were besieging Leucas at abont thevsame time

that Nicias was detained in Melos.23

Before the Aetolian expedition of the Athenians, tne Aetolians
sent.to Corinth and Sparta for reinforcements to attack Naupactns. |
When the'reinforcements assembled at Delphi in the autumn of 426/5
under Eur&lOchus they contained 500 hoplites from Heraclea Trachinia,

a colony which had been founded ar about the same time that the Athen-
ian expedition against Tanagra was completed. Operations-against
Tanagra must have occurred very early in the archon year of 426/5 -

to enable the Spartans to establish their colony and draw on its mar-
power for a campaign before winter. » Clearly the‘appeal from the
Aetclians arrived too late for the Peloponnesians to assist them
against Denosthenes and‘Procles, but the arrival of Eurylochus’so late
. in thevyear means either his force.was'delayed for some rime,_about

v which Thucydides is silenr; or more likely, that the Aetolian debacle
occurred laCervthan has been thought.and not.in 427/6 as Sealey_wouldv

vhave us believe.24

“On the_étrength of Thucydides 3.94 and the inference that

" Nicias' conquest of Melos was cut short by pléns»tovmeet_with another
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1. Athenian force at Taﬁagra, the Aetolian expeaition-of Demosthenes

and Procles must have occurred about the same timé,'if not later.
Ifwe allow 6n1y three months‘for.thé attack on Leucas and the

Aetolian campaign, knowing that Demosthenes remained neaf Naupactus
for éome'time before late September 426 when the Spartans assembled

at Delphi, the expedition againé;-Melos.probably'left Athens some time
in May. Allowing for some delay a; Melos the Athenian blockade_at-
Leucas could then be dated abo;t mid-summer. Frém all this it would
seem that the Aetolian expedition occurred about early August or July.
This date explains more satisfactorily the late arrival of Eurylochus
on the‘scene. Demosthenes and Procles were Atheniaﬁ strategdi in

the Aetolian campaign25 and were therefore in office for the year
426/5.26 As Gomme gayS'it is still in the summer of 426, thoﬁgh

near autumn.

It is difficult to accept that Thupydidesf phrasé, T%V é§
T»\]v Al)rw)\t{w.v)f\'erl\/t{{u}\/ ff()(\f»*\\{t’f(ﬁ\rm,zs as interpreted by Forn'aga
and Sealey, means that Demosthenes was no 1ongef general in the winter
of 426/5, or the view ﬁhat his géneralship expired after hié.failure

in Aetolia.29

It would seem from Thucydides 3.104.4 that Demosthenes
had command of some Athenian ships in the autumn of 426. Earlier he
had left Leucas to invade Aetolia against Acarnanian wishes, éo it

is uniikely that he had the use of an Acarnanian fleet at this time.
It is possible, as Gomme notes,30 that the original-thirty Athenian
ships had returned or that some of these had femained with Demosthenes
when the main body sailed home in fhucydides 3.98.5. If these ships

were Athenian, Demosthenes must have been strategos to use them to

obtain Acarnanian reinforcements to defend Naupactus.

-
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Clearly, some Athénians had remained with bemosthénes
when ﬁhe rest wentvback to ‘Athens after thé Agtolian campaign, for
‘he commanded a detachment of Athenian archers at Olpaé in the winter
~of 426. Unless he was still in office it is difficult to see how hé
éould.retainicommand of Athenian troops, especially now that two
oﬁher_generals were on the scene.31“ That Aristoteles éﬁd Hierophon
had been sent out to supersede Demosthenes cannot be correct for they |
made no effect to interfere with his command, and after they‘héd co;
operated with him at Olpae sailed on to Naupactus. These two generéls
having gone on to Naupactus, Demosthenes must have had command of
some Atheﬁiah shipsvto refurn to Athens immediately after the battles
of Olpae andidomene,32 with both the booty the'Acarhanians and v
Amphilochians had given him as a pérsonal gift, an& the sixty Athenian

archers he had commanded.

In the‘springiof 425 Thucydides tells us that Anybaﬁé@L

!8& dvre. oy peTa T dvaxdpnoy Thy "é’f‘"_’z\zx’dﬁuguiag,. o
;:.az’rr'tf) Eenbévre elmov xpiolar Tals vaval TaiTuls, ‘7‘]1)',’856X}'rr¢;i,'

wqﬁTbu[kxowéwmuou' .33' It will not do for the'word?Xuéﬁq to
describé the positioﬁ'of_a stratégosfelegt, as Gomme, Mayor and
Fornara have pointéd out.34 Furthermore, if by this séntence Thucy-
.«didesf intention was to inform us that Demosthenes was giveﬁ a
‘commission while being.isuéqu ’ &e could reasonabiy expect further
comment from the historian on such an’unusual situation. The meanihg
cannot be that Demosthenes as a privétg citizen was allowed to make

. . 3. A
"use of the fleet around the Peloponnese. .The words ovT) cbiksrq

refer to the first half of the sentence and not the second.

: ’ ' 7/ -\ :
The natural meaning of Arvxo.fésvs.y ¥ dvn %ngrq HETQ vn\]v' _
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anXusquov -1;\,./ :23 ’Axarvcwa:_:;s is that ngosthengs was a priiraté»
citizen after his feturn_fromrAcarnania. It could be that Thucydides
means to tell us that Demosthenes had remained in Athens "without
a.command" until now, (as Gomﬁe) and was;théreforg'still'a general,
but this is avoiding thé issue. If we accept ;he nétural meaning and
the more likely intefp;etation that Demésthenes was a private_citizen,
Thucydides' intention must be to inform us that Demosthenes waé’not

a general after he returned from Acarnania. |

v Sealey has used the inference implied as evidence that Demos-

35 But the description of Demosthenes

thenes was not general‘for 426/5.

is unique in Thucydides. He refers to no one else in the same terms.

An equally valid interp:etation.ig that Demosthenes had been deposed

from office ig the winter of 426 and had afterﬁard; pefhaps been re-

instated. We know that he was afraid to returnhoﬁe‘after his failure
in Aetolié and-hebprobably expected to be deposed. He could easily

| have been deprived of officé, without knowing it, at a regular -

>
S.'T\XE]?OT-OV\/&, ,36

this taking blace”after the generals Aristotéles

and Hierophon had left on their mission around the Peioéonnesé;37 The
arrival of these two strategoil would certainly énd Demosthenes
authority over the Messeniahs and- the Athenian archers if he was not
:ecognized by them as a Colléague; even if the independent Acérnanians
kept him as one of their leaders. It is unlikely'ﬁhat the Atheﬁians
would have heard of Demoéthénes' winter victories until he arrived
—himself; the spoils allocated to the Athenians and which he sent on
before him having been captured omn the way.38 Thus, when he arrived

. , ,
towards the end of winter he was ib“dTﬁS’but he was quickly restored

to favour. He was acquitted by the dikasteria of the charges brought
C



150. -

against him»ét the iﬂ1x€(fox1n/ﬁx (for his failure in Aetolia),
becaﬁse of his winter successes, and therefore resumed office. He
was elected geheral-for the next'year, 425/4,:and granted a commiésion
in April to use the fleet, as it sailed to Sicily;bn the coast of the
Peloponnese. It is difficult to see how Demosfhehes could be impow-
ered to use the fleet around the Peloponnese, to be in a positidn

of coﬁhand where two other generals were present, unless he was
_strécegps himseif. Secondly, he was left at Pylos with five ships
to garrison the placé.39 Thirdly, he was abie to summon the éhips
of Eurymedon from Zacynthus, and Eurymedon acted accofding to his
.messége.40 Fourthly, when the armistice was agreed on in Thucydides
.'4.16 it is "with the cdnsent of the Athenian generals". fhe only.
general Thucydides names aé being present at Pylos at this.tiﬁe is
Eurymedon. Sophocles undoubtedly was present also.al  But Demos-
thenes as .the instigator of theevents at Pylos and the commander of
_ the garrison theré, must be included among the decision-makers.
Fifthly, in Thu.cyféiff{;es 4.29.1 Demosthenes is TQv & v TTJ)«,‘;_)
(TPON“XCBV %Va. This is‘by'now in.August of 425 and thergfore'in
the archon year of 425/4. Demosthenes was certainly strategos'in
425/4 as Sealey and Fornara have been quickvto point out.42 But
Demosthenes had already been authprised to command troopsvin April
.425 an& had been at Pyloé_for more than two monthsAiﬁ this capacity:
before Thucydides mentions, in passing, that he was a general. His
position was now no different than before midsummer. If Thucydidesv
-had failed to mention Cleon's desire to share the command at Pylos

with Demosthenes and to add the additional scrap of information,

the prevailing opinion would be that Demosthenes was neither general

L
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for 426/5 nor for 425/4.

Between 4.105.2 -and 4.29 Thucydides does not specifically
refer to Demosthenes as étrategos. But.when the historian names
a general on campaign he does mot find it necessa?y to always‘des4
cribe him as general. Taking all the évidence into considera;ion we
cannot dismiss Demosthenes from the-boérd of 426/5>purely on this
basis. I suggest that the use of the word%)w&q by Thucydides means
that ngostﬁenes was dismissed from office during the winter of 426
but reinstated when his victories atIOIpae and Idomene were confirmed,
Thuchides' information being that Demosthenes was not a generél
(as Fornara) after his return from Acarnania, but was whenbhe left
for Pylbs in April 425. He had also been elected strategos for 425/4

by this time.

Aristophanes' Acharnians, lines 593 to 619, (producéd in
February 425) attests a generalship of Lamachus in 426/5. This is
usually discounted in yiew of a later passage in the play whiéh suggests
 that Lamachus was not a strategos.43 The belief which maintainé
-.that lines 593 to 619 were-laét minute additions certainly_ﬁelps, as
Lewis has noted.44 Lamachﬂs may have begn chosen at a by—-election,

possibly as a replacement for Procles who was killed earlier in 426.45

If Demosthenes, Procles and Lamachus be considered as

strategoi in 426/5 there are thirteen generals in this year.

425/4
Cleon is significant in Thucydides' History as the only

major political figure whom the historian condenns for his conduct

and his character. Nowhere is this more apparent than in the second
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debate on>Pylos,46 and Thucydides' primary motive in giviﬁg a.
defailed account of.thisbscene is undoubtedlyvtO'exbose'thé personal
failings of'Cleon.->Bg; there is‘no reason to doub;'that Thucydides
has here given a factual account of what‘happened during thé aebate, '
if we ignore the unfavourable motives and feeiings which he attri-
-butes to Cleon throughopt. - It is indeed very possible that Thucy-
dides himself was presént on this occasion. The eﬁisode is certainly
significant in the attention it draws to the conduct of thevassembly'
and the picture it portrays of Nicias; but';he ulfimate Significance
from Cleon's point of view is that he gets-the opportunity to ieéd
tfoops in the field, as far as we:know for fhe first time. He is in
fact embarked on a military career, including membership_ofitﬁe ,
strategia for successive years until his death in 422, Surprisingly
there has been no attempt to interp£et this scene from ﬁhe point ofl

view of the possible motives cof Cleon.47

The whole debate on Pylos 1is dominatéd by Cleon, and all
his arguments are those which are acted upon from the outset. It was
. Cieon who:was instrumental'in rejecting,thé peace overtures of‘Sparta‘
in the firsﬁ debate.48  He was later successful in accusing the‘
messengers from Pylos éf making a félse report, fo;vhe was chosen aé
a commissioner to find out the true facts.49 Cleon's next step was:
& Nuloy 1w Nuenpdrou arparmydy Svra dremipaives, Si0pss by |
.(cfz_laéﬁt_f_(;_z_gf_:y{ pudiov elva wapa_akeuf}, el dvSpes  elev of
srparyol, mednavas Nafdy Tods & § viop, xal ubris ¥
zﬁg gi'ﬁgxa'waﬁaqp.qvﬁra.so' This passage.démonétrates that Cleon
was not a general and that oﬁly generals héd the authqrity to lead

-and command troops. .
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The remaining part of the debate can be summarized as

follows:

1. The Athenians clamoured for Cleon to go to Pylos and Nicias
offered him the command on hehalf of the generals. Cleon acdepted.51

2. Cleon withdrew from the command étatingthatrﬁxias was general

but he was not.52

3. When the assembly and also Nicias beéame more insistent Cleon

finally reaccepted the appoi’ntment.53

Are we to beiigve with Gomme that Nicias revealed "light-

4 We have already seen how.Cleon has

hearted derelijction of duty"?
dominated the proceedings throughout and that it is his recommendation
that the ecclesia approves and adopts. 'It is interesting that Cleon
twice alludes to the fact that.he was not a general whereas Nicias
was. An equally valid intgrpretation is that Nicias was foréed by 
popular demand to give his support to Cleon. ’Let us.assume that Cleon
wanted the command but could not see his way cléaf to obtain it |
because he was not general, aﬁd moreover there were strétegoi in the
city who were available to command. It is useful at tﬁis point to
remember that Cleon was a demagogue, he owed his political prominence
to his ability to aséess correctly changes in the political climate

from moment to moment, from day to day, to his skilful manipulation.

of popular opinion, to his ability to control the ecclesia;

When he stated that if he were general he would go .to Pylos,
popular demand was so strong that Nicias could do nothing in opposition.
By again protesting to lack of official rank:'Cleon ensured that he

had overwhelming support and that Niclas as a general had virtually
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none. _It-is thus plausible that-Cleoﬁ'was in full control'of the
sitﬁation throughout the debate, that he gained’his first military
command in the best way he knew how, through his skill as a deﬁagegue.v
By appearing reluctant to assume the command Cleon's purpose may have
been to make certain there was no last minute reaction to deprivevhim
of it. As Westlake has pointed out, Cleon's political opponents,
reluctant to support Nicias, would probably vote against his appoint-

ment unless he was being jockeyed into it against his will.55

A successful campaign at‘Pylos would be the beginnieg of
a military career, and Cleon, adept at the role of the opportunist,
had no reason to be orthodox in his ﬁethods. It is quitevpossible and
» indeediprobable, that Demosthenes.had asked for more troops,56 and
Cleon choee Demosthenes as his colleague, relying on his experience
and his eagerness for victory. The whole Pylos affair had developed
as a brainchild of Demosthenes and failure would undeubtedly dest;oy
his military career. In view of Cleon's refereﬁces to his lack of
official rank prohibiting him from cemmand it fellows that he was
“elected strategbs. It is clear that Nicias did not resign from the
strategia to make way for him for he was in joint command of an
operation with two colleagues into Corinthian territory57 soon after
the Athenian Victory at Pylos. Cleon's_use of allied troopé does not
prove that he had no authority to command Athenian hoplites. The
situatibn'at Pylos called for light-armed troops. Moreover, Cleon
is seen to be acting AS an equal partner with Demosthenes at Pylos.
which would surely be unlikely if their authority was‘not identical,
if Demosthenes was the senior both in military experience and rank.

The possibility that Cleon was strategos in 425/4 cannot be dismissed
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easily. 1If Thuqydides had mentioned the entire episode in a.single
~sentence, mefely noting that Cleon was éppointed to command reinforce-
ments sent to Pylos, this would be viewed as eQidence adequate.for
placing a strategia of Cleoh'in_425/4. If Cleon w&s a general there

were eleven strategoi in this year.

424/3

Thefe are thirteen generals.named by Thucydides as strategoi
during 424/3. 1If the possibility of Cleon is also added the list
is fourteen. Nicias, Nicostratué and Autocles swore ﬁo the'armistice
in the spring of 423.58 bemosthenes and Hippocrates fought in the
Megarid during August~424.59' Thucydides and Eucles.were engaged in

60 Dehodocus,

61

the Thraceward region againsf Brasidas in December 424,
Aristeides and Lamachus were collecting tribute in the summer of 424.
Pythodorus, Sophocles and‘Eurymedon were generals in Sicily during

the summer of 424.62

There have been no lack of suggestioﬁs to
explain the extraordinary size of the board, but all of these have been
concerned with the objective of reducing the number to ten. Of these

suggestions three will be considered in detail.

Sealey postulates three alternative compositions, firmly
. believing in the necessity to reduce the numbers but equally firmly

63 He eliminates.

undecided as to the names to remove from the list.
Euryﬁe&on'immediately on the basis that Eurymedon and Cleon could not
be on thé bdard in the same year beéause they both belong‘to Pandionis.
From two of his reconstructions he omits Ihucydides on the basis of
vWade-Gery's suggestion64 that because Nicostratus and Thucydides both

came from Leontis, Thucydides may have had a special command. On

the two lists'wherevThucydides is omitted, Demodocus, Aristeides and
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Lamachus are removed from the first, thus leaving nine names)'and
Sophocles and Pythodorus are removed from the second, leaving ten
names. On the third list where Thucydides is added, Demodocus,
Aristeides and Lamacﬁus are agéin left ?ff. The names common to all
threé listé are Nicias,_Nicostr#tus, Cleon, Hippocrates, Demosthenes,b
Autocles and Eucles. SophOclés and Pythodorus are included on two
lists, Demodocus, Aristeides and Lamachﬁs én one and Thucydides on
one. If any of these lists is as qually viable as the others then
we must assume Sophocles and Pythodorus were more probable candidateé
than those on only.one list - but this situation exists only because

‘Eurymedon has already been eliminated.

It is by no means certain that Eurymedon. belonged to Pandionis,
“yet this assumption is the foundation of Sealey's reconétruction.
Further, if Eurymeden was not strategos in Sicily, if he held a
position of lesser responsibilityfswhy was he fined on his return to
Athens? ) The phrése Ls égév altors T BV Ems)\a/c} kQTQ(TPS/L‘)u:)“@Cu
)épots WFJ((%Q&ES AWoxtur{ftuup6 applies toiail.three men, Sophocles,
Pythodorus and Eurymedon. In this context thé.baﬁiéhmént of Sophocles
and Pythodorus and the relative leniency to Eufymedon, while implying
,vlessér responsibility to the latter, suggests that thg responsibiliﬁy
be considered in terms of "degree" rather than "positioﬁ?vv It could
easily have.come about :- the opinion of Pythbdofué and Sophocles
concurred to outvote théir colleague, the degreelof'résponsibility
thereby accruing to Eurymedon being less. This is reflected in the
sentences. Eurymedon convinced the ecclesia. There are other possif
bilities but Sealey's suggestion is not éompatible with the narrative -

of Thucydides which certainly implies, as Gomme says,67 that the three
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stand and fall togéther. Fiﬁally, Thucydidés refers to them collect-

ively as TOL& frPuquCGS, surely evidence enough by itself.68

The fatal wéaknesskof Sealey's reconstructionris that it is
based on the theory of the rr(sc\w’n\:s %F) (it{’(ﬂ".'hﬁ{ If Thucydides was
not a regular general, what criterion do wé use to:deterﬁine wvho was,
or- who was ﬁot, a genéral? | The phrasev d"rta(cn]yz\,' Qv f:.f\q .@/\‘(_{m?g 69
must mean tﬁat Thucydides was an elected general, otherwise ﬁe must
regard thé History as unreliable source material for reconstructing
lists of the strategoi. Thé weakness of Sealey's argument is further
demonstrated if we suppOSeifor a moment that Ariétéides'.deme;was
known, and he belonged to the tribe of Nicias, or Demosthenes. In

such a situation would.Aristeides be dea1t with in the manner of,Thucy—

dides or Eurymedon?

Fornara lists nine generals for 424/370, expfessihg doubts
about Demodocus, Aristeides, Pythodorus, Soéhocleé and Eurypmdon.
All thesé'men are assigned to the preceding yéar 425/4; Fornara's
' main.objection to assigning them to 424/3 is thaﬁ "we do not know
_ whether they were re-elected or not".71 In the case of the geﬁerals
in Sicily, "if fhere were not prosecution but we heard hothing of then
in the year 424/3, would wé still presume théy we:é generals?' 1In
thé.case of Aristeides and Demodocus, Fornara thinks thi§ will not
have been the first time a gengral failéd to return at the expected
time, beéause of'delay or exceptional circumstances. vThucydides

4.75.2 indicates a strategia for Lamachus, a colleague of these two

in 424/3.

The case'against the generals who were colleéting tribute -
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is Thucydides 4.50.1 which -names. JAP. »._f‘rz()y,s o f"pxn’rr‘trc;:,-.s?s eV
z‘P‘”PC')‘é\{wv’ VED Y )/‘E’s'm{wv ‘s’fp(tn)!cl's, a %gfln‘zf/xﬁi!eilftxd-‘ﬂré.s TeUs
gﬁﬂpéxoes'iﬁ the winter of 425.  If the'only reference to these |
generéls was 4.75, they would_Be strategoi for 424/3. If Aristeides'
unnaﬁed colleagues of 4.50.1 were bemodocus and.Lamachus, then.allb |
three were certainly in offiée during 425/4. But there may havé been
two separate operations with Ariéteides_ehgaged in Both. His collea-
gues may have been different. Thucydides describes the attaék on the
Megarid, which occurred in 424/3;72 immediately before detailing the
activities of the_tribute collectors. Unless we ignpré ﬁhe chrono-
logical sequence of the narrative, these thfee genérals wefe actively
eng;ged during 424/3. If this is a différent mission to 4.50.1,

‘then these men were in office for 424/3.

However the possibility, and the accepﬁed view, thét the
operation lasted from the winter.of 425 until thé autuﬁn‘of 424, cannot
be errlooked. It is‘reasonablé.to ﬁelieve that commands were e#tended
into the next Attic year for reasoﬁs such as delay, but can we assume
that the length of this mission is the ;onsequence of delays of special
circumstances,_that the Athenians e*pected'this operation to be

completed before the Beginning of the new official year; or theréabouts?

The further atteéted éctivities of the generals?3 may héve '
been part and parcel of their saiiiﬁg drders. .Théir main bbjective
:was to collect tribute, but of nearly equal importance tﬁey were
required, as the only Athenian forcé in the area, to maihtain stabiiity
and meet any tﬁreats; It ié_not usual for-Thucydides to give details
of.routine operations. The tribute collecting'foices'only-rate a

mention in 4.50 and 4.75 because they became involved in activities
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. of greater significance, yet>tﬁése activities in the Hellespont,

“at Antandros and.in-the Black Sea, suggest ‘that the éperatipn involved
something more.than_the collection-of tribufe. Ehrthermore,'could
Athens afford the luxury of sending §ut three strategoi merely to
cpllect debts? :C§llecting'tribute.must have been:a fairly lengthy
procedure in itself, and the further,operationsvundertaken, even if
begun in the early summer, cannot have been expected to be completed

(by the ecclesia) before the beginning of Hekatombaion.

The excursion of Lamachus into ;he Black Sea confirms ﬁis
strategia for 424/3. It also increased the likelihood fhat.Deﬁodocus
and Aristeides were also elected. The separation of Lamaéhué from
his colleagues only proves that'tﬁey were now acting independently,
nbt that Aristeides and Demodocus sailed home because their term

of office had expired.. For all we know the collection of the triﬁute
was not complefed and the generals worked sepafately for this purpose.
The onus of proof rests with those who would remove Aristeides and
Dequocus from the list because Thucydides 4.75.1 indicates that they‘
. were strategoi in the xqﬁungc>§f 424/3. The possibility of Forhara's |
argument cannot be denied, bﬁt what is néeded is refutation of
Thucydides' chronology, not a discussion designed to conveniently

reduce the board to ten.

In the case of the geherais in Sicily the narrative'of
Thucydides would appear to provide the answer. Pythodorus and Sophocles
_were‘banished énd Eﬁrymedon was fined for ﬁaving taken bribes to
depért when théy-ﬁight have subdued Sicily.?-4 Although it is not
vsignificant that fhere is no indication'that the Athenians intended -

: . . 76 :
to supersede the three st_rategoi,75 as Fornara has shown, nevertheless
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Thucydides implies that the Athenians>wére not expecting thé return

of their army frbm Sicily during the summer.of 424, To the criticism
that the Athenians expected victory and that tﬁé only thing thef'did».
not expect was a peace withéut victory, the answer is'the further
‘implication'in Thucydides that the generals shohld have remained in
Sicily until victory was‘achieﬁed; The clear indicatioﬁs from this

are that the Athenians were not going tobsupersede the generals at the-
end of 425/4 and tha; the thrée men had the authority to command during
424/3, If they were not prosecﬁted and we heard hothing of ﬁhem in

’ 424/3, there would be no case‘for their strategia, but if-they remained

in Sicily we would have to presume they were strategoi.

MacDo&ell ﬁelieves77 that the fourteen generals (at_least)
did hold office during 424/3, but never more than ten at a time. The
lafger number is due to by-eleCtions. He postulates that the generals
in office at the beginning of the official year were Aristeides,
Demodocus? Demqsthgnes, Eurymedoﬁ, Hippocrétes, Cleon, Lamachus,
Pythodorus, Sophocles and another whose name is not known. At the epd
of the year the list'cbmpfised Aristeides, Autocles, Demosthenes,
Demodocus, Eucles or an unknown; Cleon, Lamachus,_Niciés, Nicostratus
and another unknown. The generals oh.the first list but missing from
the second were certainly_either kilied or dismissed befo;e the end of
the year; - Pythodorus and Sophocles were'both dismissed and probably
Eurymedon also.78 Thucfdides aﬁdvEucles may- have 5een elected to
replace two of these unless either of them isthe unknown of the first'
list. Thucydides was exiled before the end of the year.79' Eﬁqles
may well have shared his fa;e, and Hippocrates was killed at Delium

80

duiing the winter of 424, . Autocles, Nicias, Nicostratus and two
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others were elected at by—electiﬁns to replace any of those remove.
during the year, again under the proviso that one of them may have

been the unknown of the first list. According to this reconstru=ztion
six generals were replaced at by-eleétions (fiQe if EuéleSVWas not
dismissed). One of the seven poésible replacements was also the

unknown on the first list, and of the five strategoi whose names we
have, he could have been any one of Thucydides,’Eucles, Nicias,

. Nicostratus or Autocles.

This elaborate reconstruction is based solely on the assump-
tion that all strategoi who are not mentioned by Thucydides on
campaign during the summer of'424, but who held commands'after the
summer, had been, with the one‘unidencifiable exception, elected a=
by—ele;tions. Thé weakhesées of such an argumedt afe obvious and =There
is no other year where the number of strategol ‘and their miiitary"
activities during summef, winter‘and spring are so fully doéumen;éé
as to create a parailel’sitﬁation.7 Shall we assume for example that
AA ﬁicias, who was strategos in all fhe yeérs from 427/6 until 423/2,
and that Nicostratus, who‘was general in 427/6; 425/4, 423/2, Qere
both elected at,by—electioﬁs‘in_424/3? The likelihood is that ngither 
were, yet if these two were both regular strategoi at the béginning

of the new official year, one could fill the vacancy in MacDoweli':=

first list, but the other would Bolstex the list to eleven names.

.The list of generals for 424/3 may have included fourteer

men.
414/3

Some conclusions that may be drawn from Thucydides' account



162.

of the events of tﬁe year 414/3 pose direct confradictions to ;he
orthodox viewpointé about the appointments'of strategoi and the

number that could be elected in-ahy one year, According to the
narrati§e of>Thucydides there is the possibility of thirteen gene;als

fof this year, who afe as follows:- Nicias, Pythodorus, Dieitrephes,
Lamachus, Charicles, Demosthenés, Conon, Euryﬁedon, Euthydemus, Menander,

Demaratus, Laispodias and Euetion. -

A scholium on Aristoﬁhanes',fhesmophoriazusae 841 dates the‘
death of Lémachus81 a few years before the play, that is, in the year
415/4. The dating of the events of Thucydides 6.96-105 cannot be
calculated precisely except from the Afistophanes scholiast. On such
a calculation, Thucydides 6.96-102 occurred before Hekatombaion (July).
Thucydides' chrondlogy is consistent with the view that the Athenian
reinforcements arrived in Sicily in late spriﬁg. In Thucydides 6.94
and 6.95 it is still "spring} but‘it was.nbt until "summer" thaﬁ the
Syracusans learnt of the arrival of the reinforc’ements.82 The return
of the Athenian forces»to Catanas3 cannot have been much earlier than
1ate’Aprii, if we are to judge from the several activities which they
- undertook, and it may well have been later. If the Syracusans did not
learn of the érrival of the Athenian reinforcements until the first
or second week in Ma}, the first battle of Syracuse and the-déath of
>Léma¢hus oécurred not manf days before the beginning of the new official
year, alléwing several weeks for the series of events which culminated

in the capture of the second Syracusan wall.

The activities of Gylippus84 occurred very soon after he
heard of the Athenian circumvallation of Syracuse.85 1f we date

Thucydides 6.104 as close as possible to the Syracusan defeat, the
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movements of Gylippus can bé coﬁfined to the first weeks in July;
butvno earlier, It follows from this that thé Spartan invasion

of the:Argolid86 occurred at the turn of the Attic year or later,

for it is clear that 6.104.is.rqugh1y contemporaneous with Thucydides
6.105. .6n such a calculation the Atﬁenian raid into Laéonia87 bélong#
to the Attic year of 414/3, towards the end of July or early August.
Even if the Spartap_expedition can be dated to June the Athéhién
response can hardly be confined to 415/4.88 Pythodorus, Laispodias
and Demaratus were generals for 414/3.. Therefore, if the scholium

on Aristophanes is to be used as.a'guidelihé, the events of 6.94 -

6.105 are to be confined between Apfil and August. Such an interpre-

tation fits neatly with Thucydides' chronology of the rest of the
89

events in Siéily during the remainder of the sﬁmmer of 414.

It is possible however that the Athenian raid into Laconia90
should be dated to September 414, Thucydides states at 6.105.1
34 \ -\ / \ \ \ /« /
aimep Tas fTovdas (f)c\’crw'ra:(&. Tas TPOs ToUS QkedQiLiovioUs
) ‘ : '
QOTSE:EXUJQV . If the truce began in November 4219-l and ended as
a consequence of the Athenian réid,.it 1s necessary to date the mission

of Pythodorus after the beginning of September.92

The imprecise nature of the chrqnology of Thucydides 1is no
help, but does not invalidate such a late date. If the death of
Lamachus is kept in the archon year 415/4, the events of Thucydides
6.103-104 must be spread over a longer pefiod of time than Thucydides'
narrative suggests, and the eveqts of Thucydides.7.1-7 must be corres-
pondingly compressed. Even if the scholium on Aris:ophanesvisvignored
énd the death of Lamachus is piaced in the new official year, thev

chronology of ‘Thucydides, imprecise. as it is, must be subjected to
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some distortion,> Certainly, Lamachus was killed after the elections‘
of spring 4l4 and we may be sure he was re-clecteo. The'only
objection that can be raised is that Lamachus was not on active duty
in 414/3, but even this is uncertain. . All that can be scid ié that
his death was accidental and very close to the turn of the Attic year.
On this basis he must be 1ncluded on the board of strategoi for

414/3.

The only other general whose strategia for 414/3 may possib-
ly be questioned is Conon. His stay at Naupaccus may have»continued
into the next year,93 but the twenty Athenian ships confronting thc
twenty-Live Corlnthian vessels at Naupactus- during the spring of 41394
- which were initially dispatched from Athens during the winter of
414/3,95 were undoubtedly the sane force which Conon sough; to rein-
force in case of attack Ey the Corinthian squadron. Presumably he

had already lost two of his twenty ships by this time, which may explain

his call for reinforcements.

The problem of the large size of fhevboard has been.neatly
skirted by Fornara,gsawho divides the generols into cwo cateéories.
The first category consists of the generals in Sicily, including:
Demosthenes, Eurymcdon, Menandcr and Futhydemus as well as Nicias and
Lamachus. According to Fornara these men occupied specially created
positionscnot fixed by the time limit imposed on the‘regular office
by the annual spring eleccions._Thus from 415/4 until 413/2 the
generalsvin Sicily were not subject to the procedure of annual re-
élection, nor were they members of the regular strategia, for their
office was not that ofoTPquxé; buc ofdﬁParqxésdsrc«Péran At

the elections in the spring of 414 the Athenians elected a board of
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ten. reg,ular generals, of whom we know seven, and these fall into.
Fornara's second category. By this reasoning, in 414/3 there were
. sixteen generals in all, but six occupled the extraordinary office
of a‘rpccr:]rés aé*rc;:rcf*rua‘ p- |

The weakness of Fornara's argument lies in his assumption
’that the Athenians created the new position ‘(-Jf a‘rfan\{és erOKPc/quJr.
There bis by no means unanimous agreement that such an office existed.
The usual view is that an official was Q?.rrokr({mr by virtue of special
powers conferred on him by the ecclesia, not by virtue of povers ‘
pertaining to an office. It means thatofficials were empowered to
make decisions without receiving instructions from the ecclesia,
decisions which were binding on the staté, but which were designed to
gain a particular end which: had already been determined.g6 Such a
view. is consistent with every Iinstance in Tﬁuc‘ydideé where an official,

>
or group of officials, is designated as a,urckrc{-ru)f .

In Thucydides 1.126.8, when Cylon was besﬁfg.ged on the
Acropolis, . émuipéfavres Tols . _éwia dpyovar Thy  Pulaxiy e

~

':xa?. T Tav avTorpdTesve Qabeivar B v dpara Swyiyppéarrwow Lt
is the archoﬁs. who are ent:rusted with extraordinary bowers in the
methods adopted to blockade Cylon. In Thucydides 5.45.2 Spartan

envoys arrived at Athens ko}, /\&lxoﬁzs 2./ _'Ta ﬁou)ﬁ nsl:u’ TE fo\;Tuuv

.KQ.\I cfls q?imzpc{rores f)’lcoua WEP\I .-m{wwv tfo/uFfiva\ _rc?h/_ bcat‘)o/{sw\/.

The. 'Spartan envoys had power to negotiate with Athéns without reference
back to Sparta, although it is not clear whether they were empowered
'mereiy to swear to certain proposals if Athens accepted thefxl, or use
their own _,udgement.97 vIn Thucydides 8. 67 1, just prior to the
establishment of the Four Hundred in 411, xai wpdTov piv 7Top 3));u~ ’g’t'\kfcftw-res‘

€lmov  wrduny Séka dvSpas ééodar tvyﬂ/pacpeaq abToxpdropas, ToUTovs Oé Eu'y,p ravras

. yp@OunY éosveyrely
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& Tov Sijuor €& uépar pyTiv kal 8 TL dproTa ) '7.'6.’\(? 01K1;>0'€Ta'l . Constitut-
ional niceties were adhered to even at this late date, the comﬁission—
ers being given a mandate to frame a new constitution. 'They were
elected to perfqrm a particular task but the'grant of extfaordinary

ﬁowers ensured that their decisions would be binding on the state.

In Thucydides 6.8.2 the Athenians fVihivarro vads

é_fﬁxowa wépumen &y Siellav x2! orparyyods oftoxpéropus T AAkBiddn Te. Tov

KAewlov xai Nular mov ‘N_Lx:.‘;gai‘:jov‘ xal A'tl'.[»tlf'i)(_q_!«fw‘r'c‘_{zf Eevogarovs, Boydovs

pev ’Eygo’quis‘ @o&g EeA)\itvovyn'qu, fv\/;;ar(.ux[oal. 0¢ kal Aevoy‘n'vovs,

7,"11Tf jn."t'pL“/[)/l)T]Tal. alrols ToD ’7.‘9{\6’[.1.011, m_ll T?_l)‘)‘.a_,‘—,f\,‘_,gy 73 _Eu«)u’q.

Epif_a_z'ﬁ;y_j)_i yiyréokwow dpwora ’AO?)vafogs.

The three generals had complete power to decide without refereﬁce tb
Athens when the objectives, here detailed, were accomplished énd what
military or other means were to be used. The inference is clear that
specific and detailed instructions from the ecclesia would be inappro-
priate in this case, if {_ = only because the strategoi were in a much
better position to evaluate the situation and because.the leadership
of the ecclesia was effectively invalidated by the communications

problem.

In Thucydides 6.26.1 at the second Athenian assembly ...

