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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION
Rethinking Athenian Imperialism: Sub-Hegemony iae Delian League
By SEAN RYAN JENSEN
Dissertation Director:

Thomas J. Figueira

This dissertation examines the territorial possessiof the members of the
Delian League, which | refer to as sub-hegemorses;e these regional hegemonies
existed under the overarching control of AthensecHzally, this study focuses on the
administrative processes eyntely (grouping of tributaries often headed by a regional
hegemonic state) andpotaxis (dissolution of tributary groupings) as a means of
illuminating wider questions of fiscal administa@ii clashing imperialisms, and the

coherence of tributary polities.

Traditionally, scholars of the Delian League haeinty focused on Athens’ role
as the hegemonic state of an empire stretchingugimaut the Aegean and lonia.
Canonical studies such as tAg¢henian Tribute Lists and Russell MeiggsAthenian
Empire have traced the development of Athens from the hwfadn alliance to the
ruthless mistress of an empire. Much scholarship devoted to charting the ways in
which Athens exerted her will over her imperial jgals. Little attention was focused on
the allies themselves outside of generalizatiomsiithe disenchantment with Athenian
rule and periodic revolts. In place of an analysishis kind, | examine the various sub-
hegemonies that many allies in the league conttofiech as thperaiai (‘coastal strips’)

possessed by the large insular allies, includingsds and Rhodes, as well as the regional



hegemonies of important littoral states. My conidas reveal that Athenian policy was
much more varied than previous analysis has shawhthat the allied states often
managed the tribute system to their advantage aatk vgenerally successful in
maintaining their traditional spheres of influené@ar example syntelic and apotaxic
tributary arrangementsvere primarily strategies employed by the alliesnteet the
changing demands for tribute and not solely deteechby Athens to enhance revenue or
weaken an ally. Moreover, Athens generally toletaiad even supported the historical
claims of large states such as Miletos, and Mwlefhus, Athenian policy was more

flexible and less imperialistic than is often urgdeod.
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I ntroduction

There are few subjects in the study of ancienbhyshat have had a longer life or
have aroused more scholarly controversy than themian empire of theé"scentury BC.
Issues such as the original purpose of the Deleagle, the controversial first
assessment tribute figure of 460T, and the histgrof the Peace of Callias have all been
endlessly debated. Yet, there remain importantsaséavestigation that have not
received adequate attention from scholars. For pigrthere is yet no substantial
treatment concerning the regional hegemonies oélifess of the Delian League. The
creation of the Delian League did not hinder th@rasons of Greek states under
Athenian hegemony to create and maintain their spheres of influence. Many cities
continued to control their own dependencies througthe ' century although subject
to Athens. Most conspicuous of these regional hegéss were theeraiai, ‘coastal
strips’, possessed by large island states suchmastBrace and Thasos in the north
Aegean. There were also several mainland statésasubliletos and Erythrai, which
held sway over dependent communities. Both litesamy epigraphical evidence attests to
the size and nature of some of these “sub-hegemsiofiire most notable instance was
perhaps the Mytilenaian controlled Aktaipmolieisin the Troad and Mysia, which
included at least fourteen cities in the mid-420 term sub-hegemony best illustrates
the nature of these regional dominions by thed@bigtes since they nested within the
overarching hegemony of Athens and were nominalbjext to influence and, possibly,

interference by the Athenians. Thus, it can be 8atiDelian League included smaller



hegemonic configurations throughout the Aegeambagh Athens residing at an apex

of political authority.

| define sub-hegemony as the control ljyoks over a range of communities
which could be classified in some cases as dep¢ndiages orpoleis. At the same time,
control over dependent communities byaiis in and of itself should not be considered a
sub-hegemony if these communities were sub-divésadrthepolis such as the demes of
Eretria and Athens. Often, the appearance in theté lists or identification by a
geographic source is the only evidence of a comtygrexistence in the Classical
period. The tribute lists abound with many smattiutaries that were clearfyoleis and
many that cannot be categorized, such as the isiaberos, which belonged to Miletos.
These issues are of great importance in determthimgature of dependency in the
Delian League. It is certainly true that the leag@es not an alliance solely pbleis but
of a range of communities tied to other membeeestat varying degrees of dependency.
Furthermore, the range of communities that palmita to Athens must have greatly
impacted issues concerning sub-hegemony. For deafpboia and Rhodes were two
islands that were dominated by a small number gbnuities such as Eretria and Lindos
(respectively) that also seem to have controllegling types of dependent communities
that appeared as individual tributaries throughbetperiod of league. In general, | have
focused on the most well-documented sub-hegemoiithe tributary states. There were
many regional hegemonies of varying sizes arouadehgue for which there is virtually
no surviving evidence. | have tried to identify ngani these sub-hegemonies in the
course of this study, but not have attempted tot@wery hypothetical case. Generally,

the large allies that controlled smaller dependes)aivhich at various times were



assessed by the Athenians or are known to havegob@ga or significant settlements
dominate this study. Individual assessment by ttieeAians or identification by an
ancient source gdolis status must be considered differentiating crittaranost
settlements from their neighbors too small and yoirtant to be considered to have

enjoyed autonomy on any measurable level.

A key to identifying and understanding these sugeneonies is contained in the
Athenian Tribute Lists since most of the regionad@monic states were tributaries of the
Athenians. The fragmentary Athenian Tribute Listsmore accurately the Quota Lists,
since they only enumerated thé"6f the allied tribute set aside for Athena, rectbrel
annual payments from the allies beginning in 454A8ough most of the lists are
fragmentary, they provide actual documentatiomobme derived from the tributary
members of the league in a given year. The Atlmehréute Lists, therefore, form the
most important sources for the study of the trilaygtem and many other aspects of
Athenian and allied policy. The numerous decreeanating from Athens and allied
states in this period form another important botignadence for the workings of the
empire. These inscriptions include treaties, ant®unnovations in the collection of
tribute and other aspects of imperial administrgtemd honorary decrees. The literary
testimony of the ancient historians such as Hermdand Thucydides form another major
category of evidence for the Delian League. A féwhe ancient writers lived in the 5th
century such as Herodotus, Thucydides, and Xenopinie other important sources
such as Diodorus Siculus and Plutarch lived ceegudter. Many of the later sources
sometimes contain even more valuable evidencethtae from the period of the Delian

League. Archaeological and numismatic material pfewides important data for the size



and economic output of Athens and many other citiesis period. Yet, the epigraphical

and literary evidence is generally most importantiiy conclusions.

Alongside the individual payments of the allieatthre recorded on the tribute
lists are also group payments of tribute in anrgeanent calledyntely. Notable allies
such as Miletos, Olynthos, and Erythrai contributegyntelic relationships with their
dependecies. In other words, these cities paid thieute on behalf of or together with
smaller tributary states under their control. Tiseslduly record these joint payments
from the very first list in 454/53 and often, irethbsence of literargstimonia,
constitute our sole evidence of a sub-hegemony.adusignificantly, it is possible to
observe on the lists the separatiosywitelic groups into individual tributaries, a process
calledapotaxis. The shifts which these processes create in ttewadef payment of
tribute are not only the main evidence for the mme@non of sub-hegemony, but also

document the changing statuses of such amalgamaifailies.

Nevertheless, it must also be recognized tlssthily does not always necessarily
reflect the existence of a sub-hegemony, but simsigigifies the union of two peer
communities for the purpose of tribute payment.diais have yet to understand fully the
fundamental features gyntely andapotaxis because many important aspects of the
tribute process are still shrouded from us. Yetséhfeatures of the tribute system form
the most important evidence for the range of reglibegemonies that existed in the
Delian League and also are valuable for understgnitiie nature of the tribute system

itself.



The examination of sub-hegemony in the Delian Leagfters a new approach to
the study of various aspects of the Athenian enguph as the relationship between
Athens and her allies, the local economic andipalitircumstances of the members of
the league, and even Athenian imperialism. Thrahghstudy ofyntely andapotaxis, it
is also possible to illuminate much concerningttiimite process itself which was so
central to the Athenian hegemony. Although theutehlists were available to scholars in
the 19" and early 20 centuries, it was with the publication of ththenian Tribute Lists
by Meritt, Wade-Gery, West, and later McGregor frd&89 that historians had a full
reconstruction of the surviving fragments. The @ditof theATL also provided a
collection oftestimonia concerning the Delian League and a Gazetteer ajftea
disputed locations of the members of the empire. ilfpact of the publication of the
ATL was substantial. Th&TL has become the basis for much of the reconstruofion
almost every aspect of the Delian League. The patitin in 1950 of the third volume of
the ATL has heavily influenced interpretations of the alti@ especially among British
and American historians. Although the editors éAfL addressed almost every aspect
of the Athenian empire, they did not provide amepth study of the sub-hegemony, but
restricted their treatment to a brief discussiotheferaiai of the large islands.
However,apotaxis did warrant more attention from the editors. Thégred a general
explanation foapotaxis, claiming boldly that beginning with the 440s thinenians

promotedapotaxisin order to raise revenue, and they suggestedtilsaprocesss an

LATL 3.195.



explanation for the appearance of several speatabories of tributaries in the late

430s?

The intellectual thrust of th&TL can be said to have been presenting a full
picture of the Delian League with a special emphasiits change from a military
alliance against Persia to an imperial system otiatt by Athens. Scholars such as
Russell Meiggs and David Lewis built upon the wofkhe ATL in the second half of the
20th century. In particular, Meiggs and Lewis foadi®n what Meiggs called the “Crisis
of Athenian Imperialism”, referring to the periadthe mid-5th century when he thought
that the Athenians suffered from massive unrestrantioeir allies in hifATL-derived
interpretation of Thucydides and surviving epigiiamvidence’ To sketch this crisis,
Meiggs based his reconstructions on the missibgteipayments of some allies or
reductions in payment, believing missing paymeessiited either from defection or from
the confiscation of allied land by the Atheniansrarily in retaliation for rebellion. The
harsh nature of Athenian imperialism was espechitiplighted by Meiggs in his
interpretation of any increases in tribute leveld a his reading of surviving Athenian
decrees. These enactments tended to considensattie after various hypothetical
revolts. As in the case of tidL, Meiggs’ specific studies and especially Atkenian
Empire have become a standard for historians of the peviet] throughout Meiggs’
works, little attention was bestowed upon the regithnegemonies of the allies and little

ground was covered that had not already been chaytéheATL. However, Meiggs did

 ATL 3.80-87.
% See Meiggs 1963, 1-36.



generally emphasize both supposed Athenian uneifis@amvalgamations of allies and

Attic reactions against efforts at consolidatioroag league membefs.

Over the past thirty years other scholars havet eatid sub-hegemony to a
limited extent. Wolfgang Schuller has periodicalbntributed to the study afpotaxis
and other issues surrounding sub-hegemony, butdtasffered a full study.Like
Meiggs, Schuller concentrated on the hypothesisthigaAthenians generally attempted
to divide and separate groups of allies and totlissregional hegemonies. For Schuller,
syntely andapotaxis were reflective of deeper unions of allies thatekit generally
found threatening and sought to weakdn.1980, Noel Robertson published an
important article in thémerican Journal of Ancient History entitled “The True Nature of
the Delian League’”In the article, Robertson provided a revisionistwof the original
purpose of the Delian League, claiming that thgional intent of the league was as an
alliance of a few strong naval powers to force $enaities into paying tribut® An
important contribution of Robertson was his ackremigiement that important member
states strove to aggrandize their territory evahaexpense of other allied cities. He

recognized that the attack of Samos on Priene 1M®4typified this aggression.

Most recently, a series of publications of the Guagen Polis Centre under the
leadership and direction of Mogens Herman Hanserablaanced the study of the

institutions of theGreekpoalis. Since the tribute lists provide the only evidefarethe

* See Meiggs 1972, 210.

® Schuller, W. 1974Die Herrschaft der Athener im Ersten Attischen Seebund. Berlin; Schuller, W. 1981.
“Uber diel AIQTAI Rubrik in den Attischen TributlistenZPE 42: 141-51; Schuller, W. 1995Pbleisim
Ersten Attischen SeebundCPCActs2: 165-70.

® See Schuller 1974, 56-61.

" Robertson 1980, 64-133.

¥ Robertson 1980, 71.



history of many small city-states that were otheenlbst to history, the Polis Centre has
contributed much effort to the interpretation oftagn aspects of tribute lists. Notable
scholars such as Wolfgang Schuller and Alexandma#whave contributed to the
publications of the Copenhagen Polis Centre witkliss that have attempted to
categorize the communities that belonged to theabBéleague. Their contributions have
examined issues of dependency in the league, wkpkringsyntely andapotaxisin

some detail, with particular emphasisapotaxis as Athenian economic and political
strategy’ Having noted the major trends in the scholarshiip, not intend in this
introduction to provide an exhaustive list of everyrk which has touched on sub-
hegemony in any form. Instead, | shall discussctiributions of other scholars as they
become relevarif It can be said, however, that the general appieniaf Attic
hegemony has tended to hold that the Athenians astle tosyntelic arrangements of
their allies, no matter whether they were reflexiof regional hegemonies or simple
unions among relatively equal states. An Athenaceperspective in which analyses
begin and end with a determination of what the Athes might have wished has

dominated this topic.