~ ’ ! .
vof TA@queator éymploasto €€is alvoxpdropas elrar xal

wepl orparids mhjfovs xal mepl Tob marrds Thob Tobs gTpaTyyols

“mplooew § dv  alrols dorji dproTa eivor [’:\Q))L'afom] . If indéed Thucydides 6.8.2
can be cited as evidence for the existence of the office of ‘rpar1yés
qzrozP&;uJP , Thucydides' phraseology in 6.26.1 clearly belies that
interpret&tion. If in 6.8.2 the Athenians created that position, may

we assume that Fornara would have us believe that at the time the
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 Athenians failed to fully»apecify the powers of the»office, and that _(
subsequently in the second assembly those powers were increased? But
in 6.26.1 1t is to the'position of qunqxds that Thuc&dides.is referr-
ing. His meaning is not that the generalsvas GTParqgc\ “ijKPé}GFES
- thereby had the_power to decide the size of.the forces and the conduct
of the whole expedition, but that the ecclesia delegated.this power
to.the étrategoi, specifically defining in what further respects the
three generals were a;rexpd}afas . It’ follows that the grant made

in thevfirst_assembly was limited, the second graht-covering oowers
which the eccleaia had initially preserved for itself. The ohly
-essential difference between thebgraht in 6.8.2 to "help the'Egestaeans
.++, to restore Leontini ..." and that in 6.26.1 to decide "the numbers
of the army and of the expedition.generally RS £ merely that in
6.8.2 Thucydides does not soecify the powers delegated by’the ecclesia,
the context clearly. indicating that the strateg01 were Qiro«rd;cfss by
virtue of receiving no detailed 1nstructions about the methods and
means they would employ to obtain- the determined goals. They were.
q;TOKPd}OFésvibecause they oere given freedom of action in deciding

if the aims of the state had been achieved and by whatbmeans thevaere
to be accomplished. _As.in the other instances ohere officials.are
'.designated dzﬂbgré}cfés , Thucjdides makes_clear.the extent and nature

" of the powers conferred;- Thucydides soreiy cannot be hsed as:evidence
for the existence of the extraordinary position of frPan1¥os _
auTDKrgnRUf o ; In the only case ‘we know where the officials
were elected and appointed cwroxrqrorss at t:he same time,98 Thucydides
provides us with the information. Here he does not, The natural

inference is that these men had been'elected_to the strategia of 415/4
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in the spring elections‘of 415, Even if Thucydides' use of the wqrd
-“5T°“Fé}1°P in 1.126.8 is anachronistic, as Gomme thinks, neverthe-
‘less his belief. that office-holders cculd Be apﬁoiﬁted<13rczpé}opgs
is certainly a reflection of late.fifth—century practice.99 It
follows that Nicias, Alciﬁigdes and Lamachus did not occupyAspecially
created positions, aithbugh eﬂdowed with extraofdinary powers, and
that they were régular strategoi for 414/3 as well as for 415/4.
There is no other indica;ion in Thucydides that these men occupied:
special positions. In subsequent comment on their activitiesvthe terms
of reference used by theAhistoriad are by no means unusual aﬁd no diff-
ereﬁt to those describing the activities éf other'genérals onv#ctive
duty. For example at 6.31.5 they are Tbss Grrurqxtéé; at'6.42.l.and
6.47.1 o) d‘rrem\xC(, and at 6.62.1 TRV )Aé,l\/u.’w\/ wr‘)cAr,ix’cl/.- '
Thefé has also been some discussion aﬁouﬁ whefﬁeeremosthenes
and Eurymedon were strategoi in 414/3._ Fornara thinks that the.mere
. fact of their appointment in 7.i6.2 to lead. the reinforceﬁents sent to

Sicily is evidence'énbugh.loo

; It ié.difficult ﬁo understand how
Fornara reconciles this view with his belief thatvDemosfhenes and
Eurymedon were also uirﬁxré&crcs“in 414/3. 1t seems'a'logigalconclu;
sion from his statement that the uSTcKFGhFQS wére separate frdm the
regular annual strategoi that these men were not regular generals in
_fhis year. Or perhapé,they'were eleéted in the spring of 414, but
latervappointed-as QﬁTDkPA}bFES and-removed from the board? Such é
conclﬁsion 1s suggested fﬁom his lisi ofvgeneralé_for 414/3.101 But
he gives no clue. Howeve?,.Thucydides nowhere'indicates that Demos—

thenes and Eurymedon were granted extraordinary powers similar to those

made to Nicias, Alcibiades and Lémaéhus,(although the possibility
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cannot be discounted.

Dover is Undeeided but inelined to believe that Demosthenes
:and Eurymedon werevnot generals fqr 414/3 but pre-elected for 413/2
and given immediate authority to act as normal ,strategoi, the Athenians
waiving constitutional procedure to enable the best equlpped men to
handle a matter of such-importance. On first: v1ew such an interpret—'

ation has its attractions.102 This is the first appearance of Eury— '

medon in a command since he was disgraced'and fiﬁedAin 424.103, - He
also had knowledge of Sicily, having gained experience as one of the
generals with the expedition of the Archidarian War. As for Demosthenes
the last known occasion he held office was in 418/7,104’but he had aot
been entruated with any major ccmmand_since‘424. AS:WeStlake has
suggested, this may.have been an occasionvfor emergency measures,'the
situation compelling the ecclesia to resort to its experienced milit-
ary leadershlp.105 But such an argument can go no further.. ‘In the
:first place the lists of generals for the’ years between 424 and 414
are by no means complete. There is no way pf;knowing how many.times,
between these:years, Demosthenes and Eurymedoa ﬁerermembers”of_the
‘strategia, For all we kncw they were generals for.élﬁ/B. In the
second Plage,as has already been demonstrated with~reference:to'C1eon
'-and the Pylos affair of 425 ‘the ecclesia-ﬁrobably aad the pbwer'to '
elect and appoint new strategoi during the year, a power nost llkely
used only in exceptlonal circumstances.- Thucydldes phrase, KQI
guVaFXOW‘aS quﬂJ SllXo\Im Avkweew‘ :L‘ro\/ AXL’M‘GEVDUS Lat

106 may indeed refer to such a procedure.

. Euru/:.tsbovro. Tov @oux)\icus
1 .do not believe we can assumevwith?quer thatvthe,Athepians may'have

waived "constitutional procedure",107 Surely itvis'safer and easier
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to believe that they may have resorted merely to "unusual procedure’.
Our lack of knowledge of the strategia must be our only firm guide-

line.

¥

However, it is not until Thucydides 7.47.1 in the archon
year of 413/2, that the historian describes Demosthenes and Eurymedon
G\ n D / / . : . .
as of Y TV AG:IVQWJV a’fI)CLr:]\!DL As has already been noted, Thucydides
7.16.2 is usually cited as evidence for a strategia of these men in

414/3.108

Thucydides 7.16.1-2 is-as follows : ‘I uév 7od Nixiov
éma Ay Tocaira. &8flov. of & Abnpvalo droloavres

- sl,.:“ A "'\""“\?" J T g T e e s e \ VY ;! AT

aQuTys TOV | pev INIKLAY OV TapgeNvoav TS apyis, aAX avTd,

e s o - S em s e gm e n ey e
€05 €V €TEPOL fvvapxo.wegfz_lpfﬂez_/'rec:‘_agbmcqvn_u-, Tl AVUTOU €REL OVO

e , . et et gy o e -
7pooeirorro, Névardpoy xai  Ei@ibnjor, 6mes w) uoves & dofevela

3'4'“.7-7.\;;77-‘!3!1'95"]' &TP“;V“\‘V dé ‘,L’j\:\’)‘-’ gk,'”]d{'«'a_(_lVTb_‘TA:e';,L'T':e‘E; :f:al,)!du.'ixi‘w wal ’;Té;’L.P:.I‘,‘.V .
_ :}:\em-’g‘@z 7€ & }:'ci'}.éfké;/oﬁ) xal 7¢3xlfu,u.;fdxwv' “wal Fuwdpyortas abid
--sZ’X.ovra: Anuocléum 1€ TV ’A}mo‘(’]énoﬂé‘_“fm}. Blpruélorra v
~Qcuxdéovs . ‘The Athenians sent reinforcements as a result of the -
- ~v-cqmnun-iciue from-Nicias.--On-this-understanding --tvhe-»{xatl.l-ral—»inference
‘from the passage is that Demosthenes and Eﬁrymedon were strategoi.
-Such aj-supposition _is‘ reasonable but the qugstion is-decided if the
meaning of the word §uw{r)<m/m5 in this context can be determined.
“In 7.43‘21 we are told that when Demosthenes had resoived tc attack
Epipolae he had first to obtain the approval of the other commanders
‘for his plan - gx}\x}l ﬁ'Ea/{'cS TD/\/‘ TE Mtlfl{:av; I(Q\( 'TO\\:S C{Q\XOUS
§uvé‘>xc&h’q5.v Although Thucydides' chronology of Demost:hénes' voyage
to Sicily is not clear, it is not safe to date the arrival of the
second expeditionary force,v and therefore the battle foi‘_Epipolae,

before the start of 413/2. At the end of 414 Eurymedon was sent to
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Sicily with ten ships,109 Demosthenes remaining at Athens to organize

the force which was to sail in spring. By about the beginning of

April Demosthenes was at Aegina with part of_hié force.110 After

leaving Aegina he ravaged the Laconian coastlll and arrived at Corcyra

about mid—May.112 ‘It was about the turn of the Attic year‘when Demosf

thenes and Eurymedon were engaged in attempting to levy forces at

Thurii,113 for about this time the Athenian commander at Naupactus,

115

Conon,114 was replaced by Diphilus. The ﬁatural explanation, as

1
Dover has noted, 16 is that Conon was strategos for 414/3 and Diphilus

for 413/2. Demosthenes and Eurymedon reached Sicily towards the end

117 the battle of Epipolae taking place, according tO»Busolt,

118 °

of July,
in the second-week in August. The events of Thuéydides 7;43 occurr-
ed in 413/2. Demosthenes and Eurymedon were certainly strategoi in

this yeai‘,ll9 and Thucydides' phrase TDBS eus §uvéfxcvras is a
reference in part to the general Eurymedon. The use of the word in
Thucydides 7.16.2 is no different, the nafural meaning of KQ}
§uvc{fxov~rus Q:JT;J €ievro Arvuos'é)e/w] Ce kO E(}ru/ue’}joffa . e be.ing

"and they elected Dehosthenes and Eurymedon to be co—commanderé wifh
him (Nicias)". The implication, difficult to dismiss, is that Demos-

thenes and Eurymedon had the same official status as Nicias in 414/3,

and were in fact strategoi.

It is generally accepted -that Menander and Euthydemus were
elected to help Nicias during the winter of 414/3 but were given only

120 rpucydides 7.16.1~2

temporary office and temporary command.
supports the view that they were given temporary command. It is clear
‘the historian means that Menander and Enthydemus were elected to

share the command with Nicias until the arrival of Demosthenes and
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Eurymedon. But it is also clear from the narrative that this did not |
eventuate. It seems that Menander and Euthydemus did not assume »
their former rank after the arrival of the second ekpeditionary force.
7 ' '
At 7.45.1 it is with Nicias and TOBS E\\eus §uvarxovfus that Demos-
thenes obtains approval, indicating there were others apart from
Eurymedon who had to be consulted. At 7.43.2 Demosthenes and ...
3 3 A ¢
srulig WY Kl I"Iequ pos ave quv rq.f wasav c‘rpqn(w ‘iX‘«JPH n’pos

\
T8 tuurDXQs . This suggests that Menander had a share in the command.

But at the debate which followed the failure at Epipolae,121
neither Menander nor Euthydemus is mentioned. This does not necessar-
ily reinforce the view that these men were by now inferior in status.
It seens rhat Nicias and Demosthenes were,the'only active participants
.in the debate, but after Eurymedon finally sided wirh Demosthenes still
no decision was taken.lzzv Presumably, if Demosthenes and Eurymedon‘-
comprised a maJority, Nicias would have been outvoted as he was by
Alcibiades and Lamachus at Rhegium.123_ Although the possibility
remains that no decision was made because Nicias was suspected of con-
cealing further information, it would be surprising. It nould be
stranger if.Nicias did~not‘actempc to use'eitherfMenander or Euthydemus
for support. If one of these two, being entitled to vote, had sided
with Nicias, the failureico reach a decision may reflect unwiliingness
by Demosthenes and Eurymedon to" put the issue to a vote.124 if '
Menander is the source of Thucydides' abundant information, which is
possible; the attractions of such an 1nterpretation are obvious.125
_ The three generals mentioned by Thucydides did not escape from aicily

and Menander in view of the consequences resulting from the Athenians

remaining in Sicily, may have been reluctant to reveal his own part
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in the débate. Furthermore, if Menander and Euthydemus were strétegoi
at this time and_ theoretically entitled to equality-in decisioﬁ-
making, nevertheless they were in prestigious company. The main
aim of Thucy&ides in his account of this vitél debate is to compare
the. two senior strategoi and in no small way to allocate responsibil-
ity fr;r thé final_ disaster of the expedition. He has no usé for the
opinions of Menander and Euthydetfms.lzsa Aside from the avoweci aim
of Thucydides' account, which niay however explain his failure to define
the status of Menander and Euthy&emus, it must surely be close to the
reality of the situation that what counted, first and foremost, were
f:he opinions of Nicias and Demosthenes. Euryﬁxedon took a backgrobund
seat., It is reasonable to suppose thét Menander and Euthydémus would
be more inclined, if not forced, to do so, leaving the decisions, as
far as possible, with their senior and more experienced colleagues.
Use of Thucydides 7.47-49 as evidence that Menander and Euthydemus

- cannot be regarded as strategoi is far from conclusive, and on the

interpretation above must be regarded with scepticism.

The further evidence of Thucydides 7.69.4 where Menander and

' < N\ > A\

Euthydemus, as well as Demosthenes, are described as coTof b’ar £T TQS

A Pat > / \ D 4

VQUS TWV Aérlw:uwv G'-r!xxﬂ()’o-‘ g:rg{i;]o‘m/, cannot be dismissed, as Formnara
- suggests, by assuming that they were temporarily given that role by
the other generals.126 The whole q_uestion rests on whether or not

Fornara's reasoning that there is a basic contfadiction between - Thucy-
dides' words of 7.16.1 and his narrative of the events in Sicily in
the next year, is correct. It has already been admitted that while

/ v
7.16.1 indicates that Menander and Euthydemus were to be §0v'<1(>)(ov‘r€9

with Nicias until the arrival of Demosthenes and Eurymedon, 7.43.1.
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suggeéts that affer fheir arrival Menander and Euthydemus were_st111  '
{uvé&xoszs. Could it be that the distinction Thucydides makes

in 7.16.1 is finer than has hitherto been éupposed? That. the respons-
ibilities of Menander and Euthydemus aé?fuvé}xoVrzg witﬁ Nicias

would be 1argeiy(%@minafed by the arrival of Demosthenes and Eurymedon,
but that in practice, by virtue of being strategoi, they remained,-if

. . /
only perfunctorily, §UVQPXOVT€S .

In other wordé, they were essentially no longer §uvé}xov?£s
in 7.43.1. Demosthenes merely acted according to form, treating them
as such in recognition of their official position. fhe silence of.
Thucydideslabout the status of Menander and Euthydémus in his acédunt
of the conference of 7.47-49 is perhaﬁs best explained by this hypo-
thesis,thét they were no longer §uv&%xoVTas but still strategoi, they
were no longer concerned wi;h the questions ofboperational planning'
and‘strategy but still retained the authority vested in their office
as field commanders, Menander acting in this capacity in partnership
with Demosthenés and Eurymedon at Epipolae, and both he and Euthydemus
with Demosthenes at the last battle in the harbour. On.this interpre-
‘tation there is no need to suppose with Dover that Menander and Euthy-
demus were involved in command of fiéld operations only at the discretion
of the other generals,127 or to believe with Fornara that an apparent

vcontradiction between Thucydides 7.16.1 and the later narrative
neceésitates the assumption that at 7.69.4, where Menander and Euthy-
demus are deécribed as anaqubf: the other gene?als had simply tempor-

ariiy given them that status.

Although it cannot be asserted with certainty when Menander

and Euthydemus (and indeed, when Demosthenes and Eurymedon) were
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elected strategoi, whether at the assembly of 7.16.1, as is probable,
or at some other time, the advantage of the argumént here presented;

or so it seems to me, is that the inconsistenéies of Thucydides'

account which are creaged By the standar&'viewpoint thaﬁ Menander and
Euthydemus wefe given both temporary office and temborary.command, are
apﬁreciably eliminated. .There isAnothing to-suggest that the ecclesia
could not elect strategoi to assume temporary coﬁmands.» But Thﬁcydides’
narrative of_the events in Sicily during the archon year of 413/2
indicate that once the temporary command of Menander and Euthfdemus

had expired, they still retained their official rank. | They were

/4 :
temporarily §UVQPX°W"3 with Nicias but not temporarily (T‘)':LT)’IB’OI/ .

It is very difficult to reduce the number of generals to
ten in all these years, witﬁ the pdssible exception of 433/2,'fof‘§hich
year our list of strategoi is incoﬁpléte. If my conclusions about
the list for 441/0 arevaccepted there was certainly a minimum 6f eleven
generals in office at the same ﬁime. of tﬁe thirteen generalsAin :
Aoffice.during 426/5’Pr§cles was‘killed'and perhaps replaced. That still
leaves twelve strategoi. It ié possible that a by-electionvwas held_
‘after Demosthenes' failure in Aetolia;but this is speculation. There
is no other evidence to indicate that any'othef generalé were'killed
or deposed. All of them except for Hiéropﬁon and Simonides definitely
held office in later years. Pythodorus' succession to Lachés' Sicil-
dian command does ﬁot prove that Laches was céshiered;l28 Lacheé was
ag#in sfrategos in 418/7 and for.all we know ﬁay well have been in.

most of the years of the late 420's.  The list of eievenvfor'425/4
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is more easily explained - Cleon was eleéted'at a by-election,-

VV424/3 is more complicated. Of the fourteen generalé’it'is hard to

know which ten comprisea the board initially elected in the.spring

of 424, 1Indeed, if_therebwas some reason to supﬁose that thevAﬁhénians
envisaged the necessity of employihgvmoré than ﬁen strategoi on active
dﬁty at the same fime_during ;hé coming archon year, it would not

seem unreasonable to cbnclude that morg than ten were iﬁitially elected.
As it is, ten of the fourteen, namely Demodocus, Nicias, Nicostratus,
Hippocrates, Lamachus, Sophocles,‘Pythodords, Demosthenes, Eurymedon

129 It is

and Aristeides;must be considered virtually certainties.
just as likely that the other four (Cieon, Thucydides, Autocles and

'~ Eucles) were added to the board as need arose rather than to fill

" vacancies which occurred whgn Pythodorus, Sophocles and Eurymedon lost
office. Not much more can be said. It.is of course possible, but not
inevitable, that replacements were elected.forEthe three stratégoi
deposed after the Sicilian debacle, fof Thucydides when he was dismissed
(late.424 or eérly 423) and for Hippocrates after his death in the
winter of 424, But we éimply héve no evidence to support the hypothesis

that by-elections were heid to replace iﬁdividual strategol who lost

. office or were killed.

However, our informatién for 414/3 makes it clear that the
' Athénians did appoint extra generals as the need arose. The.general—
ships of ﬁenander and Euthydeﬁusvin Sicily'céhnot be expiaine& in any '
other way. Even if the view that Menander and Euthydemus wére only
temporarily strategoi -be accepted - which is as I-have érgued, veryv

V improbable due to Thucydides' referenée to thgse men as generals éfter

the arrival in Sicily of Demosthenes and Eurymedon130 - nevertheless -
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themere fact of their appointment demonstrates that the Athenlans
could and did increase the numerical strength of .the strategia beyond
ten in certain circumstances. Furthermore, if Thucydides’7.16.2

means that Demosthenes and Eurymedon were also appointed at a by-
velection and were therefqre not already strategoi for 414/3 - wﬁich
view of course is by no means certain - the only worthwhile conclusion
is to suppose that, generally speaking, extra generals were elected in
exceptional circumstances. On the one hand it cannot be categorically
asserted that the same sort of situation, resulting in extra ap§oint-
ments, existed earlier in the Pelopbnﬁesian War, but the large size
of the board in 426/5 and 424/3 may easily be explained in this way.
On the other hand, it cannot be denied that whenever by—electlons are
suggested in our sources they are to be explained us the result of
decisions reached by the Athenians to meet particular military needs

rather than to fill vacancies which have occurred on the board.

By way of conclusion, in the final analysis I would'suggesf
_that attempts by modern scholars'to explain both double representation
and the large size of the board in somé years, particﬁlarly during
>the Peloponnesian War, by postulating either by—glections-when generals
were deposed or.killéd, or by éupposing thaf the ecclesia granted
special commands to individuals, such as Cleon in 425/4 or Thucydides
in 424/3,132 may be misleading. In the first place many cases of
~double representation are clearly not to be explained as the result of
one general losing office during thé year‘and being replacéd’by a
fellow-tribesman. Secondly, Thucydides nowhere specifically télls:us
- that any Athenians'in command of military operations held special

positions outside the strategia, and that includes Cleon's command at
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fylos in 425. In the case of Thucydides' own generalship inv424/3,
we need to>1abel the historian as a self—glbrifyihg liar to dispeee :
it. 1f Thucydides calls a man avgeneral'veri'good reasons are heeded’
to doubt it. Thirdly, as I have cbntinuelly emphasized, thefe ie.

no supporting evidence for the hypothesisbthat the ectlesiaxheld
.regular by-electiohs whenever individual strategoi lose office.
Fourthly, and perhaps most importantly, the almost universal belief ia
Vthe existence of ba einglevc‘rt:m":?xz‘: z?:i-; (%r({\/ru)\/- ’has succeesfully
inhibited the developﬁent,bf alternative 1ineé oflenduiry into the
phenomehon of doeble fepresentatioh; ‘A;l attention'has'been directed
awvay from a consideration of'the possibility of a fifth-centufy,refofm
which eliminated the need for tribal representation, a reform, after
all, of which Aristotle makes particular note in Ath Pol 61.1;‘AYet‘
-if this reform did take.place in the fifth century, not only does it
explain satisfactorily the numeroes cases of double representation

‘A and double-doubles which are becoming increasingly wmore apparen:fwifh
tiﬁe, but it also enables the proposal of a much less ccmpiicatee‘
solution to the problem of the size of the strategia in some years thann
those alternatives:which have been constructed in recent times. fen».
~1s not a magic number uniessftribal representation was a'cons;itutional
requirement. It is not unreasonable to consider that once tribal
representation had been done away with, presuﬁably out of a desire to
ensure that all the most capable Athenians ﬁould have a ebance'of
election, there were no legal restrictions preven;ing a larger board.
Even if the ecclesia never,departed from the procedure'of'electing
just ten strategol at the aﬁnual electoral assembly and also adhered

fairly closely to the practice of maintaining tribal representation,
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ﬁhether as a result of tribal.loyalties or a fairly even distribution
of talent throughout the ten tribes, this does not mean that extra
generals were not appointed in military emergencies'or when leader-
ship'resources were utilized to the limit., Support for Suchva
practice can at least be found in Thucydides whereas the heans used
by those scholars who would attempt to liﬁit the board to ten under

all conditions are speculative, without foundations on direct evidence.



CHAPTER -7

Terminologies in the Sources.

It is indeed unfortunate that Thucydides was dot able to
leave for posterity a detailed chronological history' for the peried
between 477 and 441 similar to his _accoimt_o’f the Peloponnesian War.
As it is, his brief narration of the events of the Pedtacontaetia is
" of primary importance, and our iiets of strategoi from 477 to 441 are
correspondingly very sparse and often non-existent. This ‘has not pre-
vented some echolars from assuming that strategoi whe are named _bsr
Thucydides (and in some instances,..su'pplementary soercea) in sole cotnman.é.
of Athenian forces or combined confederate forces held a p081t10n of
superiority within the strategia. Thus, Cimon succeeded Aristeides
as commander-in-chief of the combined forces of the Athenian Alliance,"-
as a’rf\dfrlb’\C‘S TCW‘CE)\)V{VwV ’ 1tx 477',1 add such #rterzg}/o.\/."és as Leocrates,
Myronides, Tolmides, Ephialtes, Perieles, 'I_‘hucydides and Charitimides
were a-frarrlro\g 'ég '&qa/wwv and held the o.ffice. of cbmniandet-in-chief
~of the combined forces at later dates.

- Again, the evidence a\}ailable does demonstrate the premise
of sepremacy to be vhighly questienable. In"477/6 Byzantium was eaptur-
- ed from Pausanias by the allies, K;.ntuvcs TC0 I"thic{Bcd é‘rpaﬁ]\{osvfés >
and in 476/5 the Athenians besfe,ged and captured Eion on the- Strymon,
.KI/JUVOS T4 Mf)\ﬂaﬁcu :rr‘)ccry‘sCUV T’OS .4 At the battle of the Eurymedon
- River the Athenians and their allies defeated the Persians by land

5
" and by sea on the same day, I(; wyes -1_ou Ma)\nq\._seu o’r[qrrlafcd_v‘ros .
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In the late 460's when Spafta éépealed to Athens forvhelp against the
rebels at Ithome, oi & %XQQV (the Athenians) Ka;xwvcs sérP;Lr.]ychrcs |
ni{éz&c@x 8XJ;%J ;6 After the Athenians defeated the Aéginetan fleet

in 460/59 they invested the island, /\it.g.cpérods TS Zr{so{ﬁou: '
GYpaquCGVfDS,7»and in the samé year_they'invéded the Megarid,fﬁurun‘bao
dTrwn\gﬁsVTCS_.s Two months after the battlé at Tanagra, in one of

the early years of the 450 s, Athens defeated a Boeotian army at
Oenophyta P’Iu?uwéw :rr]'xcm\xod- TO‘:,g and some time afLer the surrender
of Aegina, m T‘gkom;w;]zrov rrep:srr)\&zofav Aoqmmt To\,ulsou Tod
Tbeadcq GthnvrcoVTbS.lo In 454/3 the Athenians reduced Sicyon,
'NiPle\écus 0 Eave{rrncu a‘rrm‘-]:focvros ,11 and in 451/0,> in conjunction
- with their allies, 1aunchedva large expedition against Cyﬁﬁus; K;LMJVCS

12 In 450/49 Athens was again involved in conflict

d‘r()c:n‘x 03VTTS .
in Boeotia, ’(ﬁfubcu 7¢O To\}uucd G'T")QTx]’.(CL'\/’TGS,13 and in 447/6 quelled
the revolt of Euboea, ri;u x,\zous o'rpun‘xo"wcs 14 This is a complete
list of Thucydides' phraseology used in reference to Athenian strategoi
from 477 until (but not including) the revolt of Samos in 2»451./0. There.
. is nothing here to indicate different levels of authority within the

| strategia or to suggest f:hat a single Athenian officer (rather .than
all Athenian generals) filled the position left vacén_u: by the Spértan

, I / :
commander-in-chief when Sparta lost the o'l'fi/,tcvu't of the Greek League

forces.

It should be noted that the historian mentions several import-
.' ant military expe‘ditiion:‘s without naming Athenian generals. We do
not know from Thucydides who commanded the Athenian_force_s which reduced
Carystus and Naxzos in the 470's and Thasos in the 460's. Nor do we

know if any generals were involved in attempting the settlement at
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Ennea Hod§4'in-465, or which strategoi led the Athenian army at the
battle of Tanagra or who commanded the large forces committed to

Egypt in the 450's. Some names are provided by other sources.'
Acco£ding to Plutarch, Cimon was a genergl in the war against '_I‘hésos,15
and Herodotus associates two othérwise unknown strategoi, Sophanes'
and Leagros,_with the same war.l6 Pericles may have been a general

at Tanagra, althoughithis is not inevitable‘from Plutarch; Pericles
10.2.17 There is evidence thaﬁ a.CharitimideQ:was a general'with-

the Athenian expedition to Egypt.18 It_ié not insignificant that
Thucydides only names the’fiﬁe étrategoi Cimon,'Léocrates, Myronides,
Tolmides and Pericles, in his account of the earlier years (dOWn to
441) of the Pentacontaetla and that he never names more than one
general in command of a parﬁicular mission. But without supporting
evidence it is cértainly not safe to assume that tﬁese geﬁérals were
superior in powéré to their colleagues or occupiéd special positions

as a result of Athens succeediné Sparta as gt;(i}u;{\/' o_f the Gre'ek. alliés;
A more satisfactqry explanation fo1lows if, as is.very pdséible, 1
Thucydides relied to some extent on oral'tfadition a; a means of &eter—
mining who were the Athenian generals iﬁvolve& iﬁ the various milifary
operations of the‘ear;y Pentacontaetia.' As Dover has notéd;lg pdpﬁlar
tradition magnifies thé impréssi?evindividuali Cimon was the'foré—
- most politician at Athens'during the 470'5 and 460'5.‘ In exactly

the same Qay and fof-éxéctly the samé r;ason that'Herodotus neglectéd
to mention the participation of generals other than Themistocles,
Aristeides and Xanthippus during the Persian invasion of 480, f.they
were politically predominant at Athens and the men mos: responsible

for the strategy adopted to defeat Xerxes - oniy Cimon's involvement
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as a general in the military operations during the 470's and at

the battle of the Eurymedon are preserved.

If any conclusions areuté 5e drawn about generals naméd
by Thucydides on several occasions as active during the mid-fifﬁh
century, such as Myronides and Tolmides, we should perhaps consider
the-possibility that tradition presérved-their connection_with particu-
lar military campaigns because of their political importance rather
‘than as the result of their ﬁossession of superior authority Qithin
_the strgtegia. The participation of other strategoi, less distinguish-
ed or not significant poiitically,‘was forgotten. One may of‘course
object to this interpretation on the grounds of the chance that the
AAthénians apﬁointed only one general for all the missions,mantioﬁed
by,Thuchides forwhich he also names a commander. However, as
already néted, ﬁithout e#ception during the eérly Pentécontaefia
either just one strategos is named by thebhistorian or no names are
provided, and although there are numerous instances beginning in fhe
430's in whiéh one strategos commanded Athenian troops, this was by
' no means the rule either in the years»immediately before or dﬁring
the Peloponnesian War. Furtﬁermore, whereas there are isolatéd‘
instances where Thucydides details Athenian forces on campaign during
the Peloponnesian War Qithout mentioning their commanders, éﬁch'cases
are'rarezo and by no stretch of the imaginatién conétitute~a similar
sizeable proportion of all missions described, as during the Penta-
contaetia, It is in fact verf unusual for Thucydideé not to name

all the genérals or to indicate how ma%Yare involved with'each_mission-

In view of the considerations outlined aBove, I would suggest

that we cannot conclude, for example, that Cimon was the sole



184,

Athenian geﬁeral at the battle of thé Eurymedon.2l | Thucydides'
information for the’earlf Pentacontaetia was»restriéted by factors
beyond his control and he was unable to maintain the strict attention
to detail for this period which is‘sb typical of the rest of the
History; . It would indeed seem unlikeiy that Thucydides would delib-
erately omit the names of the generals who fough;, for example, at
Tanagra in about 457. It was ceftaiﬁly_not a battle for which Athenian
generalé who took part wouia 1a£erwish to be associated. If, as is
possible, (bﬁt not probable), Pericles was a strategos at Tanagra,.it
is just as likely that»PeriCIes himself was fesponsible f§r suppress-
ing his connection with the defeat rather than Thuéydides. If it be
accéptéd‘thétThUCYdideS' information about_individual strategoi of the
ﬁid—fifth century_is.in all likelihood limited to the more eminent .
and betﬁer known politigians, it is nevertheless still necessary to
stress that a cerfain amount of caution is required. Unavoidably,

any judgment is based on subjective criteria and does permit‘a

variety of opinion. Hammond , fo: e#amble, wouidvhave us believe that
when Herodﬁtus or Thucydides sayé thaﬁ one general was appointed we
should assume this to be correct, even for the period of the early
Pentacontaetia. Dover, bn the other hand, suggests that when Ihﬁcy— '
dides describes military aétions éven as late as 431 which involved

a single strategos but which were on a large scale, this mérits
seriously'questioning whether'only one'general.was appointed. ‘1; is
iﬁpossiﬁle to accept, for example,'from_Thucydides' phrase,ﬁ\GqVﬂﬂbc
-_ﬂa¢51v4£: . Jest Fq)\ov 8s -r>|v Mssﬁr:’ha nsrak)\s/ods 700 Saveirmeu
Jf?urqvoﬁv}csfzz that all the othér gene;alsvwere left in Athensv;n

the autumn of 431 with nothing to do.23 ‘The problem does not tberefore'



185,

ailow a conclusive solutipﬂ§ Howeyer; 1f it be considered.within
theAterms»I havé éuggésted, the answer would séém to be a.compromise.
between the oﬁposite views of Hammond and Dover. The weakness in the-
viewpoint expregéed by ﬁammbnd'is the possibility that Thucydides'
information for. the mid—fifth century was limited, and the fact that
Thucydides selects particular incidents of'the'Pentacontaefia to indi-
cate the progress of'Athens towéfds imperialism and.does not nafrate
any of them in fuli detail. Oﬁ the other hand; ptecisely because
_bf.Thucydides' scrupulbus attention to detail, where he names only
one general in command of.largef_forces during the years of his adult
life, (including the 430's).the probability that we are dealing with
first—hand_infqrmatidn cannot be overlooked. Pericles may well have

had éole command of the mission to the Megarid in 431.24

For the period>of_Pericles' political'supremacy_and the
Pelopoﬁnesian War, roughly the 1ast‘forty yearé’of ﬁhe'fifthFCentury,
literary and epigraphic evidence for thevAthénianvstrategia is much
morébplentiful than fof earlier years; But the abundahce of evidence
after 440 is_Only'relative to.the lack of evidence prior'ﬁd 440.
Certéin.eviaenée; particularly modes of e#pressionfand terminologies
used by‘Thucydides in reference to genefals haé,_in the past, been
thought.to demonstrate the existence of'positioné of supetiority on
>the board.,.z5 It is cértainly_true that it'is not.undsual in both
literary and epigraphic sources:for exprgssions fo emphésize one
:general more than ﬂis colleagﬁés. However,.botﬁ Dover aﬁd Fprnara
have convinéingly.féfuted the 6rthodox viéwpoint by challenging the .
“assumption. on whichvit'iS'bésed,'the sdpposed technical pretision con-

tained in the éxpreséions, and have explained the emphasis given to
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individuals at the expense of others as the product of entirely

‘ different considerations.26

The problem is simply this. AlthOQghvthere are many instances
where no one stratégos_among a_gfoup listed is givén'ény kind éf
emphésis,27 there are nevertheless pérticular deviations of sufficient
number and consistent construction in terms of types of words used,
where a single general is embhasized, to warrant explanation. As far
as Thucydides is concerned, his usual mode of expression when more
than one strategos was appointed to a command is to name the generals
without special emphasis to any,zs as in 1.45.2 - éUTP“Tﬁﬁ?3é
wdréw Aaxe;ﬁal-;c-rf-x.f!é&: vz 8 Kipwros sai Movimos o Srpop Biyou
wal H‘,.?wréc'!‘.‘ o 'Lmudiois; 1n. 3.86_1 - Ceee 'A(’nua'{o? elsoae yabs €oTel\av

és Zixedlay xai Aa’xr;rd v Melavormev a"rpa':-'),_«/(‘m abrov xal Xapouilyv

Tov EddeNjrev 3 and in 3.91.1 — ... o Afyvaio

TptdkovTa pév mb"c é'zr-_rec.\"au TEpL |

_1}_6307761'1”}00'”» wy e’a"r})fnn’ye‘; Anpesfévne 1e &
v_}&}ffﬁgﬂgﬁéfgi Tpoxdijs ¢ Oeodaipoy , . A variant of this is at
1;117.2 - xai éx Tav 'Abnov i?c'rspo:/_ "n'poa'eﬂa_»)'(ﬂr)a'av

Tecoapdrorra uév al uera -@nwcvawov xal t'Afyyc;guo; wai DPopuiwvos

vijes, elroor 8¢ al ,U,ET?L TAnmoXépov kal "AvTueéovs

Thucydides also s&metimes names.jdst one stfatégos but indicates thé
presence of others by'mentipning thé numbers involved and using»thé
pronoun qf)rés » as at 3.19.1 - ... Aua’;?k{a r.s’/qfr-r'cv afvrév'
Jffaawixév . Apart from the uég of the aﬁréﬁ.fo:mula there is another
common terminology found not only in Thucydides but in épigraphic

sources as well which again provides the name of just one general and

refers to the others generically, with or without making mention of



187.

N\ ~

the number, as at 1 62.4 - Kn/\}\u\s b 10 © Twv )”\le;/cx;{.;*v

_o'r?cm]r\os wt\ or gw'up)(ovres , 4.54.2 - ... Km d/d'rtanv’
ﬁuvzﬁqmv ﬂpo_s' Nikiay ko) fous.«ﬁwa?xovms ..., and IG 12 296, line

39 —onpa/.f]&l ‘1(:)«&? KQG x{uVL{P){Cd‘l.zsaOther- less common a}nd some—
~ times unique expreésions fall 1oosely,29 within tﬁis category, for
example at 2.58.1 - ..'.cﬁxww 8 Nnn/c-d Ku\t k)‘ggrropwes'-é Kle.'v‘"c:u;
§ua—rrc<nls'c« &res TTqu)\‘s/ec" » 1.57.6 - A’:xesr‘om’cu roy
I\wco,.ulbbus MET qk&wv’ }Stk& rrfcm]s’w-*ros Xenophon, Hellenica, 1.5.20
- Kovwv a.c{m(ero ...)u‘c‘ro. Tw\/ LJ)\wv srrcm\xu,\/, and IG 12 105,

line 5, —c‘rrajrews f[ojs,uma ﬁ[apm)\ecs .

It is no longer safe to consider that terminologies which
emphasize one strategos indicate ﬂis legal superiority over the others
referred to by an ordinal number or generically, bgcause, as has been
shown by Dover and Fornara, not only are these various terminologies
used interchangeably with each other, but are also used interchangeably
with the expressions which list the names of all the generals without
any emphésis being placed on one of them. In short;‘thesé terminologies
are not used consistently or carefully, which ié tﬁe basic_prereduisite
necessary for concluding thaF.they were meant to be techniéully pre-
cise when used either in literary or epigraphic sources.30 There are
several conspicuous exampleé; At Thﬁcydides-l.él.l, for example -

okl KalWay v KelidSor djarrov alvov «rpér»‘xcfv .ev The

- same generals on the same mission are again'described at 1.62.4 aé “
S o & Ty >A9r"va(u§¢ 'a'r[:arr]x}zs KU ot §L‘VK{PXOVT‘ES. As Fornara
nqtes,3l the two formulaiébfexpressions are interchangeablevand_henée
no_different in meaning, technically. At Thucydides 4.54.2, as

previously noted, the historian names Nicias, and his colleagues.are
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Tc\gg ggvgfpxev‘ﬂzs . Earlier in thé narrative the commanders ofvthis
same expedition are 1isted in the following way - t’.s’rf,ccr»])u 52,

avrev qus ¢ Mll{;"')(l.(eu Ky chfrpuro ¢ Qi wrpe ({"L} Q) (urc«,\.ls
o Tc)\}uuoc.32. Therefore these two types of usagze (at 4.53.1 and’
4.54.2) are equivalent. Fornara concludes from this, and I vthink
rightly, that all three categories of ‘terminology heré mentioned are
:l.nterchangeab1e=:.33 If tf\is is éo the phraseology used by 'fhucydides

at 1.61.1, 1. 6_2.4 and 4.54.2 caﬁnot mean that either Caliias or -Nicias
were superior to their ‘respéctive col.leagu‘es, because 4.,53.1 bclearly
indicates ‘exactly the opposite, except if the assumption be accepted -
that the first named in é. list is always the legal superior of ‘the

rest, which assuﬁlption 1s easily refuted. At Thucydides 2.23.2 the
ﬁistorién lists some generals employed on a mission around the Pelo-
ponnese - z:s'rfc-\n{m k\c l(c(rm/vcg 72 & Esvcn}wu K TTerz/.o;g b3
)EfmAi/Cus‘ Kl EwKP‘("-']s & Avriséveus The order of names is diff-

2

erent in IG 1“ 296, lines 30 and 31 - 5rf<\r1s0ls Zek ]pc/rsti had] aig)

ﬂFcrwl Alx((/\/[il Kc\(smvu @o’mmo‘ . rurthe_rmor.e, these genera.'.s

. / . /
are referred to later in the inscription as K“f‘)"""cr‘ G-’opmlc;t

\ / ' ; ) ~ \ /
K )(:ruv-‘q?xofrl and chf\c’urjﬂ l«c)\me‘ Kkalt xd’cvarxom ,34- which -
reinforces the interpretation above expressed in relation to the

: var.iety of reference in Thucydidés.

One does not have to look far in Thubydidés to diséover more
4exa.mples involving the &’:;i'o/s formula and the verb d‘bv&/f)xw éf noun
dQVC\,wai/ . To deal Qith the former cat.eg.ory- first, at 2.79.1 -
;ff?urr)/xa\ 03 stocq)ﬂv pS EC:Pun'acu TP«’TC-S Qfm{s. At 2.79.7 Thucy-
. dides reccrds the death of Xenophon and 'his cblleag'ues but merély

S |/ WS> A \ < \ ! C
states, afc favov 3¢ avry. ... KAl Ol g'rrwrr]xo\ aovTeEs . Prior to
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- this disaster in the Chalcidice the three generals Xenophon,
Phanomachos and IIestiodoros'-accepted the surrender of Potidaea -

N S A T S R R ~ -
oo, OUTCL OF Aoynug TPOCGEpOTL WEQL . SYMDATEWS TOLY ITPATYHYOTS
oA YA L ~ 3N\ ) ’ 7 . ~ ’ - ~ ’50
aoy "Algralor wois &l odlor reraypéren,, Ecvopbvrl ve 1§ WipiariEov

Ve o Y a0y ’ . ~
war Borioddps 1@ "Aporonkellov xal Vavopdym v8 Kal\iadyor. ol

“¢ mporeofavto ..35 No hint here of the superiority of Xenophon, yet

there is no reason to believe that these three strategoi were not the
36

<

same as those at T'nucydidés 2.79.1. At 3.3.2 - K}‘g]'n'n{hs]s «32:' o

Asaw:-:u Tpl(fcs ai“r};s‘ ‘:STPCL’W\/B'SI. Thucydidés makes it quite clear that
Fhese geherals _made decisions collectively and shared equ_aliy in tﬁe
command, This 1much is at least pbvious in his sentence : K7t of
f’:\f]:}_:fq;_oz_ oY ToAU fav'épov /f__a‘-Tq:'.‘;\.Gl"O'(ll"TE.’,‘ Wy Cwpery, c’L':r.‘}j/'-,'ezlal{ !‘."f;'-"' o[l ..
QT,DG;J;_’_,‘_'/?Z_V T(’t nf?c_}rra?;,;:_ér;:,_05#: e'aa."f.;.','ézhwfv V?‘Jé‘_b'r&}l{ XJL’T{XT’]ZE&E!N{ '

o e oo 36a . <
€5 woleuor xalic ~avre s and when the Mytilenians offered terms, 01!

o'fraa—o\xo\r T&v’/\&’lm{wv &zrsése/.go.vro-_ L7

There is still ‘some debate and disagree'ment.about' the e#act
meaning' of the o.?;ro/s formula, or to be more specific; there are diff-
ering views as to a precise translation, even’among scholaffé whb agree
that the terminolog}; implies nothiﬁg fnore 'than collegiality.38 Accord-
ing to Dover the ctf)‘rgs formula contains’ within itself a concessive
implication.‘ He mairitains that when Peric.ll'es, for gxample, is des-
cribed as Bémi'cs er_rt;s by.Thucydideé, this is not to ipdiqateth?t _
?éricles had superior authority but "intended to remind us that he

did not". 39

Thucydides, therefore, is stating that Fericles was only
one of ten. Dover suggests that a passage in Aeschines 2.178 and in
- Herodotus 6.103.1 reinforces his interpretation'.vl‘o Thﬁs, the

; N 3 >\ / L7 \
sentence in Aeschines, B.‘lo’cu*ros ¥ auTtcs h’ri‘ﬁ‘ﬁ&‘.dd'(ls f.lo\fos- Tas
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836%Aﬂ1$ beuyu, he translates : “although there were nine others with
me on the embassy, I am the only one ...," and at .the other example
v , o
in. Herodotus, rlrcd 4 <eas @rﬁmnl i deia, TRV 0 e ‘\CLTOS r]\/
F]\Tufb]g , .the historian is emphasizing that Miltiades was only one
. ’ . < ~
of ten generals. Fornara argues that the formula o Yeive (ordinal)
>/ | |
auvTos 1Indicates that the person named is in some sense more notable
than his colleagues, but that it neither makes no statement about
legal authority or the lack of it, nor defines the nature of the pre-~
, C .\~ 41 »
dominance of ¢ detvaL- Therefore, acccrding to Fornara, Herodotus
_ 6.103.1 is emphasizing that of the ten generals Miltiades was one,

42 On this interpre-

rather than that Miltiades was only one of ten.
tation the phrase is not concessive, and in Aeschines 2.178 the cor-
cessive force in the sentence is supplied by the word/40¢os rather

,
than the phrase dexat0< QuTds .43

" Fornara's interpretetion does in facf seem the more prefer-
able on the general grounds that 0 dEtva T Gbs (or’ﬁéLﬂTus )azrés is
more adequately explained as a result.ofé;bs?va, being in some way.or
. for some reason distinctive,-(but:no; 1egaily so), rather thean, alter-
natively, becauee Thucydides wished to remind us that & ¥« had no
superiority. Why would tneghistorian no this when everyone knew
anyway that strategoi always éhared equally in command of missions
. for which'mqre than one generél was appointed? Moreover, even if
we assume for a moment that thie is Thucydides' intention, and the
phrase in question is concessive, there is nevertheless a certain
'ambignity_ in stresclng (by naming) the participation of 0 dstva, which
ambiguityvdisappears if we consider.that the phrase is not in itself

. . . 44 . .
concessive. The objection to Dover's interpretation = gains in force
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upoh examinétion of his statement that "there is a difference between
.Jr?uerSQ 7PG?5 e>ds .used of a man in joint com@andvof-an expédition;
when the writef ié informing us how many generals were-in command,

and 6jpuxwﬁ3V'ﬁ£khﬁbs QSTéS when the referepce is to>a man's relatién-
ship to a whole.board for its whole year of office."45 The phrase
Bélnxos a%rés is used twice by Thucydides and both times in referenée
to Pericles. - At Thucydides 1.116.1,T£§(QP&KOVTQ BE.VQU(} kQ}
Tt’cc«-\rﬁ TI'EFIKXS!OOS §£t(cfroo avrod rr(xzwlxoﬁ‘\/‘ros g\/qufwi .},rqbv'..v.
There is no reason to believe that Thucydides is here.using the termin-
ology any differentiy than in the other instances which involved

fewer generals unless it can be shown that as many as ten generals

did not participate in this.aétion against Samos. However,theré isA
éupplementary evidenceﬁwhich indicates that ten.Athenian strategéi
vere invo;ved inbthe same campaign.46 . The idea that Thucydides'
>phraseology»is meant to indicate that Péricles was one of thé ten’
genefals employed against Samos has support and Dover's argument that
there are two distinct usages of the qués formula, that the phrése
béknrbs qzrék ié to be distinguished from the otﬁer_phfases where

the number with u3?6; is smaller than ten, is weakened. In bfief,
if,’as in all likelibood, ten strategoi participated in the war against
Samos, Thucydides 1.116.1 is not descriting the relationshié of

Pericles to the whole board for the whole yeaf.

The other example of Bz'lk(\rcs Qfm’; is at Thucydides 2.13.1.
: Y. ) / / >/ - .
Pericles is described-as G‘TPQT;\XOS Qv Ao.]vmw\/ )sfo:ams autos, but in
this instance not as a general on campaign with nine colleagues.v,The
,.context within which the phrase is used is as follows. The Spartans

‘were preparing tovinvade Attica and Pericles considered it possible



that A:chidaﬁus_might'sypass his estate witﬁout ravaging'i;, either

for the purpose of creatiﬁg prejudice in'Aﬁhens'against'him and his
strategy and thereby to the detriment of Athens' war effort, or for
reasons.of-personal friendship. Pericies therefore publicly relinquish-
ed owne:ship of his prbperty and urged prepara;ions for war. | Has
Thucydides merely taken the opﬁorthnity to inform us thaﬁ Pericles was
one of the ten generals or is this a reférence to Pericles' relation-
ship to the other gener&ls for the‘whoie year aﬁd é remindér that
Pericles was not superior? Either idea is compatible with the context. -
However, if it is the latter idea we must accept that there isAa_
single instance where the use.of thetnargs formula is to be isolated
from others of the same type, for it has alteady'been shown that the
use of b{?arcé a5r€s ,in Thucydides 1.116.1 is unlikely to be é reminder
that Pericles was not superior, a\definitiou of his "relaiionship" to
the whole bOard.47 Anotherbexample of bé&ﬁroS<léré; s altﬁough not

in Thucydides and ndt in referéﬁce to strétegoi, certainly fits
Fornara's intefpretation much more satisfactorily than if does Dover's.
Xenophon 2.2.17 states, }Aerk Ta0To qPSé%](Theramenes) nrea’FsArrqs

US Aakzbm,uow.u QL"er{’lebr }S‘Etm’cs QU’DS . 1f bzko;ros is used con-
cessively to emphasize the‘collegiality of the ambassadoré it was
unnecessary for Xenophon to do so at this point for he later says that
all of them were QifokféfbeSTH#A 8RN/VWS.48 It is more likely

that the historian has simply emphasized the participation of the

most significanh member of the delegation Theramenes.49

Dover. and Fornara afrive at the same conclusions, bbfh argu-
ing for strict collegiality in the strategia. Their difference over

' T R
the precise translation of the auvtos formula is a fine one, but in
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favour of Fornara is the fact that on his interpretation’all-instances'
of the fcrmula conform in meaning. 'Furthermore,the_fact'that the -
formula is used in the same way as other terminologies which.contain

au eponym and generic reference to other strategoi (such terms are
interchangeab]_.e)50 suggests that the saue couclusiuna should apply to
the.nurg; formula that apply to the other termlnologies. According

to Dover the eponym in these terninologies is the man who for any
reason is uppermost in the mind of the writer at the time of-writing,
whether the reason be that the man denominated is-uore'impreSSive than:-
‘tﬁe others, or because the writer recorded habitually in the saueiterms
as his predecessor in ‘secretarial office or in the terms which he

had often heard a particular group of officiala referred to, or because:
the writer himself'considered one man more noteworthy than the rest?1
I woulu suggest that Dover'sfremarks are equally.applicab1e>to strategoi 
who are the eponym in o %¢iva (ordinal) crs‘ro/s . ' Ido not think we

can safely conclude, as does Forn’ara,52 that all strategoi so descriued,
such as Cleippides and Lysicles, were emphasized because they were |
the most significant of the three or five appointed. It is poésibie
that Thucydides hac recourse.to inscriutioual evidence which named

.only one of several generals in some of these inetauces, or, as maj
well have been the case in Thucydides 1.116.1, that he copied {or
rephrased to suit his purposes) the generic references rather than

the complete llst_or'used verbal descriptions he often heard. This'

is not to saythatThucydides used epouyms carelessly, but'that he
emphasized certain strategoi because they were for some reason upper-

most in his mind at the ‘time . he wrote. Naturally enough, generals

such as Pericles and Nicias were often so emphasized; But the fact
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that eponyms in termino]_.ogies'were often indeed the more signifi-cant
" ‘men does not prove that all of them were. it merely proves that s
these strategoi were the more important te Thﬁcydides, surely differ-
ent to assumirxg that the historian wished to emphasize the partici-
pation in events of. particular generals "because they were the more

significant men, the natural leaders". 53_

A good example in point is
the different eponym used by Xenophon and Lysias in.ref_eren.ce to tﬁe
saexe e-lection of strategoi in 406. According to Xenophon, fr?strq(a\u's
Qct'XcV'rO X»\CQS _\‘é:‘m, Kc/vw»'a... , but L&sias emphasizes Thrasyllus
rather than Conon - robs B /Laa'\& @Fc.ssf'“cu dca efhesdr 34 Therefore,
emphasis given by Thucydides to Cleippides and Lysicles, for e}rample,
only proves that they were for some reason foremost in Thucydides"

‘mind, not that they were necessarily the more eminent of the strategol

appointed.

/
In conclusion, the dlfference between o’r‘":ufrlz{uv ‘r[nrcs Q\}Tcs

and G'TPQT"KQ\/ Bsc.cu'cs tw'ros s as expressed by Dover, is more apparenr
than real. - Furthermore, the only difference between © -?AEn/_cL Tfﬂ’qs,
e xaTos Q;“"‘.s_ énd, for example, O dsiva ki of guvofrxbvri.s or & Ssive
: wa) ot a)\\l\oq s 1s 'tﬁat the additional information about the number of
generals invelved is provided within the former usage but not v}_ithin
the latter. It is certainly abundantly clear that the verb o’uvcv{P)(uJ
“and the noun d‘U\/Q/TXwV' are used in our sources as a referenc.e'_ to
officials who shared' equally in eommand or authority_with the e'ponym.55
However, the discovery b_y' D.ﬁ. Bradeen of the hitﬁerto unkpowh title
Xfxov 16 vaeTikb ‘on an-Athe.nia'.n vcasuélty list of the late fifth

century, and his conclusion that the term is not equivalent to

/
()inxas or \/(wur)(os, but was most likely used to - refer to commanders
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. elected by the. fieet at Samosjvin the last docade of .the. fifth century,,
has prompted the recent attempt by B. “J.ordan to identify a military
office which ranked immediately below the strategia.sé His contention
is thnt some Athenian co.mmanders mentioned by Thucydides who have
hitherto been regardéd ao sfrategoi occupied a position he oalls "a

military grade of archon", which was a subordinate rank.

Jordan considers that the o.nly difference between the term
'vcw/qvxos 'osed by Xenophon' and the title of grxo\/ 0 v’uu‘ru(’s _is one.
of nomenclature and not of fact'.57 Although it 1s primarily my pur—
:'pose here to comment on the examplesv Jordan draws from Thucydides,
it should be noted that of the evidence he ubses, one terminologyv, thot
of &'Yxom;, is drawn from Thucydides and inscriptional evidence but
not 'f‘rom Xenophon, and the aloernative term Vﬁé&irxc's is drawn from
Xenophon but not .from Thucydides. The questicn is of some. importance
Af.or if the vvm.‘/urxm of Xenophon and the z{?xcvrss of Thucydideo all bel_ong'
to the same military office of ‘XF,(G\'" To v‘(wruce , Xenophon may con-
~ celvably be used to support ‘the proposition thot some conﬁanders
mentioned bty 'fhucydides’ are not.strategoi. It is cortainly cléar from
Xenophon 1.6.29 that the three nauarchs ao the battle of Arginusae
were distinct from the strategoi. Even if v_ad/q‘;xos and -c‘x'fxov 1’3'
VavTiko cannot be accepted as identical, this merély means, on Jordaan's-
“view, that therev were two subordinate ronks inst'ead of one. Neverthe-
less, Thncydides aloné.- cannot beAﬂused as conclusiye evidence for the -
existenoe of one of these: subOrdinaté offices; Without the support .

of Xenophon Jordan'_s wholevhypothesis,is'seriously weakened.

Jordan claims thaf. as the essu¢ntial element in the titles

under discussion is Qf’X“)V’ whenever this word appears in some form
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or other in defining the command of an officer, here is evidence
attesting one of the alternative terminologigs used (t)xl)'xxo_\/fts) .
whether the title consisis eof the participial naﬁn ngwv or its
verb.al eqt;ivalent coupled with a prepositional phrase or a word in

: ‘
the genitive. Thus statements in Thucydides 7.31.4, ... Kovwv ...

a / < . >
os-o’]faxc Mavndkrod , and 7.34.3, of b”A&Zwﬁm gk ‘n'(‘s Neorderoo ...

f\ \ A / > \ /
.’Wx& A AITGV A«Jf‘\os , and 7.20.1, ¢sTei\av ka\ XQF,,()\QQ 1%\/

- )A 7/ >/

- TTO)\XGB&:FCO O‘YKCVTQ’ all mean that the commanders mentioned were not
strategoi but held a subordinate rank. Similarly Aristoteles and
Hierophon can no longer be regarded as strategoi for 1426/5,58 noxr
Dieitre.phes for 414/3,59 nor the ten colleagues of Archetratus sent

with him to Potidaea in 433/2.60

Jordan considers that evidence cf
a more positive character is provide-d by _the careers of the two command-.
-eYs Diomedon land Leon. During the. summer of 4‘12, al ’Arrlka\( \fﬁf’_s
“ee Z“-FX‘écv»’ ES /\_é."'{;o\';, ;(L\;v’ ,’rim(é Az’wv‘ k'Ol\( A(O'/J&wv'.ﬂ Diomedon and .
. Leon weré gpxo»’r&ts at this time. Later 'in the winter of 412/1,
f[i;uf@ e StaBakirTos .Ka_‘l~ Dplvixor Tob .
XetgidvSpov  mapélvoav Tis dpxis xail TOv
- Evrdpyovra Sripwvidny, dvrémeplay 8¢ o*-;-prz-rr);/of;c
'r:e"ir},_'n;q vais Azoﬁe’(‘iézf:’u xai Aéovra ~62 - Upon the deposition from O‘éfiae
of Phrynichos and Scironides, Leon and Diomedon were elected strategoi
not only to fill the wvacancies oﬁ the board of generals but to relieve
the cashiered generals of their command. Similarly, Strombichides

63

began his career as an Z‘/{sxw\/ in the spring of 413, ~ but had been

- elected strategos by the winter of 412/1.64'

However, Jordan does not isolate all the cases in Thucydides

where the same terminology is applied to other Athenian commanders -
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o~ ) ~ A ‘ " -~ v =
that is 8& ﬁng* &“'ﬁprb ﬁrxg.ﬁbv veiov.  Thucydides 1.5l.4_states,

- - Sy e 7 o i 2 _" T - K - " .l N R SR ’:' o -'-f T e
. Tots 8¢ Keprvpaiois arpatomedevopévors emi 77 Nevwiuvy at eixoor vies at

ér 1@y "Alnwiy abrar, ov dpye Malrer 7¢ o Aed"/p_-;{ll_kdi. ‘
. Arcokidns o Aswyopov e -IG 4i7. 295, although naming Glaucon with
,two-éolleagues, Metagenes and Dracontides, verifies that Glaucon was
strategos on this mission to Corcyra.65 In the winter of 430/29,
2 o LA » \ \ ey \ r /
Ae:lvmc‘ vals £57e hav Tkest pev Trcpa TT&XOrrov«qs‘cv’ Kkt QOF/xw,'\/(L

_ /A < > A 66 '

drpccrv‘{e\/, oS CppunEVES B Navwawrou .. . Later in the summer
of 429, Phormio is still at Naupactus. Thucydides' phrase, describing

n Ry > T
ipxe v ghont velv iy ArriicQv rrep}

. al
" Phormio as the man 0%
/- L2 J , 67 ,

- Neowekrew £4r&urcus, -surely cannot mean that Phormio was mo longer
strategos. ' The historian is merely reminding us that Phormio was
“in command of the twenty Athenian ships stationed off Naupactus".

. Similarly, in Thucydides 4.66.2, Demosthenes and Hippocrates are

. \ /\ , % IA / .
described as Tous TAV @ﬁVQuuv'fTrﬁfjmwg and later when the two
~--generals -split their forces, ... .¢w\itass éEaxoaiols, v Armoxpdrys -

CETANEY - wwe 5088 peTd-TOD “A};p_ob'f"éuou?“'foD'?éTéﬁél{‘ ~orparyyod-Aaraiis
- [} \ A e F e ‘68 -y . A .

“1e Yredol ral €rezot TEPITONOL o« o Thucydides does in fact use the

terminology Jordan would have us believe is used to describe a sub-

‘ordirnate rank, in reference to strategoi on campaign.

Can we safely assume, in contradiction to.Jordan‘svhypothesis;
that Thucydides only uses the terminology in describing strategoi?
The aésumption would be unnecessarybif there was supplementary evidence
" for generalships of those commanders whb_are not called strategoi by
Thucydides'and referred te only by the terms under discussion. The
fact that these terms are used to describe generals 6n'campaign makes

’

nearly inevitable the inference that when the same terminology is
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applied to commanders who are not specifica]_.iy named as strategoi,

these connnanders are -also generals. It is an entirely.;lifferent

mattef to assert that when terminologies, which are applied fo known
stratégoi, are applied to commanderé who are not explicitly named as
strategoi, this is an indication i:hat such commanders were not generals

but occupied a subordinate rank.

" In many caseé where Thucydides uses the wofds :{wa_ or |
:{r)(u:v in f:heir various derivative forms he is describing thé "command"
of a general officer rather than the "office" Qf_'a commander. After
the death of the general Charoiades in Sicily in the summer of 426,
(X C\P’o.c()cu xc\x(; .’1’}5.1 1760 )Ae.‘wu/wv a‘rlbcm]xc@ -re@w,zo’wcs ond Eupqs:c—.ﬁfds/
rro)&;ug:) Laches is described as f{rr(\'(m/ :erw\/ Ov veEly T\']V a(\x»\)v ,69
The whole sentence, in fact, would make .little sense unl-es's L'a'ches
was general. Indeed, Léches was certainly a ‘stfategos,70 the historian
merely emphasizing that Léches now had sole command of the fleet.
In the‘winter 6f 426/5 thé general Pythodorus arrived in Sicily, i"rr}
T>Ls vals bui%cxov. Z‘:w o Au’xxr]s%rxav.n He had come to succéed Laches-
in command of the fleet. & 9 Truec/BwFos !‘r’]&] wav: 'T't\p/ 700 AC{X'P'OS-
Tov velv 2\{-\)@]’\/.72 Laches had by now been relieved of the gommand
and Pythodo_rus had 'soie comma‘nd.‘72a In Thucydides 4.28.3., when
Nicias offers Eg(rfafo 'rfis £ ﬂé,\ui ()\P)(?‘s , he is not resigning from -
office, but relinqqishing his claim to a cénuﬁand, as stratego’s,. at
}E'ylos.73 Agai'n,- in Thucydides 7.16.1, when the Athenians read the
dispatch of Nicias and his réquest to be removed from. command, the
Demos ol ﬁql‘-éz\u{av T;]\g g\f.\’)(fis. 'Niciaé is not réquesting ‘to be

removed from office but from the command in Sicily.

In this context, the generaiships of Leon and Diomedon
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during the summer of 412/1 cannot'be disputed, -as’Jordan asserts,

by maintaining that the terminology used to descrlbe them co/ ]rxi ,_ a
'precludes the possibility. It has already been demonstrated that such
'terminology is used of strategoi the only dlfference in this case

' being that they are not named as strategoi by Thucydldes until later
in the year. If they.were in fact elected as strategoi after Phryn-~- B
ichésAand Scironides were relieved of command,‘Thncydides_makes no |
reference to it. Furthermore, it is not inevitable that Phrynichgs-
and ‘Scironides vere removed from office. Perhaps in this case the
Aphrase,‘ mréx'ussv 8 bf\‘ﬁcs.'rﬁs acxf]‘s ,7,4 has. this meaning, but.the same
words, used ianhucydides 7.16.1, do not. It has'been'soggested that

_ Phrynicos held a special p031t10n at Samos, 1np11ed by the words .
YWFQTt\X‘EI ke l-c‘-‘q ku()nos qJ ,7$ that Leon and Diomedon, wvhen sent to
assume this command, were sent as f‘r()c\-rq;rb\c Ea’\l Té.s Vqu ,76 meaning'
a particular command granted to strategoi by a spec1al vote of the
vecclesia.77 If special competenc1es of strate001 had become regular-
'izedvby this time_and if this instance is an indication ofbsuch_a
practice,,Leon and Diomedon were certainly'not elected to-office to
replace Phrynich@s.and Scironides, but a; strategoi were assigned'a
special competency. . Irrespective of whether this was the case or not,
the clear implication‘of Thucydides 8.54.3Ais that Leon and Diomedon
vere sent to-Samos becahse they were strategoi, not because it had

_ beentnecessary to elect them to office first and subseqnently’appoint"
" them to.this command. .Similarly, the description'of Strombichides as 1
a genera178 is less an indication that'he'had heen elected to office:
some time before the winter of 412/1, than that he was already Htrategos

when in command (qus ) of eight ships earlier in the year.79 In
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3

short, Wé have two further instances where Thucydides uses the words
2 45 :

S wy arxg to describe strategoi, but with the difference that they
can be verified as generals in military commands later, rather than

earlier, in the year.

There are several other examples where Thucydides uses terms

Y

such as Sov :’I\F)((. or ')IFXG Tlov VEQV rather than Z.‘_{rp(,_r,,llga‘.
or c‘rpqrslxcﬁ\rm‘s s Which warrant-some coument., At 5.116.3; Kcz\\
?\ch{s/»]s G-r(:cvr\'(\zs i{frerc;Q g.{\ rﬁ‘N\ )A(}:)vadf)&}i --.-:cl\s %{s)/(a (ﬁl)\\OK{ngr/]S
© A'vxgcu , at 6.105.2; TTE 3¢ R’cbc%u(ao.) Qg Acsedioo xan
Arvxapc{m:-o awo/m«.. ., and at 7.20.1; ...cf )Aey,\/a'o‘on .o vads
Truc{komv i‘/ﬂ'&t)\av' KQ\\ X(xptk),écx 'r}:\/JAa’tDM\G'bgé(;ou t‘x/{»xo\/‘m.. . Jordan
has made no mention either about the position occupied by Philocrates
in his command at Melbs, or about the official statﬁs of Pythodorus,
Laispodias.and Demaratus. Phiiocrates vas in command of fEin.force-
ments to Melos, althohgh Tﬁucydides'does not say whether he was the
replacement for the generals Cleomedes and Teisias,go or supplemented
them. Clearly he was sent to command Athenia_n hoplites rather than
a naval squadron and cannot be classified as an'csx/P)(c,av Qv Vﬁ@«.sl
' The combination of Thucydides 6.105.2 and Aristophanes, Birds, 1569,
is evidence enough éor a strategia of Laispodias in 414/3. Although
the inference 1is not inevitable that Aristophanes i's mbcking Laispodias
both as a general and as an example of iack of elegance, the reference,
in the context, would make less sense if Laispodias was not a general
' 82

in thé year of the performance of the pvlay,' 414, It follows that

. Pythodorus . and Demaratus were also strategoi. Diodorus 13.9.2 states:
> . > ! / / .
Aeqvm\oh.:.‘?u{uoﬁu TP"\IPE‘S andereav kel )(q‘mz)\io, FrpaTyYeV |

. This is a reference to the same mission as .Thucydides 7.20.1. 1If a-
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mistake was made it was that of Diodofus, but takiﬁg'into account. a
degree of unreliability does not alter the fact that Charicles was,
more likely than not, a strategos. = According to Thﬁcydides 3.7.1°

. » - . - e - : - . . - .- - - » .
Abyvaior vals -Gméaretlar Tordxovra kxai | AcoOmov TOV

ﬁiﬁﬁ'ﬁfUTﬁVﬁ_ 'EPXOVU%. I take this to translate as & "Tﬁe Athen-.
ians sent thirty ships and Asopius thebson of Phormib as general,

the Acarnanians asking that a son or relative-of Phormio be seﬁt in
command to tﬁem". At Thucydides.7.20;l the meaning dféﬁxxovvu,is :

- identical - "the Atheﬁians.sent thirty ships and Charicleé the son of

Apollodorusbin command."

AN

Several examples of the terminology'(é}xsfihﬁﬁpxi ) used
by Jordan in support’bf his hypothesis fefer to Athenian commanders
at Naupactus. Athénian forces were regularly stationed at éuéh
strategic localities as Naupactus,83 (and possibly ét Pylos and in.
Thrace) and it was general préc;ice to assign str;tegbi to a base of
this sighificance - for example, Phofmio, Aéopius, Nicostratus and
Demosthenes during various years of the Péloponhesian War.84' In-all'
likelihood Athens appointed'officials other fhan strétegoi to-govérn
some of the Subject'states, but at the strategically more important
localities where Athenian hoplites. and naval sduadrons could become
involved in combat at any time and where commanders' deciéions may be
of some importance, the prerogatives of command eﬁjoyed'by étrategoi

‘would seeﬁ to.be fequired; In ﬁhis'coptextzForﬁaré's vie& that
ébecialized dﬁties became regularized and distributed among Strategoi
has soﬁe attraction with respect to anon's_positiop at Naupéctus |

in 414/3. As a resui; of'ﬁhé regular-practiée to assign strategoi -
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v . | -~
to this base, finally we hear that Conon,ﬁpxg Ahxuné*nxnggsPresumably
86 '

for Fornara,.Diphilos' command (grxg)»ét Naupactus in'414/3 shéuld

be explained i the same vay. But; as has been noted, Thucydides

also describes Phérmio's command there, in-the Sunmer 6f>429, in the
same terms, as well as that of Aristoteles and Hiepophon in the winter
of 426. 1t seems unlikelx.that as early as 429 the command at Naupactus
was régarded'as a fegglarized duty, allocated to certain strategoi as

a consequence of apportionment of special competencies. However,
Naupactus was certainly one of the most important Atheﬁian basés throﬁgh—
out the Qar, perhaps increasing in strategical significance_a§ the war
progressed. On this consideration,; together with the fact that it |

was common practice to send strategoil to Naupactus, and bearihg in.mind
that Thucydidés 6ften referred to generals by using the Qord anuh/

and its derivatives, -it is more probable than not that Aristoteleé,

Hierophon, Conon and Diphilos were strategoi.

I suggest that Thucydides, in describing Athenian commanders,
only uses.the terminology Jordan believes is indicative of a subord-
inate rank, to describe strategoi. At Thucydides 1.57.6: ... (&ruxor
vap Tprdxorva  vals awooTéNovies xal x:Alovs c;jr?\tffas- e ’x\pxégrpd—}ob
T0b Avkopilovs per’ ANy Bé/é(a- grparyyote o5 ) dmitoré\\ovat vois
{dpxovas wdv vev ... Jordan considers that as only one of the eleven
commanders is a general Thhcydides refers to the entire contingent as
¥/ AL A / 87 , '
a?xovrzs'nuv veéwv rather than rrrurqxcl . A more satisfactory
interpretation is that Thucydides means what he says. Archestratus

. A 3 ‘/\ ‘/\ .
was strategos but he was also one of o5 qrxpuf|-ncv vewyv , this
meaning "the commanders of the fleet". The eleven men are referred to

collectively in‘thisnway because they are all generals. The inference
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from the phrase ,A(’K‘ SIS L, per’ v béxa'.&‘r‘\(xrr'rd\?v’ms is not
l /\ \ ~ > .
that the Athenians gave instructions Tg'ﬁ{)c\nlxu_:‘ KQl TOts (L{xxcua’t_
n : ' .
v iV «+., but that there were ten other generals as well as
- . / ) ..

Archestratus. . Whether the 8¢4kQ be emended or not, Jordan's hypothesis

. 5 \ .
is rendered invalid by Thucydides 1.59.1-2. Clearly ai di

/ A > / ' S
TFm&:c'v‘Ta \/ole 'ﬁ’ﬁv’ Aé}‘l\/tuw\/ are the ships that were sent under Arches-
< / ;

tratus, but they are now commanded by of :l‘r(sQT‘v'l!rO( . HManifestly,

these men are To?s' zx’(«\)(oufl TV V&Q)v of 1.57.6.88

' The appearance of the title K{’X‘?V T0 vaJT(k® at the ‘top .
of an Athenian casualty list of the l:;ribe Leontis, referring to two
men named Theoros and Pasiphon, followed by the names of twb taxiarchs
and four trierarchs, is less of a problém with the knov}ledge tﬁat
Thucydid-es used the wor‘d in reference i:o Aﬁhenian‘ strategoi. Bradeen's
explanation is that the title applies to the men ele.c'ted By the> fleet |
at Samos to command them in the last decade.of the fifth 'century.'89
Pasiphon Phrearrlos, of the tribe Leontis, is one of o} :r(xcxrr]yc\,
sg qu.xcv' in 410/9 . Bradeen's argument that t:he casualty list can
be more satisfactorily dated to 409 than to any of the other years from
409 to 404 is attractive but not conclusi\re.gl ,I-iowever, if correct,
here is strong evidénce for the 1de;itification lpf 0? gPXOVTES 7¢O
uwnch with o‘f :r‘rromlro\g')&‘s fq//,u?\(. ‘The only' difficulty with the
view that Athens refused to officially designate the strategoi of
the fleet as'strategoi’ on a casualty list is the indication in IG 12.
304, line 35, .ind'ependently supported by Thucydides 3.97.3, that the
city reéognizéd the authority of the generals at Samos. .The oli-

garchic general Thymochares certainly worked in conjunction with the

strategoi elected by the fleet at the Hellespont in late 411, after.
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-the fwo factions'joinéd fo:&es.gzb.'However; the difference bétween
the two sets of geﬁerals>ma§ be illustrated by the heading»on the
casualty ‘list. | Although Atﬁens may have recognized the autﬁo:it&v-
of the generals at Samds, they had not been elected by the Demos, and
officially couid qot.be designated as_sfrategoi on a casualty 1ist.93
Bradeen's spiution is a neat egplanation of the otherwise unknown

title, irrespective of whether the entire monument should be dated

to 409 or later.

Furthermore, Jordan's hypotﬂesis that tﬁe title describes a
rank higher than taxiarch but ipwer than sﬁrategos is not supported
by any of the passages he cites_froﬁ Xenophon where the word
'is used of Athenian cormanders, Hellenica 1.6.29 and 1.5.18. The
relevant section in Hellenica 1.6.29 is as folléwé: éxx&;e§%1{ Xébaﬁ
(Vihes ) TOv quu([.awa bi/lfq., KAl adTa) et puidse em 5 raérq.»s i
TV th&rﬂwv TPE?S... If anything, Xenépﬁon's report of three
Athenian Vuggfxci phrticipating in the battle of Arginusae_behind__
the ships of the raxiarchs is an indication that tﬁey:were equalbor_

inferior in rank to the taxiarchs, rather than superior. At Hellenica

1.5.18 Xenophon notes'that Phanosthenes was sent to Andros to replace:>

Conon who had been sent from Andros to Samos. The historian's phrase,

>3 NN\ 7 R O Y / -
avn d¢ Koveoves eis ,AVBFOV erre,ucf?a\/- q')avmréa\/.) v, rgrmras vave
» ' ' : : - : v : .
- exovT@& , is not evidence that Phanosthenes is more likely to be a
-nauvarch rather than a taxiarch or strategos. Jordan's argument that =

Xenophon has just listed the ten strategoi of the yeér is. no indi-

cation that Phanosthenes was.a.nauarch.qa It follows frbmvthe fact

that the Athenians sent Phanosthenes. to replace Conon that the two

men were colleagﬁes,'that they held the same rank.95

4
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I d& not believe that we.éan identify Qith any precision
the position in.the chain of command of Xenophon's.vaJprxu . The
historian's description of the line of Athenian forces just prior to
the battle of Arginusae96 suggests that thé VQJ“PXO‘ were subordinate
officers. They were incorporated inta the left wing of the fleet
which comprised detachments led by fourvstrategoi,.a detachment of
Samian ships and the ships of the taxiarchs. While each of the
strategoi was in command of fifteen ships, the nauarchs appear, like
the taxiarchs, fo have had control of oﬁly a single ship eaéh; This
suggests that they were officers in charge of special contingents,
perhaps similar in function to thé taxiarchs, but in command of a
sectibn of the Athenian forces outside the jurisdiction of the taxi-~
afchs. The fact that\nméacxcs seems to be the official title of a
subordinate officer, togethef with the indication that they were not
superior in rank to the taxiarchs, makes it hardly péssibié that they
- could be the eéuivalent of ;he z(rxc»’ T0 me, kb‘ pf Bradeen's casualty

list..