This project aims to offer a comprehensive studthefsub-hegemonies of the
allies in the Delian League. More specifically stetudy will focus on the administrative
processes adyntely andapotaxis as a means to illuminate wider questions of fiscal
administration, clashing imperialisms, and the cehee of tributary polities. My aim is

not merely to describe the size and nature ofeélgenal hegemonies of states such as

® Schuller 1995, 165-70; Avram 1995, 191-200
19 For the main treatments of the regional hegemarfitise allies andyntely andapotaxis seeATL. 1.445-
49, 3.195 and Lepper 1962, 25-55.



Mytilene, Samos, and Thasos, some of which intiage also recently received attention
from scholars such as Graham Shipley, Peter Futkstina Carusi, and Christy
Constantakopoulou. These scholars have all offstiedies on the nature and political
function of theperaiai of the large Aegean island states from the Arctaidellenistic
periods'! Instead, my focus is on the tributary processegrtély andapotaxis as a key

to understanding the means by which allies man#tggdhegemonic impulses within a
tributary system controlled by Athens. Moreoveg émnual tribute payments provide
invaluable data for the economic output of allietess. Reductions in tribute, missing
tribute, and types of payment are sometimes thg @ntlence of significant disruptions

and other type of changes in the interrelationthefallies.

For instance, the appearance of new tributarigbeiists, often through
apotaxis, probably signified changes not only in the trdbassessment process but also in
the underlying local political situation in a giveggion of the league. These changes are
reflected on the lists in the way in which the Atlams credited the payments. For
example, the separate entry of dependent commsiitier a period of joint payment is
often interpreted as the result of political un@sAthenian actions leading to the
dissolution of local hegemony. At the same time,disappearance of small
dependencies from the lists is often viewed agehewed control by hegemonic states
over estranged dependencies. In these suggestianeften forgotten that the tribute
payment of many allies included dependent commesi varying sizes, which were
never entered on the lists. Yet, these communitere just as integral to the economic

productivity of large states. Therefore, an impatriguestion remains concerning the

1 Shipley 1987, 31-37; Funke in Gabrielseilii 1999, 55-75; Carusi 2003; Constantakopoulou 2007,
228-53.
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reasons for the listing of certain small dependeneiong with theisyntely ‘heads’

while others were not. For example, Orobiai in liééah territory and Oisyme in the
Thasianperaia were both identified ggoleis by Thucydides, but never appeared with
their own entries on the quota lists while pladkes Brikindera and the Pedies on
Rhodes, which were probably muileis, paid their own tributé? The status of these
small dependencies is often difficult to determidestorically, scholars have assumed
efforts by the Athenians to ensure the independehtese small places through
individual assessment without providing hard evadear even convincing
argumentation. It is left unexplained why the Atiaeis embarked upon a grand strategy
of domination that was predicated on its applicatmtiny, indefensible places split from
larger entities. The cases of Orobiai and Oisytastilate well the danger of generalizing

about Athenian policies toward the sub-hegemonidiseallies.

Athenian policy was the most important but not stdeerminant of these
tributary arrangements. The tribute payments resmbuh the lists are themselves the
products of negotiation on many levels betweerAtiienians and allies. Unfortunately,
asyntelic arrangement oapotaxis was the outcome of a process that is often mysterio
to us. Furthermore, we receive only occasional gdies of how the Athenians assessed
communities for tribute from the surviving docuneeriurther research is also needed to
clarify the appeals process between the Atheniadsallies that often followed initial
assessment as prescribed in the assessment dedas# 242 The decision made by
Athens or its allies to pay insgntely or to separate payment individually among the

members of a group must have affected the assespnoeess in ways that militated for

2 Thuc. 3.89.2 (Orobiai), 4.107.3 (Oisyme).
BI1G1371.15-17.
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or against group payments of tribute. We can opgcsalate on the reasons why Erythrai
or Thasos continued to pay for their dependendtes laecoming tributaries when the
benefits of maintaining a regional hegemony weneimized in significant ways. For
instance, the demands by Athens of tribute meautthie allies were not permitted to
monopolize revenue drawn from their dependenttteyri and the Athenians gained the

capability of influencing local issues through asseent.

Although much of the evolution of Athens’ contrades the alliance is unclear,
there must have been many issues at play thataieest asyntelic arrangement ranging
from purely administrative and fiscal motives te ttesire for local aristocracies to
maintain longstanding privileges inherited fromipds pre-dating the Delian Leagtfd.
emphasize that some of these hegemonies (liketi\dytilene) was not merely
“grandfathered” in the arrangements of the Deliaadue, but must have been

consolidated during the early decade of the lifehefconfederacy.

At the same time, Athenian encouragement or at tebegation ofsyntelies must
have had yielded benefits for the imperial hegea®well asapotaxis. Yet, there exists
the danger of assuming that these different trityuaarangements signify more than they
really do. For example, without further evidences itlifficult to judge whetheapotaxis
was the result of the actual division of a regidmegjemony, as assumed by many
scholars, or simply a new arrangement for the mepof tribute payment. At the same
time, it may also be misguided to vieyntely andapotaxis simplyas contrasting

processes. In a sengpptaxis was not exclusively the division ofsgntely, but could be

4 My treatment below will suggest that the alliedtss of Samothrace and Euboian Khalkis acted irt@24
shed dependencies througpotaxis.

The case of Priene seems to demonstrate how adttogroups could have a particular interest in
maintaining regional hegemony.



12

the creation a new individual tributary whersyately never existed before.
Concomitantlyapotaxis was a work to separate an earlier tributary utatiorm a
syntely. In all these cases, there must have been fdneepermitted the economic and

political viability of a community that equippedtd furnish tribute on its own.

The appearance of a number of small tributariesparcial tribute categories in the
late 430s, which | will mainly attribute &potaxis, illustrates this issue well. Without
further evidence for the local conditions arounel lague it is difficult to tell iapotaxis
was more than a strategy to lighten tribute. Thaakehucydides, there is no doubt that
the Athenians confiscated the Thagmenaia in 463/62 and the Mytilenaian 427. Yet,
it is almost impossible to interpret the naturéritifutary groupings of other states
without any other evidence; | think of thgntelies such as those Chalkidike on the
first tribute list of 454/53, groupings which suke apotaxis by the next assessment

period®®

| have divided my study into six chapters with adasion. The first chapter
tackles the fundamental featuressgritely and the related processagiotaxis. Special
attention is given to the major previous interptietes along with an examination of the
processes as represented on the tribute lists.t€lsamwo through six examine a range of
sub-hegemonies throughout the league, both inladdresular. Chapter two is a study of
the Erythraiarsyntely, which was centered on the Mimas peninsula aneémveht
several periods dyntely andapotaxis. Chapter three focuses on the Milesian sub-
hegemony, which is known to have contained theadstaf Leros and the community of

Teichioussa. Special attention is given to interpgethe city’s complicated history in the

151G 1°259.V.6-8 (Olynthos, Assera, and Skabl&;°259.V.10-12 (Mekyberna, Polichnitai, and Stolos).
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mid-5th century. Rhodes and Euboia are treatetiapter four. Both islands were
dominated by a handful of majpoleisthat controlled communities of differing statuses.
Rhodes is also believed to have controllg@raia and surrounding islands in the late
Archaic period and early Classical period. Chafiteris dedicated to Thasos and
Samothrace, two northern Aegean islands that pesdegell-attestederaiai in Thrace.
Finally, chapter six covers the three autonomous bez states, Mytilene, Chios, and
Samos. These islands formed a different clasdietaince they were not tributary
states, but contributed ships to the alliance. Tthey did not appear on the tribute lists
and do not form the main focus of this dissertatteurthermore, even the subjection of
Samos and Mytilene by the Athenians after failaaits did not result in transformation
of these states into tributaries like Thasos indb@s. Yet, an examination of the sub-

hegemonies of the three states does yield impoctardlusions for this study.

Finally, as | discussed at the beginning of thisoiduction, there are many
unresolved issues concerning the Athenian empiren Ehe term “Athenian empire” is
controversial and implies certain views about tagire of Athenian hegemony and the
very structure of the league. | have chosen taheselifferent terms generally employed
to describe the Delian League for the sake of tianaEmpire, alliance, and league all
adequately describe the different aspects of tHeiDeeague. It may be noted that
empire is better suited to describe the league tr@mmid-century when the Athenians
seem to have exerted more control over the aliias in the first few decades after the
foundation of the alliance. | have also not tackleelissue of the Peace of Callias in this
study. This issue has a long and complicated histanich would be distracting from the

issues at hand. For our purposes, it is not criwidecide whether the Athenians and
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Persians made a formal peace ca. 450 or the refmathe supposed missing tribute list
for 449/48. In place of taking a firm position drethistoricity of the Peace, | have
discussed related problems such Persian activigniia in the 440s when necessary. My
aim is not to rewrite the history of the Delian bea, but to offer an examination of an
important aspect of the league that has been gbnigmraored by scholars. As such the
resolution of its challenges will condition thertex under which the evolution of Attic

hegemony must be understood.
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Chapter 1: Syntely and Apotaxis

Any study of sub-hegemony in the Delian League moassider the evidence from
the tribute lists not only as a basis, but oftethacourse of any investigation. The quota
lists are often the only source for the existerfce mumber of regional hegemonies in the
Aegean region in the"scentury, and their evidence is enigmatic in itsstoual. Sub-
hegemony is the control over dependent territoryneynbers of the Delian League most
of which were subject to Athens through the mecérasiof the tribute systemThe
limitations of the lists for understanding sub-h@gay are also evident in that they
naturally only document the tributary states ofdhli@nce while providing little
information concerning the autonomous allies sihesbos, Chios, and Samos.
However, the evidence for a number of sub-hegersardaa only be observed through the

documentation ofyntely andapotaxis on the quota lists.

The Processes

These terms refer to the groupings of tributarfésnoin a hegemonic relationship
and dissolutions of these groups into individuilue-paying states. The late antique
lexicographer, Harpocration, provides a definitadreach of these terms, which were
used in a speech of Antiphon on the tribute ofSaeothracians. It is generally agreed
that Antiphon delivered the speech in 425/24 aappeal before a court of 1,000 to
lower the Samothracian assessment, which had pp#sit risen from 2T to 157 The

mention ofapotaxis preserved in the fragments likely alludes to thvildual

! The brief discussion of the Athenian policy tow#rd dependencies of the allied states vis-aposaxis
in ATL 3.195-96 illustrates this definition well.

21G 1 71.16-18 for special court; S&8 1°71.111.58 (15T restored); Perdrizet 1909, 38; Gerr823, 161;
Meiggs 1972, 241.
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assessments of three Samothracian settlement® drthcian mainland, which appear
separately assessed in the list of 423/21.

AdTALIS: TO Xwpls TeTdxBal Tous TpdTepov dAAAOIS cUVTETAY HéVOUsS Eis TO Coplo
Hévov pdpov’ "AvTIPAV Ev TG Trepl ToU Zapobpakddv q>épov.4

apotaxis. The assessing separately of those previously adatagether for paying a
defined tribute. Antiphon in “Concerning the Tribuif the Samothracians”.

ouvTeAEls * ol ouVdaTTavdovTes Kal CUVELGPEPOVTES ‘TO & TPy Ha CUVTELEIX KaAeiTal
- € ~ - ~ , 5
€25 EOTIV EUPETV €V TG AVTIPAOVTOS TEPl ToU Zapobpakddv popou .

syntelies: Those making expenses together and joining in ngagamtributions. This
situation is called ayntely, as it is possible to find in the speech of Antiph

“Concerning the Tribute of the Samothracians”.

On the surface, syntely is defined as the union of allies for the purpokpaying tribute
andapotaxis is their separation into individual tributariedelterms themselves do not
necessarily connote the existence of a hegemanictste. It is clear, however, that in
many cases one city seems to have paid on behadfawby smaller, once or possibly still
dependent communiti€s These arrangements span the entire period dé#yeie and
ranged from small groupings of just two communitesome aggregations of more
considerable size. Both Miletos and Erythrai bekmhtpsyntelies and experienced
apotaxis throughout their memberships in the league. Botisé cities seem to have been
the heads of thesyntelies, while, to take an example from the other enchefdcale of

magnitude, tiny Perkote and Palaiperkote seemye haen relatively equal partners in

31G1377.V.27-28 (Zone)tG I 77.V.31 (Sale)|G 1°77.V.29-30 (Drys).
* Harp. s.vaméragis . (A 208) Keaney.

® Harp. s.vouvtelels . (2 61) Keaney.

® SeeATL 1.446-49 for a list ofyntelies and group payments.
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their syntelic arrangement. Surprisingly little scholarship Habred into this important
aspect of the Delian League.