In conclusion, I think it should be stressed that ifiThucy—v
dides had consistently used the‘same phraseology in his references
to individual Athenian generalsvand groups of generals_there.may be
some grounds for concluding that his vocabﬁlaryvis technical anq meént
to indicate different levels of authority among the strategoi, or the
. existence of a board of military officials, apért froﬁ the board of -
taxiarchs, which ranked immediétély below the strategia. Howéver,
.the,opposité is tﬁe case. Thucydides' word ﬁéage with regard to
strategoi isvnot consistent; and the vafiety of terminologies and

sentence constructions are such as to allow only a very general
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' categorization and virtually preclude a.meéningful c1assifica£ion.s7

In fact if Tﬁgcydides can be claimed to be consistent in his rigorous
attention to defail he can also be claime& to be consistent in hisv
variety of phraseology in presentation of detail. The various theories
which have been advaﬁced about the Athenian‘system of command based

on the belief of Thucydides' technical precision in his word usage all
founder because they inadequately explain or fail tp take into account

exceptions and contradictions.

If it be accepted that Thucydides did not deliberately imply
that certain strategoi were supérior to their colleagues, there is
no need to assume that the'Atheniaﬁs,sometimes resorted to'the,practice
of allocafing éupreme'authority té_one strategos.over his coileagueé
but at other times appointed several strategoi withjoint_command and
equal authority. The assumption which maintains that collegiality
was bcéasionally dispensed with is seriously threatened by the indi-
cation in Thucydides 3.4.1 and 3.4.3 that the generai Cleippides and
his colleagues (Trﬁws qsrés) shared equally in authority.98  If
this is not enough there are numerous other instances in Thucyaides
testifying to collegiality of generals:on‘camp#ign.ggv For example,
when the generals Diotimus, Proteas and Lacedaimonius were sent to
‘Corcyra in 433/2 they received specific instructions and collectively
decided not to help the Corcyraeans in thé sea battle against Corinth
- lic()(qs b\i 0k '%r)(ov SE\oaC/T's.s i &chxTrlkc\a 'n\r/ frpo'rmn\/ TV ‘)’(quacﬁ’v.loo'
.Similarly, when the Athenian fleet on route to Sicily in 414 put in
at Rhegium, ot 5\£ Jr()cxn]s/o\l rrPEs ’t%t mpévfu g}iou)ssxl)ow'o.lol The |
three generals each voiqed.abdifferent opinion,102 but when Lamachus

. sided with Alcibiadesm3 the course of action proposed by the latter
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was adopted.loé

Although there is ample,evideﬁce attesting collegiality,v
without tﬁe’support of the-argumeﬁt from terminology thete.is no
evidence which attests positively’to the sﬁperiori;y of a generél over
his colleagues. Thucydides' phraseology at 2.22.1 and 2.65.4 in
reference to Pericles has been thought By sémefscholars to méah possess-
ion of supreme authority by Pericles in 431 and 429.105 At 2.22.1
Thucydides states that Pericles%k'k')\rl({(.w_ TE oiuc érrc(& uar«f«‘;v’ 6?)3E
g¢)&cxbv oékéva..’ There is no reason to assume that this passage
means that Pericleé suspended or prevented a normai meeting of the
ecclesia. .As g general Péricles had the power to ask the ﬂPuTé&S(SY
" to convene the ecclesia.106 Pericles may-havefrefused to summon a
special meeting107 and prevailed upon the o;her generals not to convene
an assembly,108 being able to do this bécause of the prestige he
enjoyed as a.statesman rather than because of any ektfaordinary powers
vested in him as strategos.lo9 The other passage, at 2.65.4, is as
follows : gs"rsrov ¥ 0:59&5 o0 trOMCE) 6_1‘(>Q1’q>’<\)v ‘c'si{XOfTO Ka\\

'ﬂ't(\rr& 1-}1 Tt‘FC()’,,L(‘.TC\. Ezré.-rg«fmv . According to Hignett this may mean that
the ecclesia conferred plenary poWefs on Pericles when they elected
him.llo Howevér, Thucydi&es does not say that Pericles was cqurqxés

_ a?yrcgfx{-rw(s or that he was elected cirrc{v.’w\/ I‘]xs/.u.\uv qﬁmx(x{mr, wh_ich

- words we could reasonabiy expect if Hignett is right. It is more iikely
that Thucydides means that the Athenians "entrusted him with everything"
.in the sense that they put all their confidencé in his advice; they
restored him to his preyipus posi;ion of ; ﬂ‘PQTDSv iw.fp in the state,

quite apart from restoring him to office as general.lll' There are

other examples, For instance, when a force of Athenian ships was
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sent around the Peloponnese in 427/6 under.; thé conﬁnand of the two
generals Demosthenes and‘ Procles, all subsequent a;:tion' seems to have
been taken on the decision of Demosthenes along. Aécordirig to Thucy—.
dides, o )AKQ‘)V&VES ﬁgfcw A»v‘oraelvq'ir:av .rrpq-n’;\ov ™y %es’wulwv'

112 The Acarnanians sought out Demosthenes as

c’uwr&nxa’ﬁglv Cu))‘rct./)s .
if he was the sole Athenian commander. Similarly, A.lfaw&qs
¥ dvamelOcrai korh oV xfsc{v'ov wodrov oo M&\’(-"]VI/HN.. . A«’fw)\o?g
gn1egséku.ll3 Again, Procles 1s missing. Are we to belieée that
Demosthenes was superior in authority to Procles? The indication at
3.91.1 is that they were jointly inl. cdmmandv— Sv’ 2:S‘FPQT1/B’€I
onxos'Qt'{v»]s e & )A)\Kns‘gs,v‘cus Ka\l TTPOKWS b3 @Ecbu’srcd, and when Procles
was killed in action hg is 3 g‘réF.os' ﬁ()tcrqs’l\)S WFCK\:iS.lM' 'Ihé
emphasis -on Demosthenes proves that he was the more important of the
two generals but does not prove tﬁat Procles waé not his equai.collea—
gue in the legal sense; We cannot assume that.bemosthenes possessed

anything more than natural authority over Procles. Procles acquiesced

in Demosthenes' decisions.

The main difficulties associated with the theories that the
board of strategoi had a chairman or president who was‘legally
superior to his colleagues or tﬁat one of a group of generals on
campaign was given Some authority over the others, are the evidence
in our sources testifying to the existence of a collegiate system of-
command and tﬁe contraéictions to such theories ig the evidence thought
“to support them, whether it be the existence of more than oﬁe,case of
double representation in particular yearé or the fact that terminologies
thought to be technically précise are uced incensistently and careless—~

ly.].'15 For the same reasons it is becoming increasingly difficult



209.

to accept the cdmpromise solutions whicﬁ maintain thét-thé principle
of strict collegiality Qas vioiated as early as Xerxes' invasion of
Greece and théréafter opérated in practicé in some iﬁsfances but not
vin others.116 On the other hand,. if it be accépted that coliegiality
wés not'viola;ed, buf remained in force throughout the fifth éentury

until at least 407,117

the difficﬁlties which arise, for example, from
Thucydides' description of the Athenian ééneralévDemosthenés and Proclés
between 3.91.1 and 3.98.5 disappeér; or to be more precise, can be
explained much more simply and satisfactorily and in exactly.the same
way .as can all the other instances; without exception, where é parti~
cular general is emphasized in relation to his colleagues in'our‘
literary and epigraphi; sources..iI agree with Dover agd Fornara fhat
Awhenever special emphasis is given to one strategos it is-a feflection
of his eminence, an acknowledgment of the realities of influence and
prestige and importance, at least in the mind of the writer.118 As
“far as Thucydides is concerned, it is not hié primary purpose to

' provide us with lists of officials, and we should ferhaps be grateful
that he has described the military activities of Athens dufingvthe |
Peloponﬁesian War in such detail and often taken care to explicitly
name strategoi... In this context it is understandable that the
historian does not always name the commanders_of that when he does He
employs no consistent_phraséology, interchanging complete enunciation
with such expressions as ébe}\vaf‘n,ros,'me’/u\’ws Q:rrcg and 3_ deiva
m£|cﬁ gové%xovvgs s and interchanging the'deécriptiﬁe.ﬁouhs and verBs
dTPoT:)s’o/S-‘, %.STPQT»{‘{ £ 5 CT(!QTP\YCSVTOS with Xfxwv, .’);rxsl XPXOWQ.
Evidence'in epigraphic records permit the same conclusions. . It should

be noted that the expression o ﬁs?va KQi ofguvqrxowss is very common
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in epigraphic sources, not only in reference to groups of strategoi,
but to other officials as well, and while IG 12 -'296 virtually proves
that o© BET\M-\ cannot be regarded as superior, a suitable explanation
(although the eponym may simply be explaiﬁed in the same terﬁs as in
literary sdﬁrces) may be th‘atzb‘c‘ln\vd is the original proposer of the
mission or. the receiver (as> the representgtive of all the generals

involved) of money paid by the disbursing boar:d.119
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APPENDIX I

List of Generals 

For each year of the fifth century down to 405/4, I
list the name and where possible, the patronymic and tribal -
affiliation of each general, and I cite the evidence which fixes
"his tenure of office. Only those years for which there is .
evidence of at least one general are listed. Thus the 1list begins
with the strategia of Melanthius in 499/8 for there is no evidence
for 501/0 or 500/499. I only give a commentary where there is
some dispute, but in some casec where controversy does exist
commentary has been given elsewhere, in the sections dealing with
double representation and the size of the board.

Generals whos¢ tribal affiliations are known are listed
first and in order of phyle, and the others are then listed in no
particular sequence. The order of the ten Cleisthenic tribes is
as follows :- :

Erechtheis I
Algeis IT
Pandionis I1X
Leontis v
Akamantis v
Oineis VI
Kekropis VII
Hippdthontis VIII
Alantis. IX
Antiochis' X

499/8

Melanthius Phalanthou | Hdt. 5.97.3 (9764) °

_ - The patronymic is supplied by Hesperia, Supplement 8,
pPpP. 400 f. See also Fornara, p. 4l1. There is no evidence for
the names of strategoi in the years between 498/7 and 491/0
inclusive. L
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490/89

Miltiades Cimonos Laciades VI Hdt. 6.104.1 (10212)
Aristeides Lysimachou Alopecethen X Piu;. Arist. 5.1 (1695)
Stesileos Thrasyleo v : » Hdt. 6.114 (12906)

Fornara is doubtful about a generalship of Aristeides,
considering that his ngme may have replaced that of Callimachus
in Plutarch's account. Herodotus is silent but .this does not
mean that Plutarch is wrong in this instance. The story repeated
by Plutarch that Aristeides was left behind with his tribe to guard .
the booty may be based on fact.# = It is possible, but less likely,
that Themistocles was also a general at Marathon.5 Plutarch does
not specifically refer to Themistocles as a strategos,although the
. inference has been drawn by some scholars.®6 Miltiades' expedition
against Paros may have occurred in 489/8 but more likely in 490/89.
How and Wells date it to the spring of 489 (therefore 490/89), scme
months after Marathon.’ Alternatively, it could have taken place
immediately after the Persian defeat.s_ There are no known strategoi
for the period 489/8 to 482/1. ‘

: 481/0-

Themistocles Neocleous Phrearrios IV Hdt.‘7.173.2 (6669)

Themistocles was probably strategos for several of the
ears in the 480 S5 and if Thucydides' phrase,srv Ths €ksiveu
apxis ?e Kar? EVIGLTEY AGqﬂuCLs qp€e  ,7 is a reference to the
. generalship rather than the archonship and means "in that position:
of his that he held at Athens year by year' ,10 we should perhaps
believe that Themistocles was a general for some years in succession
prior to 481/0.11

480/79
Themistocles Neocleeus Phrearrios iV : : -’Hﬁt{ 5:4.2. _
Xanthippus Ariphronos Cholargeus 'S - Hde. 8.131.3 (11169)

It is possible that Aristeides was also a strategos in .
480/79, but he is not so called by Herodotus when the historian
is describing his initiative at Psyttaleia.l? The story about
Aristeides crossing from Aegina to Salamis to inform Themistocles
that the Persians had the Greek fleet trapped at Salamis is more
an indication that Aristeides was not a strategos.13 We can
reasonably assume -that the Athenian str‘tegbi participated in- the
conference. : : :
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- 479/8
Xanthippus Ariphronos Cholargeus V " Diod. 11.34.2
Leocrates Stroibou Hagnousios V . - Plut. Arist. 20.1 (9084)
Aristeides Lysimachou Alopecethen X - Hdt. 9.28.6
Myronides Calliou - Plut. Ar<st. 20.1 (10509)
For Leocrates' deme see chapter 5, pp. 122-123.
478/7 -
Aristefdes Lysimachou Alopecethen )Q’ - Diod., 11.44.2
Cimon Miltiadou Laciades VI o ‘Plut. Cimon 6.1 (8429)
According to Plutarch, "Ewel d¢ E\-I;,f:?:))y”dgg/c'w'rwz;j éx .
,;‘:’;',“;_fE?»?\éSQc.E‘Trépr’i(?:; o’r/).v.ﬂ;‘/é:, krlzrﬁ t?d\a‘r"u.u -oﬁvw_'w_zj_'r‘]zl apxony -
CApvaler éyévrov, ére 8¢ Ilaveavia  .7e wal Aaxcdarporion ooy, ..

Pausanias was recalled by Sparta in 478. As Fornara notes, it is
difficult to date Cimon's first generalship to 477/6 by dismissing
this very explicit statement of Plutarch's.l4

477/6

Cimon Miltiadou Laciades VI " -Ephorus F. 191

The capture of Byzantium from Pausanias probably occurred
in this year. . : : :

476/5 . - . -

Cimon Miltiadou Laciades VI . _ - Thue. 1.98.1

Cratinos ' S Schol. Aesch. 2.31 (8750)

Lycourgos . - "Schol. Aesch. 2.31 (9246)
- Lysistratos B Schol.. Aesch. 2.31 (9591)

Fornara suggests that the operations at Eion were begun
in 477 and that Cimon should therefore be regarded as a gtrategos
for 477/6, as well as for 476/5, on this evidence alone.l? Even
if Plutarch, Cimon 7.4 implies a long siege it 1s perhaps not enough
to date backwards to the previous year,
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469/8

Cimon Miltiadou Laciades VI - Thuc. 1.100.1; Plut. Cimon 8.8 -

Cimon was probably also a general in many (if not all)
of the years from 476 to 469, but we do not have names for the
strategoi who led Athenian forces against Naxos and Carystus in -
these Xgars. The battle of the Eurymedon is usually dated to
469/8, but if it occurred later Cimon was strategos at least
once more between 469 and 466. '

466/5

Cimon Miltiadou Laciades VI Plut. Cimon 14.1

Plutarch's report of Cimon's activities in the Chersonese
in command of four Athenian ships, soon before the revolt of Thasos,
is probably evidence enough for his generalship in this year.l7

465/4

Leagros Glauconos ek Kerameon V ’ Hdt. 9.75 (9028)
Cimon Miltiadou Laciades VI Plut. Cﬁﬂon 14.2 18
Sophanes Eutychidou Deceleeus VIII - ' - Hdt. 9.75 (13409)
463/2

Cimon Miltiadou Laciades VI Plut. Cimon -14.2

According to Thucydides 1.101.3 the siege at Thasos
lasted for more than two years. It is possible that Cimon did
not return to Athens in the years from 466 till the suppression:
of Thasosl? If this is so he was strategos for 464/3 as well.

462/1

?7 Pericles Xanthippou Cholargeus V _ Plut. Cimon 13.4 (11811)
Cimon Miltiadou Laciades VI . Thus. 1.102.1-2
Ephialtes Sophonidou : Plut. Cimon 13.4 (6157)

Plutarch, Cimon 15.1 notes that Cimon led an Athenian
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naval force after being tried for accepting a bribe from
Alexander of Macedon. This is either a reference to Cimon's
expedition to Ithome in aid of Sparta or (less likely) to R
another mission which intervened between his trial and the
expedition to the Peloponnese.20 Both Ephialtes and Pericles
were active as generals in at least one of the years of the
late 460's, if we are to trust Plutarch, Cimon_13.4. Plutarch's
reference may be to generalships before 462/121 but it is quite
possible that Ephialtes' popularity ensured his election in the
last two or three years of his life, which encouraged further
his opposition to Cimon and his attacks on the Areopagus. He
may well have been strategos in both 463/2 and 462/1. '

460/59
Hippodamas Erechtheidbs 1 16 12 929.33 (7611)
 Phrynichos Erechtheidos I IG 12 929.6 (15009)
Leocrates Stroibou Hagnousios V ‘ Thuec. 1.105.2
Myronides Calliou : Thuc.'1.105.4
~ Charitimides ' Fr.Gr.Hist. 688 F14 (15497)

The dating of events of Thucydides 1.104 ff. is difficult.22

Myronides' aggance into the Megarid may belong to 459/8 rather
than 460/59. Charitimides may well have remained as strategos -
in Egypt for several years, as may Leocrates at Aeglna.
Myronides was a general in at least two of the years between 460
and 456. Two months after the battle at Tanagra (458/7?) he was
a strategos of the victorious Athenian army which defeated the
Boeotians at Oenophyta (457/67).2® A tentative reconstruction
‘may be :- ' ' : -

459/8
458/7 : Leocrates, Charitimides, Pericles ?

Myronides, Leocrates, Charitimides
' 27

457/6 i Myronides, Leocrates.

456/5

Tolmides Tolmaiou _ Thuec. 1.108.5
- Schol. Aesch. 2.75 (13879)
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455/4
Myronides Calliou | Thue. 1.111.1; Diod. 11.83.3

? Tolmides Tolmaiou : o Diod. 11.84

Unless Diodorus 1s confused the expedition he describes
of Tolmides around the Peloponnese may be different to that of
Thucydides 1.108.5. According to Thucydides the places attacked
by Tolmides were Chalcis and Sicyon, but in Diodorus they are
Methone and Gytheium in Laconia. The only similarity in the two
accounts is the destruction of a Spartan depot by fire.

454/3

Pericles Xanthippou Cholargeus V Thuec. 1.111.2; Diod. 11.85

Perhaps Tolmides should be considered as a general in

this year on the basis of Diodorus 11.85.28 According to Fornara
this may well be the first generalship of Pericles.29 e consideas
 that Plutarch, Cimon 13.4 may be equated with Thucydides 1.116.3.°
Staying as close as possible to Thucydides' chronology it is easier
to date Pericles' expedition to ‘the Corinthian Gulf in 454/3 rather
than in 453/2.31 If the expedition to Thessaly occurred 1n 454/3 :
Myronides was a general in this year rather than in 455/4.3 - '

451/0

Cimon Miltiadou. Laciades VI : | Thuc. 1.112.2
Anaxicrates ' Diod. 12.3.4 (805)
450/49 -

Cimon Miltiadou Laciades VI - Diod. 12.4.1
Tolmides Tolmaiou ’ . Diod. 11.88.3

The expedltion to Cyprus may have ozcurred-in 450/49.33
It may however, have extended over sgo years. I follow Fornara
here fgg a generalship of Tolmides although it may have been
later. ,
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447/6

Epiteles Erechtheidos I 02 | 16 12 943.4 (4953)
Andocides Leogorou Kydathenaieus IIIA » IG'i2 1085.7 (827)
Pericles Xantﬁippou Cholargeus V "~ Thuc. 1.114.1
Tolmides Tolmaiou | Plut. Per 18.3; Thuc. 1.113.1

‘Diod. 12.6.1

I have followed Gomme's chronology for Thucydides
1.111-114.37 Fornara assigns a generalship to Pericles for
448/7 on the evidence of Plutarch, Pericles 21, 2 that . Perlcles
led the Athenian expedition to Delphi.

446/5

Pericles Xanthippou Cholargeus V Thuc. 1.114.3
' | " Diod. 12.22.2

- The final conquest of Euboea and the measures taken
against Histiaea probably occupled at least part of the year
446/5.38 , , :

443/2

Pericles Xanthippou Cholargeus V ’ Plut. Per. 16.3

>
Accordlng to Plutarch Pericles oo OOK sAQTTuJ'ﬁwvf

vrs.v‘rexmbu.n, o,n.,. Mved] Kl piav odrav Ev Tdis Evinvsiows

' 5Tpurqsﬁals upx]v cea This is the first of Pericles' unbroken
tenure of office for fiteen years. Fornara as§§gns a generalshlp :
to Thucydides, the son: of Melesias, in 444/3.

442/1

Pericles Xanthippou Cholargeus Plut. Per. 16.3

441/0 © (F. Gr. Hist. 324 F38)

Socrates A.:agyrasios I - ; ' o '(13102)'
Sophocles Sophillou ek Colonou II (12834) -
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Andocides Leogorou Kydathenaieus III
' Creon Scambonides IV (8785)
Pericles Xanthippou Cholargeus V

Glaucon Leagrou ek Kerameon V | (3027)
Callistratos Achurneus VI = (8148)
Xenophon Euripidou Meliteus VII _ ' (11313)
Lampides Peiraieus VIII

Glauketes Peiraieus VIII _ _ (2951)
Cleitophon Thoraieus X (8548)

The problem with the eleven nameg is that in preamble
the scholiast wrote of Pericles £’T} ud 2({/“. ddecarcs ¢Lv-c<.
or arqrww 7O bk ar arq{u\/ Tt:'v 2\/ 2&/«0 ™ ow?'/Jurea. Kara
Avs criwva . It could easily have happened. Forty four of the
sixty ships sent to Samos gave battle off the island of Tragia,
_FEP4KA€00) deic&iov aoTeD d«pquxQAJVTbs 40 In other words, ten
generals, including Pericles, took part in the engagement. The
scholiast may have copied Thucydides' phraseology and failed to
notice the discrepancy in the number. The sixteen ships detached
from the sixty to watch out for the Phoenician fleet? may have
been commanded by the eleventh strategos of Androtion's list, or
alternatively, Athens may have appointed an extra general to commz d
the forty ships sent out to reinforce the sixty already at Samos..
The only objection to this interpretation is the damage it does to
the theory which maintains that only ten generals could hold office
at the same time.

440/39
Hagnon Niciou Steirieus III ' Thuc. 1.117.2 (171)
Phormio Asopiou Paianieus III Thuc. 1.117.2 (14958)
Pericles Xanthippou Cholargeus V Thuc, 1.117.2
Anticles - | © Thue. 1.117.2 (1051)
Thucydides Pantainetou Gargettios II 43 Thue. 1.117.2 (7272)
er Aristonos Archerdousios VIII v (7271)
Tlepolomos IX or X - Thuc. 1.117.2 (13863)

It is generally 2greed that these generéls belong to
440/39 rather than 441/0- The generalship of Epiteles is.
assigned by some scholars to 440/39.%°



219.

439/8

--- Erechtheidos I - 16 1% 50.28 »
Phormio Asopiou Paianieus III 16 1% 50.28
Pericles Xanthippou Cholargeus V Plu. Per. @;.3
Glaucon Leagrou ek Kerameon V 1G 12 50.30
-—— Oineidos VI IG 12 50.30
Xenophon Euripidou Meliteus VII IG 12 50.31 \
Tlepolemos IX or X A - IG 12 50.31
Dem(ocleides) » IG 12 50.28

Socrates Anagyrasios ﬁs generally accepted as the
general from Erechtheis in IG i 50.40 Phormio 1is likely.
Xenoghon and Tlepolemos are virtually certain. The list in
IG 1~ 50 is in tribal order which means that Tlepolemos belongs
to Alantis or Antiochis: ’

1. Aiantis if :-

a). two generals_ were elected from this tribe and the)relgyant
section in IG i 50 is restored as TA&W‘Eé\gpos o Alavride 15,
or ‘ ‘

b) both Aiantis and Anticchis were represented, T*Eﬂ'[ékffics
> / 3 4 N Y
Ajavrides ... Avriexido Js,

2. Antiochis if the inscription is restored as 71£ﬂ[éksyos cen
3Avr:oxf§a]$, thereby meaning double representation of Antiochis.

The general from Oineis may be Callistratos, strategos
in 441/0. All scholars agree that IG i” 50 contains generals for
439/8 rather than 440/39 because the list does not include some 4
of the generals for 440/39 known from Thucydides.47 It is worthy
of note that if Socrates and Callistratos are correct restorations,
five of the generals of 441/0 were elected in 439/8. This raises
the possibility that some generals remained at Samos from the
beginning of the war until the treaty was drawn up, and that they
" should therefore be included on the list for 440/3% - a case in
point is Xenophon, and perhaps Socrates and Callistratos as well.

438/7

Pericles Xanthippou Cholargeus V Plut, Per. 16.3

Phormio may have been a general in this year.48
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437/6
Pericles Xanthippou Cholargeus V - - Plut. Per. 16.3
Lamachus Xenophanous Oethen VI . Plut. Per. 20.1 (8981)

A generalship of Lamachus in this year depends on the
date of the Athenian expedition to the Pontus. It may have
occurred in the previous year.49 A Menippus was probably also
a general in some of the years between 438/7 and 434/3,50 as
perhaps was Nicias.”l ’ '

436/5
Pericles Xanthippou Cholargeus V. Plut. Per. 16.3
435/4
Pericles Xanthippou Choiargeus v Plut. Per. 16.3
Glaucon Leagrou ek Kerameon V _ IG 12 365.13
Proteas Epiclevus Aixoneus VII 16 12 365.15 (12298)
Generalshipé of Glaucon and Proteas are not certain.52
434/3
Pericles Xanthippou Cholargeus V Plut. Per. 16.3
433/2
Diotimus Strombichou Euonymeus I _ IG 12 295.9 (4386)
Pericles Xanthippou Cholargeus V. - Plut. Per. 16.3
Glaucon Leagrou ek Kerameon V IG i2 295, 19-20
" Lacedaimonius Cimonos Laciades VI : IG 12 295.8
Proteas Epicleous Aixoneus VII 1G 12 295.9
Archestratus Lycomedous Phlyeus VII " Thuc., 1.57.6 (2411)
Metagenes ek Coiles VIII 16 1% 295.20 (10088)
Dracontides . _ - 1G 12 295.20-21 (4551)
o 9 \ v

Archenautes _ . v IG i~ 367.5
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: Phormio may also have been a general in this year.53
A probleg is created by the conflict betweeg'Thudyqides 1.51.4
and IG i” 295. Thucydides nameg %w)ox1bqg O A€($¥OFOU as the
colleague of Glaucon while IG i~ 295 names Metagenes and
Dracontides. It is generally accepted that Andocides is an
interpolation.54 If both Andocides and Phormio were generals
there are three sets of double representation. The generalship
of Archenautes is not certain.”? :

432/1

Socrates Antigenous Halaieus II ' Thuc. 2.23.2 (13099)
Phormio Asopiou Palanieus III Thuc. 1.64.2
Pericles Xanthippou Cholargeus V S Plut. Per. 16.3
Carcinus Xenotimou Thorikios= V Thuc. 2.23.2 (8254)
Proteas Epicleous Aixoneus VII . Thuc. 2.23.2
Eucrates Meliteus VII o 16 12 296.5 (5759)
Callias Calliadou Aixoneus VII ‘ Thuc. 1.61.1 (7827)
Archestratus Lycomedous Phlyeus VII Thuc. 1.57.6

There is no indication in Thucydides that Callias and
his colleagues replaced Archestratus, although the inference has
been drawn by some scholars. Even if Archestratus arg;ved at
Potidaea at the end of June ogsbeginning of July, 434, and was
therefore sent out about May,” the forces of Archestratus and
Callias cannot have joined forces at Pydnad9 before the turn of
the Attic year. Callias' expedition was dispatched after the.
Athenians heard that Aristeus was sent with Corinthian reinforce-
ments to Potidaea,60 ~ Aristeus arrived forty days after the revolt
began, therefore about a month after Archestragus. Callias cannot
have left Athens before the beginning of 432/1, 1 and yet when he
arrived in Macedonia he found the Athenian force previously sent
out engaged in a siege of Pydna. This suggesgi that Archestratus
was a general for 432/1 as well as for 433/2.°“: - On this chronology
perhaps Callias should not_therefore be considered a strategos for
the previous year, 433/2.° If Archestratus was a general in 432/1
there is a possibility of quadruple representation of Kekropis.

431/0

‘Socrates Antigenous Halaieus II Thuc. 2.23.2
Hagnon Niciou Steirieus III Thuc. 2.58.1
Phormio Asopiou Paianieus III ' Thuc. 2.29.6

Pericles Xanthippou Cholargeus -V ~ Thue. 2.31.1
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Carcinus Xenotimou Thorikios V : Thuc. 2.23.2

Proteas Epicleous Aixoneus VII "Thue., 2.23.2
Cleopompos Cleiniou - " Thuc. 2.26.1 (8613)

It is generally agreed that Socgites, Carcinus and Proteas

‘were on active duty in the autumn of 431, ang that Cleopompos

was a general in this year rather than 432/1.6 According to

Gomme the expedition of Hagnon and Cleopompos left before the end

of 431/0.66  There is no need to doubt a generalship of Phormio.
Even if Thucydides 2.29.6 is dated to 432/1%7 Thucydides 2.58.2
makes little sense unless Phormio had remained for some time near
Potidaea and was still on active duty with his 1,600 hoplites.68

430/29

Hagnon Niciou Steirieus III Thuc. 2.58.1 -
Phormio Asopiou Paianieus III Thuc. 2.68.7

Pericles Xanthippou Cholargeus V Thuc. 2.59.3 -
Xenophbn Euripidou Meliteus VII Thuc. 2.70.1 "
Hestiodoros Aristocleidou = ' Thuc. 2.70.1 (5207)
Phanomachos Callimachou : Thuc. 2.70.1 (14069),
Cleopompos Cleiniou A Thuc. 2.58.1
Melesandros . Thuc. 2.69.1 (9803)

: Hagnon and his troops returned to Athens, not because

his term of office had expired, but because of the effect of

the plague. Presumably he thought to prevent the disease spreading
through the rgnks of the troops who preceded him (and Cleopompos)
to Potidaea.6 . :

429/8

Phormio Asopiou Paianieus III - Thuc. 2.88.1
Hagnon Niciou Steirieus III Thuc. 2.95.3
Pericles Xanthippou Cholargeus V ' "Thuc. 2.65.4
Cleippides Deiniou Acharneus VI ' Thue. 3.3.2 (8521)

, Some scholars consider that Thucydides 2.65.4 refers to
the election of Pericles for 429/8 rather_than to his reinstatement
in 430/29.70 I have suggested elsewhere/’ that it refers to his
reinstatement. However, there is no reason to doubt that he .
was re-elected and held office until he died. '
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There is some dispute about Hagnon's strategia.  Accord-
ing to Fornara he was not a strategos but commanded in Thrace
as hegemon after the deaths of the generals there.’3 However,
Thucydides makes it quite clear that after the defeat of the
Athenian force and the deaths of the three generals in Thrace the .
remnants of the Athenian army retired temporarily to Potidaea and
then returned to Athens.’% Hagnon had no force to command.
Nevertheless, Thucydides 2,95.3 may be an indication that he was
a general. The context is as follows. Sitalces of Thrace began
a campaign in the winter of 429/8 against Perdiccas of Macedon and
the Chalcidians taklng with him Amyntas, son of Philip, to .replace
Perdlccas, km +8v Aé‘ VWY T 7pcdbag ci \i”uxc\',r‘Oro\’rts lC\- TWVY
€Vt<u_, (on accounc o} the campaign) xc. 1{2 “%qu.Vu: 364 Yn
,@. fb\_g A .;L. us \I“,&(‘ Te za\. :rrpurm, Se ruCC ) ey TULUS KQ)W!S%HS
vupuxxevtt1;ua. It 1s possible Thucydides means that Hagnon was
hegemon of the embassy but the last sentence of the passage, beginn-
ing with ¥ap , implies his hegemony had something to do with the expect-
ed Athenian forces.’6 Ehrenberg has suggested that Hagnon may
have been destined to lead the common army of the Athenians and
Thracians and like Demosthenes in Acarnania in 426/5 was a strategos
and hegemon of the allied forces.?’ However, according to Thucydides'
later narrative Athens did not send a force in support of Sitalces
and probably never intended to.78 Alternatively, but less likely,
Hagnon, who was well known in Thrace (he was oikistes of Amphipolis)
~ was not a general but as hegemon was advisor to Sitalces and leader
of his forces.’9 1 say less likely because Thucydides' last sentence,
interpreted naturally does seem to be.a deliberate explanation of
the words q;’z/uo.'a Aww\/q, thus implying that Hagnon was a strategos.

428/7

Asopius Phormionos Paianieus III ' Thuc. 3.7.1 (2669)
Aristoteles Timocratous Thoraieus X : SEG x 226.6 (2055)
Paches Epicourou o - o Thue. 3.18.3 (11746)
Lysicles = T Thuc. 3.19.1 (9417)

It is not certain that Aristoteles held a strategia
in this year. It is possible that Nicias was general in the
early 420's, including 428/7.8'l Beloch suggested that Nicostratus
was at Naupactus during the early months of 427.82 1t is gossible,
.but perhaps his evidence, Thucydides 3.75, is not enough.8 '

427/6

Nicias Niceratou Cydantides II Thuc. 3.51.1; 91.1 (10808)
’ Eurymedon'Thucleous (Myrrhinusios III) Thuc. 3.80. 2 (5973)



Nicostratus Dieitrephous Scambonides IV
‘Laches Melanbpou Alxoneus Vi
Demosthenes Alcisthenous Aphidnaios IX
Charoiades Euphiletou

Procles Theodorou

Thuc.,

-Thuc,

Thuc.
Thuc.
Thuc.

See also the list of Fornara and Sealey.84
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3.75.1 (11011)

3.86.1 (9019)
3.91.1 (3585)

3.86.1 (15529)

3.91.1 (12214)

. 426/5
Nicias Niceratou Cydantides II Thuc. 3.91 ‘Athen; V. 218b
Eurymedon Thucleous (Myrrhinusios III) . Thuc. 3.91.4
Hippocrates Ariphronos Cholargeus V I1G 12.324.3 (7640)
Lamachus Xenophanous Oethen VI Aristoph. Ach. 593ff.

 Sophocles Sostratidou Oineus VI Thuc. 3.115.5 (12827)
Laches Melanopou Aixoneus VII Thuec. 3.99; 103
Pythodorus Isolochou Phlyeus VII Thuc. 3.115.2 (12399)
Demosthenes Alcisthenous Aphidnaios IX - Thuc. 3.97
Hipponicus Calliou Alopecethen X Thuc. 3.91.4 (7658)
Aristoteles Timocratous Thoraieus X Thuc. 3.105.3
Hierophon Antimnestou Thuc. 3.105.3 (7515)
Procles Theodorou Thuc. 3.98.5
Simonides Thuc. 4.7.1 (12713)

Lewis also assigns generalships to Demosthenes, Procles

and Lamachus in this year.

425/4

'Demodocus Anagyrasios I

*Nicias Niceratou Cydantides I1

Cleon Cleainetou Cydathenaieus III

" Eurymedon Thucleous (Myrrhinusioé»III)
Nicostratus Dieitrephous Scambonides IV

- Lamachus Aenophanous_Oethen VI

Sophocles Sostratidou Oineus VI

Thuc.
Thuc.
Thuc.,
Thuc.
Thuc.
Thuc.
Thuc.

4.75.1 (3464)

4.27.5
4,28
4.65.3
4.53.1
4.75.1
4.65.3
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Pythodorus Isolochou Pﬁlyeus VIiI ~ Thuec. 4.65.3

. Demosthenes Alcisthenous Aphidnaios IX Thuc. 4.29.1
Autocles Tolmaiou Anaphlystios X v Thuc. 4.53.1 (2724)
Aristeides Archippou ' o Thuc. 4.50.1 (1685),

Sealéy glves Cleon:a speciai command in this year.86
Fornara leaves him out.

424/3

» Demodocus Anagyrasios I Thuc., 4.75.1
Nicias Niceratou Cydantides II ' ' Thuc. 4.11.9.2
Eurymedon Thucleous (Myrrhinusios III) Thuc. 4.65.3
Cleon Cleainetou Cydathenaieus IIIX Aristoph. Clouds 581ff. (8674)
Nicostratus Dieitrephous Scambonides Iv » ' Thuc. 4.119.2 »
Thucydides Olorou Halimousios IV ' Thuc. 4.104.4 (7267)
Hippocrates Ariphronos Cholargeus V . ‘Thuc. 4.66.3 |
Lamachus Xenophanous Oethen VI Thuc. 4.75.2
Sophocles Sostratidou Oineus VI . Thuc. 4.65.3

- Pythodorus Isblochou Phlyeus VII Thuc. 4.65.3
Demosthenes Alcisthenous Aphidnaios IX Thuc. 4.66.3
Autocles Tolmaiou Anaphlystios X ' ' Thuc. 4.119.2
Aristeides Archippou | _ - Thue. 4.75.1
Eucles v ' Thuc., 4.104.4 (5704)

Sealey is undecided about the composition of the board
of 424/3 and has constructed three alternative lists in an attempt
to restrict the numbers to ten, which in two cases involves allocat-
ing a special command to Thucydides.88 Fornara removes five generals
from the list for the same reason. :

423/2

Nicias Niceratou Cydantides II - . Thuc. 4.129.2
Sophocles ek Colonou II - Plut. Nieias 15.2
Cleon Cleainetou Cydathenaieus III - ' Thuc. 5.2.1
Eurymedon Thucleous (Myrrhinusios III) - IG i2 324.38
Nicostratus Dieitrephous Scambohides IV Thuc., 4.129.2

' -SophocIes the poet may have been a strategos in this



. 226.

year.90 Cleon's strategia has been disputed by some scholars.91

422/1

Cleon Cleainetou Cydathenaieus III ' Fr. Gr. Hist. 324 F4O
' ' Schol. Aesch. 2.31

Thucydides does not call Cleon a strategos in his
account of the events up to and includ1n§ the battle of Amphipolis.

_However his strategia cannot be doubted, The seventeen signatories
to the Peace of Nicias are interesting. Nicias, Laches, Demos-
thenes and Lamachus were often generals during the Peloponnesian War.
Pythodorus is probably not the general who was banished in 424 but -
he may well be the general of 414/3.9 94 Euthydemus may be the strategos
of 418/7, 414/3, and 413/2.9° gagnon is probably the general of"
the late 430's and early 420's.9 Thrasycles 8§y be the general
of 412/1.97 Leon may be the general of 412/1. Arlatocrates is
probably the general of 413/2, 410/9, 407/6 and 406/5. Timocrates
may be the father of Aristoteles the general,l or the politician

" who moved the imprisonment of the generals after Arginusae.lol Lampon
is probablg the well-known soothsayerlo2 and founder of the colony
of Thurii. Apart from the four certain identifications, six.
others, Pythodorus, Euthydemus, Hagnon, Thrasycles, Leon and Aristo-

- crates can in all probability be identified with generals of the
Peloponnesian War. I suggest that we may have a list of most of the
.generals for 422/1 - apart from Cleon, who was killed at Amphipolis,
and one or mzre generals who were involved in suppressing the revolt
of Scione.l It was common for Athenian generals to take the oath
in treaties.l0% The three strategoi Nicias, Nicostratus and Autocles
signed the truce of 423.106 ang Athenian generals signed the treaty
with Samos in 439/8.10 Unfortunately there is no evidence for the
names of strategoi of 422/1 except for Cleon. Nicias was general
in all the years from 427/6 to 423/2 and again in 421/0..'According
to Thucydldes 5.16.1 ... 7dre dy érarépa 'n; wOXeL ReVdovTes T '
pcr)\urra. i pyeporioy llAewrre waraf ve 6 HHovoaviov ,Bacn- ’

‘Aevs Aaxebawporlvr kal Niklas 6 Nunpdrov, mAclora Tér

Tore 0 depopevos év orparyylus ... This 1s not evidence for a generalship
of Nicias, but it is hard to believe that he was elected for the last
five or six years of the 420's except 422/1 the year in which he
was finally able to take the initiative as the chief proponent of
peace. If Nicias was a general it would be strange if others among

. those who took the oath were not. It is worthy of notice that in

418/7, the next year after 422 for which we have a list of more than
one general, four of the strategoil were signatories to the Peace of

Nicias - Nicias, Laches, Demosthenes and Euthydemus. However, it is
difficult to isolate those men among the delegation who were generals

from those who were not. Presumably some delegates were chosen for
their negotiating ability and experience - gerhaps, for example, Hagnon.

Lampon's function was probably religious According to Andrewes
and Lewis, Isthmonicus was a colleague of Lampon,109 Some of thev
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" delegation will have been commissioners chosen especially for the
task.110 . The 1ist may nevertheless be evidence for generalships

of Nicias, Laches, Euthydemus, Lamachus and Demosthenes, and perhaps
others as well. Demosthenes, Lamachus and Nicias were probably
generals in most of the years of the late 420's and early 410's.

If Nicostratus had been a member of the peace delegation such a
conclusion would carry more authority, for he is the one general,
except for Nicias, whose tenure of office in the late 420's is most
fully attested. Perhaps his absence can be explalned - he may have
been sent to quell the rebellion at Sc1one.

421/0

Nicias Niceratou Cydantides II ' Plut. Nicias 10.9

That Nicias was a strategos has been accepted by Fornara
and Sealey. 111 : :

420/9

" Alcibiades Cleiniou Scambonides IV Plut. Ale. 15.1;
Nicias 10.8 (600)

' There is no reason to dispute Alcibiades' strategia'in '
this year. 112

419/8

Alcibiades Cleiniou Scambonides IV Thuc. 5.55.4

418/7

Nicias Niceratou Cydantides II . ' 16 12 302.20
Alcibiades Cleiniou Scambonides IV K 16 12_302.17
NicostratusiDieitrephous Scambonides IV v "Thuc. 5.61.1
Callistratos Empedou Oethen VI - - IG 12 302.21 (8142)
Laches Melanopou Aixoneus VII ' Thuc. 5.61.1’ -
‘Demosthenes Alcisthenous Aphidnaios IX : _IG i? 302.6, 15
Autocles Tolmaiou Anaphlystios X ' B (¢ 12 302.17

Euthydemus Eudemou o "‘, : '_ IG 1 302.9 (5521)
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Alcibiades' sirategia dépends’on the restoration of his
name in line 17 of 1IG i 302.1

417/6

Nicias Niceratou Cydantides II - ’ Thuc. 5.83.4

Rhinon Charicleous Paianieus III B (¢ 12,302.26-7 (15207)

Alcibiades Cleiniou Scambonides IV Thue. 5.84.1 »

Teisias Teisimachou Cephalethen V 16 1% 302.29 (13479)

Cleomedes Lycomedous Phlyeus VII I1G 12 302.30 (8598)
Rhinén is not certain but a strong ﬁrobability;llq |

416/5

Nicias Niceratou Cydantides II | Thuc. 6.8.2.

Alcibiades Cleiniou Scambonides IV Thuc. 6.8.2

Teisias Teisimachou Cephalethen V I1G 12'302.29

Lamachus Xenophanous Oethen VI = ' Thuc. 6.8.2

.Cleomedes Lycomedous Phlyeus VII 1G 12 302.30

Philocrates Demeou S o Thuc. 5.116.3 (14585)

415/4

Nicias Niceratou Cydantides II ' : Thue. 6.47.1

‘Alcibiades Cleiniou Scambonides-IV' Thuc. 6.48.1

Lamachus Xenophanous Oethen VI | Thuc. 6.49.1

Telephonos ' - IG 12 302.63

, I follow Fornara in dating the generalships of Demaratus,
Laispodias and Pythodorus to 414/3 rather than 415/4 113

414/3
Nicias Niceratou Cydantides II _ ' Thuc. 7.16.1
Pythodorus (Epizelou Halaieus II) ' Thuc. 6.105.2

Eurymedon Thucleous (MyrrhinusiovaII) N Thuc. 7.16.2
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Dieitrephes Seambonides v T Thuc., 7.29.1 (3755)

Lamachus Xenophanous Oethen VI ; ' Thuc, 6.101.6
Charicles Apollodorou Oineidos VI Thuc. 7.20.1 (15407)
Demosthenes Alcisthenous Aphidnaios IX - Thuc. 7;16.2

Conon Timotheou Anaphlystios X _ Thuc. 7.31.4 (8707)
Euthydemus Eudemou Thuc. 7.16.1
Laispodias Andronymios ) , Thuc. 6.105.2 (8963)
Menander _ - ' . Thuc. 7.16.1 (9857)
Demaratus : S " Thuc. 6.105.2 (3283)
Euetion o o Thuc. 7.9 (5460)

Pythodorus is probably the son of Epizeles although he
may be the general exiled in 424 and therefore of tribe VIIﬁ7
Less likely, he may be Pythodorus Polyzelou Anaphlystios X.

Beloch tentatively assigns Androcles aqd Peisander to this year.118
- 413/2
Strombichides Diotimou Euonymeus I o Thuc. 8.15.1 (13016)
Nicias Niceratod Cydanti&es II ' ‘Thue. 7.32.1
Eurymedoh Thucleous (Myrrhinusios III) ‘ Thuc. 7.31.4 .
Aristocrates Sceliou Kekropidos VII = Thuc. 8.9.2 (1904)
Demosthenes Alcisthenous Aphidnaios IX .>. Thuc. 7.31.4
Euthydemus Eudemou _ " Thuc. 7.69.4
- Menander o , Thuc. 7.69.4
Hippocles Menippou ) " Thuc. 8.13 (7620)
Diphilus o . Thuc. 7.34.3 (4464)

There is no good reason for leaving Euthydemus and
Menander off the list for 413/2. According to Thucydides they
were generals at the last battle in the harbour at Syracuse -
\ )
o 35 L\; craev.ls Qe szav& os le Ebfu -sz ( cErer Yap €-’fl
ms vialds 7Av Aenvalw v erparyxc) faffagav ) . L1119 SSaley does
not include Strombichides on the board for this year.

412/1
Strombichides Diotimou Euonymeus I . Thuc., 8.15.1

Eucrates Niceratou Cydantides II ~ Schol. Aristoph. Eys 103
: . o : : ' (5757)
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Phrynichos Stratonidou Deiradiotes IV Thuc., 8.25.1 (15011)

Onomacles Kekropidos VII Thuc. 8.25.1 (11576)
Thrasycles | Thuc. 8.15.1 (7317)
. Diomedon » : : Thuc. 8.19.2 (4065)
" Leon : Thuc. 8.23.1 (2100)
Scironides ' ' - Thuc. 8.25.1 (12730)
Euctemon . ' Thuc. 8.36.1 (5782)
Charminos i Thuc. 8.30.1 (15517)
See also the lists of Fornara and Beloch.121

411/0

Strombichides Diotimou Euonymeus I Thuc. 8.62; 8.79
Eumachos Euonymeus I. Xen, 1l.1.2
Theramenes Hagnonos’Steirieus IIT Thuc. 8.92.9 (7234)
Thrasyboulus Lycou Steirieus IIT Thuc. 8.76;2 (7310)
Alcibiades Cleiniou: Scambonides IV o Thuc. 8.82.1 |
Dieitrephes Scambonides IV Thuc. 8.64,.2
Aristarchus Deceleeus VIII - © Thuc. 8.98.1 (1663)
Aristoteles Timocratous Thoraieus X o - Xen, 2.3.46 |

Conon Timotheou Anaphlystios X o _ Diod;'13d48.6
Chaireas Archestratou | L Diod. 13.50.7 (15093)
Thrasyllus " Thuc. 8.76.2 (7333)
Alexicles _ ' . ' Thuc. 8.92.4 (535)
Thymochares - v Thuc. 8.95.2 (7406)
Melanthius _ ' : Xen. 2.3.46 (9768)
Simichos | : Schol. Aesch. 2.31 (13030)

It is difficult to know to what extent established v
procedures were ignorediiﬁd abrogated in this period of revolution
and counter-revolution. After the revolution of the Four Hundred:
at Athens the soldiers at Samos deposed some of their generals and
elected others. Whether they elected a complete board or merely
replaced (in number) the men they removed is not clear.

' Perhaps they deposed Charminos, but not Leon and Diomédoﬁ}z_4

‘Diomedon was again strategos in 406/5. Presumably the oligarchs .
elected some generals after the revolution of the Four Hundred,
and maintained in office such men as Dieitrephes,who, to use Fornara's
words, anticipated the normal course of events by joining the oligarchs
and by going to Thrace to hold it in their interests.126 Should
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the strategoi of the fleet and the generals of the oligarchy be
considered separately? Both Fornara and Beloch believe so,
at least for the first few months of 411,127 However, after
the fleet and the city were reconciled in the autumn of 411, and
the city recognized the authority of the generals at Samos, 1
the board of generals was probably larger than ten, even though.
oligarch generals such as Alexicles and Aristarchos fled to Agis at
Decelea and to Oenoe on the border with Boeotia.l29 Certainly,
in the last months of 411 and early 410, before the battle of
Cyzicus, the generals of the fleet and of the Five Thousand
co-operated, working and fighting together.130 Nevertheless,
some scholars have maintained that the generals elected by the
fleet in 411 continued for some years as a separate board distinct
- from the boards appointed annually by the city.l31 This view is
usually based on the indication in Xenophon that Alcibiades was
first elected by the city in 407. Accordin& to Xenophon 1 4,10 ...
m AG: vmm §ff c»* yc:f’:. &XO\ ro AXM .( qu MEV 4; VYoVITaL KQ_\ -
OpasbBociov trdvia, Kévwve Rerpimy b 18y oisobev. Xenophon
makes it clear that Alcibiades was nervous about returning to Athens,
and only sailed into the Peiraeus when he heard that he had been
elected general.132 The fact that he found reassurance in his
election is an indication that he was not chosen by the city before
407, However, he was chosen by thz fleet in 411 and fought as a
general at Cyzicus in spring 410 presumably having been confirmed
-1In his position as strategos by the cit:y'l Furthermore, Alcibiades .
was active as a commander of Athenian troops in the years before
407136 and the inference from Xenophon 1.3,8 is that he was a general
in 409/8. :

In his recent interesting study of Alcibiades, E. Bloedow
has argued that Alcibiades' cautio§§ attitude on his return to Athens
in 407 was a piece of adaptation. Bloedow questions the tradition
preserved in Xenophon that Alcibiades was afraid to return to Athens.
He suggests that Alcibiades address to the council and assembly138
in the form of andwoAc¥i: was superfluous, because his election as
strategos before he arrived nullified the previous sentences against
him, or rather, proves that they had already been nullified. Ftrthgr-
more, the decree of banishment had been officially revoked in 411
and without opposition once Peisander had asked each person who spoke
against his proposals whether Athens could survive without an indivi- -
dual who could persuade Tissaphernes to support Athens rather than
Sparta. If Bloedow is right the statements in X8nophon that Alcibiades
was still an exile are not precisely accurate.l It would seem
to follow from all this that Xenophon 1.4.10 may not be an indication
of Alcibiades' first election by the city. His command of Athenian
troops in the Hellespont in 429 and 408 suggests in fact that he
- yas elected earlier than 407.1 However, the use of the title
aPXCV'To vauTik0 in reference to a cerfzin Pasiphon (who was
certainly one of the generals at Samos) 2 on a casualty list of
about 409 tilts. the scales in the opposite direction, implying that
some sort of distinction existed between the generals at Samos and
those elected by the city. But I am not convinéedvthat Athens
‘regarded the generals at Samos as strictly "unofficial.141b 1 _would
suggest in fact that the evidence of the casualty list and IG 17 304
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when taken together, enable us to define more precisely the
relationship whiﬁh existed between the city and the generals

at Samos. IG 1i° 304 indicates that they were accorded full
authority and status as strategoi by the city. -To all intents

and purposes they enjoyed the same prerogatives as generals .

elected at hone. " The casualty list merely indicates that they -
were not elected by the city, nothing more. The Athenians made

the distinction and it is understandable that they should do soy

but the heading of & xev C Vawiikl . 1s at the top of the list, :
an acknowledgment og’the rank of the two casualties named immediately
below, a confirmation of their authority.

Thus, even if we assume some sort of 2gparation between
the city and the fleet in the years 410 to 407} there is no
difficulty in thinking that there was no legal distinction between
the strategoi of the city and the fleet. To put it differently, if
" Alcibiades, for example, was not elected by the city, he was probably
nevertheless recognized as a strategos because he was maintained

in that position by the fleet. A brief examination of the career

of Thrasyllus in these years may, it is suggested, cast some light
on the situation. He was a general of the fleet in 411 and went to
Athens late in that year with news of the victory of Abydos and a
request for troops and ships. While Thrasyllus was in Athens he 129
Athenian troops. against a Spartan invasion of Attica (now,jn 410)
and then received the troops and ships he had requested. 4 By this
time the full democracy had been restored at Athens and it is possible
that he was elected as one of their generals. However, his repulse

of Agis may easily have occurred before the restoration and this
command may therefore be an indication of the attitude of the city

to the generals of the fleet. Even if the restored democracy over-
looked such men as Theramenes, Alcibiades and Thrasyboulus, I find it
difficult to accept thatlggeir positions should be regarded as = =
unofficial or irregular. For all we know Thrasyllus was not
elected by the city for 409/8 but was voted troops and ships by Athens
in recognition of his official position as gemeral with the fleet.

!

It seems obvious enough that the democracy was unwilling
to replace Alcibiades and Thrasyboulus in their commands at the
Hellespont if only because they were wary of alienating a fleet in
control of their lifeline. However, it was probably not as simple’
as that. The generals at the Hellespont were actively promoting '

" the war against Sparta and Athens probably realized that they were.
the best commanders available. It is possible that Athens deliberate-.
ly sent Thrasyllus to Ionia in the summer of 609"in'an‘atte28t to
demonstrate their power to the generals at the Hellespont.l 1f
this is correct and the forces at the Hellespont were in urgent need
6f reinforcements, the Ionian expedition was not only foolish, but.
dangerous both for Athens and the fleet. However, was the fleet
in desperate need of reinforcements? After the battle of Cyzicus
the Spartan fleet was broken. 147 Furthermore, the inactivity of
the generals and their failure to attack and capture Spartan bases
on land (during 410/9) until the arrival of Thrasyllus in 408 may
be satisfactorily explained by the fact that they had been engaged



in continuous fighting since the summer of 411. The battle at _
Cynossema took place in about September 411. This was inconclusive

and not surprisingly another major action resulted, this time at
Abydos, in about November. The battle at Cyzicus occurred in March
or April of 410. None of these engagements was a skirmish. They
were seriocus encounters. DBy mid 410, not only was the Spartan fleet
no longer the threat it had been, but the Athenians needed a rest.
The inactivity of the generals is therefore explained. After the

- decisive action at Cyzicus there was no imnmediate need to reinforce
the Hellespont. It is true enough that when Thrasyllus finally

did reach the Hellespont and joined forces with Alcibiades, some

friction was apparent between the two forces.
troops were needed at the Hellespont and the ili~feeling of Alcibiades

According to Andrewes,

soldiers towards the hoplites of Thrasyllusl gs due to the delay

(the expedition to Ionia) in their arrivai.

Xenophon is more

explicit. He states that the veterans of Alcibiades refused to

. associate with troops who had just been defeated . 149 1 suggest that
Athens realized that further progress in the lHellespont could only

. be achieved by sending reinforcements to Alcibiades. Accordingly,
Thrasyllus was dispatched in 409 but was instructed to make use of
his forces in Ionia on the way because the situation at the Hellespont .
was favourable. . It follows that Athens recognized Alcibiades'

‘Thrasyllus' troops.

. authority as a general. After Thrasyllus linked with Alcibiades

- their joint forces marched against Abydos. Alcibiades made use of

Neither Fornara nor Beloch include Strombichides on their
“.lists for 411/0. However, the implication of Thucydides 8.79.3 is
‘that Strombichides had been elected by the fleet. Due to the events
0f 411 nothing much can be made of the large size of the board in

411/0.1°1

241019

. “Eumachos Edonymeus 1 _

' Theramenes Hagnonos Steirieus IIT:
Thrasyboulus Lycou Steirieus III '

_ Alcibiades Cleiniou Scambonides IV
Pasiphon Phreérrios'IV

Theoros Leontidos IV

Aristocrates Sceliou Kekropidos VII
.Oinobios Deceleeus VIII

Dexicrates Ailgilieus X

Eucleides |

Thrasyllus
\

IG 1% 304A. 35-36.
Diod. 13.64.3
Diod. 13.64.2

16 1% 304A. 35

16 1% 304A. 35 (11668)
Hesp.,v.33, p.49

16 i% 304A. 35.

16 1% 108.47 (11357)
16 1% 3044.35 (3226)
16 1° 304A. 17 (5672)
Xen. 1.1.34
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It seems hiOhly likely that Eumachos, a general in
411/0, should also be considered as,a general for this year.
His name.is easily restored to IG i 304A, lines 35-36.152

409/8

TheramenesHaénonosSteirieus III v
Thrasyboulus Lycou Steirieus III .
Alcibiades Cleiniou Scambonides IV
Pericles Pericleous Cholargeus V
Leotrophides |
Timarchos

Anytos Anthemionos

Thrasyllus

408/7

Theramenes Hagnonns Steirleus III

Thrasyboulus Lycou Steilrieus III

Alcibiades Cleiniou Scambonides v

,Thraéyllus

407/6

~Thrasyboulus Lycou Steirieug III

..Adeimantus Leucolophidou Scambonides IV.

.Alecibiades Cleiniou Scambonides IV

" Pericles Pericleous Cholargeus V

-Aristocrates Sceliou Kekropidos VII

Conon Timotheou Anaphlystios X

'Phanosthenes

Diod. 13.66.1

Diod. 13.64.1

Xen. 1.3.3

16 1% 301.22 (11812)
Diod. 13.65.1 (9159)
Diod. 13.65.1 (13623)
Diod. 13.64.6 (1324)
Xen. 1.3.6 ‘

Diod, 13.68.1
Xen. 1.4.9
Xen. 1.4.8
Xen. 1.4.10

‘Xen. 1.4.10

Xen. 1.4.21 (202)

Xen. 1.4.10

IG 12 105,5-6

16 1% 1.4.21

vXen._l.é.lo :

Xen. 1.5.18 (14083)

Lkenqphog 1.4, 20 states that Alcibiades was proclaimed
anqvnpvzr4yxm~faufo&pmfw . Whatever else this may mean it
is not connected with Alcibiades' election as a strategos. He
had been elected as a general before his return to Athens, but was
. not proclaimed cquruy :){L/«u,‘/ quroo:?&l-.r until after his arrival
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. . .1 . ”
and his speech in the ecclesia. 23 It is rot therefore evidence

for the so~called singlec?panwﬁx Egéﬁuv110V and does not explain
the double representation of Leontis by Alcibiades and Adeimantus.l
Presumably Xenophon's expression means that Alcibiades was author-
ized to conduct the war in whatever way he saw fit. He was »
entrusted with powers which extended beyond those which he already
possessed as a general, but his powers do not seem to have been
specifically defined as were those of the 5qurqtotoﬁronpéropss
sent to Sicily in 415. This grant was an unprecedented measure
which gave Alcibiades supreme command and authority over other
strategoi. This much is clear from the fact that when he left the
fleet anchored at Notium to visit the general Thrasyboulus, who was
investing Phocaea, he appointed the pilot of his own ship to command
the fleet in his absence. There were two other generals present
with the fleet, Adeimantus and Aristocrates.l36 Quite obviously
Alcibiades was their superior for the command would have automatic-—
~ally become their responsibility if they had been equal cclleagues
with Alcibiades,1202 Furthermore, the blame for the defeat at
Notium was placed solely on Alcibiades' shoulders. Aithough
Adeimantus was not one of the ten generals elected after the battle,
Aristocrates was. Adeimantus was restored to office after Arginusae.
No blame was attached to these two generals - they were subordinate
to Alcibiades. - '

The special grant to Alcibiades of powers which in effect
reduced the other strategoi to subordinate officers was an aberration,
quickly dispensed with. The immediate election of a new board of
geQ§rfls is(in@}cat}ve og the change. The appointment of Alcibiades
as amavry Hyeuwy autokparwp  in 407 is the only deviation from the

-principle of equality in the strategia. Strict collegiality, in
-principle and in fact, e§tept in this instance, was unbroken through-
out the fifth century.15 It has been thought by some scholars that
Alcibiades was granted special powers by the fleet at Samos when they
elected him strategos in 411, for in additicn to mentioning the 158
election Thucydides also states Ka\ -rh rrpéx/uo.m r.-A\'rn. avgr;@e_(a\/ 2t
llowever, Alcibiades did not participate as’a strategos in the battle
at'Cynossema,159 and unless the generals were equal in authority and
able to decide strategy and tactics and give battle on their own
initiative, the absence of Alcibiades provokes difficulties. Furt’ner0
the late arrival of Alcibiades on the scene at the battle of Abydos16
is not commensurate with an alleged position of superiority. Once
again, other strategoi had acted as if they need only consult
- themselves. It would seem an over-interpretation of Thucydides'’
words. to consider that Alcibiades was made commander-in-chief. A
more likely interpretation is that the Athenians at Samos relied on
his judgements on political policy rather than military strategy.
He, at any rate, persuaded them not to sail to the Peiradeus but to
allow him to negotiate with Tissaphernes - in this sense the fleet
™ &%#qfn,ﬂAVru &ygffegé7u/.l As far as the battle of Cyzicus
is concerned, it is true that Xenophon reports as if Alcibiades
made all the decisions and that credit for the victory was his alone.
However, when we turn to Diodorus' account, significantly much more
detailed, Alcibiades' predomindnce disappears. Decisions appear to
have been made by all the generals collectively,163 and at the point
of action they decided to divide their force into three squadronms, 164
Thrasyboulus leading one, Alcibiades. another and Theramenes the third, °
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There cannot be any doubt that the Athenian command at
Arginusae was collegiate. According to Xenophon each: of the
eight generals had direct command over a contingent of fifteen
ships.165 It was merely a matter of deciding where in the line
each general and his contingent should be placed. After the battle
and the victory the Athenian generals dec1ded collectlvely upon the
next course of action - éboge 3¢ ki rols TRV ABwpvalwe
’TpathC(S ...166 A1l the generals were judged responsible for
failing to resgye their shipwrecked comrades after the battle and .
were deposed. Those who returned to Athens were imprisoned,
tried and put to death. 168 Obviously, if any one or two of the
generals had authority over their colleagues the whole eight strategoi-
would not have been condemned, only those, as in the instance of
Alcibiades after Notium, who were entrusted with superior powers.

406/5

Archestratus Phrearrios IV Xen. 1.5.16; Diod.13.74.1 (2430)
Adeimantus Leucolophidou Scambonides IV _ Xen. 1.7.1

Pericles Pericleous Cholargeus_V Xen. 1.5.16; Diod. ‘13.74.1
Aristocrates Sceliou Kekropidos VII  Xen. 1.5.16; Diod. 13.74.1

Conon Timotheou Anaphlystios X Xen. 1.5.16; Diod. 13.74.1
Aristogenes Xen. 1.5.16; Diod. 13.74.1 (1781)
Diomedon o Xen. 1.5.16; Diod. 13.74.1
Erasinides ‘ ' Xen. 1.5.16; Diod. 13.74.1 (5021)
Thrasyllus ' : Xen. 1.5.16

Protomachus . » Xen. 1.5.16; Diod. 13.74.1 (12318)
Lysias _ : _ | Diod. 13.74.1 (9351)
Philocles Xen. 1.7.1 )14517)

The ten generals elected after Alcibiades' failure at
Notium are listed by both Xenophon and Diodorus. Diodorus 13.74.1
names Thrasyboulus instead of Thrasyllus. There are no difficulties
here for it is clear from Diodorus' later narrativel that
Thrasyboulus was not a general and should be con51dered a trierarch
as in Xenophon's account. Leon appears in Xenophon's list but is
Lysias in Diodorus. Again there is no difficulty. Leon does not 171
reappear in Xe98phon but becomes Lysias at the battle of Arginusae,
and at 1.7.2.1 Diodorus 13.101.5 names a Calliades as one of
the generals who returned to Athens after Arginusae. . This is probably
Diodorus' mistake but puzzling nonetheless. He can only be identified
with Diomedon or Erasinides, both difficult,173
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405/4

Eucrates Niceratou Cydantides II _ Lysias 18.4 -
Adeimantus Leucolophidou Scambonides IV Xen., 2.1.30
Tydeus Lamachou Oethen VI » Xen. 2.1.16 (13884)
Conon Timotheou Anaphlystios X ' " Xen. 2.1.28 . V
Cephisodotos Xen. 2.1.16 (8312)
Menander ' | Xen. 2.1.16
Philocles ' Xen. 2.1.30

Accordin° to Xeyophon 2.1.16, the Athenians STpQTS qu,
rpos TCls u—or»xcco’a wnosEidovro MévavSpov, Todéa, Kqdirddotdv .
This suggests that three additional generals were elected after
the regular xeipoicvia , There is another possibility. Lysias
states that Theramenes was elected for 405/4 but rejected at
his dokimasia.l74 . These generals may be replacements for three
men rejected, Theramenes and two others. It is possible that
Archestratus was a general for 405/4. After the deposition of the
eight generals in 406, Adeimantus and Philocles were elected.
These two, plus Conon, were confirmed in office for 405/4. There
is no evidence for Archestratus but he may have merited the same
consideration. It is also possible that Cleophon was a general. 175
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| APPENDIX 2.

- The Strategia — Its Nature and Powers.

According to Hignett, after the reférm of Telesinus
in 487/6, the presidency of.the ecclesia may have been transferred -
from the eponymous archon to the generals. There is no evidence
to‘indicate that this occurred. In Periélean Athens the éﬂw(ré}qs
of the Council of Five Hundred aléo acted as the president of = the
ecclesia if it met during.his day of office.2 If the archen was
-deprived of the presidency of the ecclesia,in 487/6 it may have been
transferred at this time to the Eﬁ“ffédns chosern: from the Council.
-.Even this is not certain. The change may have Béén effectéd at a-
Jater date. Hignett is probably right in believing tﬁa; the inno-
-zvation of choosing thé presidéﬁ: of the_ecclesia from the Council
-“can hardly be dated later than Fphialtes' reforms but need not be
"ﬂearlier.3 There seems no reason to think that the Athenians deemed
it necessafy to transfer the presidency to the strategoi in 487/6,
cunless it be assumed that there was a deliberate attempt (by
Themistocles, perhaps) to substitute one executive in the étate for
another” (the generals éor the archons), aod that this was part of
the process. 'Howevér, such an assumption appears unwarranted. The
reform of Telesinus was a democratic innoQation and as such was -
designed to weaken execuﬁive power rather than strengthen.it. The
incongruity is obviocus 1if the refofmers, after objecting to a strongh
archonship and strong civil executive, vested the poweré they removed

_ from it in their military. executive. Moreover, it is surely an
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argument from hindsight té.suggest that there was a direct

conhection betweén the demise of the archonship and the rise of

the strategia. In the 480's the strategia was a military institution. .
It was only later and as a product of entirely different developments
tﬁat the strategoi became political leaders no less than military.5
It is nothing short of anachroﬁistic to consider that the Athenians
associated civil powers with the strategia as early as the 480's.

In brief, for these réasons it is very unlikely that there was an
intermediate stage in the transference of the presidency of the ecclesia
from the archon to an g-m(ra,-n\g chosen from the boule during which
the generals were allocated the responsibility;‘ Réther, the problem
is one of dating the changeover to the 23161&}Kf .from the érchon,

and thé obvious choice is between 487 and 462.

In the period before the institution of the taxiaréhs the
strategoi were prpbably given certain administrative reponsibilities
associated withitheir tribes. In addition to assuming direct command
ovef their tribal contingents wheﬁ they'all participated in a battle,

as at Marathon, they were also probably'responsible for discipline

of their regiments,6 and presided over caées involVing hoplites éharged
with desertion of féilure to report for duty.7 Other routine duties
which later became the responsibiiities of the taxiérché may héve
fallen to the generals in thé first twenty years of the fifth century.,
They may, for example, have appointed chato(as'their immediate

tribal Subordinates8 and prepared‘and képﬁ up to date the catalogues -
of the +UX€Ta{’eligible for military service.9 When énly one general
commanded an Athenian expedition, as did Melanthius in 499/8 and

Miltiades (against Paros) in 490/89, the other generals were possibly
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therefore involved with sﬁch administrative details as fhose

~ connected with the o;gahisation»of tribal contributions to the

. forces, but once thé_expedition left Athens the coﬁduct of the

whole army, rather than merely the conduct of afsingle fribal
contingent, was the responsibility o% the strategos appointed.lo'-

The strategoi were never purely tribal commanders, but when in
command of Athenian armies and fieets, whethgr only one was pfesent
or several, decisions for or against battle and tacﬁical arfangements
were solely their responsibility; It is quite qlear from Herddotusf‘b

account of the battle at Marathon, for example, that the generais had

the authority either to risk an engagement or withdraw.

it seems that even though the taxiarchs were empowered to
preside over the trials of hoplites accused of desertion and failure
to.report'for duty, this responsibility was always shared with the
stra_tegos.ll Generals, to bé sure, had to act as iégal officers in
‘cases which wefe outside the.jurisdiction of taxiarchs. Charges of
desertion and cowardice brodght agéinst soldiers and sailors who were
nof under the direct command of téxiarchs-weré probabiy dealt with
by generals, and during fhe fifth century they had the power to inflict:
the death penalty.lz‘ Strategol were eﬁpowered.ﬁo punish leéser
breaches of discipline with-imprisonment, exile 6r'(léss commonly
in pfactice) the imposition_bf a fine.13 The generals were the.
highest autﬁority to which the troops-could appeal in_disputés‘when
on campaign and there is evidence which indicatés that generals
arbitrated even.in_disputes Bet&een t.rierart:hs..l4 It goes without
saying thet the strategoli were in immediate chﬁrgé of taxiarchs,

trierarchs and hipparchs,15 although'bn occasions generals deliberated
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with them about strategy and tactics.l6

In one sense it is an overstatement to aséert that vhen
Athens,bon the eve of Xerxes' invasion, became a gréat naval power,
_the strategoi acﬁuired the command of the fleet as well as the.army;
and on the foundation of the Delian League they became.the leaders
of the naval and military forces of fhe new confederacy.;7 .Fron1 
their inauguration in 501/0 the strategoi were naval commanders,
small though the Athenién navy may have Been in the early years of
the fifth century. Melanthius had.command of tweﬁty ships in his
expedition in support of the Ionians in 499/8, and Miltiades was
granted a fleet.of seventy ships in 490 to conduct his campaign
against Paros.l8 However, the competence of thg strategoi wasicertainly
enlarged by tﬁe creation of a large fléet in the 480's aﬁdbtheir
powers were madé more important when Athens acquired the hegemon&.of
the Greek League forces from Spar;a_in-478. From ﬁhe time of the
early years of.the Delian League the generals probably supervised
the collection of financial contributions from the allies — it is clear
that under the Empire, génerais commanded the-squadrogs which éollected
thg tribute from thg subjeqt Statés.19 They probably also supérviséd
the imposition of terﬁs and penalties‘on recalcitrant member?sﬁateé'

‘of the empire which revolted.2?