The majority of the modern scholarship sntely andapotaxis began with the
publication of theAthenian Tribute Lists [1939] The editors of th&TL devoted some
space for an analysis sfntely andapotaxis. They limited themselves to enumerating the
varioussyntelic arrangements, and they not only proposed a geeegp&nation of the
Athenian policy ofapotaxis, but specifically offered the observation thpotaxis is
central to the understanding of the special ruloitshe quota lists which began to
appear in the 430s Although the editors oATL synthesized much valuable information
here, they failed to examine adequately these sssWéthin a decade of the publication
of the thirdATL volume, F.A. Lepper had leveled significant crgia at the editors of
ATL'’s explanation of the special rubrics in his adiehtitled “Some Rubrics in the
Athenian Quota-Lists® Lepper denied thapotaxis is a sufficient explanation for the
appearance of a number of new members to the leadghe 430s as th&TL had
postulated. At the same time, Lepper offered sosedull observations about these
tributary statuses. A decade later Wolfgang Schdioted a few pages $gntely and
apotaxis in his important volume on the Athenian empirdjtlad Die Herrschaft der
Athener im Ersten Attischen Seebund, in an attempt to grapple with underlying Athenian
imperial policy? Schuller mainly concentrated apotaxis as an imperialistic tool of
Athens. Schuller returned to this subject againisncontribution inActs of the

Copenhagen Polis Centre 2 entitled “Poleis im Ersten Attischen Seebun¥l.He once

" SeeATL 1.446-49, 456, 3.195-96.
8 Lepper 1962, 39-44.

° See Schuller 1974, 56-61.

19 Schuller 1995, 165-70.
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again observed that Athens usgtaxis as an instrument of imperialism to divide and
weaken allies. In the same vein, Alexandru Avranhis contribution to the volume
entitledSudies in the Ancient Greek Palis, likewise viewedapotaxis as a repressive
measure?

In general, scholars have tended to vagpetaxis as a tool of Athenian policy
toward the allies, ensuring a weakening of allietbaions or seeking an increase of
revenue fronphoros.'> Consonant with these views, it is argued thaeAthtolerated
syntelies until it became economically or politically usetal pursueapotaxis. My own
understanding of the phenomenon differs substént@ | shall suggest that there was
no uniform Athenian policy towarsyntely andapotaxis. | believe that much of the
previous scholarship on these issues has failattaoh enough importance to analyzing
the bureaucratic processes of assessment themsehiksall too readily assigning a
single motivation to the Athenians. A close exaation of the function that the union
and dissolution of tribute payment had on the silliad Athens as the hegemonic state of
the league is of central importance. Only afteanalysis of this kind can further
judgments be made about the political and econoamfications that these processes
possessed in the league. Clearly, Athens apetéxis as a tool in a variety of
circumstances. For instance, Athens appdigataxis to punish Mytilene after her revolt
was subdued in 428/27. Yet, if Athens did not wmeee in other cases to break up
syntelies or other regional hegemonies, sometimes evenraielts, then it appears that
certain factors militated for or agains$yately of contributors or toward or away from

apotaxis beyond accelerating “imperialism”.

 Avram 1995, 191-200.
12 5ee Engelmann and Merkelbach 1972, 34 for an sisad§ theapotaxis of Erythrai and its dependents.
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The editors oATL recognizedsyntely andapotaxis as fundamental aspects of the
Athenian empire. For instance, they noted thas#dparate assessment of an island’s
peraia was a form ofipotaxis.*® As stated above, they also offered a generabesgion
for apotaxis:
“Apotaxis, which was not employed on a large scale untraf0, was a means of
increasing Athenian revenues; the assessmentofa tity might decrease, but the
sum total realized by Athens, when she took oveactliassessment of the small
dependencies, increased.”

This explanation depends on the supposition that 440 Athens decided to squeeze the

allies by employingpotaxis to yield greater tribute payments. It is posslije

examining the tribute lists to calculate whetapotaxis generally yielded higher tribute

at any period and especially after 420.

For example, in the case of thetely headed by Erythrai, the actual tribute
decreased aftepotaxis. In 450/49 Erythrai and its five dependent comrtiasipaid a
tribute together of 9F° In 443/42 Erythrai and its dependents paid sépigra total
tribute of 7T 5,700 dt’ In this caseapotaxis led to a reduction in the total tribute for
Athens. One explanation, offeredAL, for the reduced figure is that Athenian colonies
might have been settled at Kolophon and Erythragind47/462 Meiggs, however,
attributed the reduction to the league-wide lowgofitribute in 446° Whatever the

reasons for the reduction, it is clear that Athexteived less from Erythrai and its

dependents aftepotaxis. After 440, when Athens is supposed to have meapotaxis

' ATL 3.195.

“ Ibid.

!> See Lepper 1962, 38-41 for a useful summary ofrthete levels before and aftapotaxis. His
conclusions are revealing and convincing Hyaitaxis generally did not yield greater tribute.
°1G 1°263.11.13-18.

71G 1269.1.20-25.

¥ ATL 3.282-84.

9 Meiggs 1972, 162-3.
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on a large scale, there was in fact a significeset in tribute to over 10T when Erythrai
and its dependents paid together againsystaly in 433/32 and 432/3%. In this period,
reversing arapotaxis yielded anncreased assessment. In 428/27, Erythrai paid 12T
separately from the group, which seems to have theehighest amount paid by the city
in a period of increased tribute, probably becaigbe pressures of the siege of
Mytilene?* The reduction in the tribute of members of theaEian Chersonese from
18T in asyntely to 1T 4,500 dr. aftempotaxis could again be attributed to an Athenian
cleruchy set out in 44%. Yet, even then, the exception does not supperii.
hypothesis. On Rhodes, Lindos and Oiai paid 9btal separately in 454/53 but 10T
together when it is likely that Oiai had been reabed by the Lindians by 448/47.

Turning from cases whespotaxisis followed by reduced assessments, one notes
that in some cases the assessed tribute remai@aaitinen toto after a change from a
syntely to apotaxis. For example, Dion and Athenai Diades in Eubaiia g000 dr.
together in 444/43 and 2000 dr. each separatel43#42>* Perkote and Palaiperkote
paid a total tribute of 1,500 dr. together in 423A&hile furnishing the same amount of
total tribute separately before and afferin one case it is indeed true that there ise ris
in tribute from asyntely to apotaxis. Olynthos, Assera, and Skabala paid 2T 4,00(dr. |
454/53 and then paid a total tribute of 3T 1,000rd#50/49 afteppotaxis.’® This

increase, however, does seem rather trivial imthele picture of Attic federal finances.

201G 13279.1.48-491G 1°280.1.40.

211G 13283.111.28; ATL 3.70; Meiggs 1972, 532-33.
221G 13263.V.12; Meiggs 1972, 160.
B1G13259.1V.6, IG £259.111.26 and G 1°264.11.2.
241G 1°268.V.28,1G 1°269.V.25,1G1°269.V.26.
%16 13279.11.19-20.

%1G 13259.V.6-8,1G 13263.111.16, 111.17, 111.30.



21

Overall, it seems that the change frosymately to apotaxis did not guarantee that
Athens would receive more tribute at any given jureand there does not seem to be a
general pattern in the change in levels of trilftden syntely to apotaxis or vice versa. In
some cases there were more determining factors,asithe sending of a cleruchy, which
seem to have affected assessment levels. It @sottlat Athens did not adjust the
assessments upward to compensate f@pataxis but actually lowered them at various
times. Lepper suggested tisguntely followed a period of revolt or defaulting in tritaut
payment and could have been employed in periods wimite was difficult to collect.
Conversely, he proposed thabtaxis was “adopted in times of general peateAs |
shall show below, generalizations about a prodestsaccurred throughout the league in
all periods are a dangerous and will not withstserditiny.

Another scholarly approach has been to proposedinancial, exclusively
‘political’ hypothesis forapotaxis. Schuller and Avram have observed that Athend use
apotaxis to weaken potentially hostile power blocks in Gidike and the Thasian
peraia. Let us explore the Chalkidian situation firsth8ller sees thapotaxis of the
syntely including Olynthos, Skabala, and Assera as antafiade by Athens to weaken
the military potential of the cities to ally togethand represent a challenge to Athenian
interests® As stated above, the Chalkidian states along thigtBottiaians and Poteidaia
did eventually revolt in 432, which supports a soggdl Athenian distrust of its allies in
the regior?® Schuller also cites twindicia as an effort to isolate Spartolos, the chief
place of the Bottiaianghe only appearance of the Bottiaians in the tabists in 446/45,

instead of the usual entry of Spartolos, and Spe'tase in tribute in 434/33. Schuller

27| epper 1962, 40.
2 gchuller 1974, 59.
2 Thuc. 1.58.2; Schuller 1974, 59-60.
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suggests that a few other similar cases may haseedxprimarily in Chalkidiké&®
Schuller further notes the separate assessmetite 8amothracian and Mytilenaian
peraiai as examples of Athenian efforts to weaken hostileatentially hostile allied*

For Schuller, the individual assessments of theaiskipoleis after the suppression of the
Mytilenaian revolt served as a repressive measyamst the rebellious cit¥’. The main
thrust of Schuller’s argument is that the Atheniangloyedapotaxisto separate
communities from their ostensildgntely-‘heads’ in order to make them solely
dependent upon Athers.

In support of Schuller, Avram cites the reductidrGalepsos’ tribute by a third
ca. 442 and the change from the identification whhtoponym to designation with
ethnic in the lists for Neapolis in the 443/42. Param, these steps were Athenian
efforts to weaken Thasd$.Coupling with the foundation of Amphipolis in 438 by
Athens, Avram sees these actions as attempts tdaragt the influence of Thasos after
the possible return of the island’s mainland haldim the mid-440s. That further
hypothesis is surmised on the basis of an enorjuoys in the island’s assessment from
3T to 30T in 447/48> Both Galepsos and Neapolis were former Thasismizs, but
they had not rejoined the Thasigaraia at its supposed reconstitution in 447/46.
According to Avram, Athens had successfully diskedigsalepsos and Neapolis from the

Thasian sphere of influence and converted themaotomunities dependent more

30 Schuller 1974, 60 also suggests several othes ads#potaxis such as the Thracian Chersonesos, the
syntely comprising Mekyberna, Stolos and the Polichnaai thesyntely of Dion, Sane, and Olophyxos as
examples of Athenian distrust. Schuller also ditesapotaxis of Mende, Skione, and Therambos.

*!1bid 60-61.

%2 pid.

%% Shuller 1995, 166-67.

% Avram 1995, 192-95.

% Ipbid 192.
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directly upon itself® Avram also cites thapotaxis of the Samothracian dependencies in
Thrace ca. 422/21 as another instance of the dandeconquer strategy of the
Athenians®’

Although Schuller and Avram have offered usefulesizations aboudpotaxis, it
is important to specify carefully the effects thias process had on the tribute status of
these allies. First, every city insgntely whether headed by a hegemonic state or a
combination of equal contributors was ultimatelpjsat to Athens. For example, Thasos
and Samothrace were not free to monopolize thairess of their dependents as long as
they were members of tlaekhe, if by monopolization one means separating susbtas
from the procedure of assessment. Athens’ contret ber allies did not depend on
whether the Hellenotamiai received tribute direfithyn a community or indirectly
through a group payment. Secondly, there wereattser ways in which Athens exerted
control over disloyal allies. For example, Athenstalled garrisons and supervisory
officials in various places throughout the empirénisure the cooperation of her alli&s.
If Athens had been seriously concerned for herésts in the Thraceward region, to take
an example, then the emplacement of Athenian afé@nd colonies, such as Brea and
Amphipolis, would have served her purposes morcéffely tharapotaxis.®® Finally,
Schuller and Avram have failed to analyze adequatbit asyntelic relationship
entailed. There is the important question of whethese tributary groupings implied
more cooperation than the temporary combinatiamilodite. If such cooperation existed

fundamentally, as it might based on shared etlynasitl history, the superficial

% |bid. 193.

%" |bid. 194.

% Meiggs 1972, 205-19; See Raaflaub in Ma, Papadaskaand Parker 2009, 98-112.

39 ML # 49; Meiggs 1972, 196; See Flensted-Jensen in Harskhlielsen 2004, 848-49 for a discussion of
the possible locations of the Athenian colony cé®8m Thrace.
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manipulations which might be involved in assessmpentess from year to year are not
likely to have influenced underlying cultural sa@rtties. For example, the separation of
the allied states did not prevent the outbrealeeblt in Chalkidike, nor, in the event,
doesapotaxis seem not to have inhibited the cooperation betweese communities and
Perdikkas of Macedoni&’ Manipulation ofsyntely andapotaxisin Chalkidike seems a
singularly oblique and ultimately unsuccessful taghe for impeding anti-Athenian
alignments.