The prestige of thé.strategia was no éoﬁbt enhaﬁcéd dﬁring
the Persian War of 480/79; the actions an& decisions of Apheniah
strategoi, particularly Themistocles, played no small part'in'coﬁt;i—
buting to the Gréek victdry. ‘The increased scope of the magistrécy
after the Persian invésion, together with‘thg fact that there waé,»

no legal limit to the number pf times a man could hold officé,z1 meant
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thaﬁ-the strategia.did not long remain the preserve of men éleéted

‘for military leadership élong. Indeed, whatever effect tﬁe reform

of Telesinus had on the quality of candidates for the archénship,

if any, after 487/6'the strategia was the only impertant office to

be filled b& direcf election and its attréction to members of the
leading families seeking political leadership of the state was a
development whiéh, aithough‘evident before Xerxes' invasion,22 became
more obvious afterwards.. Although the authority enjoyed by Themistocles
perhaps depen.ded less on his possession bf the strategia than on

his retention of the confideﬁce of the ecclesia,23 Cimon's success

. .as a.gtrategbs in the early years of the 470's (beginning in.478/7),
while ensuring-that his tenuré'of office continued virtually unbroken
until 461,24_played a lafge part_in his rise to political predomingnce.
A statesman like'Cimoh, whose popularity was reflected in his anﬁual '
re~-election and whoée positioﬁ of n?é}foa &J{r in the state was
achieved and maintained by a combination of military and political
ability, was able to exer;~a positive influence on the shaping of
policy, and as a genefal, play a méjor role in the execution of policy.
Thus, under the influenée of Cimon, Athens continued a ﬁro-Spértan ’
policy throughout the early years of the Pentacontaetia énd at his
instigation‘;ent a force of hoplites under his éomménd to agsist Sparta
 _ip her struggle against the Helots in the late 460's. Cimon was the
first of a series of prominent Aﬁhenians wvhose rise to power was
facilitated by tenure of the s;rategia. From the early 470's (if not
before) until‘the 420's the only path to a distinguished political

' career was through constant military achievement. There 1s no reason

to doubt that the prominence of Ephialtes in the late 460's was aided
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by his military success as a general,

5 or th;t Pericles' career
was launched in the 460's by his election to the strategia. >Proven
military ability aﬁd achievémenté contributed to thé pfeétige and
power which Pericles enjoyed at Athens from the late 440's uﬁtii
429 and that which Nicias enjoyed dhring the Archidaﬁian War and

lat_:er.z6

. Although the strategia had politicalvimportance throughout
the fifth century, the demands of purely military matters on the
generals during the Peloponnesian War,vthe fact that they were engaged
in operations away from Athens for much of the year, was partially |
responsible fof the emergence of a growing distinction betwéen the
military and political professions, a frocess which was by no means
completed until some time during the fourth centﬁry.27 It does seem
clear that certain distinguished generéls of the Pe10ponnesianIWar,
for example Demosthenes and perﬁaps.Phormio to a lessef éxtent,28
concerned_theméelves almost totally with military affairs,and when
compared Qith their predecessofs played a relatively miﬁor role in
the political arena and the shaping of poliéy. A growth in special— '
ization in political affairs was a contiguous de§eldpment. It needs
to be noted that thg more importaﬁt of the demagogues of the fifth
céntury, the men whq became'frominent politically through their
oratorical ability, may have all been generals. Cleon certainly was,
and there is a chance that both Hypérbolus and Cleophon were algo.29
It wés only during the fourth centuryfthéﬁ the strategia ceased~to

be the politico-military executive institution of the state, for by

" . the middle of the fbutthvcentury no prcninent pbliticians_wer¢ a1so

generals. Even though it would seem that the strategia held'some
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importance to the demagogues as a vehicle to promote their political
power, their careers form a sharp contrast with those of their
political predecessors.30 Cleon and perhaps Hyperbolus came to the

strategia after and because they were already prominent politicians.31

Tﬁe period of the Peloponnesian War was in effect a time
of transition for the strategia, a period which saw the beginning of
its decline in political power. An avenue to political prominence,
other than by military accomplishment, waé'opened up” to prospective
ﬁoliticans, an avenue which was at first exceptional but which later
became the rule - the ;ﬁhenomenon of eloquént orators whose rise to
power.was not facilitated by éleétionxto the strategié. Aristotle
xsuﬁﬁéd up the change in his observatioﬁ that capable'speakers.of_his
-own day no longer concerned themselves with military affairs because

- they lacked the experience.Bz_ Cleon's military career foreshadowed
this development - Amphipolis suggests fhat he, a general who came to
jdffice‘relatively'laté, an amateur, was no match for a.professipﬁal

“*soidier,'afBrasidas."Conversely,“(that is;'in“the‘senée of a growing
~distinction betwgen the military and political spheres) Demosthenes'
career foreshadows the developﬁent - a successful and distinguished
.commander, a specialist concerned with military matters. A new
patterg was sét, the ola rules were broken, but the change was gradual.
" For the time being at least, as the careers of other prominent Athen-—
ians_indicéte (Nicias and Alcibiadés; for example) political power
.and ﬁrestige was more usually acﬁieved by success on the battlefield,

by proven military leadership. -

Although the military success of a general was useful in

promoting his'prestige and political authority, although the strategia
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provided a congenial field of action for the members.of the tradit-

ionally important political families,.3

(P3)

this path to power and. the
consolidation and strengthening of political influence was.not without
its hazards. The Demos dealt.harshly with generals who failed to
achieve objectives laid down or failed in the execution of a policy
they had advocated. The failure of Cimon to win the trust of the
Spartans in 461 contribuﬁed to his humiliation and ostrécism,3a'and_
the failure of Miltiades' Parian expedition resulted in his trial and
the imposition of a heavy fine.35 There afe numerous. other examples.
_Pericles>waé deposed from office in 429 and fined?6 and Phormio, also
dismissed from office not long aftérwards, may have become éﬁrvucs
and barred from.re~election when unable to pay the fine.37 In 424
;Pythodorus and Sophocles were banished and Eurymedon fined,38 and ih
407/6 Alcibiades was deposed.39 _Demosthenes was probably removed from
- office in 427/6; ﬁe was too é?raid tc return to Athens after his -
~failure iﬁ«Aetolia,40 andipnly came home.when is military fortunes
‘ihadnimprovedw4l' .Thénéight.generals at the battle of Arginusae were
kdeposed and the six who returned to Athens executed.42 Thucydides
himself was exiled for life;43 and probably as a result of his failure,
-when general, to check Brasidas iﬁ the Thraceward region in 424/3.44
In.most of these instances (but poésibly notvali) the generals were
- deposed at one ofvthe regular meetings of the ecclesia when a confirm—
atory vote was taken on the satisfactoriness of the éonduct of magi-
strates in office. A vote was taken (énvngFoTpvfa) in évery prytany
" which meant that a general's behaviour was assessed ten times during

45

his year of office. If the vote went against on official

(&cheurorovﬁk) he automatically lost office and was tried by a jurz
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court.46 If he was convicted by the»court the penalty was assessed

by the assembly,47 and if he was acquitted he resumed office.48 The
ecclesia had the power to inflict the death penalty bﬁt, if we are

- to judge from the evidence, usually imposed a fine or exiled the

offender.49

The éonfirmatory vote every prytany reflects the degree
of control tﬁe ecclesia had over the elec;éd magistrates.so The
bok1}4adfa,, an examination which magistrates—electAhad to undergo
before their entry on officé,51 and  the £:)/Guva, an examination of
the accounts of a magistrate at the end'ofbhis term of office,52 were
no doubt designed to ensure that uqdesiraﬁles and inéompetentsbwefe'
unable to attain public office, and to ﬁinimise carruption.and eﬁéour—
age diligepce, butvthey further emphasize the extent ﬁo which the
Demos maintained a.close watch over the activities of its chief |
officials.. The military 6fficials, including generals, not only had
to face the wrath of the peoplé if unéuccessful on tﬁe battlefield
or if they were judgea to have‘made a'decision not in the best in;eteéts
of the étatevwhen on campaign, but were also exposed‘tb the‘dange:s of
combat. The casualty rate of generals killed in actioh was not low.
At least one of the>ten generalé at Maréthoﬁ was killed, és was the
.polematch.53 Thucydides records the.death of some genérals'during
the Peloponnesian War. Three genérais were killed in the Chéicidice
in 429.54 An Athenian general was.killed_in Sicily in 426,55 and
_Lamachus,56 Eurymedon,57 Nicias and Demosthenes,58 the comméndérs
of the second disastrous'expedition to Sicil&, Qere ali killed there;59

- Procles was killed in Aetolia60 and Hippocrates at the battle of

Delium,,61 and two Athenian generals were killed at the ba;tle of
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Mantinea.62 Casualty lists record the death of other generals.63

In séite of the fact that the Athaﬁians exerted a stern
control over the strategoi usiﬁg the procedures outlined above and
even if Fornara's statement is correct that they exeréised a sovereign
authority not merely in the general formulation ofjpdlicy but in the
detailed supervision of that policy's execut:‘.on,64 nevertheless the
strategia did not lose its attraction to men of ambition, anéestry
and wealth, and year after year the ecclesia returned to office men
whose.opinions were respécted.v It has sometimes.been thought that there
was a property qualification fbr the office, but this is by no means
proved.65 As,Jonesvhas noted,66 respect was based on the gr;unds of
ancestry and wealth, and although a propertﬁ qualification was requirved
=for.the office of treasurer of Afhena,67 the strategia was probabiy
reserved, generally speaking, to men of noble birth and 1aﬁded wealth :
and to men with a family tradition éf military and political lzader-
ship, ﬁot by the need to conform with a restricted Qualification require~
'ﬁent,but for reasons of-expedienc§;68 de facto therefofe, "rather thaﬁ
;de jure. There are several passages ih our literary sources which
testify to the uﬁwillingness of the ecclesia to promote men from its
'rénks to military office. Aristotle notes that during the Pentécon-
taetia, Athenian forces were commanded by men with no experience of
war but elected on account of their family reputagioné,69 ana in the
time of Xenophon this was still not uncommcn.70» There is of co;rse
some irony in the fact that the radical democracy looked to the
aristocratic families to £fill executive positions. However, the strategoi
were‘accountable for their actions and the Demoé, not unconscious of

its power, was not slow to punish generals who abused their authority.
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Accordingly, as Hignett h;s stated,71 it may be more true to say
that the eﬁclesia was not,afréid-to'take_its leaders from the higher.
ranks of society because it was secure in itstknowledge of its
‘control over them. Moreover, it had élways been customary to choose

generals from the nobility and custom does not change overnight.

Oh the other hand the strategia'retained its prestige and
remained the most attractive office throughout the fifth éentury,
and therefére it would be strange if its members did not possess
certain well—défined constitutional prerogatives. However, the evid-
ence is weak and due to the fact that the people elected men whose
opinions they respected and-to whoﬁ they therefore already looked for
advice, it is difficult to evaluaﬁe the extent to vhich the control
of defence and foreign policy by stratégoi was the result of certain
constitutional pre;qgatives. The generals may hafebeenex—officio-
members of the boule72 but this woﬁld not seem an éitraordinary privilege
for ordinary citizens could make applicatioﬁs and gain access to the
Council.73 .Neverthelgss, if the strategoi cbuld prdpose motions

74

in the boule they did possesé some advantage; for magistrates and

citizens who were not members of fh;;Council could not propose mptions
when admitted but.had'to reiyvon a bouleutes to act on the statements
they made. - An ordinary citizen may haﬁe énqountered some difficulties

in gaining access to the Council as a permit was fequired from the
ﬁrytaneis for admission. However,we can safely éssume that magistrates"
would have no difficulty in'obtaining .petmissionvfrom the prytaneis

for an audience and that théir-statémentsvwould Be taken up and intro-

duced as proposals by members of the Council. Thus it would make

little difference whether the strategoi were members .of ;he boule or
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‘not, There is in fact some evidence which suggests that.geneials\
were not members of the boule,-or that if they were they preferre& to‘
follow the ordinary procedure and allow councillors the responsibiiity
of introducing their proposals.75 When it is also considered that
the ecclesia was empowered to instruct the prytaneis to admit a
citizen beforebthe boule,76 it follows that citizens who were in the
confidence of the Demos couldlin reality effectively enjoy exactly

" the same privileges, in relation to the boule, as the magistrates,
including strategoi. Popular politicians were of course usually'
generals, but a WPoJréxqs1t33€Pm)who ﬁas‘not a general was not thereby
significantly disadvantaged with regard to the influence he could
exert in shaping policy by caﬁsing to have placed on the agenda. for -

decision by the ecclesia measures he thought desirable.

We cén therefore expect that there was a close éo—qperation
between the boule and the leaders of Athens whether they were generals
or not. Nevertheless the boule proBably relied on the opinions of
experienced geﬂerals when dealing with:military measures and‘preparing
agenda for the .=.1ssemb1y,7-7 and the prytaneis convened the assemblyv
on the request of the gene’rals,78 giviﬁg priority on its agenda to
any business they brought forward.791 It,ﬁas withip the powers of the
strategoi to have the prytaneis convene a special meeting of the
ecclesia,80 but ThuCydides' phrase at 2.22.1 -‘ﬂéragkas ...gkk . éav
T€ :ofm 3&«0(2& afm'f.‘;v 01)48‘2 §$X}\oxov Ozbilda — does not necessarily mean
that strategol had the aﬁthority to postpoﬁe or disallow regular |
meetings.81 It is just as likely that Pericles, in'his'caﬁacity aé
a étrategos, prevailed upon his colleagues not to have a special

meeting convened,82 or thaﬁ the ecclesia itself suspended meetings
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during the actual invasion period, leaving it to the discretion

of the strategoi to éummon'a meeting 1if fhey requifed it.$3 The

fact that the strategoi were éble to have summoned special assemblies
presupposes their power to initiate business in theAecclesia which
would be given precedence over other matters at regular meetings,84
buf the special privileges of the generals in regard to the ecclesia
do not appéar to have extended fﬁrther. These ﬁrerogatives hardly .
amounted to.m0ch when, theoretically, at least, pélicy could be
decided by a vote on the proposals of any person eligible to sit in

the assembly,85 even if, as Hignett observe_s,86 the initiative was

generally left to the elected executive and the politicians.

Although the strategoil did possess a posiﬁive‘political
advantage to the extent that matters which they brought forward had
preference ovér all other business, their control of defence and
foreign policy'in the fifthAcentury was not so much by virtue of
constitutional prerogatives they enjoyed, but rather by virtue of.the
tendency of the ecclesia to foilow the advice and reccmmendations of
its generals cum political leaders. Generals, to be sure, used what
special privileges they were granted to introduce business on their
~own initiative, either individﬁally dr.colléctively. Pericles prop-
osed thé Megarian DecreeS7 and because he was a general it was probably
given top priority on the agenda for decision by the edclesia.88
However, probably more usually, generals intrqduced busiﬁess directly
connected with military policy or with a view to obtaining military
commands. Thus,Demosthénes in 425 applied and obtained.permission

to use the fleet embarked for Sicily under Eurymedon and Sophocles,

if he wished, -on the coast of the Peloponnese,89 and Cleon in 422
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prevéiled on the'Athenians’to send an expedition under his command

to Thrace.goi This procedure, whereby a militar& expeditién was

sent from Athens upon the instigation of a general (or genérals) and

commanded by him (or them), may have been quite common throughout

| the fifth cgntury,glvand may account for a sizeable proportion of the
operations of the Pelopoﬁnesiaﬁ War. This procedure may in fact ber'
an exﬁlanation for somevof the instances in our sources, bqth literary
and epigraphic, of phraseologies such as S defva ’rful‘ros,‘ire';.u(ros

of;rc{s or 8 bV Ka\l' 0('. guvofr)(ov‘res. Thus, Thﬁcydides' phraseology
may have sometimes ﬁeen determined by the fact tha£ a particular

- general proposed a particular mission. .To take an examplé,‘Thucydides'
éhoice of eponym in the phrase Ko)\\./(w 1’)»/ ka,\,\wi&oo niz/}LTrfov CIST\O\/
gTquqggﬂf, a; 1.61.1, may be an indica;ion that Callias was requnsiblé
for initiating the proposal to send a force to Potidaea, or'thatvhe

acted as the spokesman in the ecclesia, and perhaps‘before_the boule,

for a group of five generals.

However, even though generals often oEtaine& commands thfough
‘their own initiétive, tﬁe fact remains that they had to persuade the
-ecclesié to adopt a particular -course of action. In the final analysis
the ecclesia made the dgcision to_launéh a partiéular expedition,'
determined which strategoi would command it, issuéd.instructions as
to the siéé and compositiﬁn of the force and laid down the objéctives
and strategy of the campaign. The advice and recomﬁendétions of
sﬁrategoi ih all these matters might-often, as Fornara has noted,gzv
be decisive,93 but it is ciear from the grant of special powers to

Nicias, Lamachﬁs and Alcibiades in 415 that strategoi were not usually

" able to decide how a particular campaign would be conducted or to
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decide the size of the forces to be setit.94 Tﬁucydides also notes

that Nicias was appointed as one of the commanders against his will,.95
which was probably unusual, but nevertheless demonstrateé the extent
to which the ecclesia was the mastér of its chief executive officials.
It wouldbappear that individual generals had no control over their
assignments unless they themselves proposed a course of action, and -
even tﬁen it was not a certainty; The instructions issued to the
generals sent to Corcyrﬁ in 433, that they were to avoid a collision
with the Corinthian fleet unless the Corinthians threatened a landing
on Corcyra or her possessions,96 were probably more précisely defined
than was usual.97 It must havg been generally expected that étrategoi
would use their initiative within the framework of the instructions
they received aﬁd therefore perhaps, comﬁon practice to allow strategoi
" some discretionary powers of action;98 Generals, for example, had

the authority to make agreements and draw up treaties when on cémpaign,
but they were accountable for the éctibns and initiatiyes they saw -

fit to put into effect. Thus Pythodorus, Sophocles and Eurymedon acted
on their own initiative in coﬁcluding a peace with the Sicilians in
426, They were Srought to account not bécause they overstepped their
authority but becausevthéir action ptoﬁed unacceftable to an ecclesia
which thought in the'circumstances that thevgeﬁerals shoﬁld have used

their discretion to press for a military victory.99

. According to Fornara, by the last decade of the fifth century

the Athenians had begun assigning special competencies to strategoi

100

on a regular basis.” The most important command which céuld be
allocated was o ETT‘( 188 TITN>/(9:‘\/Q(W\/ vads. Thus, Phrynichos, in

/ / ., 101
reference to whom Thucydides says, éo"r‘)anP'gg pY: k!_L\| KuFaos r)lv_ s
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. » _ , v ,
held a specilal position in 411, and when d)(n{wxov 100 ﬂ‘sm‘avbloot)»
¢ c " " \ ' ’ ’
ﬁara}\uc‘zv o Xﬁfno; T™* &?X'P ka\; TOovV &uwlexoWa Ek:{,‘wv‘téqv , and
> \ N3 NN ~
the Athenians subsequently u\/Tem’;‘l;( \b&v d¢ GTFOJWIKCUS ey Tas vavs
/ \ 4 102 . ’ .
Alo/ugbovre, katr /\éevig, this is an indication that Phrynichos and:
Scironides and their replacements were allocated a particular command
e s NN / -~
which was ¢ %m Tas Ta\/ %’quam!v vaws, However, in Sicily in the
winter of 426/5, we have an identical situation — the replacement of
one general by another. Pythodorus replaced Laches in command of the
fleet there. Thucydides 3.115.2 describes the transfer of the command

using ‘these words: »avqx_cifl_}aa;»;:::- (the Athenians in Sicily) §&é

“Biyion Tlibupos v lgoNsxons | Norlan wvpirss, waradapBiiovees

émd 7as) vaps Siddoxov wv 6 Adxus ipxev . Are we to suppose that Laches
and Pythodorus had special competencies as O’Tf-‘(‘crqb’o\( E‘rr} T‘L\‘;_g vals

in 426/5? If so the apportionment of particular ccmmands to generals
began much éarlier tﬁaﬁ Fornéiv-:-a would have us believe. On t.he othér
_'-hand need we consider thatj.» Thucydides' language is tech.nicalbfather than
precise? I would éuggest that there is no good reason to do so.
Pythodofus was sent to Sicily to .replace' Laéhes in command of the fleet
and this is exactl& whaﬁ he did - SJ 2)% TTUG(!bwl)os ?fér‘ wav T:\?\/ Tel
/\é)(:)roé & velv aPX‘i" eT\eueE. . . BT\ TO /(Olcptﬁv ti‘.:rocfrtov .03
Thucydides mereiy informs us that the command of the fleet changed
hands. Similarly, Leon and Diomedon were sent to replace Phryﬁichos
and Scironides in command of the fleet. .This they did —.M‘(.) §%
Aéwv kal o At,b;'Le'E'a.)_u_‘ & T adTd YeLpuduL &rptr/;ue'uoz nSn émi Tds 7&)1}“.&@)&:1[61}

’ : ' 104

At/ ' . ; . \

wabs embahovy . .7 Pobew €émotngavro. . . To be sure, they were ETF(,U'»’lfol
N . ' v :
%m\ —,':1; vaus but so were all the other generals who commanded fleets

during the Peloponnesian War and earlier. Nor does Thucydides'
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descriptlon of Phrynichos imply that he held a spec1al p031tion.

The words the hlstorlan used ‘are part of a sentence and that sentence
must be considered within the context of the oreceding passage.
Phrynichos had just been urging the army to fortify Samos and look to
the defences. Thucydldes then states, ea‘r(sqrqb’e« XE Ktu kUPlOS V‘V
aoTos ﬂréoﬂuh/TuuTQ. ' Phrynichos, as a geperal had the power to
order the fortiflcetion. This does not mean that no other general
was empowered to issne the same instructions. Phrynichos used the
authority vested in his office, not'any powers which were entrusted

especially to him and to him alone.

»However, although I do not agree with Fornara that.the
examples discussed above are evidence for specialized duties,thefe are
other inscances in our sources which do not so readily admit tovan
alternative explanation. Thus, at Hellenica 1.4.21, Xenophon'states-
that when the Athenians dispatched Alcibiades.in 407-/L€T’¢léfoa
APmrozpwrrls ) A‘BC‘J’“‘VT"S o Aawco}\o(fuboo swa-rs/nfe:](awlw”‘ema
KhI%.KqV GTPquYol. The inference is that Aristocrates and Adeimantus
only had authority to command troops on land and had no powers in
relation to the fleet. Was this a specialized duty for which Arisco-
cfates and Adeimantus had been especiaily elected at the &rX04F€5£1‘
or were their powers defined only for this oarticular mission? If
at the elections consideration was given to prospective duties, we
can expect that two or mofe generals were elected every year to command
KGIE,Ya»f. But this was not the case. Eight generals participaced
at the battle of Arginusae in command of the Athenian f.:'leet:..l_05 - On . '
Fornara's reasoning they are GTPQTWKTQ gn% TES~VQGS; Conon did not

take part in this battle. He was however, a Strategos and he was



coinmanding a separate Athenian naval squadron at the time of

v N> \
Arginusae.lc6 - Ostensibly, he was also a a‘TpO.Tzlz’os 91(} T3¢ Vaus .
‘0f the ten generals listed by Xenophon as elected for 406/5 only one

is left (Archestratus) to command KQTE\ Ka\’ .

-How is Xenophon's description of -Aristocrates and Adeimantus
to be explained? 1 would suggest that it is simply another example-
demonstrating the power of the Demos to control its executive officisals.
"The ecclesia, in its instructions, defined the powers of two of the
generals for a particular mission. They were to command on land. To
- e 7
be sure, Alcibiades' duties were not defined, but he was awovrTuiv
<« \ > / . A
: qﬁés,uu)v QUTGK(ao.er and superior to Aristocrates and Adeimantus.: On
-this interpretation there is no reason to suppose, as does Fornara,
: - ' N> N N
that Conon could not take Alcibiades® place as 'S'T'Posrc] Yos €a TAs
) | .
Vvaus until a vote of the Athenians assigned him this particular .
107 . ' .
.command . The Athenians, certainly, sent Conon tc take over
Alcibiades' command after Alcibiades was -deposed - usvd 8¢ Tadre
- .{after-Alcibiades left.Samos) Kérwy éx “ris TAvSoov ooy als elye '
- .« E . S — - I.,,_A..,’v v.,.." . . s a N - e 108
-VAUGLY €LKooLY . Nmbaaiévoy Abpalwv s Zapov émheveer €mi 7o ravTLEy. .
‘But this does not mean that Conon was not already, if we are to use the
\ > N\ N\ -~ 3 ’
term, a o"rpctr»\sos €t Tas vavs. He had command of twenty ships at
-Andros.~ What the Athenians decided was not to appoint Conon to a
special position but to give him a new command. The situation is no
different to that of Pythodorus in 426/5 or that of Diomedon and
Leon in 411. A general replaced another. Thus Phanosthenes was

s

sent with four ships to replace Conon at Andros when Conon was sent

. to Sauno_s.,lo9 Phanosthenes' duties, like VConon's, vere defined. He.

had no duties other than those defined in his instructions, and his



instructions were to replace Conon. Conon, when he was sent to

Samos, no longer had responsiﬁility for Andros.

In oppbsitionvto Fornafa I-d§ not think we can satisfactorily
conclude tha£ special competencies of strategoi were regularly apport-
ioned in the latter years of the fifth century. Aithough the evidence
indicates that the Athenians often assigned gederals td the strategic:
localities of Naupactus and Thracej Thuc&dides' phrase 5Fq/&£vov 3% és
1t\1 %Tﬂ\ @f*ém}f XE!X&‘JV',I;O in. reference to Die.itrephes, is not necesg—
‘arily an indication thaﬁ'Thrace became é régular arx{, a’special
command. f:fruevenough, Dieitrephes had been elected to govern Thrace,
but the Athenians probably often elected particular generals with a
view to their ﬁrospective assignments, aﬁd:mﬁch earlier than the‘timé-
of Dieitfephe;} command. Asopius, in all likelihoo&? waé only elected
 _ in 428 to aid the Acarnanians, and perhapskthe,fouﬁder of Amphipolis, .
Hagnon, was elected in 429 to‘servg Qith Sitalces of Thrace. BEut
there is a difference- between eleéfiﬁg genérals for particglaf
purposes, fér planned br anticipated-bperations, and.regularly apport-
~ dloning SpeCi;i competencies, as Qas the practice by thé ﬁid—fourthv
~century. Neither the.instancés above meﬂtioned nor the statement, fof
examplesibattConon @FX& Aknn«ﬁazu,lll éonclusively demonstrate special
éompetencies.' Although:many miliﬁary opérationé conéuctéd during thaj
Peloponnesian War were routine — amphibious- forces were regularly sent 
- around the'Peibﬁonhese:and until 424 the Athenians invaded the Hegarid
annually112 - ﬁhe fact remains thaﬁ strétegoi'were used wherevgr
they were needed. And priorities chénged. In 406/5 no generéls were
'assigﬁed-tovThrace cr to Naupactus but nine of them were qsed to

. command the navy. To the extent that different campaigns and assign-
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ments required variations inithe degree of conftol exerted (and
restrictions iméosed) by the Athenians over their strategol, to tﬁis
extent can it be asserted that special competencies ware apportioned.
Thus in some (if not many) instances, for example when secrecy was
essential,113 generals will not have been issued with the detailed,

binding instructions we know was often the case.

‘By way of conclusion, in theory the privileges of the strategoi
were not much more than thoce of the ordinarj citizen. 1In practice
the ecclesia generally 1eft it to her leading politicians to initiate
.policy and the leading nolitic1aﬁs were usually generals. The

stlategoi, in particu;ar inleidUdlS such as Cimon and Pericles, were

- in a position not only to shape pclicy, partly through their continuous

con;act with tﬁe boule but largely because of tueir peiieicel predom~
inance, but as - leaders of theiarmed forces were able to ﬁlay a major
~role in the execution bf policy. Semefimes generals were made
&3f0kPé}orES i.granted specially defined privileges which increased
<their freedom of action in conducting military operations, although
<thie seeme eo have beeﬁ unusuél,'but the leading statesmen.of Athens
.owed their pewer to their‘political authority and popularity, the
confidenee aﬁd~£rust pleced in them by the Demos,. rather than to any
rights inﬁerent in the strategia automatically conferred on its |
members. After the reform of Telesigus the strategia replaced the
archopship as thelmost impertant.execueive institution in the state
and it remained the most prestigious office as long as it retained
its attraction as a necebsaryadjunct for rrturc\ewbrhs to obtain an@

maintain political prominence and influence.
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APPENDIX 3

Term of Office of Strategoi.

- I'have assumed that the strategoi entered on office at the
same time as the archons and most other Athenian magistrateé, that
is, on the first day oﬁ Hekatombaion, in midsummer. There is.almost
unanimous agreement about this,l altﬁough some scholars have afgued'
that the generals enﬁeréd on office shortly after they were elected,
at the beginning of the campaigning season.2 Accordiﬁg to Aristotle,
fhe election of generals and other ﬁilitary officials took place
f.u:‘n\l ’r:lv' S" r:fumvafovras %4)) :3\/ 2-/ iz'm],ut/(t B’sl\fq‘rm .3 It is quite
-possible that the apxacri{&u were frequently held in the seventh
prytany, but this would not necessarily have always been the case.
‘They would rrly take place in_the seventh prytany if the omens were
favourable. Conceivably, sometimes élections may not have béen held
" ~until the last prytany before thé new archon year. ’ t is certainly
.a misinterpretation to consider, as doeé Mayor,4 that Ath Pol 44.4
fixes the date of the election in the seventh prytany.S As Meritt
has noted,é(yav refers to 07/19rc\1 -r}}v sfnp»*nws_éovms , and therefore
Aristotie’s phrase might be translated as "in whatever prytany after

. 6
the sixth there are favourable omens'.

Mayor étressed that it would be much more sensible fof a
number - of reasons for the strategoi to enter on office at the beginning
of the campaicning.seéson rather than in midsummer.7' However, as
Pritchett has observed,8 Mayer did not,pr&duce ény solid evidence

to support his theory, and his arguments are not convincing when

£
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considered beside some of the evidence produced by Pritchett to

refute his viewpoint. The abundant inécriptional evidence whicﬁ
suggests that the term of office of military officials»ahd.archons

was identical, is objection enough to Mayor's theory. The fact is
that the language employed in.inscriptions_in-reference to the term
of office of military officialé makes it very difficult, if not
impossible, to conclude that strategoi eﬁtered_on office befOre>the
beginning of the archon year. To give but one of the examples listed
by Pritchett, in several fourth-century insériptions>geﬁerals are |
honoured . as »Crfo.r'r}x{o’qs Etr\a TOO hs??a, ?:(FkOVrds.g However, althbugh
I agree with Pritchett's conclusions on the basis of this evidence, B
his elaborate refutation of Mayor, if justified, nevertheless resorts.
to the use of questionable evidence in one aspect, his conclusion

that twelve generals in office in 425 under Mayor's theory offers a
real difficﬁlty.lo As.i héve attenmpted to demonstraté‘elsewheré we
are simply not in a position to assume that thé strength of the fifth-
century strateéia was limited to ten members every year. Moreover,
uniéss I am mistaken, Ath Pol 44.4 is evidence enough against détigg
the genérals' entry on office to the beginning of the campaigning
.season. How could the strategol enter on dfficé in time for'aﬂspriﬁg
campaigﬁ if tﬁe omens were unfavourable to holding an election not
only»in the seventh pryt#ny but in the eighth.as well? 1 Qould a
suggest that the Athenians alléwed_themselves as ﬁaqy as four prytanies
in which tovhold the elections becausev(iniﬁﬂtritt's words) the
8306}“& was an extraordinafy dispensation vaiid particularly for

;he granraSéxf,~not realized until after the seventh? eighth and‘

perhaps even the ninth prytany had come and goge.ll- Religious
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considerations were of no»little'importance. For this reaéon it
'-would.matter nothing to the A;henians that in.some years their = -
elected military officials would have to wait some months before
assuming office. It seems rather odd, aﬁ least to me, thatnAristotle's
terse phrase has not Beeﬁ considered‘decisive evidence, by scholars
such as Pritchett, for datiné>the tefm of office of strategoi from
midsummer to midsummer.  The phraseology of the fourth-century
epigraphical evidence, implying simultaneity of office for archons and
_ military'officials, not 6nly éupportévthe evidenée of Ath Pol 44.4
but puts to rest the theory (if it has not already been done) that
the strategéi assumed office at the beginning‘of the cbnciliar‘§ear

rather than at the'beginning of the archon year;12

If it be accepted that the Esd‘rv,u/u in Ath Pol 44.4 were not
based on weather signs],'3 which could effe;tively preveﬁt not only
the convening of the electoral assembly on a given day within a
prytany but which could cause regular assemblies witﬁin prytanies to
be posfponed, can we admit the possibility-that thégﬁaqpé& fér the
3rxgjpsaw34 may not occur iﬁ the last four prytaﬁiesfof the year?
In practice, were the elections sometimes-deferred until after the
beginning of a new archon year, or vere they_heid annually, withouf
exception, in one of the four prytanles after the sixth? The answer
to this question not only depends on the nature of theQUqula but
whether a prognosis taken, say, at the beginning of~a‘prytany decided
if the elections.should be held then or postponed until the hgxt
prytany, for if that was the case there were oﬁly four'cﬁances for
deciding before thé new yeér. The Qﬁlylevideﬁﬁe we-have is for an

election held in the second century B.C.,'ih the year'188/7.,14 In
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that year the election was held late in the tenth prytany, but -as
there were twelve tribes at that time comﬁared with the ten of the
fifth and fourth cehturies, the date, translated back three .centuries,
would fall in the ninﬁh prytany.15 Iherélection was held only after
the Delphic oracle had been consulted, and approval was gi#en in the
tenth prytanf.l6 As Meritt stéfes, this is more aﬁ indication of the

3 / o
unique nature of the Qqufua. rather than evidence that sanction from

Delphi was always sought.17

However, may it be that the Delphic oracle was only consulted
when two or three prytanies'had goneiby'without the GSGqfug; being '_
realized? If we can assume for a momént that this is correct, it
would seem to follow that tﬁe 3fxa|rgdéx( could only be held before
the beginning of the new year. In the first place, the fact that the
élearance was sought when there Qere still at least two prytanies'of
the year léft suggests some urgency was.felt about the matter, Second-
ly, unless the Delphic oracle was approaéhed only in extraordinary
circumstances and extremely rarely, we can expect thé; Aristotle
woﬁld have mentioned the procedure at 44.4. Tﬁirdly, a postponement
of the arxcu?acﬂ/cu to the next year implies "that; the generals already
in office were prorogued or.phat there was a period of time when the
state had no military officials, matters about which Aristotle, signi-
ficantly, is silent. I would hazard the guess that the nature of
the 9564f1a1>was such that it was very unusual if they were not apparent
in the two or three,pfytanies'after the sixth. Whatever may have |
caused délays in holding the elections there is no reaébn to suppose
that tﬁey were ever delayed for the duration of fhé last four prytanies.

Implicit in Ath Pol 44 .4 is the fact that. the elections could be
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delayed, bﬁt the author has beeﬁ incredibly remiss if he has failed
to note thdt the eiections were sometimes prevented. We cén only
assume that Aristotle knew they were not - there Qere never any
difficulties in holding the:&rxairéfﬁlr before the end of the ol@
archon year and the term of office of stratégbi-always expired at the
end of the tenth ﬁrytany because a new set of generals was ready to

assume office.

Unless it can be shown that elections were someﬁimes post;
poned until the néw archon year it seemé reasonablé to assumé tﬁat
there was never any need for the Atheniéns to make use of the principle
of prorogation. Accordiﬁg to Aristdtle, f{fxxgw b\e» T(\IS /u}c,v 'KQT}x
ﬂé\%ﬂod anés Egsdn Wxiqvé;ns,ls and we know that the tenure of
office of some generals, for exémple Cimon, Péricles and Nicias,
continued for years without a break, a practice which probably applies
to others as well, men for whomvthe evidence is less full& attested,
strategoi such as Phormio, Demoéthenes and Alcibiades. In_brief, it
would make little sense to prorogue generals when they could simply
be re—elécted.]i9 Fofnata‘has'suggeéted that some leéwéy must have been
given to generals still at their.appointed tésks after the'legal
expiration of their command.zo I am.not convinced. In the first
place, strategoi conducting operations away from Athens sent back:
re#orts.21' The city was probably kept fairly well informed about the
progress of camﬁaigns and the time needed to achieve objectives.