Nor does the ‘imperialism’ scenario make much séas@&hasos and its various
potential dependencies. At most times the tothlta of Galepsos and Neapolis
amounted to under a talent. It is difficult to $®sv they would have benefited Thasos in
any significant way if they had rejoined the Thagaraia, since Thasos’ tribute jumped
dramatically in ca. 444/43 from 3T to 30T, thedathmount constituting the highest pre-
war assessment levBl. It is even more doubtful whether the increaseibute should be
ascribed to the return of tiperaia and not to the fulfillment of the indemnity owed to
Athens as a consequence of the retol€learly, Thasos’ large economy must have
supported a tribute higher than a mere 3T evemn Afteens confiscated its possessions
on the mainland® Furthermore, founding of Amphipolis seems to hseered Athenian
interests in Thrace much more significantly thamitidependent status of Galepsos or
Neapolis could possibly have doffeThe loss of Amphipolis substantially affected the

Athenians (Thuc. 4.108.1-3).

“® See Thuc. 1.58.

*11G 1°266.111.8.

*2Thuc. 1.101.3; Meiggs 1972, 85-86.

3 Meiggs 1972, 85-86; Nixon and Price in Murray &rite 1990, 152-3: More will be said about Thasos
in Chapter 5.

* See Meiggs 1972, 195-96.
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Moreover, Schuller’'s analysis of Athenian policyward Mytilene does not take
into account some important differences from tbatard Thasos (after 463/62) or
toward Samothrace. It is true that Athens opposedynoikism of Lesbos by Mytilene
and confiscated the Aktaian cities after her faileblt in 428/27> However, this
situation is significantly different, since Atheosnverted the Aktaian cities into
tributaries while Mytilene remained a ship-conttibg member. Mytilene was therefore
deprived of a significant amount of income that waw redirected to Athens. In this
case, Athens did substantially weaken an ally thinadhe separate assessment of her
dependents, but only because Mytilene had nottpaigte previously and now had to
fulfill the duties of alliance without the revenfrem the Aktaian cities. Furthermore, the
removal of the Aktaian cities was accompanied eoserious punitive and recuperative
measures, such as the execution of 1,000 membére efite, and the emplacement of a
cleruchy while the Athenians had even contemplatethss enslavement of the
Mytilenaians. It makes little sense to compare #pistaxis with others that lack these
aggravating features.

The case of Mytilene might tempt us into propogimag apotaxis was merely one
tactic for achieving a broader goal, inhibiting th@fication of allies into larger unifS.
Yet, in the first place, there does not even seehate been a uniform Athenian policy
toward synoikism of allied states. Both Meiggs &uthuller have proposed that Athens
prevented the synoikism of Rhodes until the Rhodéaolt of 412/11"" Recently

however, Gabrielsen has shown that the synoikistheothree poleis of Rhodes was a

> Thuc. 3.50; See chapter 6 for a longer treatméktytilene.
*® Schuller 1974, 61.
4" Meiggs 1972, 210; Schuller 1974, 61.
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process that began long before the usually accelatiedof 408/07° Athens seems not
to have inhibited this growing federalism of thed@lanpoleis throughout the
century?® In fact, the Rhodiapoleis were democratic during their membership in the
league, and there is no evidence of any disloyaity the revolt of 412/11 instigated by
the Spartans and Rhodian oligaréhs.

Schuller and Avram’s theory thapotaxis was a defensive and often a repressive
measure toward the allies offers a starting pantfdiscussion. However, their vision
of apotaxis fails to address the process itself and do not apltb scrutiny in most cases.
Further analysis is needed to understsymtely andapotaxis as a feature of the league
structure, which affected many allies over thereriife of the alliance. In general, the
literature orsyntely andapotaxis has tended to ignore their most basic featuréiseof
processes, while primarily viewing these processa®sults of a broadly imperialistic
political and economic policy. It will be usefd bffer some observations about these
processes.

On the surfaceyntely andapotaxis are particular arrangements for the purpose of
tribute payment. As stated above, these arrangemarndlved a regional hegemonic
state and dependent states or two or more neaubl egmmunities. Clearly, the
formation asyntely implied cooperation on different levels. Ethnicstishared histories,
and other bonds must have influenced whether twoaye communities paid their

tribute together in a given assessment period.useonsider peeyntelies. For

“8 Gabrielsen in P. Flensted-Jensen, T. H. Nielsed,L. Rubenstein 2000, 177-205 cites evidence from
Homer, Pindar, and Herodotus who often speak ofsiaed of Rhodes as a unit and not as simply @eth
individual cities. Gabrielsen also shows that Olyanpctors were often referred to as “Rhodian” avud

by their respectiveolisin inscriptions and literary sources. All of his@snce points to an early federal
system of the three major cities.

*9 Gabrielsen in P. Flensted-Jensen, T. H. Nielsath La Rubenstein 2000, 187.

0 Thuc. 8.44; Gabrielsen in P. Flensted- JenseH, Nielsen, and L. Rubenstein 2000, 186.
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example, Palaiperkote and Perkote in the Hellespewulistrict were clearly related
communities as their names suggesathenai Diades and Dion were close neighbors on
the Kenaion peninsula in Euboia and were both dégreries of Hestiaia. Yet, it is

difficult to determine if asyntelic arrangement always signified deeper levels of
cooperation. In the examples mentioned alsyutely lasted only one assessment period.
In fact, an examination of the tribute lists regealat mossyntelic arrangements were
temporary, with some only lasting only as long as assessment period. Obviously a
syntelic agreement must have been considered advantageoersaan times for the

allies. Whether combining tribute provided a simgdininistrative advantage or was one
aspect of deeper cooperation in the end is implesgilprove in most instances.

This question is slightly easier to answer in gitres where there was a regional
hegemonic city that paid on behalf of smaller comites. In these cases, it is fair to
assume thayntely was a reflection on one level of an enduring hegegmg@learly, the
Samothracian or the Erythraian decision to payHeir dependencies on the Thracian
coast and Mimas peninsula were determined by st@ius as regionabgemones. In a
sense this kind of situation existed throughoutlidlague as many cities paid on behalf of
other smaller communities, which were never enterethe tribute lists at all. However,
if syntely reflected a sub-hegemony, it does not follow Hpataxis necessarily meant its
dissolution as has been assumed previously. Asll argue below, there is little
evidence to indicate thapotaxis effected all-encompassing changes in political
affiliation among large hegemonies. The exceptamesmainly non-tributary members

such as Thasos and Lesbos, which themselves aszlglexceptional.

51 See Mitchell in Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 1013.
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The decision by Athens to accept group paymentg aiss be explored.

Lepper’s observation thayntelies generally yielded higher tribute payments than
apotaxisis important. Even accounting for the changesnnat have occurred between
assessment periods, it seems reasonable to coneitideepper thasyntely tended to
produce higher tribute payments tregpotaxis or no change at all. Thus, the union of
tribute payments for some reason resulted in highsessment by the Athenians or at
least did not seem to have exerted an extra burdehe allies. Yet, if exacting more
tribute were the sole aim of the Athenians thenwaeld expect to see more joint
payments evident on the tribute lists. At the séime, apotaxis would have been much
rarer than it was. Therefore, it is better to semost cases these processes as determined
by local conditions that militated for or againsint payment and not simply implicate an
Athenian policy to raise and lower tribute throubhse processes.

Certainly, the Athenians had a role in determinirigether allies paid in groups or
individually just as they determined tribute levelsery four years. Yet, there does not
seem to have been any kind of uniform policy. Thesangements probably depended
more on the local conditions that were much moiaenable to change and instability.
Political transformations and economic consideretiprobably played their parts in
determining tributary status. Smaller communitiemthated by a regional power might
not have the administrative capability in the egdwrs of the alliance or organization to
furnish payment on their own but over time acquitezicapacity. The very small tribute
payments of later members such as on Rhodes, Ewrmasmall islands could be partly

explained in this way. Lepper suggested that smalkambers o$yntely could have
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soughtapotaxis as an economic strated?. | would add thaapotaxis was also be
initiated by larger members ofsgntely unable or unwilling to pay for their smaller
members, a policy either resulting in a reductiotribute or at least no change in return
(e.g., Chalkis and Samothrace). The special rslofi¢he tribute lists, which contain a
large number of new tributaries in the late 430y b&in large part explained through
allied strategizing of the tribute system. Thuisgems thadyntely andapotaxis were
mainly tributary arrangements that allies emplotgetheet certain annual demands for
tribute. Occasionallygpotaxisin particular was part of a larger Athenian polibgn

mere readjustments in the tribute system but génétra difficult to determine the goals

of these decisions without additional evidence.

The Rubrics

Although good evidence is deficient for the procafsthe amalgamation of allies
into syntelic groups and their dissolution througpotaxis, the tribute lists sometimes
reveal the outcomes of these processes, most patebiesults ofpotaxis. The most
illustrative and useful example are attached tostheial rubrics that first appeared in the
430s. An examination of these special rubrics bellhelpful in further understanding
how tributary groups functioned in the league, athegemonic structures and as
simple combinations of allies. There are five rabraltogether with their first appearance

in 435/34 and last in 429/28. There appear as:

TéAels &TakTol, TéAels avtal pépov Tagdueval, TOAels &s ol

%2 Lepper 1962, 40.
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1B1dTal Evéypayav popov épelv, Talode ETagav ol TakTal émi Kp[...]Jo ypauuaTelov
Tos, Talode 1) BouAn kai o Trevtakdoiol kai xiAlol ETagav.

The editors oATL in their first volume, following Couch, claimed ththat these
rubrics recorded cases agotaxis.”® They asserted that th@\eis avrai rubric recorded
payments by communities that were not includedhédrevious assessment of 438. The
rubric was translated as ‘cities assessed tribeparately’, while they interpreted the
1BicdTan rubric as referring to members of the Athenianligubho added these
communities to the list drawn up by ttetai in 434/33>* In the third volume the editors
of the ATL modified their position by including cases in theskerics where “outlying”
communities now joined the empire for the firsteid The editors of th&TL also
dropped the word “separately” from their translatad thetrdAeis avtai rubric,
translating the rubric now as “cities which accepesessment by special arrangement”
meaning that they were guaranteed that their asseds would not change in the
future>® However, they still rejected the notion that tnesmmunities were able to
determine their own assessment. In general, thereadf theATL saw these rubrics as
acts of policy by Athens to offer concessions tdependable allies in Thrace.

Lepper rejected the idea thegiotaxis was the correct explanation for the special
rubrics. Following the suggestions of Nesselhbapper preferred to see the rubrics as

referring to mechanisms by which allies came ta$sessed, in particular, through the

%3 Couch 1929, 502-14TL 1.455-57; See Kahrstedt 1936, 419-24 for a defehide apotaxis
interpretation; See Schaefer 1939, 240-43.

> ATL 1.455.

> ATL 3.83.

% ATL 3.85.

>’ |bid.
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initiative of the communities themselves in joinitg empire® He translated the
méAels avtai rubric as “cities which themselves took the initiatin getting themselves
assessed” or “in proposing an assessment for theesse® Lepper also rejected the idea
thatapotaxis could explain how most of the new communities apge under the special
rubrics. Rather, he saw these rubrics as a spetiadjory for small outlying
communities, which Athens had ignored previousty. Eepper, the impetus for
membership in the 430s was the tightening of r&gtns on trade for non-members of
the empire, and their appearance under the rulvassthe result of a special arrangement
made with Athens in order to take advantage ofueagembershif’

More significantly, Lepper pointed out some sigrafit problems with the
apotaxis explanation. For instance, Lepper argued thatunhclear why Athens would
have devised these special rubrics for casepafxis only in the 430s sincapotaxis is
evident in the lists as early as the 450s with@gessitating any special rubrics. Instead,
Lepper suggested that the rubrics referred onbptomunities, which had not been
formally assessed by thaktai. The new category of assessments would have
necessitated notation on the lists instead of meémagularities in payment, which only
would have been the resultsapotaxis. Lepper’s criticisms of the position of the ed#o
of ATL are substantial and worth some analysis.

In the third volume of thA&TL, an effort was made by the editors to determiee th

original extent of the Delian Leag(&.In the course of the chapter, the editor&Bf

8 | epper 1962, 25-55; Meiggs 1972, 249-52 genefallgws Lepper concerning the special rubrics.
*9 Nesselhauf 1933, 58-69; Lepper 1962, 28.

9 epper 1962, 38; Zahrnt 1971, 44-45 argues thaiyro&the communities were too small and too far
removed from the Aegean to have been motivatedduetadvantages. Zahrnt returns instead to the
conclusion that the appearance of these communmitisshe result cdpotaxis.

L ATL 3.194-224.
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proposed that a large number of communities thaeapfor the first time in the special
rubrics and in many cases in the surviving assesslises of the 420s were cases of
apotaxis from larger neighbors. For our purposes here, Il sindy discuss the
communities in the special rubrics. The editorthefATL asserted that the following
communities in théSicotai rubric were separated lapotaxis: Thraceward district:
Piloros from Assera or Singos on the peninsulaithio®ia, Kleonai from Thyssos on the
peninsula of AthosKarian district: Syme from the Karian Chersonesksand district:
Euboic Diakres possibly from Chalkis. Accordinghe editors of thé&TL the following
communities in theréAeis avtai rubric were products @potaxis: Thrace: Sarte and
Gale from Torone on the peninsula of Sithonia. &ameination of the rubrics reveals
that the editors of thATL did not connect all of the communities teyately-‘head’.
However, scholars have convincingly shown that Agosr listed in theréAeis avtai
rubric, was most likely separated from Samos aeddmon of the Eteokarpathians also
in the same rubric was separated from the cityarpiithos? However, Kasos, which
was enrolled in th&dAeis avtai rubric was Dorian, making it possible that thensla
truly was an abstainer until the 430s.

Some of the cities in th&icTai rubric were assumed by the editors of ATé. to
be Bottiaian such as Kithas, Tinde, Smila, Gigo®sps, and Haisa, which paid 3000
dr. together in 434/33 and therefore might havenlmeses oéipotaxis from Spartolo$?

A few other Bottiaian cities appear in théAeis autai rubric in 434/33 such as Pleume

%2 Amorgos =IG I*278.VI.10 (434/33); Eteokarpathians G |°278.VI.14 (434/33); Shipley 1987, 118;
See Reger in Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 746 forarstdistory of the Eteokarpathians.
®31G1°278.VI.5-6,11; Se&TL 3.210.

%41G 13278. 29-33ATL 3.217; See Flensted-Jensen 1995, 122-25.



33

and Aioleion®® However, Gigonos, Smila, and Haisa were locaigtié district of
Krousis, which Flensted-Jensen believes should@osegarded as composed of Bottiaian
cities®® Farther east in the Hellespontine district, iif§icult to determine from which
syntelies Bysbikos and Kallipolis were separatdteyrappear in thiicotou rubric and
thedAes avtad rubric®’” It has been suggested from an interpretatiortrab8,
Bysbikos in the Hellenistic period might have beetependency of Kyzikds. Strabo’s
testimony certainly could have relevance for thecgntury. Unfortunately, scholars
have not securely located Kallipof.In general, most of thgntelies suggested by the
editors of theATL appear plausible in their broad outlines and shbelthken seriously
as explaining the absence of many of these commsnittil the 430s.

Lepper attacked many of these potential casepaifixis proposed by thATL
and other scholars seeking to establish some ddeatares of the special rubrics.
Lepper convincingly proposed that up until the 4&80staxis was not used as a
repressive measure to wealgntely-‘heads’’® However, the major axis of his criticism
concerned the financial effect on the poterdyately-‘heads’ of these communities.
Lepper noticed that tribute tended to rise foryyregely-‘head’ in changes frorapotaxis
to asyntely and to decrease or not change in movement freyntely to apotaxis.”*
While acknowledging the impact of cleruchies irea/fplaces, Lepper’s observations
seem to hold true. Based on this observation, Lrefgséed the potential casesapbtaxis

in the special rubrics. For instance, Lepper fourad the tribute of Singos shows a

SSATL 3.217.

% Flensted-Jensen 1995, 123.

67 Bysbikos=IG 1°278.VI.34 (434/33); Kallipolis3G 1°278.VI.12 (434/33).
8 Str. 12.8.11 C 575-76; Avram in Hansen and NieR@®v, 978.

% See Avram in Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 981-82.

O Lepper 1962, 39.

" bid. 39-40.
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decrease from 3T to 1T when the city was suppasédve experiencegpotaxis in the
period of the special rubrics, while the assessmEmbrone was stable at 6T although it
is supposed have lost Gale and Sarte. Overalpérgiound no clear pattern in the
changes of assessments for the potesyiaély-‘heads’ and for those cases that exhibit
alterations in assessed tribute he preferred kowith the reassessment of 438Lepper
also questioned whether it is even possible to ecina number of communities, thought
to have appeared as tributaries as a resabbaibixis to their supposesyntely-‘heads’.

For instance, Lepper doubted whether Amorgos beldng Samos in the 5th century,
whether Bysbikos and Kallipolis ever belonged ta&ition as it had been surmised by
some, or whether Syme had any connection to vadongecturakyntely-‘heads’,

namely the Karian Chersonesos, Rhodes, or Knidos.

Although Lepper’s criticisms are valid in many cadas arguments fail to
consider adequately some fundamental aspects ehtipge. The notion that tlaekhe at
the height of Attic naval power was filled with adows of abstainers as late as the 430s
and 420s seems highly unlikely. Throughout the Generation of the alliance, it is
possible to discern a pattern in which larger mesbad tended either to maintain
traditional dominance or even to swallow up smatenmunities. The process of
absorption occurred on many levels. The large-sbigributors such as Lesbos, Chios,
and Samos possessed substantial parts of theafdssia Minor in theirperaiai, while
even weaker mainland tributary cities such as Eayind Miletos controlled their
smaller neighbors. A closer examination of the psulias of Sithonia and Athos in

Chalkidike, for example, reveals that is highlyikely that small communities that were

72 i
Ibid. 41.
3 Lepper 1962, 41; See Fraser and Bean 1954, 136r4lidence of Syme’s history in the 5th century.
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surrounded by larger members of the alliance escdppendency on a regional
hegemonic state by the 430s. The 6T assessmewntrand on the southwest coast of
Sithonia put it in the class of Miletos and Eryihthereby easily large enough to have
absorbed many smaller communities on the peninSutafact, Gale and Sarte’s
northern neighbors, Singos and Sermylia, on thengala were already league members
by the time of their appearance on the tributs.li§hus, it is highly improbable that these
two rather small communities were independent gfcrtheir large neighbors in the
mid-5th century. Moreover, on Athos, little Kleonaas surrounded by Thyssos and
Dion, which appeared on the early tribute listserBfiore, it is difficult to believe that
Gale, Sarte, and Kleonai along with many other btowains that appear in the special
rubrics and in the assessment lists of the 420l ¢@myve escaped the control of their
larger neighbors in earlier periods. As in the aaisthe Gale, Sarte, and Kleonai in the
Thraceward districtgpotaxis seems to be the only conceivable answer for theajance
of the Diakrioi and Brikindera on Rhodes in 430421 429/28, although, in the case, the
communities do not appear under the rubfic&rikindera seems to have been a
dependent polis within the sphere of lalysos wiile not clear to which Rhodigwolis

the Diakrioi were connectéd. It is prima facie unlikely that Athens was unaware or
unable to assess these communities until the 420smbthey enjoyed full independence
from one of the main cities on Rhodes. The Diakpeid a significant tribute of 2T, well

above many other poorer and more isolated comnegrtitiat had become tributaries long

" Tiverios in Tsetskhladze 2008, 47 argues thaieSaass a dependent of Torone throughout the city’s
history.

516G 1°281.1.11;1G 1°282.1V.13; See Lepper 1962, 45; Nielsen and Gaimieln Hansen and Nielsen
2004, 1198; See Chapter 4 for a fuller discussfadhetribute history of the island of Rhodes.

® SeeATL 1.513 for the suggestion that both Brikindera areDiakrioi were located within the territory
of Lindos; See Nielsen and Gabrielsen in HansenNdelden 2004, 1198.
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before. Clearly, these communities were separategbditaxis from one of the major
cities of the island.

The absence of solid evidence for many of thesenpial syntelies or regional
hegemonies should not be considered an obstathe &¥L position. As stated above,
direct evidence for many sub-hegemonies is lackingost cases. For instance, had the
record of the tribute payments of the Aktaian sit®t been preserved in the assessment
of 425/24, the extensive mainland holdings of Myrté might very well have been
underestimated’ However, it is unavoidable that thpotaxis explanation for the
special rubrics cannot explain the appearance @fyavew member of the alliance in
these years. It is possible to discern reasonthéoexistence of some abstainers in the
430s. For instance, it is conceivable that Atheas wnwilling or unable to rein in small
communities on the Propontic coast of Asia Minacaaese of the presence of the Persian
satrap at Daskyleion or in Karia, where Athens galhehad trouble collecting tribute in
the period before the first appearance of the esbiihe activities of Perdikkas and the
Odrysian kings affected Athens’ reach in Thracevel. Yet, there are other areas where
there does not seem to be any ostensible reaséittens to have failed to implement
the collection of tribute. For instance, the alegeof Amorgos from the lists until 434/33
cannot be explained other than that island wagardkency of Samos. Amorgos’
position east of the coast of Naxos and its sigairft tribute of 1T make very likely that

Athens would have incorporated the island intoléague at an early date if it had been

TG 1371.111.122-40.
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free of Samian control. Yet, Lepper questioned whyorgos was not detached from
Samos immediately after its defeat by Athens in. 439

As in the case of Amorgos, Syme’s position in thstern Aegean probably meant
its absorption into a sub-hegemony at an early. @tme’s neighbor Chalke appears in
the tribute lists by 450/49 at the latest, while tfland’s location near Rhodes and the
coast of Karia makes it likely that Athenian inflhee would have engulfed the island as
early as Chalk&? Syme’s inclusion in the Karian Chersonese, wiigginally might
have been a Rhodian dependency, provides an agegpaanation for its absence from
the lists. In Thrace, Spartolos was most likelyyntely-‘head’ of the Bottiaian cities
since in 446/45 as the enfdyttiafiol kai o] replaced that of Spartolos with same
amount® The appearance of a number of these cities inuttrécs should be ascribed to
apotaxis as there simply is no adequate reason why theyototherwise appear on the
lists until the 430s while Spartolos was an eargmber.

If the special rubrics contain both previous alvstes and cases apotaxis, then
the ATL position must be considered as the most reasoraplanation. The special
rubrics should be understood as categories thagithenians developed originally to
incorporate both new members initiating their emityp the empire and communities that
that were initiatingapotaxis from theirsyntelies and/or regional hegemonic centers, those
originally in the Thracian district. These categsrimight not have been so different to
the Athenians as they may seem to us. If the Aimsnwere in the process of developing

new classifications of assessment, as the ruluniggests, for communities such as

8 Lepper 1962, 41; Shipley 1987, 118 argues that lyomdid belong to Samos and was detached by
Athens by 434/33.

1G 1°263.1.10.

% 1G 1°266.11.19;ATL 1.550; See Flensted-Jensen 1995, 119.



38

Pharbelos or the Chedrolioi, for example, then nases ofpotaxis for a time could

have been included under the rubrics as they ehtheelists ofaparkhai for the first

time as new individual tributaries. For instanGe)e appears in 435/34 as

&raktot along with Pharbelos, the Chedrolioi, Milkoros, @ihoros. Three of these
communities seemed to have joined league againafieriod of absence. Pharbelos, the
Chedrolioi, and Othoros had been tributaries ind4@s but seem to dropped from the
lists, until their reappearance &saxtol.®* As theATL proposed, Gale’s location on
Sithonia means that the city must have been a diegpeiof Torone, which suggests that
the city was included as @mraxtos so that that heading covers a casepuotaxis.

As Lepper showed, a reduction in tribute levelsdsalways evident fayntely-
‘heads’ in cases of suspeciambtaxis.®> At the same time, it is not clear thateivery
case the tribute of syntely-‘head’ was affected by its control over a depemden
community. Itis a logical assumption thadyately-‘head’s’ assessment would have
been lowered if shed of a dependent community naying directly to Athens.
However, we simply do not know enough in most cdmwes control was exerted by
regional hegemonic states or if it is a realisisuanption that Athens always adjusted
tribute in cases adpotaxis. The kind of benefits Samos received fronpisaia may be
instructive for other regional hegemonies. Shiplag argued that wealthy Samian
landowners largely benefited from the possessidarge estates in theraia.®® Elites
in othersyntely-‘heads’ may have profited in similar ways fromittgependents. At the

same time, they would have also retained long-stgnativileges such as enhanced

8l See Lepper 1962, 35-36.
8 |bid. 42.
8 Shipley 1987, 120.
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social status accruing from control of traditiopaksthoods and cults that received
recognition in dependencies. Thus, it is posside the benefits of a regional hegemony
were not always exploited in land and economicil@ges for the state treasury that were
reflected in the tribute assessed by the Athenians.

If my hypothesis is correct then Athens recogniretthese rubrics moves toward
individual assessment by communities such as Sjimergos, and Gale away from a
previous dependency eyntelic relationship to another ally. As thgAeis avtai and the
iBicoTan rubrics seem attest to initiatives by some alliesame form to deal with Athens
directly, apotaxis could have been seen by Athenians as an assettive by other
communities to achieve recognition of individudbttary status. Unfortunately, the lack
of evidence prevents us from fully understandirggdincumstances surrounding the
emergence of these new independent tributaries.itYietpossible to offer some
suggestions that might shed light on the procesmse of the dependencies of larger
sub-hegemonies might have sought relief from thrddauof continued dependency on a
larger neighbor through individual assessment byAthenians. For instance, Sarte or
Gale on the peninsula of Sithonia could have cateduthat a disproportionate amount of
Torone’s tribute burden had fallen upon them. Diemsessment by Athens would then
be seen as preferable to continued payment throagine®* The Athenian role would
have been to accept the changed circumstancegivemregion.