There will possibly have been exceptions, but we canvexpect that
generals whose term of office expired while they were on campaigns‘

were re_pla::ed.z2 Decisions would be made, présumably, according to

" the military circumstances in which Athens fouﬁd herself. Conceivably,
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if ail-newly.elected generals wére needed élsewhere o£ if a mission,
~from information receiyed, waé'nearing completion, it ma? not have
been feasible or practical to-replace strategoi whbse term of office
hgd legally expired. Nevertheless, I do not think we Cah safely |
conclude that generals who are described by Thucydides as still énéag-
ing in military activity after-the beginning of the new archon year'
were not elected for that year. Secondly, it is quite possible that
-the Athenians méy have deliberately delayed the aFXQ|P€‘ﬂLI at times,
particularly in wartime, in order to avoid proroguing étfategoi.  In
terms of.military consideratipns such -a practice would certainiy‘haVQ
its advantages, for not only would the Athenians ﬁe better able to
decide whether to re—elect ér replace generals who were commanding
1engthy.operations, on the baéis of théir progress; but they would be
in a bettef position to judge the capabilities éf strategoi who had
vcompleted_missions before tﬁe end of ;pring or early summer.  We can
at least be sure that géneralsvsent out in spring or early summer on
missions which.ﬁere expected to last the wholé campaign season’or
longer would have been elected for the next year as well, although the
Demos reserved the right to_recall thém. It will not do to assert, |
as does Mayor, that Laches,who was replaced in.Sicily by Pythodofus in
the winter of 426/5, was therefore cbmméndiﬁg asx"pro-strategos" in
Sicily‘from July 426 until February 425.23 Laches was simplylelected
in early 426 for the year 426/5,24 and replaced half-way through his
,térm of office and before he complgted.his mission, at the discretioh
of the ecclesia. Simiiarly, the éctivities oijemodécus, Aristeides
and Laéachus in -the summer of 424?5 are.moreblikely an indication

that they were re-elected for 424/3 than that they had failed to return
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to Athens before their term of office expired, as Fornara argues.26

) ' > /
Thucydides uses the words of TOv érxurof\éxuv VSQ»/ A&]Valwv
GTPanKo{ to describe them. The inference is that they were still

generals in_424/3.27

It has been argﬁed by some scholars that the Athenians :
employed the practice of giving commands to "strategoi-elect" or to.
men who wefe not generals. Thus Cleon was not a general when he was
assigned the command at Pylos and nor was Demosthenes,28 and Thucydides
had a special command in 424.?9 However, just as the annual election
of generals and the possible re-election of the same mép indefinitely
for year after year render the.idea of prorogation unnecessary and
therefore.unattractive, so would it make little sense if the Athenians
gave commands to men who were not legally strategoi. I héve argued’
elsewhere that Cleon was elected to office to command at Pylos and

that Demosthenes was reinstated before he took up his appointment.3o

‘There should never have been any doubt abodt Thucydides' strategia.31
According to Fornara the assumptioh of by—electibns, like prorogation,
would be happy-bnly if we believed that a strategos, and a strategos
alone, could lead Atﬁenian sold:i_ers.j2 However, without the examples
of Cleon and Demosthenes at Pylos, Eornara's idea ‘that any citizen
could be empowered.with a command becomes questionable. The only .
other case he cites is the command of Hagnon in Thrace in 429, but
Thucydides' descriptién of Hagnon as :ixE/Jo/va?’J is nét .evidence that

- Hagnon was granted a special command in 429/8.34

It may be objected that the'granting of special commands was
for a particular purpose, the grant expiring when that purpose was

~achieved, and that such a practice would not impihge on the prestige
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of the strategia or threaten its viability,aﬁd nor would it interfere
with the practice of electing ten generals. However, unless I am
mistaken, the only time it may have seemed.practicable'to the Athenians
to grant spécial commands was in a sitnation where the generéls-
available were not suited to the task, when unforeseen circumstanées
arose which demanded the specialized ébilitiés of a partiéular indivi-
dual who had been overlooked at. the &‘axaareo"l,al . Unless that was the
case the granting of special commands would undermine the basic

reason for thé existence of the strategia. 1In this context it is
worthy of note that if Cleon and Demosthenes were‘granted special
commands at Pylos it was not because they were thought to have speciai—
ized abilities over and above those of the stratégoi évailable but
because they persuaded the ecclesia. There is no evidence to suggest
thatiindividuals were allocated commands in preference to strategoi
because they were considered more suitable to the circumstances of the
command. - But the unique qualifications of individual strategoi were
certainly given consideration; Thucydides, familiar with tﬁe Tﬁraceward
area, had his only recorded command as a strategos in that regibn.
Asopius; the son of Phormio, was dispatched around the Peloponnese

in 428, the Atheniané»deliberateiy acknowledging the fespect the
“Acarnanians félt towards Phormio.35 Furthermore, in some years of

the fifth century where the evidence for more than ten generals cannot
be overlooked, the increased number cannot be éxplaiﬁed by the granting
of special commands to "strategol-elect" or to ordinary citizens,
because men whom Thucydides describeés as strategoi cannot be considered
as anything less. In shoft, the.belief of Fofnara and others that

strategol were not the only persons who could command - Atheni an troops
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is far from provéd. Aristétle's statement that 53}05 (the taxiarchﬁ)
X’ ﬁr&?rm TCN (#ukero\/ KCL\I )\oxab’m\JS R’GG(IA‘TT](U/,36 n.ot only indiCaﬁes_
that taxiarchs were tribal leaders, but als§ shows that the.Atﬁenians
had a developed military orgénizatioq. The strategoi were a functional
part of‘this 6rganization, The overwhelming evidence is that the
.leade:s of Athenian military eipeditions, the commanders of Athenian
troops during the fifth century, were inﬁariably strategoi. 1 would
suggest that it is misleading to isolate one or two cases, like the
comnand of Cleon and Demosthenes at Pylos, as examples on which to
construct the hypothesis that not only stfategoi could command military

operations.

There is no problem .if it be accepted that.the Athénians
could and did have by-elections. Fornara has noted that by-elections -
"and suffect-generals have commonly enough been.inferred since, like
prorogation, they help to explain away troublesome instances of déuble
representation. True enough, but he nevertheless finds no difficulty
in restfictipg the board to ten members évery year by postulating |
special commands or, as in the case of Aristeidés and Demodocus in
424, by suggesting‘that they failed to return home before their term
expired -~ in effect, if we are ﬁo belie#e Fornara, Demo&ocus and
Aristeides prorogued themselveé. Without wishing to be pedantic,
a further note on Cleon and.Demosthenes may be in order. Their cases
are different. Demosthenes had beeﬁvdeposed after his failure in
Aetolia and hence was'%b;dqu ‘on his return. But he returned aftef
some military successes and was reinstated in the spring of 425 and
electéd'general for 425/4 atbthe regular anaJPg&&u'. He askedvfor

permission to use the fleet at Pylos as a strategos for 426/5.
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Cleén’was elected at a by-election to join Demosthenes. The fact
that Thucydides does not name bim.as a strategos is unimportant in’
éﬁis instance because Thucydides never calls.him algeneral, not even
on his ill—fated campaign against Brasidas in 422. Cleon was therefore
a general for 425/4 and his term of office would ekpire at the end

of the tenth prytany in 424. Although it was the rule that generals
retired from office at the end of thé tenth prytany‘to make way for
the new board, and in that sense their term of ofﬁice was fixed, the
ecclesia had the power in exceptional circumstances to depose her
strategoi or make additions. There was not necessarily a connection
between depositions and by-elections. The strengfh'of the board
fluctuated during the archon year. Strategoi electéd at by-elections
will not have always served a.fﬁll term unless they‘were re-elected

and held office for the next full_year.37
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APPENDIX 4

- Possibie Double Representations..

Apart from the examples discussed, there are other less
certaln, but nevertheless possible, cases of double representation
as well as several instances in the last decade of the fifth
century which I have not listed.t '

The first grouping is as follows :

Year  Generals .. Tribe
'426/5. . Demokleides, Nicias = - Aigeis
'~ Laches, Pythodorus } Kekropis
42504 Cleon, Eurymedon . . - Pandionis
42413 * - 'Cleon, Eurymedor . Pandionis

412/1 "Phrynichos, Scironides  Leontis

1 426/5 = Demokleides and Nicias

A strategia for Dcmokleldes depcﬂds on,whather hatL1n01§'s
pr0posed date of 426/5 for the Brea Decree (IG i~ 45) is correct.
~The decree ‘is usually dated some fifteen or twenty years earlier.
If Mattingly is right double representation further depends ca the. -
_identification of .the Demokleides who .established .the .colony of Brea,4
with the As/x[wd\c.«"bss Aiveidas ..., strategos in 439/8.°  The
+identification is of course much more likely if the Brea Decree can
be dated, as Woodhead argues, to 439/8, because the restoration of
‘Demokleides' name is based to a large extent on the’ assumption of an
-eminent Demokleides in Athens during the late 440's. Double represent-
" ation of Aigeis in 426/5° is perhaps the least likely possibilily amomg
all examples discussed, including the other four possibilities listed
above.

426/5 Laches and Pythcdorus

Laches, son of Melaropus, came from the deme Aixone,
and belonged to kekroplb. Fornara thinks the identification of
'ﬂbeabcupu;@[A]UEQJU 58 with Pythodorus, the son of Isolochus,
strategos in 426/5, is safe. A further indication that Isolochus
belonged to Kekropis would put it beyond doubt. As it is, the
ddentification is not certain, although a strong chance.
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. 425/4, 424/3 Cleon and Eurymedon

Double representation of Pandionis occurs in these years
if the deme of Eurymedon, the son of Thouklcs, is “yrrhlnous.
Wade-Gery has ristored to line 38 of IG i~ 324 [Ebpuyxebo»fl
fﬂUﬁﬂer&WOc ,~ which means, if he is correct, that the unkno
fellow-tribesman and general with Cleon in 423/2 was Eurymedon.
Wade~Gery based his restoration on the fact that a Eurymedon .
Myrrhinusios, brother-in-law of Plato and father of Speusippos,
is known in ige'immediately succeeding generation after that of
the general. - Eurymedon is a very rare name, and if the Eurymedon
Myrrhinusios was the father of the general, the latter belonged
to the phyle, Pandionis. Wade-Gery has suggested, albeit tentatively,
that all the known Eurymedons may have been descendants of the general.
His stemma is as follows:

floruit. 460 Thoukles ‘
427 . Eurymedon I (general)
394 o Eurymédon I1 of Myrrhinous, Plato's
] " brother-in-law
361 Euryﬂedon ITI Speu;ippos dauggﬁer?
co-executor, with . ' marries (?) Charid-
-Speusippos, of " emus of Acharnae

Plato's will.

Eurymedon IV . Eurymedon V pays'
Aristotle's accuser a trierarchic
Diog. Laert. 5.5 : debt 330/29

Wade-Gery's restoration in IG 12 324 has been accepted -

by Tod, Sealey and MacDowell, but doubted by Gomme, Fornara, Lewis
and Davies.14 The major weakness is that of the several known
Eurymedons, one, .the son of the famous fourth-century general
Charidemus, belonged to the deme Acharnae of the tribe Oineis.
Wade~Gery admits as questionable the assumption that Charidemus

may have named his son after his father-in-law, (which would if
plausible, explain the change of deme) but then suggests as an
explanation that Charidemus had a romantic taste in names, as he
called another of his sons Troilos. . It-'is of course possible
that Charidemus was in no way related to the earlier Eurymedons, and
it is certainly true that Athenians were often named after their
fathers but seldom after their maternal uncles.l Therefore, Gomme's
objection to Wade-Gery's construction that Eurymedon Myrrhinusios
may have been related to the general through his mother suffers

from the same weakness as Wade-Gery's explanation for the demotic
(Acharnae) of Eurymedon'son of Charidemus. 1 agree with Fornara '
that Wade-Gery's method of assigning tribal affiliations to
"individual strategoi (by a process of eliminating from consideration
those tribes which have already definitely produced a general in
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the same year) cannot be accepted.18 MacDowell also uses the -
same method as Wade-Gery to identify tribes of certain strategoi;
and application of this method is utilized b{ both scholars to
determine Eurymedon's (the strategos) tribe. However, no '
longer can it be assumed that only one double representation

could occur in a particular year, and that no-one else could there-
fore have the same tribal affiliation as a known strategos when
there is already well attested evidence for the existence of one
case of double representation.

Even allowing for all the objections to Wade-Gery's
'hypothesis,zo he still may be right in considering Eurymedon
Myrrhinusios, the brother-in-law of Plato, as the father of
Eurymedon Thoukleous, strategos during the Peloponnesian War. .
The suggestion, at least, is supported by the fact that Speusippos,
the son of Eurymedon Myrrhinusios; was born about 410,21 Eurymedon
.Thoukleous was obviously born after Ciron's victory in 467, in the
last years of the 460's at the latest, and if Eurymedon Myrrhinusios
was the son of Eurymedon Thoukleous, a birth date for Speusippos
of 410 fits without any difficultes. It would not be unreasonable
to conjecture, on this construction, that Eurymedon Myrrhinusios
was born about the mid 430' s, perhaps a few years earlier or later,
and was therefore some six or seven years older than his brother- -
in-law Plato (born between 430-27) and about twenty five when
Speusippos was born. Plato's brother Glaucon was born about 428/7
and Potone, Plato's sister and wife of Eurémedon Myrrhinusios, was
probably born in the early 420's as well.?2 Such conjecture by
no means adds up to a demonstration, but nevetheless the possibility
that Eurymedon Thoukleous belonged to Myrrhinous, and therefore to
the phyle Pandionis, should not be casually dismissed.

421/1 Phrynichos and Skironides

Phrynichos, son of Stratonides,23 came from the- demg
Deirade, of the tribe Leontis,24 and was strategos in 412/1.
Scironides, named by Thucydides in the same command as Phrynichos,
shares his name with only one other Athenian, a Skironides of the -
tribe Leontis who proposed a decre9 in the fourth century (during the
340's) at a meeting of his tribe. . According to Lewis there is a
high probability of a relationship between the fourth-century _
Skironides and the fifth-century general if the readings in both .
Thucydides and Demosthenes are secure. However, they are not
completely secure, as there is some evidence that the name Kironides
- should replace Skironides in. -Thucydides 8.25.1, and ‘that Kritonides
should replace Sklronldes in Demosthenes 58. 17.28 The nature of
the case prevents firm conclusions either way. Double represent—
ation of Leontis in 412/1 remains an open question.

0f the four cases of double representation here examined,
the two most likely .cases, involving Laches and Pythodorus of
Kekropis and Cleon and Eurymedon of Pandionis, produce further
examples of two doubles during some years of the Peloponnesian War,
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follows :

Year - Qgﬁerals : ~ Tiibe
- - 426/5 Laches, Pythodorﬁs' Kekropis
Lamachus, Sophocles Oineis

Hipponicus, Aristoteles ”Antiochis

425/4 - Lamachus, Sophocles Oineis
~~ Cleon, Lurymedon Pandionis
424/3 Nicostratus, Thucydides Leontis
 Lamachus, Sopﬁocles  Dineis
" Cleon, Eurymedon ‘Pandionis_

If a Demokleides Aigeidos was a general in 426/5,
there is a chance of a third double representation in this year,
and of course, the double representation of Pandionis in 423/2
involves Eurymedon if the restoration of his name in IG i2 324
is correct. -

The second orouplng,for the pe1iod after the revolution
of 411, is as follcws : o

Year -Generals o Tribe
410/9 . :' Therameﬁes, Thrasyboulus Pandicnis
Alcibiades, Pasiphon, Leontis
409/8 Theramenes, Thrasyboulus Pandionis
408/7 .. Theramenes, Thrasyboulus - Pandionis
407/6 . Alcibiades, Adeimantus - Leontis
405/4 - | Cleophon, Tydeus _ Oineis

" 410/9 Theramenes and Thrasyboulus, Alcibiades end Pasiphon

As a general of the Five Thousand, Theramenes fought at
Cyzicus in the spring of 410.29 Thrasyboulus, elected as a general
by the fleet at Samos in 411, 30 yas also a general at Cyzicus.
After the full democracy was restored it is possible that only one
set of generals was elected.32 1If t%gt is correct, Theramenes and
Thrasyboulus were generals in 410/9, there being doyble represent-
ation of Pandionis. However, if as Fornara believes,  the restored
democracy did not hold new elections in 410 but merely continued

" in office the generals already on active duty, nothing much can be

made of the double reresantation of Pandionis in 410/9.
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There 1s no evidence which indicates that Alcibiades
was deposed after the demise of the Five Thousand.3? . As Fernara
has nOted,36 the presence of Pasiphon, a tribal colleague of
Alcibiades, in the stratcgia of 410/9 does not mean that Alcibiades'
generalship was cancellzd. There is in fact, evidence to the
. contrary, that Alcibiades was a general in 410/9.

409/8, 408/7. Theramenes and Thrasyboulus

I am not at all convinced that the position of Alcibiades,
Theramenes and Thrasyboulus was unofficial in these years. No
attempt was made to deprive them of their commands and they were
conspicuous as commanders of large forces in the Helle5p01t,3
The only thing against this conclusion is, of course, Xenophon,
Hellentica 1.4.10-12. I think the passage can be explained.
Xenophon has a vivid recollection of Alcibiades' return to Athens
The reason is not hard to find. It was an event out of the ordinary,
a memorable occasion. Alcibiades was famous and he had not set
foot in Athens for nearly a decade. Xenophon's statemﬂnt at
1. 4 10 that Oﬁ Aer b"LNOG g T SC\)S -_;}\OVFL ‘/‘\)\l\(@{u\}]v/ué Vv 4&,&4»0‘-.'7!‘(,
ke @paslBeudev cvr(.s“u kfw.«-'(' ¥ rpivov ek TRV o0lkoOsv
should be considered in this context rather than as an indication
that Alcibiades was still lesally an exile. Iliis banishment had been
revoked some years earlier,3 but he had made no attempt to return
uPtil now. He remained in effect in exile. The words AXK”;“JWV
v ¢EJYCVTq. -are used by way of emphasis to suit the scene which
follows, and as such should not be interpreted as being strictly
.accurate. Even if Alcibiades and Thrasyboulus were not elected
strategoi by Athens in the years after 411 down to 407, theiyr authority
as generals elected by the fleet was reccgnized by the city,

407/6 "Alcibiades and Adeimantus

In 407 Alcibiades was ou'O.p i em Qm\‘/rwv *13’:3/“‘_» aiw\,}é P
Alcibiades received this extraordinary grant of power some time
after he was elected general, and as I hLave argued elsewhereél
there is no reason to think that the grant was implicit in the
election,)that:x:indlcates that Alcibiades was elected as a sxnng
’qﬂnqbu> £f awaviuv , thus explaining how Adeimantue, his
fellow-tribesman, came also to be a general. Xenophon 1.4.10
mentioned the election of Alcibiades, Thrasyboulus and Conon and
presumably failed to name the rest. If only three generals were
elected the reference may not be to the regular & Qi gaic: for
there were other generals - Adeimantus and Aristocrates, for

. example, who were soon tc sail with Alcibiades.42 I would merely
surmise that the three men were uppermost in Xenophon's mind at
_the time of writing -- his immediate subject is Alcibiades and he
has just mentioned Thrasyboulus' activities in Thrace, 43 Conon
was soon to play a prominent part in his narrative.%
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405/4 Cleophon and Tydeus

There is a possibility, admittedly not strong, that
Cleophon was a general in this year.  The statement that he
himself was general in Aristophanes,Fron 679 with the scholia,
is the main evidence. It is not proof. However, since it has
been shown that Cleophon belonged to a family which had held
the strategia,46 the idea gains in plausibility.47 There are
. numerous examples of two or more generations within families
holding office during the fifth century.48 The double represent-
ation of Oineis in 405/4 must still be considered a remote
possibility nevertheless, for as Lewis has noted, 49 Lysias 13.12
is more probably an indication that Cleophon was not a general
"than that he was. '
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'NOTES TO  THE TEXT

CHAPTER 1

Ath Pol 22.2
Ath Pol ,22.2

So Sumner, “Problemg in Aristotelian AthbMQMnEblﬂteLa,
€Q, vol. II, 1961, p. 35.

A.R., 5.37.1.
Ath-Pol 22.3.

e.g. Kenyon, Aristotle on the Athenian Constitution,

Oxford, 1892, p. 72. Busclt, vol. 2, .  p. 431, n.4.;

Hignett, p.166, p. 337, Sealey '"Regionalism in archaic
Athens", Hist.vol.9,1960,p.176;. Cadoux, "The Athenian

Archons from Creon to Hypsichides", JHS, vol.l: v1in,1948,p 114,
e.g. Schachermeyr, FZuO, vol.25, 1932,p 347;refined by

Sumner, op.ctt., pp. 36ff. Fornara is certainly right about

T e . e gt . . -
dismissing the possibility of emending the number JuW¥sedTw |,

and I believe with him that the possibility is not worth
consideration, and also for his reason. p.1l, un.l.

Sumnexr, op.cit., p.36; supported by Fornara, "A Note.on

LAth Pol 22", (€@, vol. 13, 1963, p.1l04, n.3 and Badian,
P.3, n.h, _

Fornara, thd o p.104, ggs noted that Aristotle's use of
the formulaiqu~ro» KEV, ETEaTee  in the Ath Pol may be

.as a separation of connective iteme 1u chronological soquence,
T e. g at 15.2 and 34.1.

YFor: 1ara tbid., p. 104.°
Badian, pp. 2-4, p. 32.

N.B. If itis still thought reasonable to conclude that
Hermocreon was -archon in 501/0 on the basis that 504/3

is already occupied, on good authority, by Acestorides,

then an alternative interpretation is that the institution
of the strategia took place in the archonship of lermocreon
and the institution of the bouleutic oath took place in the
archonship of Acestorides, Aristotle mistakenly assigning
Hermocreon to one refcrm rather than the other. This however
does some violence to the Ath Pol. For a more complete
discussion of the alternatives see T.J. Cadoux, op.ctit.,
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PR-. 115-116, and more recently Summer, op.cit., pp. 35--37.

13. ‘Wade-Gery, Essays, p.154, also Walker, CAH, vol.TV, p. 154,

14, Fornara, pp. 1-10.

15. So BS, pp. 52-58, Hignett, p. 169,n.3, Fornara, p.7.

16. Hammond, p. 113.

17. 'Hignett,’p.169; Hammond, p. 113.

18. = ‘Walker, CAH, vol. IV, p. 154.

- 19. Hdt.. 1.59.4.

20, Jacoby, Suppl. 1llb, p. 114,

21.  Plut. Solom 11.2.  —

22, Wilamowitz, vol.2, p. 44.

23. See Busolt, vol.2, p. 38 ﬁ.l.; Scﬁwahn, P 1071f.§ Badian,
pP.29, n.74; Wilamowitz, vol.2, p.44, also thought the early
strategia to havebeen an elective office. E. Meyer,
Forschungen I, Halle, 1892, p. 237f. is more cautious about
accepting sixth-century strategoi and hlgnett, p. 77, n.9,

p.113, n.9 is not completely convinced.

24, So Busclt, vol.2, p.308; Schwahn, p.1072; de Sanctis, Atthis,
- Turin, 1913, p.270; Hignett, p.113, n.9; TFornara p.7, n.22.

- 25.; e.gl Hdt. 5.109.1, 6.11.1,' 6.13.1, 8.15.1, 8.50.1, 9.82.3.

26. Hammond, p.ll4, | |

27.. at "Ath PoZ‘l7.2, 22.3.

28, Hammond, p. 140.

29. Fornara, p.? n.22.

30. liauvette-Besnault, Les strategeu athenzeno, Paris, 1885, p.5f.,
This is also the view of Sealey, Essays, p.26; Badian, p.26,
n.68; Bicknell, p. 441.

31, Schwahn, p.1072; accepted by Uignett, p. 169;

32. | Hdt; 5.69.2; | |

33. J.L. Myres, Mélanges Glota, vol.ll, PP- 6641 ; accepted by
Hignett, p. 146. -



36.

"37.

40,

- statement -~ i.e., "Until 501/0 the separate tribes elected their

)
oy
[
*

Hignett, p. 146.

However, it needs to be emphasized that the evideuce for

the existence of a pre-Cleisthenic strategia simply does

not aliow us to conclude that such an office did or did

not exist. Alcmaeon and Peisistratus may have been appointed
for particular campaigns and, as Bicknell has noted, the

state in a time of crisis may have turned to proven leadership

-rather than to the incumbent polemarch. (p.441 and n.16)

It 1is also possible that Alcmaeon was polemarch at Krisa

and Peisistratus at Salamis, and that our sources are uwisleading,
that both Herodotus and Aristotle, not to mention Androtion
and Plutarch, were not using the terminclogy in a technical
sense, but just using the usual and most appropriate Greek

for the commander of a state's forces. There is no other
corrcborative evidence in .support .of Ath Pol 4.2 for pre-
Cleisthenic tribal strategoi, certainly none that can tie such
an office. _ﬁw; the positions of Alcmaeon and Peisistratus,

nor that indicates, as Hammond believes, (pp. 122-123) that
the polemarch was equal in powers of deliberation and command
with the strategoi in the years before the reform of Ath Pol
22.2. »

Wilamowitz, vol. 2. p. 78.

Badian, p. 29, n.74; it is Hammond's view that the ipacvation

of Ath Pol 22.2 lay in the system of haviug one general from

each of Cleisthenes' 10 tribes (p.113), whereas before 301/0,

and indeed before 508/7, there existed an unkuown nuwber of
strategoi. Sealey, Historia,vol.9, 1960, pp.175ff., also believes

‘that the military reform was an adjustment necessitated by

Cleisthenes' f:ribal reovganization. His argument that

~Cleisthenes' refcrms were introduced in 502/1 and became

effective in 501/C is based on Pollux §, 110, whlca states that
in the archonship of Alcmaeon the 10 tribes SYCVGV . The

wviolence such an argument inflicts on Ath Pol 21-22 scems to

invalidate -Sealey’s hypothesis, as Fornara has demoustrated
(p.2 and n.4.).

So Hignett, p. 169; Forﬁara, p.1l.

BS., p.88l. Also Schwahn, p. 1072; Staveley, p.276; Hignett,
pp. 169-170; Accame, RFIC, vol.63, 1935, p. 342. Hammonad,
p.112, also believes that the meaning of Ath Pol 22.2 can only
be that the Athenians as a body in the ecclesia began to elect
the generals one from each tribe, but does not consider, of
course, that between 507 and 501 the military organization had
been made to conform with the new tribal systenm. '

Fornara, pp. 3-4. Fornara's argument is that if Aristotle's
words are supplemented by introducing them with a phrase

whizlh indicates the situation of the strategia before the reform
in terms of Busolt's hypothesis, the rzsult is a very odd
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generals by tribe; one from each tribe".
41, Hignett, p. 170.

42, Hignett, p. 170.

43, Fornara, p.S.
by, Fornera, P4, w2
us 44, Fornara, pp. 5-6.
46, Fornara,.p. 8 and n.25.
47. Fornara, p.10.

48, Harmmond, ﬁp. 111££,
49,  Hemmond, p.113 and n.l.

350, 1 do not think Aristotle's use cfk&ra,évké; can be
categorized in the way Hammond envisages. According to
Hammond, kati. ¢uNds has the same meaning at 22.2 as at
22.5, 56.3 and 63.1. But the words do not have any consistently
exact meaning irrespective of the context in which they are
~used. The precise meaning is in fact determined by the
context and can only be understood within the framework of
each individual sentence.

51. Ath Pol. 22.
52. Badian,'p;29.

52a. It is of course possible that the military necessities
" _clarified the answer needed. Nerodotus 5.78 remarks eon the -
nevly acquired military prowess of the Athenians, attributing
jt to the institution of democracy after the overthrow of
‘the tyranny. May it be, however, that the military system,
finally established in 501/0, was tried against Chalcis in
.506/5? - that is, it proved successful ergo it was adecpted.

53. See Badian, p. 29, n.74.
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CHAPTER 2

1. The conclusion of Badian, p. 31.

2. Hammond, JHS, p.49; (CQ., 1969, p.115. See also Busolt,
vol.2, p. 616. : '

3. Sée also Badian, p. 31.
4, Hammﬂﬁd. p. 121. |
5.  Thuc. 3.169.1; | | . -
6. Thuc. 3.109.2. |
7.> Hammond, p. 121. | o~
"87 ‘Thuec. 3.110.
9. Thuc. 3.105.3. : L
10. Thuc. 3;107.2. | |
11. | Thuc. 2.86.6,
12, Hdt. 6.163.1.
13, Hdt. 6.109.2,
14, - -Hdt. 6.110.1.
5. Hdt. 6.111.1,
15a. How and Wells, Commentary on Herbaébus, §01 2, p. 106
BS, p. 881, Macan, Herodotus, vol.2, pp. 157ff, p.193;

Schwahn, p. 1073, Burn, p. 246.

16.  See Burnm, p. 246, Hignett, pp. 170-171%.

17. Also the opinion of Fornara, Diss, p. 121.
18. I agree basicaliy with Fornara's argument, Diss., pp.1l20-13S,
19. How and Wells, Commentary on Herodotus, vol.2, p.1l06. See Dover

PE. 61ff. for a convincing refutation of the argument that
,g(qubs uivo) means superiority.

20. Hdt. 6.104.1.

21. Macan,'op.cit., p. 158,

-
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22. 6.103 and 6.104.

" .23, Hdt. 6.104.2.

24, See Fornara, Diss., pp. 122-124.

25. Edt. 6.109.1.

26. Hdt. 6.109.2,

27. Hdt. 6.110.

28. BS.; p. 881, Hammond, JHS., pp. 48-49.

29. p. 171, '

30. See Fornara, Diss., p. 133 and n.43, pp. 173-174.

31. Bicknell, pp. 429-430. |

32. Bicknell, p. 430 and nn. 23, 24,'25, 26. According to
Bicknell, p. 430, and nn. 14, 15, 18, three of the five
pictures in the Stoa glorified or flattered Cimon's family.

33. Hdt. 6.111.1

34, Plut. Mor. 628E; How and Wells, Commentary on Herodotus,
-vol.2, p. 111;  Myres, Herodctus, Oxford, 1953, pp. 209-210.
-Burn, p. 249. See Fornara, Diss., pp. 133-134 and p. 174,
nn. 44, 46. , '

‘34a. So Foraara, Diss.,ip.133,  How and Wells,ibid., p. 111,

‘35, See Mueller - Struebing, Neue Jahrbuecher, vol. 119, 1879,
pp. 434ff. ' s

36. So Grundy, The Great Persian War, London, 1901, p. 176. This
.is also.the view.of Fornara, pp. 173-174 and n. 43.

37.  Burn, JHS, vol. lxxix, 1969, p. 115.
38.  mdt. 6.103.1, '
-39, Burn, p. 249.

40. Burn, p; 250.

41. Burn, p. 246.

42.  Hammond, JHS, pp. 48-49.

43, ~Hammond; p; 119, n. 140.°
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4. Hammond; JHS, p. 49 and n. 141.
44a., See n.h45.

45, Seé also Plut. Arist. 5.5. This is not to say that _tribal
officers subordinate to the strategoi did not exist. Athenian
generals were never merely staff officers but field officers
in the real sense. They led their troops intc battle. Unless
they all fought together (on the right wing), which idea seems
not to merit serious consideration, it is o¢nly reasonable
to suppose that they personally commanded their respective
tribal regiments. The fact that they fought with their men
means that they could become casualties and during the fifth
century many did. There must have been subordinate officers
at Marathon who acted as the seconds-in-command. We do not
knowv who they were. Were they the ¢Jk&yx@i of Herodotus 5.069.27
If so they were superseded by the taxiarchs when the generals
ceased to function as tribtal leaders.. By the time of Aristotle
the chain of command was strategos~taxiarch-lochargos for the
heavy infantry and hipparch-phylarch for the cavalry. (4th Pol
61.1-5. See also Dem. 4.26). Whoever ranked immediately below

" thegenerals at the time of Marathon, their powers would have
been somewhat less than those cf the taxiarchs at a later date
because the strategoi in 490 were the chief tribal officers.

Bickrell, "Herodotus, Callimachus and the Bean", Acta
.Classica, vollii4,1971, p. 147 n.6, tentatively suggests that
‘Herodotus 5.69.2 may mean that Cleisthenes created ten phylarchoi
-who were deplaced by the strategoi in the year of Hermocreon,
Atn Pol 22.2 thus indicating that the strategoi were elected
by a different process than their Cleisthenic counterparts.

‘He uses as support for this an interpretation of Lysias 12.43

- —that -Eratosthenes and Critias, after-Aegospotaroi and before
the abulition of the democracy, placed phylarchoi over the
tribes - that is, a throwback to Cleisthenes' constitution.
Hovwever, it is by no means certain that. the. word ¢akuk£$'in
Lysias 12.43 should be emended to 4uAQs, that Lysias is
-referring to "tribes'" rather than'pickets'". See E.S. Shuckburgh,
Lysiae, Orationes, London, 1892 (reprint 1951), p. 41, pp.240-24L.

46.  ‘Habmond, JAS, p. 49 and n. 141.

47. Fornara, Diss.; p. 134, . ..

.48.. -See Fornara, Diss., .p. 175;.n. 47.

49.  Hammond, JHS, pp. 48-49; CQ,1969, pp..llé—l?B.v

.50.  Hammond, JHS, p. 50. |

51. So Hignétt, p. 173; Bickneil, p. 428; Burﬁ, p. 246, p 284.
"~ ‘Badian has suggested that an electoral reform affecting the

-archonship may have been instituted by Cleisthenes and that

13



51a.

this involved a combination of direct election and sortition.

His proposal is that the board of archons was directly elected
and the men then drew lots for their particular posts,

Herodotus knew this and was simply referring to the part played
by sortition in the distribution of offices to the various
elected archoms. (pp. 21-27) M. Lang, "Allotment by Tokens"
Historia, vol.&8,19,p.88, has suggested that Callimachus may have
been elected by hlS tribe, but allotted as representative of
that tribe to the polemarchy. P.J. Bicknell, "Herodetus,
Kallimachos and the Bean", Acta Classica, vol.lé, 1971, p. 148,
takes the process a step further. He suggests that the archons
were dlected directly by the ecclesia. The ten successful
candidates were then assigned by the bean to the eponymous,
‘king, and polemarch archonships and so on. (Bicknell's whole
argumeni contradicts his assertion in Ant. Class.,1970, p.428,
that Aristotle (Ath Pol 22.5) was determined to correct the

errcr in Herodotus by assigning the introduction of sortition in
487/6. 1 cannot determine where Bicknell stands on this issue,
whether by his later or his earlier article.) However, Ath Pol
22.5 explicitly states that the archons were elected until the
reform of Telesinus. Furthermore, the natural meaning of
Herodotus 6.109.2 is not that Callimachus, the elected archon,
obtained the post of polemarch by lot, but that the polemarch

was an Athenian .cfficial chosen by sortition. Other evidence,
anyway, is heavily weighted in support 9f the conclusion that the
archons were directly elected after the fall of the tyranny uatil
487. For example, the mere fact of Isagoras' archonship in

506/7 is an almost conclusive indication of direct election
before Cleisthenes' reforms, If Cleisthenes changed the electoral
‘method, the author of the Ath Pol was unaware of it. Themistocles
was elected archon in 493/2, (D.B. 6.34; we simply do not know
‘that he was not prominent in Athens in the 490's), Aristeides
‘may have held the office in 489/8, .(Plut. Arist. 1.8) and
Hipparchus, ostracized in 483/7, was archon in 496/5; these
“three men were foremost in Athenian political life. The chances
that Cleisthenes reformed the archonship elections by intiroducing
sortition are remote. It should be noted that Pausanias (1.15.3)
‘stated that Callimachus was elected polemarch and that Idomeneus
(Plut. Arist. 1.8) held that Aristeides was elected eponymous
..archon of 489/8, rather than chosen by lot. See also R.J.Buck,

“"The Xeforms of 487 B.C. in the Selection of Archons'', CP,

vol. 60, 1965, pp. 96ff.

I have interfered with what Hammond actually says. Hammond
states that the author of Ath Pol 22.5 laid emphasis on
T%,Kchy4u;, not Herodotus., If I am not mistaken that would
‘make no sense whatsoever. Firstly, the wordc-ﬁﬁ;ongu?; do not
appear at Ath Pol 22.5 but at Herodotus 6.109.2 It is Herodotus
who laid emphasis on -u kUcyluJ. After all, Fnrodocus did not

need to note that the polemarch was chosen by the bean,
irrespective of whether he was mistaken or nnt. Secondly,
Arigtotle cannot be said to be emphatic in detailing the reform.
Rather, this is just one of the several reforms he listed in



52,
33,
54.
55.

56.

56a.

57.
58.
59,
.
-60a.
61.
62.
T64,
65.
-66.
67.

68.

69.
70.
1.
72.

74,

order in chapter 22. He merely states that the archons were
elected by lot for the first time in the archonship of '
Telesinus. Bicknell, p.4z26, follows Hammond in believing -
that Aristotle is emphatic at Ath Pol 22.5.

Bicknell, p. 248,

See also Pausanias 1.15.3.

See also Hignett, p. 171, Burn, JHS, 1969, vol.lxxxix, p. 119,

Hammond, pp. 122-123.

-Badian, p. 26, n.68.

Hammond, p. 122.

" So Badian, p.>26,-n.65.

See Hignett, p. 171, Fornara, p. 72.

Badian, p. 32.

_ Badian, p. 26, n.68.

_ S/
Note the tense of §vrwa..
Burn, JHS, 1969, vol..lxxxix, p. 119.

See Fernara, Diés .y P. 132,

' Fornara, Diss., pp. 131-133,

“Fornara, p.72.

Hignett, p.- 171,
Hdt. 6.111.1.
See Fornara, Diss.,.p. 133.

Schol. Aristophanes, Knights, 657. See Also Bicknell,
pp. 430-431. ‘ :

' As Hignett, p. 171.

Hdt. 6.109.2,
So Hauvette, Herodote, Paris, 1894, p. 255. Badian, p.31.
As Bicknell stétes, D. 431.

Pausanias, 1.15.3.
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14,

15.

16.
17.
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CHAPTER 3

Wade-Gery, "Eupatridae, Archons and Areopagus", C@., vol.25,
193:, p. 89. ‘''The Year of the Armistice, ’423 B.C.", CQ.,

‘vol. 24, 1930 p. 38.

Except fox the view of S. Accame, RIFFIC., vol, 63, 1935,
pp. 34ff., which has attracted little support.

Staveley, pp. 275-288; G.R., pp. 40-47.
Jones, p. 127.
Bicknell, DR., pp. 103-107.

Wade-Gery, CQ., vol. 24, 193G, p. 38.

It chould be noted that Wade-Gery does not make it clear how

the machinery worked. From his description (Fssays, p.115),
we can only suppose he envisaged that the 67'quybs g§ aqévﬂdv
was chosen at a separate electiou. f

Plato, Laws, 759D. | .

‘Wade-Gery, Cg., vol. 25, 1931, p. 86; Essays, p. 1ll.

See Hammond, "Tha-Exegeﬁai in Plato's Laws, CQ‘,“iﬁiziﬁﬁég;ﬁg
1952, ©. 4.

Wade-Cery, CQ., vol.,25, 1931, p. 86; . Essays, p.lll.

‘So Hamrond, CQ.,(n <5 VOI ~'>, 1952, pp. 4-12,

~

:Staveley, p. 282.