Assessment by Athens would not always have meartetimination of
dependency on a local city. One must be awaredhleagpecial rubrics are concerned with

the tribute process and may not reveal deepeiigadlthanges. The rubrics did not

8 See Lepper 1962, 40.
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survive long into the Peloponnesian War and Atlsaesns to have included new
members and casesagotaxis together on the lists without any special rubnicthe
420s. The two rubrics, which seem to be the suocesd themréAeis avrai and the
iBidTan rubrics, theraiode étafav oi TakTat i Kp[...]Jo ypauuaTeiovtos rubric,
translated as “for which the Taktai for whom Kr...vweretary made an assessment”
and theraiode 1 PouAn kal ol mevtakdotiol kai xiAlol ETagav rubric, translated as “for
which the council and court of 1500 made an assesSiare probably references for the
auditors to the previous two rubrics, as Lepperswagiested® Lepper convincingly
showed that these new rubrics only included comtiasihat had originally been
assessed in thedAeis autail and thedicoran rubrics and probably recalls the initial
conditions of their assessment as determined l@aat the council in 434/33.

However, it has been argued that there was a charige assessment status for
some communities when they entered these new sufiiveo communities that moved
into the BouAr rubric from theldicTat rubric were identified by the ethnic instead o th
toponym® The change in designation might have had sigifie. As | will discuss
below, the different appellation might have refégth new assessment status but the
evidence is not clear since Tinde and the DiakpesGhalkideon, which appeared in the
iBiédTan rubric, never experienced a change in their design.

Two decades after Lepper’s analysis of the spegiics Wolfgang Schuller
offered a comprehensive explanation for the appearaf thedic>ton rubric®” An

examination of Schuller’s theory will be usefulfurther clarifying the importance of

8 |epper 1962, 33-34.
8 Syme and Bysbikos.
87 Schuller 1981, 141-51.
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syntely andapotaxisin the formation of the special rubrics. Schulles lproposed that the
communities enrolled in th&ictan rubric were in the midst of political strife betare
pro-Athenian democrats and their local governm&htaccording to Schuller, the rubric
represents the efforts of the pro-Athenian demedratie unofficially their communities
to Athens through the private payment of tribueturn, Athens received the tribute as a
show of support to their allies in their attempbtong about democratic revolution. It
seems that a political explanation explains mofécsently the league-wide incidence of
the rubric than economic/fiscal considerationsSohuller. Rejecting thATL position
that theidicotar were Athenian citizens who proposed that thesentonities be
assessed in the assembly, Schuller believes tiatthre probably members of the
communities themselvéS. For example, Schuller cites Thucydides’ accotithe
origin of the Samian revolt as evidence for the afd&ic>Tar in a 5th century source to
describe the attempt of private citizens to ovesththeir non-democratic governments
and replace them with more pro-Athenian democraties

Schuller further proposes that the identificatigrtdjpponym of the communities
when first entered under the rubric suggests amnipdete membership that was only
completed when they were designated with the etdfitér their eventual assessment by
the council and court of 1500 in 430/29Full membership occurred after what Schuller
assumes to have been the success of the demarcadtisring the ideological orientation
of their home governments. Schuller’s suggestiorife meaning oiéoTai rubric is

interesting, but not wholly convincing. First, Sitller provides an explanation for the

% |bid. 148-50.

8 For defenses of tH&ic>ta1 as Athenian citizens, cf. Schaefer 1936, 241-4hritedt 1939, 420-21;
ATL 3. 86.

“Thuc. 1.115.2.

1 Schuller 1981, 148-49.
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meaning of thédictan as referring to natives of the states in the rul@learly, private
citizens of these communities alone would not Haeen able to enroll their cities in the
assessment process or even been credited by Athears official document’
Schuller’s suggestion that private citizens paglttibute in opposition to their local
governments is a logical inference since the lgoakrnments should ordinarily have
played the central role in the assessment procést.the exact nature of the role of the
private citizens in Schuller’'s analysis is stillalear. In the end, the final say lay with the
Athenians, thus it is more tempting to seeithé&rai as referring to Athenian citizens
possibly acting on behalf of a community with whibley had ties. For example, an
Athenianproxenos of a small community seekirapotaxis from a larger neighbor could
have originally been approached to initiate the mamity’s new assessment status.
Moreover, if Athens was gambling on the succédbese democrats to alter the
political orientation of their communities in orderfacilitate their entry into the empire,
there is need of a reevaluation of Athenian impiernain this period. As argued above,
several of these communities such as BysbikosarPtiopontis, the Diakres apo
Chalkideon on Euboia, and Syme, all of which acduded in thédicotau rubric, were
not difficult for Athenian power to reach. One rhask why Athens would have
depended on its local sympathizers in these comtreario bring about a revolution to
achieve Athenian policy aims. Syme and Bysbikoddathave easily been incorporated
by any number of Athenian expeditions undertaketh@se regions. In fact, all of the

communities in the rubric were already surroundgdiembers of the league by the time

92 SeeATL 3.74 for the meaning @fyypdoeiv as “add names to an already existing list.” Lefg82, 29
cites theATL explanation to argue that the verb means “to a@nrtlie literal sense of entering in a written
document, such as a list of public debtors;” B8&s.v.¢yypdape 1.3 for basis of these interpretations of
the verb.



43

of their enrollment. However, it is barely possithat the Diakres apo Chalkideon were
detached from Chalkis the subjugation of the Clilgdiis ca. 446 by the Athenians,
which could have also eluded Athens for a dedadéet, Athens’ willingness to enter
upon these political machinations with a small bahctebellious Euboians seems out of
character for the imperial power while the souesunanimous that Pericles subdued
the whole island after the island’s revdit.

The number of Bottiaian communities in the rubris@s a special problem as
well for Schuller’s analysis. The revolt of the Batans and Chalkidians in 432 clearly
accounts for the large reduction in the membethéBiétan rubric in 433/32°
Schuller attributes the success of the opponerttseoflemocrats for the revdf. Yet, it
is generally accepted that from the 450s Spartwdalspaid for the entirethnos of the
Bottiaians?’ Therefore, in order for Schuller’s theory to Baysible then an unlikely
complex of scenarios would have had to occurednss that Tinde, Kithas, and Sinos
had been separated from Spartolos by 434/33 asaw@leume and Aioleion, which
appear in theréAeis avtai rubric, since all of these communities were listethe
special rubric§® As stated above, most of the cities of Bottikd beginally been
dependencies on Spartolos, which was tributary fabteast 454/5%° According to
Schuller’s hypothesis, these communities were eitbger dependent on Spartolos or
had been separated througgotaxis from Spartolos at some point in the late 440s or

early 430s and then allowed to leave the leagugtoribe enrolled later in the special

9% Reger in Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 650.

% Thuc. 1.114; Diod. 12.7; Pluer. 23.

% Thuc. 1.58.

% Schuller 1981, 149.

9 ATL 1.550; Flensted-Jensen 1995, 119; See Flenstedrlenklansen and Nielsen 2004, 811.
% See zahrnt 1971, 145; Flensted-Jensen 1995, 118.

991G 13259.111.24.
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rubrics. This succession seems implausible sinbel&c’ theory requires the proposition
that Spartolos’ payment did not include most ofBodtiaian cities or that Athens made
an agreement with a foreign power such as Macedw@atheir possession until the
430s when they would have reentered the leagigetrlie that a few Bottiaian
communities do appear in later lists for the finste °° However, the majority of known
Bottiaian communities appear in the special rubiicSpartolos did control only the
cities that appear in the later lists in the 420sre does not seem to be a reason why the
large number of Bottiaian communities listed in $pecial rubrics would not have been
included in Spartolos’ payment. The simplest exalem is that for some reason in the
430s either the Athenians or more likely these comitres on their own initiative sought
separate assessments by Athens apart frosytkaly headed by Spartolos. Whether
oligarchs or democrats controlled these communigielfficult to know. In either case,
they must have still belonged to the league onketlt a few years later along with
Poteidaia and the Chalkidians.

Schuller’s hypothesis concerning tl&oTan rubric provides some important
observations concerning this important but litthelerstood aspect of Athenian imperial
finances and hegemony. Yet, his reconstructioralgstsignificant flaws and must be
received with caution in assuming that all memloéis rubric enrolled for the same
reasons and under the same conditions. It hasdbe®mm that most of the members of
each rubric were already members of the Delian wedoy the time of their enrollment in
the special rubrics, consequently, the rubrics rhasinderstood as an internal

reorganization of the imperial finance structure.

1% Tripoiai, Prassilos, and Kamakai appear in tHeute lists in 421/20. Kalindoia appears in the Ban
treaty with Athens ca. 422G 1°76); See Flensted-Jensen 1995,116-17, 122.
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Conclusion

Throughout this chapter | have attempted to chgdenany of the underlying
assumptions concerning group payments in the &ibystem. For most scholasgntely
and especiallyapotaxis were means by which the Athenians either raisedme® or
enhanced their control over the allied states. disdussed, it is difficult to credit the
viability of these strategies since the Atheniaad more useful tools at their disposal.
Certainly, garrisons, political oversight, and thesat of armed intervention were more
successful than stripping small dependencies frealtvy allies. Moreovegpotaxis did
not generally yield greater tribute so it is unhikthat the Athenians employegbotaxis
simply as a strategy to generate greater inconme the allies. Instead, these processes
were more likely to be determined by the alliesribelves to meet the needs of tribute
demands at various points in the history of thglea Someyntelies were short-lived
while others lasted for decades, particularly thbs¢ signified hegemonies such as the
Milesian and Erythraian examples. At the same titme division of groups into
individual tributaries also might have been anotliay to manipulate the tribute system
as the record of tribute seems to indicate andingbly been the results of significant
political changes as often assumed.

The evidence contained in the special rubrics eflde 430s is especially
valuable since they contain the resultsyadtaxis. Many of the members of these special
categories must have been dependencies of latges sihce it is difficult to otherwise
account for their late appearances in the tribsts.|Although, Lepper offered many

useful criticisms of th&TL view, he failed to adequately account for histdry o
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dependency in the empire. In the end the spedmiasiseem to contain some new
members in Thrace along with small allies recedéiached, at least in terms of the
tribute system, from larger states. The initiafimeapotaxis in some cases lay with these
small communities or even the large states andr@a@synized by Athens for reasons
which are not completely clear. The decree honcaim&teokarpathian indicates the
koinon was granted autonomy for benefactions conferred dgbens'®® It is possible

that other allies like the Eteokarpathioi were eageexhibit loyalty in return for some of
recognition of their new independent status. Yetpuld deemphasize the strategic value
that theapotaxis had for the Athenians especially in cases of saibdis. | shall

emphasize this point in the following discussiohthe major sub-hegemonies. Finally,
Schuller’s contention that th&ictan rubric was devised to support Athenian allies in
non-league states in their attempt to bring thidesover is not convincing. Again, it is
unlikely that the cities in the rubric were outsfehe league as late as the 430s as my
discussion of the Bottiaian communities makes clearthermore, Schuller
underestimates Athens’ influence in this periodeeggly in regions clearly under
Athenian control such as the eastern Aegean andi&ubike theméAeis avtal rubric,

the members of thi&ic>tan rubric were the products apotaxis, in which private
Athenian citizens, likely connected to these comitnesin some official capacity,

played a role. Unfortunately, the deficiencies of evidence concerning these aspects of
the tribute list prevent us from understanding astmas we would like. Yet, | believe

that is useful to see groupings of tributary stategenerally reflective of the allies’

911G 1°1454; See Ma in Ma, Papazarkadas, and Palmer 229935.
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attempts to negotiate to their advantage the demahtlibute imposed on them on a

yearly basis.
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Chapter 2: Erythrai

An examination of Erythrai’'s membership in the RaliLeague offers a useful
look into the varying conditions that could affsab-hegemonies in the Athenian empire
as well as the process of tribute paymensymtelicgroups. The tribute lists record five
communities that were part of the Erythraian oaoidl reveal that Erythrai and its
dependencies vacillated betweesyatelicrelationship anépotaxisfrom the 450s to ca.
412! The changes in tributary status are unusual eveht important information about
the structure of regional hegemonies. Erythrai&dry during this period also reveals the
vulnerability of lonia to outside influence anddwil unrest, which were factors in the
tribute status of the city. Most scholarship hasrbconcerned with untangling the
complicated history of Erythrai in the late 4508l @arly 440s. Scholars have limited
themselves to interpreting the evidence from tieite lists and other sources and have
concluded that Erythrai was disloyal to the Athesiaa. 454/53. Several inscriptions do
attest to political unrest and/revolt. However, thest fruitful ground for analysis seems
to lie in examining the nature and history of thgtBraiansyntely We note to start that
scholars have not yet reached a consensus inmigtiné status of the five small
communities on the Mimas peninsula in their relato Erythrai or what affected the
unity of this group of allies over the period thia tribute lists cover. After an
examination of Erythrai’s history in the Delian lgege, concentrating mainly on general

history, | shall devote some needed attentioneddtythraian sub-hegemony and then

! The dependent communities are listed as: Bouthdte Polichnitai, Sidousioi, the Elaiousioi, and
Pteleousioi.
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attempt to answer some of the more complicatedtiqunssof federal hegemony and sub-
hegemony.

Erythrai was a member of the lonidadekapolisand a major maritime power in
the Archaic period. The city contributed eight shi the battle of Lade in 484t is
unclear when Erythrai entered the Delian Leagueth®ieditors of th&TL concluded
that Erythrai was an original membein doing so, they rejected Highby’s contention
that the Athenian decree concerning Erythi@i]® 14, marked the city’s original entry to
the league in the 460sAs | shall show, the arguments are persuasivd @i 14
should be interpreted as the marking the retuttargthrai to the alliance after a revolt or
some other disruption in the late 450s. In contf@sbertson has suggested that the city
was not an original member because of its historadry with Chios, which was a
founding membe?. Robertson contends that both Miletos, locatedsitg Samos, and
Erythrai entered the league “rather late and underpulsion.® Robertson’s suggestion
should not be ignored as it takes into accountehéties of lonian history, such as
Miletos and Samos’ dispute over Priene in the 44@mnflict that attests to longstanding
rivalries between major lonigoleis’ Erythrai might have been averse to joining an
alliance in which Chios was a founding and leadmember. Thus, one can only say that
Erythrai most likely joined the alliance after timst few years but well before the late
450s. The editors of th&TL suggested that both Erythrai and Miletos were ship

contributors until 460, which does seem like a oeable conjecture based upon the

2 Hdt. 6.8.2; See Rubinstein in Hansen and Niel€#21074-75 for a useful summary of Erythrai's
history in the Archaic and Classical periods.

®ATL3.202.

* Highby 1936, 32, 34-35.

®> Robertson 1980, 72; See Jeffery 1976, 229 forhEays historical enmity with Chios.

® Robertson 1980, 73.

"Thuc. 1.115.2.
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wealth and size of the citi@slt is even possible that Erythrai contributedpshintil the
supposed revolt in the late 450s. Erythrai’'s depahdommunities could have
contributed money or their own forces to the cigosmtingent in the years when Erythrai
fielded a naval force. | would also argue thatfthe dependencies entered the league
along with Erythrai because of the attested comtfohe Mimas peninsula by the city in
the 440s.

Aristotle affirms that Erythrai was led at somerpdy an oligarchy controlled by
the Basilidai that was eventually overthrown inaplar uprising. It is difficult to
determine from Aristotle’s account when the Basilitll and what type of constitution
was inaugurated next. The nature of the ruling guwent when Erythrai entered the
league is also unknown. One can surmise that Mardonstalled a moderate democracy
in 492 as in the rest of lonia, but the issue isahear’® An inscription usually dated to
the mid-5th century seems to provide evidencelwhiged democracy or moderate
oligarchy in place at Erythraf. The most important aspect of the inscriptiondor
purposes concerns the regulations for the initlatibprosecutions and the appointment
of jurors. The inscriptions attest to the existeotprytanieswho are to introduce cases
heard by a court consisting of 27 jurors. Nine jarare to be selected from each of the
three tribes who have property valued no less thiaty staters(A. 10-17). The sixty-one
men needed to fill the court and the jurors arewear the same oath as the council (A.

17-24). Scholars have been mostly concerned wigsteqpn of whether this inscription

8 ATL 3.253.

® Arist. Pol. 130% 18-22; Gehrke 1985, 66 n. 2.

O Hdt. 6.43.4.

11 Erythrai 2A; Highby 1936, 36-38 suggests the 460s shorthr dirythrai entered the league according
to his reconstruction; Engelmann und Merkelbacl72192 “vor 454”; Lewis 1997, 56 suggests a date
after 452; Jeffery 1990, 344 dates the inscriptmoa. 465; Rhodes and Lewis 1997, 367 date theeddo
“before ? aftec. 453/2.”.
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has any relation ttG I° 14, which is generally dated to ca. 453132f the decree dates
beforelG 1°14 then it is solid evidence that Erythrai had eata of a limited democracy
before the Athenians intervened. The property ¢jaation of thirty statersfor jurors can
be explained in one of two ways. On its own, thaperty qualification would argue for a
date befordG 1° 14, since it has been assumed that the Atheniankiwave created a
democracy in their mold when they intervened te¢alhe new democratic constitution.
However, the inscription speaks of sixty-one meadeel to fill the court, which is a
majority of the 120-member council set uplByl®14 (line 9). This fact has led scholars
to connect the two inscriptiori3. If the decree is connected to the democracygsétu
the Athenians in ca. 453/52, then Erythrai’'s newderacy differed slightly in the
number of councilors and a property qualificationjirors from provisions prevailing at
Athens. There is evidence that a short-lived aniieAian faction was in control of the
city before Athenian intervention attested®1%14. Thus, it is possible that a limited
democracy was in place before a coup brought teepawaction, which is believed to
have revolted sometime in the 488sWhile the evidence is unclear, it is best toteela
the two decrees since the number of councilorscplesd in both inscriptions appears
connected. Therefore, either Athens installed aabeaty on the model of the previous
government at Erythrai before its intervening,le tlecree dates from the same period as

IG I°14.

12 ATL 3.202;ML # 40; Rhodes and Lewis 1997, 367 argue to#53/2.”

3 Engelmann und Merkelbach 1972, 25 believe thatwieedecrees possibly date from the same period;
Rhodes 1986, 167; Rhodes and Lewis 1997, 367, 369.

Y16 1°14.27.

!*> See Rubinstein in Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 1074.
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According to most scholars’ reconstructions oftRrgian history in the 450s, the
city revolted from the league after the Atheniapeition to Egypt® The editors of the
ATL suggested that the cause of the revolt was Eryghuawillingness to campaign
along with Athens to Egypt and then to convertrtBkip contributions to casfi. Still,
there is no evidence to support this hypothesgehld, one should look to the possible
ramifications of the Athenian defeat in Egypt iM4%hich was also a reversal for the
important lonian contingents that served along wi#m. The lonian contingents would
have consisted of the pro-Athenian elements ottires. Miletos, Samos, and other
lonian states had long standing interests in Egypst famously at themporionof
Naukratis'® Athenian efforts to detach Egypt from Persia ddwdve been viewed as
essential for trade by the allied lonians. Theresibn of the lonian forces serving with
Athens would have emboldened their anti-Athenigpooents in Miletos, Erythrai and
other placed? The anti-Athenian factions would have then loot@&ersia for aid.

During this period, Miletos appears to have suflarwil strife as indicated by the
three separate entries Milesian communities onribete lists in 454/53° In the mid-
440s, Milesian oligarchs slaughtered their demaxigiponents and revolted from
Athens and events at Erythrai probably took a sinibursé! The pro-Athenian
Erythraians were temporarily weakened and the allgaseized the opportunity to take
control with Persian aid. Scholars generally Eitgthrai's absence from the first

assessment period al® 1> 14 as evidence that Erythrai revolted from the lesig the

18 Meiggs 1943, 23-25ATL 3.252-58; Kagan 1969, 98-100; Meiggs 1972, 112REscer, 1979, 263-64;
Gehrke 1985, 66-68L, 89-94; Balcer, 1995, 321.

T ATL3.253.

18 Hdt. 2.78.

19 See Delorme 1995, 269-70.

201G 13259.VI1.19-22; See Piérart 1974, 163-67.

Z[Xen]. Ath. Pol. 3.11.
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450s. Erythrai does not appear in the tribute listtd 450/49. Yet, Boutheia, which
appears to have been a dependency of Erythrastesl lin 454/53, though no amount
survives, and in 453/52 with a tribute of 3TIn later years, when Boutheia is listed
separately, the community usually paid a tributé@J0 dr> It is believed that
Boutheia’s exceptionally high payment represergsctintribution from the loyal
Erythraians and from their possessions while theveas in revolt* 1G 1*14 is then
interpreted as the Athenian decree outlining Eathireturn to the league.

In the 19th century, Fauvel made a copy of theripon now enumerated &6
1° 14, which it has since been 183tIn much of its first section his copy is illegbbr
difficult to decipher; however, the rest of the aExis much more legible. The editors of
the ATL restored the archon Lysikrates in the prescripe(R), which would date the
decree to 453/52. The restoration is possible, but not absolutelgessary. The first
section, where Fauvel’s copy is particularly dificto read, deals with Erythrai’s
commitment to the Great Panathenaia (lines 2-&xtNhe decree outlines the creation
of the new democratic institutions that the Athesiare to install (lines 8-29). Athenian
officials are to oversee the creation of a coumabe up of 120 members no less than 30
years old. The councilors are to be chosen bydan &thens. Future selection is to be
overseen by the garrison commander, along witlothgoing council. An oath is
prescribed for the council in which they swear tootevolt from the “Athenian people or
the allies of the Athenians.” This section of tath is usually taken as evidence of the

early date of the decree and that the Atheniansbatllly converted the league to

221G 13259.v.19,G 13260.X.5.

B ATL3.252.

24 ATL 3.252; Meiggs 1943, 25.

% See Highby 1936, ML # 43, 91.
% ATL 2.54-55 (D10).
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empire, as they still refer to it as an alliar€Another significant part of the oath
concerns the prohibition on receiving fugitives wiadl fled to the Persians (line 27). In
line 31, a fragmentary section speaks of “tyrantsgbably referring to the faction that
assailed the previous government and caused amavghé& he final section of the decree
concerns judicial matters (lines 29-467?), descgliiaw the Erythraians are allowed to
decide capital cases and those banished from thare also prohibited from the rest of
the league.

The decree’s reference to “banished tyrants,” iseace of Erythrai in the first
tribute period, and Boutheia’s unusually largeutédopayment all suggest that Erythrai
suffered severe unrest, likely leading to defectiothe late 450s. Although this
explanation is not irrefutable, there does not seebe any other reasonable conclusion
based upon all of the evidence. Robertson has pegpihat the absence of Erythrai in the
first tribute period could have been caused bycttyés resistance to the league foothold,
which was centered at Bouthéfaln this scenario, Erythrai had not yet joined the
alliance. This suggestion cannot be reconciled thighevidence fron I° 14, which
speaks of the establishment of a new democracyrengdermanent residence of an
Athenian garrison. These steps point to efforiguell civil unrest and possibly
disloyalty. Moreover, by this period, Miletos antther significant lonian cities were
already tributary. It seems unlikely that Erythmaithout a significant navy to match
Athens and the allies, could have held out unélldte 450s while others similar lonian

states were already league members or tributagsall

2" Highby 1936, 22-23ATL 3.255;ML #43, 92.
2 Robertson 1980, 91 n. 55.
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Moreover, Meiggs and Lewis have demonstratedit#t14 is not the decree
announcing Erythrai’s entry into the league by obisg that it lacks “a declaration of
alliance.® The prohibition of receiving “those who have fledthe Medes” suggests
that a pro-Persian or at least anti-Athenian factuas in charge for some time. The only
real option in this period for those opposed tgleamembership would have been to
turn to Persia for aitf’ It is possible thastasisbroke out which led one group to seek
assistance from Persia. In the same period, dsdloddprobably occurred at Miletos,
which might have had Persian involvement. Athemsrvened in Miletos in similar
ways adG I°14 attests at Erythrai. If a full scale revolt dictur, there is the strong
possibility that Persia would have supported tieleas in the case of the Samian
oligarchs whom Pissuthnes, the satrap of Sardisdea decade latét The
reorganization of the government under Atheniarestipion and the establishment of a
garrison would have protected against civil disa@sdnuch as interference from Persia.

Once secured by Athens, Erythrai appears in theté lists for the first time in
450/49, paying a tribute of 9T (see the table agtddo this chapter for a summary of
tribute payments¥? During this period, Erythrai’s payment includiattof five
communities: Boutheia, the Polichnitai, Sidousa}dtin, and the Elaiousioi, who are
absent in 450/49, but usually included in slyatelyin later years. Let us first consider
the placement of these communities. The editoteeATL located four of these

communities on the Mimas peninsula and the Elamas the small island just off

ML # 43, 92.

30 SeeATL 3.253.
31 Thuc. 1.115.2.
321G 1°263.11.13.
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Pitane, based upon Strabo’s testimony (Str. 13.€.614)** Engelmann and
Merkelbach disputed that the Elaiousioi inhabitad tsland by observing that many
Greek communities derived their names from the ioralive tree. Instead, they
suggested a mainland locati¥nBased upon Thucydides’ account of operationsratou
Erythrai in 412/11, Sidousa and Pteleon were liketated on the west coast of the
Mimas peninsula, opposite Chit’s The editors of thATL, howeverpreferred to locate
Sidousa on the northeast edge of the penirféul&ithout becoming bogged down
further in inconclusive discussion about the plagenof these settlements, | would
emphasize that Erythrai was associated with teregovell inland. Their situation
exposed the Erythraians to the interference oP#rsians beyond the degree of
vulnerability created by the location of Erythrisalf.