So Hammond, p. 115.

"~ Unless of course, one OT more ganwod the dlsflnctlon of
‘bed ng electedsgknnav11ov’, permitting the possibility of -

double representation.

See further at p. 49.

Jones, p. 159, n. 161.

The fact that ‘'strategos" appéars at the top of the casualty
list makes it unlikely that it is a man's name rather than a

title. Dradeen, '"The Athenian Lavaalty Lists", CQ., vol.19,
1969 n.s., p. 147, thinks chat‘@[?ACKP]Kcs is more plau51ble than



18.

18a. .

9.

21,

22,

23,
2.
25.

26.

27. .

284,

é[pévi]xbs, suggesting that lines 5 and 6 refer to Pantaleon

in line 7, meaning that he was 'phylarch acting as general'.
Bicknell, DR., p.l06, n.41, objects to this on the basis that
one would expect a taxiarch to fill in. A general seems more
likely, and perhaps a Phrynichos is preferable to a Phylarchos,
because as Bicknell notes, the name Phylarchos is not attested

" for Erechtheis. Bradeen (p.l47) considers that Hippodamas is a

certain general.

Accoxding to Bicknell it was possible for just one man in a
deme‘s bouleutic contingent to be a member of ancther deme.

This is the way he considers it happened. Every year at

deme assemblies demesmen put themselves forward for approval

as potential councillors. Each deme had to provide a stipulated
annual quota of councillers.. Enough individuals had tc be found
to make up this quota and to provide a number of alternatives

as well, perhaps the same number as the quota. If those

approved by the deme assembly as candjdates for office fell

short of the required quota of councillors and alternates, the

- demarch drafted conscripts. Inthe event of a deme being unable

to provide the required number of qualified individuals, even

by conscription, the demarch was able to include a single

draftee from another deme. The evidence suggests that such a
draftee usually came from the same trittys, but not always. Each
dene's full contingent of nominees was presented at the Thesion

-on an appointed day and it was decided by lot which were elected

‘as councillors and which as alternates. If a councillor was
rejected at his dokimasia or for some other reason was unable
tocontinue in office, his place was automatically filled by an
alternate. Bicknell, "Kléisthenes as Politician: An Exploraticn'’,

‘Historia, Einzelschriften, Heft 19, 1972, pp. 4-5, and p.4, n.l6.

See Bicknell, DR., p.106, n.39.

“Ath Pol 44.4.

Dem. 18.285.'-

 Aesch. 2.18. Also Dem. 18.149.

‘At- the Thargelia one man from twe tribes, each tribe supplying
the choregus in alternate years. Dem. 21.13 supports this
interpretation of Ath Pol 56.3. '

Ath Pol 44.4

See also Bicknell, DR., p. 105, n.30.

Ath Pol 44.4,

See p.17f., for the ecclesia, rather than each individual tribe,

-.as the electing body.

Ath Pol 43.1, 61.1.
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28, Plut. Aristeides 7.7.

29. Plut. Nietas 11.5, AZcibi&deS 13.5.
30. Ath Pol 44,2-3,

31. Staveley, GR., §.86.

32. Xen.Hell. i.7.9. -

33. It should perhaps be borne in mind that in the earlier periods
of the Pnyx, specifically the fifth century, plenary assemblies
may have been held here, with the citizens voting by tribes
and sitting in marked off sections with their fellow tribesmern.

34, The evidence for the plenary assembly is Philochorus fr. 79E;
. Plutarch Aristeides 7. See also Hignett, p. 149, Stavelecy,GA..
'p.89. TFor the Pnyx as the venue for routine assemblies see
Thue. 8.97; Dem. 18.169; Aesch. 3.34; Plutarch ¥ictas, 7.
This is the view, for example, of ilignett, p. 275, Staveley, GR.,

p.80.
35. . K. Kouroniotes — H.A. Thompson, Fesperia, vol.l, 1932, Pr. 1G4F.
36, As A.L. Boeyehold notes, an 1mp10bable alternative would

be for each to count the hands of the whole assembly and compare
sums, Hesperia, vol.32,. 1963, p. 373,

37. As well as the examples cited sce aiso Dem, 18.143;
Ari°tophanes Eccelestazucae 297~

38.  Thuc. 6.13.1.
39.' Plut. Pericles 11.2.
40.  So Sealey, p. 66; Cf. Dover, HCI., vol. &, p. 283.

41. See Boegehold, op.ctt., p. 374; Staveley, GR., p.8l, draws
- the opposite conclusion. ' ‘ v

&£2, Poilux 8, 104,
43, Staveley, GR., pp. 80-82.
44.  Bicknell, DR., p. 105, n.37.

45, Wade-Gery, CQ.,vol.24,1930, p.38, n.21. Schwahn, p.1074, concludes
from this that the ecclesia conducted the elections in ten
instalments, voting on the candidates from each tribe in tura.
Staveley, p. 277, does not consider the pussaée>1nd1catec the
strategoi were Stlll elected by tribes and not £§ Gxwdvruv ,
but does believe the two men belonged to the same tribe.



© s50.
51,
52,

52a.

53,
54.
- 55.

56.

57.

I£ PA 1184 and PA 1196 can be identified as the same person.
PA 10931.
Fornara,-p.24.‘

N.B. It is clear from Demosthenes 18,149, even allowing
for exaggeration on the part of the orator, that only a few
nominations were received for extraordinary offices in the
fourth century. Only a few hands were raised and Aeschines
was immediately declared elected as an ambassador.

See n.52a.
Laws, 755 D.
des, 755 C.

For the view that Plato followed to a large extent Athenian
constitutional forms, see E. Barker, Poltiticul Theory of Plato
and Aristotle, p. 202. Acceptance of this view is not necessary
to my argument. Where Plato takes care to describe a provision
and there is no evidence of such a procedure being used at
Athens, it is only safe to assume that it was unfamiliar to

his readers. On the other hand as G.R. Morrow has noted, the
table of military officers parallels that of Athens, and the
electoral procedures are likewise based upon Athenian practice,
though with considerable modification. (See G.R. Morrow, Plato’s
Cretan City, Princeton, 1960, p. 179). My only point is this -
where Flato's provisions and prccedures differed from what could
be expected, he detailed them. Morrow, ibid., p. 180, states:

"Plato does not say that the term of office in all these cases

(that is, military officers) is one year, but this was the law
at Athens, and it is safe tc presume it in Plato's law whenever
a longer term is not explicitly prescribed." Similarly, if
there was a restriction on tie nuwnber of candidates who could
run for office in Athens, Plato has been rather lax in not
specifying his departure from this practice.

Ath Pol 61.3-5.

Laws, 755C.

- Laws 756B.

Aristotle, Ath Pol 30.5 ststes that five bouleutai were selected
to count the votes of their colleagues in the council in 412/1.
Surely, this is at least some confirmation that tellers must
have been used to count the hands of a much greater number of
voters in meetings of the ecclesia. So also Doegehold, op.cit.,
p. 373.

4

So also Fornara, pp. 25-26, and p; 25, n.53; Staveley, pp. 284-5,
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- 63.
64.
65.
65a.
-66.
67.
68.
-69.

.70.

72.

73.
74,
75.

76.

287. .

As Fornara thinks, p. 25, n.53.

‘pp. 53ff. Bicknell, DR., pp. 105-6.

However, it does seem that strategbfrelect were sometimes
rejected, According to Lysias 13.10 Theramenes failed to
pass the dokimasia in 405/4.

N\ \
Accoxding to Ath Pol “5 2 anTss !‘F &aacm kkq wWTOol kai ef

xsu:w r.,w‘roc Seic ucxb‘s.‘ris E\ goc'(ty ;, Demostheneg 40.34
.c&&g &h\x&|OTGW’?» Ty ov yﬁZrQFUPKo% NkEV

Qu.oc gt TO kLT p(rv bCFlu&[qub/&EVC>..., Also Aeschines

3.15. Plato Laws 755D. See Hignett, p. 205; Staveley, GRH.,

" pp. 57ff.

Thuc. 2.65.4; 4.65.3.

Bicknell, DR., p. 106, n.3%, Bicknell states that a replacement
was also chosen for Procles, killed in action in 426/5, but
does not inform us who he was.

For Laches sece PA 9019; for Pythodorus see IG 12 335, 1.51.
Thuc. 3.115.2.

For example, Formara, p. 58; Lewis, p.120.

-Cmme,mﬂﬂﬂﬁll,ppﬂQKFL

Aristovhanes Wasps 836-997.

May Xen. Hell. 1.7ff. be an indication of this?
Thuc. 2,115.5.

But see Gomme, HCTL?le.Z, p.1431.

Thuc. 8.76.2. |

Respectively Thuc. 2.65.4, 4.65.3, 3.98.5, 4.101.2,

6.,10L.6, 7.86.2.

Gomme, HCT.,vol.2, p.183. Also Wilamowitz, vol.2, p. 248.
Cf. Formara, p. 55. ' v

pp. 151ff.,
Thuc. 8.76.2.
Xen. Hell. 1.7.1.

Note, for example, the extraordiﬁary election of Cleon in 425/4
and the reinstatement of Pericles in 430/29.
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77. Ath Pol 44.4,

. 77a. According to D.J. Mosley, '"Voting Prccedure and the Election

. of Athenian Envoys", Wetner Studien, vol. 85, pp. 140-144,
there were variations in the procedure used to elect Athenian
envoys, depending on circumstances. Whether this may only
apply to extraordinary officials is not known, but there is a
chance, of course, that this is what Aristotle meant at Ath Pol
44,4 where he stated that military officials were chosén in
whatever manner seemed best toc the Demos.

78.  Thuc. 6.6.1.
79.  Thuc. 2.65.4.
80. Laws 766C.

8l. Ath Pol 61.1. -
82. Ath Pol 22.5.

' 83. So Badian, pp. 27f. Cf. Hignett, pp. 183ff; Fornara, pp. 11f;
Burn, p. 284, '

84, As Fornara, p. 12. : -
85. Badian, pp. 1l4-16.
A 86. Hdt. 6.132, 5.97.3 respectively.

87. Because Aristeides was the most prominent Athenian gernaral
at Plataea, and because Themistocles was the most prominent
at Salamis and Artemisium, does not mean that cther generals
were not present, See next Chapter.

87a. I see no reason why we should not consider that the Athenian -
army (or sections thereof) was organized and fought in tribal
divisions throughout the fifth century. Thucydides 6.58.4
.decribes a section of the Athenian force which becare 1nvolved
in a skirmish out31de Syracuse in 414, w1th these worus. Kai TV
A&lvmwv QG)\ ’;.u/c' TV c«)\rnu\/ ‘cm 0‘( il MEY u&n-u ‘r<*Vr€S ..o
Presumably the hoplites in Sicily (numbering 1,500) were
organized by tribes into fighting units - there were therefore
probably about ‘150 hoplites to each unit. See also Dover, FHCT.,
v.4, p. 372. This conclusion is reinforced by the indication in
IG 12 1085 line 10 that the contingents of three tribes, Pandionis,

ekropls and Autiochis, supplied the force (2,000 troops) which

invaded the Megarid in 446 under the general Andocides.
See M—L p. 137,

88. So Hignett, p. 348; Bicknell, p. 441.

89. Jordan; Diss., pp. 118f; A Krebs, "Taxiarchon", Daremberg-Sagllo,
vol.5, p. 53; BS., vol.l, pp. 579-80. Hammond, JHS, p.49,
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96.

97.

98.

99,

100.
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thinks they commanded the tribal divisions in 490, at Marathon.

A. Nauck, Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta, 2, 1899, fr. 182;

preserved by Athenaeus, Deipnosophistae, 1.11 d-e. |
See pp. 122-123.

See pp. 52ff.

Fornara, p. 20; n.32.

In 441/0, .440/9, 439/8, 433/2, 431/0, 426/5, 425/4, 424/3,

423/2, 418/7.

-So for example Schwahn, p. 1073; Beloch, p. 275; Bicknell,
DR., p. 112, . .

Ath Pol 22.2.

See at 45.1, 45.3, 53.1, 54.3; v55.2, 55.4, 56.3, 56.4,

. 60.2, 62.1.

See Hignett, p. "206.

I do not understand how Bicknell . can reconc11e hlu beller that
Aristotle's words imply the election of generals €§ T LAV

to the fourth century only, with his acceptance of Jones' view
-of nomination by tribes. of candidates for the generalship in the
fifth century, using as support the procedure for appointing
.choregoi. (DK., p. 105) Aristotle states (56.3) that the archon

7
.wused to appoint choregoi for the comedies (r?n.epov bC ), but in

his own time the tribes put forward candldaLes ({fv 133 .LUchS
ol G A (@&pOUflV) The formular wporepey ... Vi¥ s used in
‘exactly the same way at 56.3 as at 61.1. If Aristotle's words

“imply a late fourth century reform at 61.1 why not also at 56.37

Herodotus often uses the word ,q?cuf cs to describe subordinate
officers in Xerxes' forces (7.99.1, 8.67.2, 9.42.1), and alsc
-designates Spartan officers by it (2.53.2). Jordan, Diss.,

pp. 118-119, asserts that hlS use of the term is indefinite and
1mprec1se becauselm:useS'rqg((oxc3 as an equivalent to STpaTy e
and Tanpaf>xos. However, in each case cited by Jordan it is
clear from the context that Herodotus consistently used the word
to de81gnate subordinate officers. Artemisia is described as
Tgv Tuguzrxwv (7.99.1) because she ranked beloy the men described
immediately above by Herodotus as Teus TIpaTIICYS (7 98.1).
Similarly, at 8.67. 2 the commanders described as Tous FTPATHI LR
at 7.98.1 become o:Tvpayvo: Kay Tngka Kei because they rank
below Xerxes, who had summoned them to a meeting

At 9 42.1 Mardonius summons des Thgia yeus v rEAEch Kﬂe
T‘UV JET EWuT'CO EDV- v <E.X>\l]\rw\/ rCU’ (I’DCJVWC>. It is interest- .
ing that the historian refers to the bdr%ar1an contingent
commanders as TQ%“%yXOLJ and their Greek counterparts as .
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croarnucjs. Hle is merely emphasizing the fact that the Greeks
were not integral parts of Mardenius' force but independent allies
under his overall command for the moment. To be sure, lerodotus
uses terms designating command jnterchangeably, but surely not
imprecisely within the context of each individual case. The fact
is that to a large extent the terms are used relatively. Quite
simply, men descrlbed as the commanders of a state' s forces
are always GrpmrquJ but these same men become ﬁxguxhyc relative
to Xerxes' or Mardonius' position, or as in the case of Artemisia,
relative to the importance of other leaders within Xerxes' army.
Since Herodotus was well acquainted with military terminology,

and particularly with that of Athens, he probably trans-
ferred the official term for Athenian tribal leaders to subord-
inate officers of other states (at 9.53.2 the immediate subord-
inates of Pausanias within the Spartan army) and contingent
commanders within the Persian army.

101. As Formara, p. 26.
102. 'As Staveley, GR., p. 42.
103. See Fornara, p. 27.

103a. In this context Themistocles may have had something to do with
it. Other preparations to meet Xerxes were not completely
improvised and Themistocles was largely responsible for those
(Hdt. 7.142 ff)

104, Cf. Bicknell, DR sP. 112,

105. Diod. 11.27.3.

106, Hdt. 8.131.3. ‘See-also”ﬁignett; XIG, p. 277; .Fornara, p.42.j
107.  Ath Pol 22.8. |

108. Hdt. 8.95.

109. The coaclusion of Hignett;-p. 277. .. .

110. Hdt. 8.79 ff.

-111. Fornara, p.42.

112, e.g. Beloch argues that Themistocles was unwilling to be sub-

a ordinated to Pausanias. However, he served in such a capacity
to other Spartans at Artemisium and at Tempe; Hignett, p.278,
argues that Themistocles disapproved of the strategy mnow in
favour at Athens of making the main effort by land rather than
on the sea and hence was not prepared to undertake a position
of responsibility. There is no evidence for this or for the
opposing view, advocated by Macan (vol.2, p. 332ff.) that
Themistocles approved of the policy adopted in 479. See also
Fornara, p. 42. .
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113. = D.W. Knight, Historia, Einzel, Heft 13, 1971, p.32. Knight
argues that Themistocles had a hand in the ostracism of '
Xanthippus in 485/4 (pp. 29-30) and was responsible for that
of Aristeides in 482. (p.31) ‘fﬁe_hﬂi&?ﬁwiiéﬁﬁngﬂgngﬁ{;&l}*‘4+Qa—
proven political enamy, Themistocles, TSRS

114. . Hdt. 9.114.2.

115.  Hdt. 9.120.4.
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“13.
14,
15,
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17.
18,

19.

20.

21.

CHAPTER 4

Hammoﬁd, pp.Al35—l42.
Hdt. 7.17.32, 7.205.2, 7.222 respectively.
Hdt. 8.42 and 8.75.2.

Hdt. 8.5.1. and 8.59.

Pp. 134-5.
Hammond, p. 135,
Hammond, p. 136.

Plut. Cimon, 8.8.

~ Bicknell, DR., p. 110.
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Hdt. 9.28.6, 8.131.3, 9.114.2 respectively. See Hammond,

Thuc. 1.105.4 and 1.105.2‘respectively. Both Myronides and

Leocrates had been strategoi at least once prior to 460/59,

(in 472/8; Plut. Arist. 20.1) and Myronides at least once

during the 450's.

Hammond, p. 135.
-Hdt., 7.173.2,

‘Hdt. 8.131.3.

Hdt. 9.117.

Thuc. 4.2.2.

‘Thus. 3.115.

Hdt., 7.173.2.

"Hdt. 8.131.3.

The view of Bury, CR., vol.l1l0, 1896, p. 414; Busolt, vol.2,
p.664: Schwahn, p. 1079, Hignett, p. 248, also seems to

hold this view.
See pp. 80ff.

Fornara, p. 13.
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37.
38,
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See Plut. Pomp. 8.
See also Fornara, p. lé.
Thuc. 6.8.2. See also Hignett, pp. 247-48,

Plut, Them. 6.1.

Plut. Arist. 15.2

Plut. Arist. 15.5.

Plut Arist. 16.1.

Plut Arist. 16.2-3, ’Acéording to Hammond, pp. 135-6,

Plutarch's account expresses very well the relationshlp

of the erparyscs 1€ &udvrwy to the normal Frpargsol Qe
40Xq; . lle states that Aristeides opposed the wishes of
the other Athenian generals and implies that he overruled
them. Aristeides does indeed declare that the others are
wrong (¢ ¥ /\Ptfr&brzs hna/xq dveiy adrous ¢ g;panx ToU
mavros ) but he then sets about persuadlno them, rather than
forcing them, to follow Pauaanlas orders. And he SUpcetuo,
t’x'rz.gjm f’c‘{v‘u 'TPCOU/ iws of )m 'v‘u(cl bnhuscﬁu«.o TS

AUPTIATIIS “l" mgw ). Similarly, at Arist. 20.1, Aristeides
does not use force wnen his colleagues are opposed, once again,

to a Spartan proposal, as Hammond lmplles, but hQ conv;ras
‘them through ersua51on. (...nc%&u~1npqro Gy &l thchkuJV
TOUS (Uu fcunxou* 0 / cﬁ*&i& S5 /.({._X.:rro / uL!“CLTrI \u\i

Nh*uuﬂ51 See also Bicknell DR, , p 111,  and'n.S.

Plut. Arist. 16.1.

Hdt. 9.46.1.

Hdt. 9.44.1.

‘Hdt. 9.46.3.

See also Macan, op.cit., vol.2, p. 86; vHignett, XIG.,p,2£¢~
As Hamﬁond, P. 136, n.l.
Hammond. p. 134.

Hdt. 9.44ff.

-Hdt, 9.114.1-2.

Hdt, 9.114.2.
Hdt. 9.120.4.

Hdt. 9.117 .
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61,
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See also Bicknell, DR., p.lll; Fornara, p.l1s.

Hdt. 6.114, ' ' o .

Hdt, 6.103.1.

Hdt. 6.104.1.

. : c ’
See pp. 29ff. Note also that o rrparjxvt are responsible

for despatching Philippides to Spafta Hdt. 6.105.1, 106.1).
Hdt. 7.17.32. .

Hdt., 8.42,

Hdt. 8.110.3.

Hdt. 8.131.3.

Hdt. 8.4.

For a convincing refutation see How and Wells, Historieal
Commentary on Herodotus, vol.2, pp. 236~7. :

See Hdt. &.,1.

Hdt. 8.131.1.

| Hdt. 9.118 - The fleet was the same one which besieged Sestos

later in 479. According to Diodorus 11.34.2 the fleet was

250 strong. If he is to be preferred to Herodotus it was
approximately the same size as the Greek fleet which fought at
Artemisium, :

- Thucydides indicates that at the battles of Leukimme in 435

(1.29.2) and Sybota in 433 (1.46.2) the Corinthians emploved
a collegiate command. ' ‘

Hammond. p. 134.

Hammond. p. 134, n.l.

Assuming, of course, that their supreme military officers weré
not institutionally categorized into generals and admirals,
but were interchangeable between land and sea commands in
much the same way that Spartan and Athenian general officers
were.

Hdt. 9.28.3.

Hdt. 9.28.4.

Hdt. 9.28.5.
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63. Hdt. 9.50.

.64, See Burn, pp. 523-524, He details the Eomposition of the
: four divisions.

65. See also_Fornara, pp. 12-19, espééially pp. l4-17.
66. See Hdt. 7.144.1.

67.  See Thuc. 1.14.3.

68. Hdt. 7.143.2-3,

69. As Hignett, XIG., p. 198,

7Q. Hdt. 8.41.1.

71. Presumably with the exception of the generals of Aeglna and
Megara in view of Hdt. 8.74.2.

72, According to Hdt‘ 8.57—58, Themi)stocles only approached

S . Eurybiades and persuaded him to convene the third
council after Themistocles himeelf had been approached by
Mnesiphilos. ne story of Mnesiphilos'role in the affair
does not seem trustworthy. See Hignett, XIGC., p. 204,
However, at the council meeting Themistocles used none of
the arguments provided by Mnesiphilos, as Hdt. notes in 8.60.

73. Fornara, p.l6.

14, See»pp.~85ff.

..75. ..Hdt. .8.109.4.

76, Hdt. 8.131.

77. Hdt. 8.1.1, 44.1 respectively.

78. I have attempted, as faithfully as possible, to note the
instances where my arguments follow the same lines as
Foruara's. In particular, I find myself in substantial
agreement with his belief that the phraseology used by
Herodotus in describing Athenian strategoi in no way indicates
different levels of authority among the generals and certainly
does not prove that the three generals named in his account,
Themistocles, Xanthippus and Aristeides, occupied some kind of
special position within the strategia by virtue of being granted
extra legal powers or hegemony over the other elected members of
the board; and essentially for the same reas sons, specifically,
that Herodotus' interest is focused on the main actors in the
events, the men who were recognized as largely responsible forv
the Greek victory, and secondly the fact that in two- instances
Herodotus demonstrates the existence of a colleglate command
of Athenian forces.

However, Fornara s argument does not include a detalled



79,

80.
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analysis of Hetodotus -account of the actions at Artemisium,
Salamis and Plataea, as- far as Athenian strategoi are concerned;
nor does he consider in detail the problem of how the Athenian -
system,if collegiality was operative, worked in conjunction

with a Spartan commander-in-chief in practice. It is all very
well to merely state that Themistocles, Xanthippus and Aristeides
were the most important members of the strategia, as Fornara
does, but the controversy which surrounds the whole question

of the nature of the Athenian command system, the widespread _
acceptance in fact, of the view that these generals were superior
in powers to the others, necessitates, if anything, an attempt

at resolving the question of why and how Themistocles, Xanthippus

. and Aristeides were the most important strategoi if not within

terms of the usual explanation. The nature of the case, I would
suggest, demands precision. To put it differently, Fornara's
statement, for example, that Themistocles, Aristeides and
Xanthippus were the most important members of the strategia and
dominated it just as Miltiades did in 490, (p.15) is not prectisely
accurate. In the case of Themistocles, Aristeides and Xanthippus,
I have argued that Herodotus' attention to them is explained by
their political predominance, the very significant part

they played in determining military strategy the Athenians

adopted against Xerxes' forces. This also applies to Themistocles'
role at Salamis, but if there is any basis for comparison,it
rests with the consideration that Miltiades' persuasion .of
Callimachus is to a certain extent similar with Themistocles'
influence on Eurybiades at Salamis, but only because no action
could be taken without the decision of Callimachus and Eurybiades
respectively. Miltiades dominated the strategia only in the

sense that the other generals deferred to his experience by giving
him the rotating fyquVqtq every day up to the time it was
rightfully his, and after the polemarch had reached a decision.

The deadlock among the generals indicated the extent of -
Miltiades' influence over his colleagues. What was important

was Miltiades' initiative (and perhaps his imagination as far

as battle tactics were concerned) not his dominance of the
strategia. At Salamis there is no question of Themistocles being
opposed by other Athenian strategoi. Athens could protect her
people at Salamis, Aegina and Troezen only if the Greek fleet
controlled the Saronic Gulf. Themistocles was the natural
spokesman for Athens because it was at his instigation that Athens
made their defense by sea. ‘If he was the dominant Athenian .
strategos at Salamis it was_because his colleagues deferred to

. him for this reason. Miltiades' importance at Marathon rests

simply with his initiative as a strategos, but an appreciation
of the importance of Themistocles, Aristeides and Xanthippus
as strategol should be considered withln the context of their

- political 1mportance in the state a;_r7n)ch KVB?Q( at Athens.

See Hammond, p. 134,

Thuc. 1.94.1.
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82.
83.
84,
85.
86.
87.

88.

Hdt. 7.204.
As Hammond, p.135.

See, for example, his phraseology at 8.49.1 and 7.204.

As Hammond, pp. 136-7.

Thuc. 1.76.1, Hdt., 8.3.2.
Which is not inconceivable. See Diod. 11.44.2.
ThUC. 1.94-20

See also Bicknell, DR., pp. 111-112.
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CHAPTER 5.

.Fornara, especially, pp. 19-27.

I cite below a bibliography of those who believe in the
existence of a 'strategos ex hapanton'.

Beloch, pp. 280ff.
Mever, E., Geschichte des Altertums, vol.3, Stuttgart, 1901.
’ p. 347. _
- Wade-Gery, H.T., CQ., vol.24, 1930, p. 38. Also Essays,p.1l5.
~ Accame, S., "Le archeresia degll strateghi ateniesi nel V
secolo', RFIC., vol.63, 1935, pp. 341ff.
Pritchett, W.K., "The Term -of Office of Attic Strategoi”,
AJP., vol, ‘lxi, 1240, pp.472-4,
Lenz, F.W., "The Athenian Strategoi of the Years 441/40 and
433/32", TAPA., vol. lxxii, 1941, p. 232.
Ehrenberg, pp. 114ff,
Gomme, vol.l, p.. 386.
Hignett, C., pp. 349ff. - .
Jacoby, vol. 111b, suppl. ii, p.127, p. 135.
Jameson, pp. 63ff.
Westlake, H.D., ""Sophocles and Micias as Celleagues",
_ Hermes, vol. 8&, 1956, p. 112.
‘Sealey, R., "Athens and the Archidamian War", PACA.,
vol.1l, 1958, pp. 65ff.
"Dover, pp. 61ff.
Lewies, pp. 118ff
Mattingly, i.3B., "The Growth of Athenlan Imperialism',
Historia, vol.13, 1963, pp. 258-61.
MacDowell, C.M., "leosbratus . CQ , vol.55, 1965, pp. 424k,
-..Hammond, -p.-132,.n.1.
Jonec, p. 127. .
Staveley, pp. 277ff. Also GR., pp. 43-47.
Woodbury, L., "Sophocles Among the Generals" Phoeniz,
-vol 24, 1960, pp. 212ff.

Fornara appears unaware that Leocrates, genecral in 479/8,

‘may have had the same tribal affiliation as Xanthippus.

See pp. 80ff.

BS., p. 891, n.3; Meyer, ibid., 247f; Schwehn, p. 1080,

and Kahrstedt, U., Untersuchungen zur Magistratur in Athen,
Stuttgart, 1936, pp. 27f. explained double representation as
the result of exceptional circumstances, such as the inability

- of one tribe to provide a candldate, or the depoq;tlon or death

of generals.

Lenz, op.cit., pp. 226-32, presented a case for the existence
of more than ten generals in 441/ and 433/2. Hammond, p.13Z2,
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19,
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thinks there were 11 generals in 441/0 and Hignett, p. 355,
admits the possibility.

See p. SSG
Beloch, p. 280.

Fornara, pp. 19ff; Bicknell, DR., pp. 103ff; Staveley,
pp. 275ff; bhrenb%rg, p. 132, thinks that the ecclesia
elecied Phormio £§<Lwaunuv in 440 and 430 rather than Perlcles.

Wade—Gery, cQ. , vol.24, 1930, p.38s

Jacoby, p. 135; Gomme, p. 386; Sealey, p. 66; Hignett, p.352,
For the weaknesses of Wade-Gery's hypothesis, particularly

his analogy see pp.\48—49. , Staveley, GR., pp. 43-47 distin-
quishes the erpamsos eE GuavTLiY from other strategoi but
allows severul'ﬁ‘wnzo.éf anavreV  in a particular year.
Compare with Fornara, p. 22 n. 36. See further at chapter one,
pp. 438ff.

See also Dover, p. 66; Ehrenberg, p. 132; Hignett, pp. 3252-3;
Sealey, -op.cit., pp. 66-7; Westlake, p. 112.

Accame, op.cit., p. 346; Ehremberg, pp. 122-132.

. s
Dover, pp. 61ff. For the use of the avrds formula to indicate
‘superior powers see .Schwahn, p. 1079; Ehrenberg, p. 116;
Hignett, p. 352.'

Jameson, pp. 63ff; cf. Sealey, op.cit., pp. 65-66. According
to .Jameson the best parallel for the existence of an annual
-~chairman comes frcm the next most "important elected board in
‘Athens the hellenotamiae. Such & conclusion is questionable.
even if the hellenotamiae did have a chairman. As has been
pointed out by W.E. Thompson, ("Notes on the Treasurers of
Athena", Hesperia, vol.39 t%?o,rr.SSff) there is a major difference
between the two offices. The treasurers had a collective
responsibility throughout the year but the strategoi did not.
Generals were responsible individually, not as a group, for the
moneys they received. Thus, there may have been a good reason
for the hellenotamiae to have a chairman. That reason does not
exist for the strategoi. '

Lewis, p. 118.

Hammond, p. 130, and p. 132, n.l.

Jameson, p. 63. See also, for example, Sundwall, Klio,
Beihefr iv, 1906, p. 20; BS., p. 1124; Hignett, p. 343;
Sealey, op.cit., p.65.

p. 49.
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It is 1nteresting to note that in 445 the Athenianschose
Aéwex Kvdpes § Ae. valwy Cadvrwy mpéafeis (Andoc. 3.6) to
‘arrange the Thlrtv Years Truce with Sparta. It cannot be

denied that election of officials egfunﬁ*-dv was a
fifth-century practice. It is also worthy of note that the
choice of the number of ambassadors (ten) was not decided by
the need for tribal representation. For a full discussion
of the election of Athenian ambassadors see D.J. Mosley,
"Voting Procedure and the Election of Athenian Envoys'",
Wiener Studien, vol.85,lq12,n>. 140-144.

Fornara, p. 22. Staveley, pp. 278ff., has also argued that
Aristotle's reform took place before 441, but see my discussion,
PP- 50 ff.

I have criticized Fornara's interpretation of Ath Pol 22.2

at pp. 13ff.

 Fornara, p. 26.

Fornara, p._l9. 3

Fornara, p. 27.

See my discussion at pp. 80f82 and p. 66,

The reform'of 501/6, for all we know, may have been an extra—

constitutional development, for clearly, the connection between

Cleisthenes' new constitution and the reform of 501/0
was a natural one. Cleisthenes' tribal reorganization was the

-basis for the introduction of ten annually elected strategoi,

but this is a different thing to saying that the constitution
.allowed .only. ten to be elected. Of-course if the strategia
was not provided for in the constitution, the silence of the
‘Athenation Politeita on a fifth century reform is thus evaalned
Time and events .and circumstances and personalities would determine
the character, role, size and powers of the institution iz za
rather more evolutionary manner than the 'radical consticuticnal
reform'" in the sense which Staveley, p. 278, suggests. Tue
evolution of the strategia throughout the fifth ceatury conforms

to such an interpretation.

By the time of Aristotle the strategia had declined in po
pover to the extent that prominence in politics and elecct:
to the strategia were no longer complementary. No prczi:ent
politician of the late fourth century was also a gemeral. &
Coqnor, The New Politicians of Fifth~Century Athens, Pf inceton,
1971, pp. 143-147.

See BS., p. 1l21.
See Ath Pol 61.1. It is not known wvhen in the fourth cezntury

the Athenians began to assign set functions to the strategsi,
whether between 357 and 351, as Staveley, p. 278, thinks, or
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35.
36.
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38.
39.
40,

41.

42,

43.

44,

represented- another tribe.

301.

earlier, or later. We can assume, I think, that in practice
there would be a degree of flexibility allowing more than one
general to lead hoplites in the field under peculiar circum-—
stances, for example, when it became necessary to fight on

more than one front at a time. See also Hammond, p. 115, n.2.
However, the glamour of the fifth-century strategia had certainly
disappeared by the time the generals were allocated the
monotonous and tedious duties Aristotle mentions.

Bicknell, DR., pp. 101-103.
Thuc. 1.105.2; Diod. 11.78.4.
Plut. Apist. 20.1.

Hdt. 9.114.2.

Fornara, p. 42.

See Bicknell, DR., p. 102.

Bicknell, DR., p.l1l0l.

16 1% 929. M-L 33.

Fornara, pp. 44-46.
Line 4.

Thuc, 1.104ff..
Forhara,'p. 44,

Even ingiQUTG means ''campaign year" this does not preclude
the possibility that Hippodamas and Ph(ryni)chos were A
colleagues. The description of Ph(ryni)chos as srpariyoVv
is difficult to explain. Bicknell has suggested the genitive
plural of the noun,JTrQTWYQV, and concluded that Ph(ryni)chos-
was the elected nominee of another tribe. Fornara, p.46, is
sceptical odepQTiX&3v’, Put if so, implies it has the same

. A > ¢ ~ )
meaning as at Hdt. 6.114; @ao ¥ EQave TV TrpaT v
Stasidews 6 G@wwﬁksu). Neither view is conclusive. However,

. concerning Bicknell's conclusion see n.18, p. 284. dTp“rqrav

may be a participle, but whether this is right or the word is
a noun, it is not safe to premise a legal distinction between
Hippodamas and Ph(ryni)chos or to consider that Ph(ryni)chos

For example, Hignett, p. 351.

Fornara, pp. 77-78.
2
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Ehrenberg, pp. 121-122;

302.

Wade—Gery, CP., vol 26, 1931, p. 312. repeated in ATL,
vol. ii, p. 73.

Sealey, op.eit., p. 66.
J.z 45+,

Mattingly, op.cit., pp. 257ff, has argued for the date of
426/5.

Generals had the authority to introduce business and propose
decrees individually. '

See PA 171.

16 i% 39.
2 . ’
IG i 949, 1line 1l4.
* Thuc. 5.84.
IG i2 302, lines ﬁ29—ﬁ31; See Fornara, p. 78, n.13.

Hdt. 8.11.2; -Plut. Them. 15.3.

Hignett, p. 350.

See Fornara, p.78. Bicknell, DR., p. 107, and n.50 and n.51
also makes the 1dent1f1ca110n.

Thuc. 3.41. Hignett, p. 350.

. .A-combination -of PA 5745 .and 5759.

Frg. 143.

- See Fornara, pp. 77-78.

See Bicknell, DR., p. 110.
See Fornara, p. 53.

Lewis, p. 118.

Hesperia,

Lewis, p.

vol. 28, 1959, p. 215, line 253.

118.

Pandionis, Akamantis and Kekropis.

AnTradvikos Irrrcvmou Akwn.,zqﬂiv ,
Also in IG iiZ. 9
(See Meritt, Hesperia, vol.6, 1937, p. 400 and 410.) Also IG ii

appears in IG 1i 4680.

anlOL) A)w)

1582, line 110 fImwovikos

24C7
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line 21, and 43 (Kq}\}\.qs fmrewkou )} if lLewis' reconstructioné

"~ of [Axxju4]9£Vtm [ARURWEKqQEV is accepted. (See Lewis, BSA.,

vol.5C, 1955, pp. 13-14). However if the deme here is Ankyle of the
tribe Aigeis, which is clearly now less likely, double represent-
ation of Aigeis occurred in 426/5, for Nicias was also strategos

in this year.

Plut. Arist. 5.5.

Thuc. 3.105.

See also SEG., vol. x, p. 226, line 6.
6 12 220.

See Wade-Gery, JHS., vol. i, 1930, p. 292. Both Fornara,
p. 58, and Sealey, p. 89, accept Aristoteles Thoraieus

" without comment.

Lewis, p. 121.
For Lamachus' strategia in 426