The more important issue for our purposes conddmenstatus of the five
communities in relation to Erythrai. Beyond taoklithe issue of the locations of these
communities, the editors of tiAelr'L did not address a few key questions, such as whethe
they were units of the Erythraian state or sepdratelependergoleis Gschnitzer
offered an in-depth analysis of the Erythraggntelyin his 1958 publicatioAbhangige
Orte im Griechischen Altertuneconcluding that the five communities were not
independenpoleisbut rather outlying settlements of the Erythraitates” He also
observed that the fluctuations betwegntelyandapotaxisof the Erythraiarsyntelydid

not reflect changes in the relationship betweeritEay and its dependents.Instead,

33 ATL 1.485-87.

34 Engelmann und Merkelbach 1972, 37; See Rubinsiditansen and Nielsen 2004, 1070.
% Thuc. 8.24.2ATL 1.486; Gschnitzer 1958, 115.

36 ATL 1.486.

37 Gschnitzer 1958, 116-17.

% |bid. 114.
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Gschnitzer proposed that the large size and theenat the Mimas peninsula forced
these communities to manage their own affairs iarf@indeversammlungen,”
particularly their own economic issues, which ieeted in the tribute lists’

Gschnitzer’s suggestions for the Erythraian grongviple a helpful corrective to
the usual assumptions about changes sgntelyandapotaxis—one that avoids recourse
to generalizations about Athenian imperialism. iRstance, Engelmann and Merkelbach
interpreted the separate assessments of the fmenoaities as the results of Athens’
effort to ‘divide and conquer’ Erythr&. This analysis seems rather crude and does not
address what Athens aimed to gain through thicpofs we will see, theyntelywas
reformed in the 430s aftapotaxisin the 440s. It is difficult to understand why
Athenian policy would have then shifted in supgortasyntelyafter a decade of
supposedly insisting on separate assessments. Gsteeramine what circumstances and
motivations were in play for the supposed chang&tienian policy, without taking for
granted that some ever-tightening knot of hegenawmginated the league.

One the whole, Gschnitzer’s solution is also sonswinsatisfactory. The notion
that the five settlements were simply extensiontefErythraian state does not take into
account some important evidence. Hansen has heeeralyzed the evidence
surrounding the status of Sidousa. He observdadsidausa is referred to by the ethnic
without mention of its dependent status to Erytimahe tribute list of 430/2%" In the
same list, Sidousa is noted as belonging to Eryffirle also observes that

“Thucydides’ description of Sidousa ageachosis not in conflict with the evidence of

% bid. 116-17.

“0 Engelmann und Merkelbach 1972, 34.
“11G 1°281.1.61; Hansen 1997, 24.

421G 13281.1.24.
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the tribute lists which indicates that it was aeregentpolis.” ** Most importantly,

Hansen refers to Hecatae®&riegesisn which Sidousa is classified apalisin the

urban sens& He concludes that Sidousa was a deperptaigsituated in Erythraian
territory in the mid-& century that might have been an indepengetis ca. 500.
Interestingly, Gschnitzer also cited the evidemoenfHecataeus concerning Sidousa, but
did not believe that it affected his conclusidhsHansen’s theory concerning Sidousa
should probably be applied to the other four comitesr InAn Inventory of Archaic

and Classical Poleiall of the communities are listed as depengeftisand not as units
of the Erythraian stat®. According to Hansersynteliesgenerally were grouping of

cities and not smaller units of a stat8yhteleiavere usually formed by groupinmpleis
together and not by severing civic subdivisiongrfrapolisto which they formerly
belonged.*” This assertion holds true in most cases; howewer notable exception is
the Milesiansyntely which contained the island Leros and the inlamaimunity of
Teichioussa located on the southern boundary ofitiie Both of these members of the
syntelyseem to have been communities of the Milesiansahpoleis which were
separated because of civic unrest ca. 454/53 asitppin the 4208% The example of

the Milesian possessions offers evidence thatpais-communities could be assessed
separately in certain circumstances. However, ¥alig Hansen, it seems that the
Erythraiansyntelyincluded five smalpoleison the Mimas peninsula that in some periods

were tied to Erythrai in a group payment and ireddtpaid separately.

*3Hansen 1997, 25.

* |bid. 25.

5 Gschnitzer 1958, 117-18.

“6 Rubinstein in Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 1074-75.
“"Hansen 1997, 25; See Schuller 1974, 58-60.

“8 See Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 114.
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A close examination of the tribute lists reveals important features of the
Erythraiansyntely which have significance for the study of sub-hegeies in the Delian
League. First, as stated above, shietelyseems to have dissolved and been reconstituted
twice. The number of changes in tribute statusHergroup is unusual and, on the
surface, reveals a lack of stability in the retemtof the hegemony. During the first
tribute period, Boutheia seems to have paid fotdial Erythraians and dependencies in
a time of unrest. In the second tribute period fieecommunities paid a tribute of 9T
together. In the third periodpotaxishad occurred as each member paid separately until
433/32 when they paid a tribute of 10T 1,100 da@yntely*® By 430/29 apotaxishad
occurred again and there is no evidencedhatelywas reconstituted for the rest of the
period of the leagu®. The fact that several of the dependent communitieErythrai
were listed as paying for themselves while membeétse group remain together is
another unusual aspect of thentely Sidousa, Boutheia, the Elaiousioi, and Pteleen ar
listed as paying on their own behalf in 448/47 dniyy one payment from the group was
recorded by the Athenians.Clearly, each of these towns seems to have liegendent
relationship to Erythrai during this period. Gsd¢har’s explanation considers their
isolated positions on the Mimas peninsula, whiclaméhat they were forced to manage
their own economic affairs independently, though jsist settlements of Erythraians.
Yet, any explanation must take into account thay tivere probablpoleisin their own
right and not outlying units of Erythrai that occamlly appeared separately in the
tribute lists. Before tackling these important ssut will be useful to examine some

other approaches to these problems suggested blasth

491G 13279.1.48-49.
%01G 1281A.1.19-24.
511G 13264.111.28-30.
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One approach to solving the general question ofrtbvation forsyntelies
typically has been to propose that they were irgdrtd ease tribute collection.
According to Nancy Demand, tweynteliesn Chalkidike in the 450s and 440s were
“more likely to have been made for convenienceibute collection.’ On the surface,
one could apply this solution, convenience forAllgenians, to the Erythraiayntely if
we suppress for the moment our doubts over prgdmel such an advantage to Athens
worked. However, the appearance of Erythrai aneéddents in a special rubric in
430/29 seems to speak against Demand’s idea. Irstld 430/29, the editors of thETL
restored Erythrai and the five dependent commuitieer the heading,

MicBov éTéAecav aide &md Tol pdpov T1) oTpaTid, translated as “These cities
furnished pay for a military force out of theirtmite.”®® The editors restored all of the
names of the cities in the rubric, seemingly bagesh a reasonable premi§eThe

editors connected the payment of tribute to theeditfmn of Melesandros to Karia and
Lykia in the same year. This payment to an army in the field is the fietorded

instance of its kind on the lists. Each of the camities paid for itself and not as a group
as in the previous period. On the same list, howdsgthrai and the other five
communities are listed separately making anothgmpat, though with the indication
that they all belonged to Erythr&i. Unfortunately, no actual amount survives for @ith

payment of any of the cities.

2 Demand 1990, 76 only discusses the Olynthos, $&atval Assera group and the Mekyberna, Stolos,
and the Polichnitai group; Reger 1997, 465 als@ssiy thasynteleiaiaided tribute collection.

%G 1°281.61-66.

> ATL1.193.

**Thuc. 2.69.

°1G 1°281A.1.19-24.
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Therefore, it seems that in this year, Erythrai émdependents made two
payments separately to Athens. One payment was toddelesandros and the other as
their usual tribute payment. It is striking thag ix communities delivered their payment
to Melesandros separately. For convenience purpoeesvould imagine that
Melesandros would have preferred that they paygrs@p to facilitate his receptioh.

In this case, Athens did not emplogyntelyto ease the reception of tribute, but was
willing to receive the tribute both at home anddamilitary operation in the field
separately from each of the communities. The ndtiab convenience for Athens can
explain the creation of syntelyseems not to apply to Erythrai in this period.sTiaict
probably should also be applied to gyatelyin earlier periods as well. It is difficult to
envision how Athens was much benefited by the ngalif the payments of theyntelies
through Erythrai, or, even if it was, why the Atlers did not have recoursedgntelies
for other groups of tributaries.

The assumption, prevalent among commentatorsAthanian imperialism was
manifested as a “divide-and-conquer” policy alsesinot seem to apply to thpotaxis
of the Erythraiarsyntely®® If one judges from the results, the Athenian tieacto the
civil unrest or revolt at Erythrai in the late 45@i3es not seem to have affected the unity
of the group, nor is there any hint of such an apph inlG I* 14. If Erythrai had
represented the group either in ship contributmmis cash payment in earlier
assessment periods before the first list in 454He3) Athens did not hesitate to reform

thesyntelyafter revolt. Engelmann and Merkelbach’s suggadtatapotaxiswas a

> Alternatively, there is the possibility that theogp did pay together, but each was credited sepgra
prefer, however, the simpler explanation that Emajtdid not pay for theyntely although it is clear that
the five communities were dependencies in thisogeri

°% See Kirsten 1956, 79.
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policy to weaken Erythrai through the detachmerthefdependent communities is
difficult to reconcile with the evidence from thébute lists and what we know of the
history of the period. If Erythrai revolted in tlege 450s and was forcibly returned to the
league shortly afterward, it is clear that Athertsribt choose at this opportune moment
to weaken the rebellious city by assessing sepwaithie dependencies that had remained
loyal. Athens did not employ the tactic it had wliedl in the 460s against Thasos and
would utilize in the 420s against Mytilene. Athenast have felt confident enough in
Erythrai’s loyalty or believed thatpotaxiswas not an effective or proper means of
weakening the city even after intervening radicailyocal affairs. The supervision by
Athenian officials and a garrison mentioned@l*14 seems to have been sufficient to
ensure hegemonic interests. The possible empladeyharcolony at Erythrai in the early
440s proposed by the editors of thEL could have affected theyntelyor at least caused
a reduction in tributé® The purpose of the colony would have been todjthis part of
lonia, probably as a bulwark against civil unresd ®ersian interferené8 A colony
certainly would have served Athenian interests nedfieiently thanapotaxis.In the third
assessment period, thgntelysufferedapotaxisaround the time that the colony would
have been established. Nevertheless, the issw &brolutely clear and the existence of
a colony must be considered with the reformatiothetyntelyin the 430s, if it survived
that long. Based on the available evidemagmtaxiswas not a policy pursued by Athens
to divide the Erythrai group in order to furtheh&hian hegemony.

Any explanation of the fluctuations of the tribstatus of the Erythraiagyntely

must first consider local causes. Economic andipaliconditions probably had more of

*91G 12396;ATL 3.283-84; Figueira 1991, 223; Brunt 1966, 77,10 and Meiggs 1972, 162-63 argue
against a colony at Erythrai in this period.
9 ATL 3.283-84.



63

an effect on the changes betwesgntelyandapotaxisof the Erythrai group than

Athenian desire to weaken the city by separatiegiétpendents. Based upon the
evidence from the tribute lists, until the 428pptaxisseems not to have financially
benefited the Athenians. Athens actually receiveala 1T less from the group when
they paid separately in the 440s. In any casejifference in tribute received by Athens
when the Erythrai group paid together or separaegms quite small when compared to
the total revenue received from the rest of theissnploderate changes in assessment,
however, would have been substantial to Erythrdiiesxdependents. The fluctuations
betweersyntelyandapotaxiswere then products of various local political acdreomic
changes, which unfortunately are lost to history.

Still, it is possible to offer a few suggestionsiigh may help to explain the
changes in tribute status of the Erythrai grougustinents made in the tribute
assessment process could explain the changesiyatelyto apotaxisin the 440s, a
reversal late in the 430s and then what seems petmeanenapotaxisuntil the
Erythraian revolt along with many of the loniariedlin 412* The allies had the
opportunity of appealing their tribute assessmbntat least 425/2% Although the only
secure evidence of the opportunity for appeals soinoen the Thoudippos Decree,
Meiggs has demonstrated that teeminus ante quefior such appeals was ca. 446f45.
The editors of théTL suggested that the allies always had the recoarappeal of their
tribute assessmefit According to the Thoudippos Decree, a court of ihmeisand jurors

was established to hear appeals from the alliesistghie new assessments. The

1 Thuc. 8.14.2.

2 ATL 3.79; Meiggs 1972, 240-42.

831G 1 71; Meiggs 1972, 240 cites the Athenian regulatifom Chalkis 446/45IG I° 40, lines 26-27) in
which Chalkis promises to pay the tribute whichythmersuade the Athenians’.

®4 ATL3.79.
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adjudicated figures were then to be ratified bydbencil®®

Any innovations in this
system probably concerned the role of dicastene|sawhile the overarching authority
of the council had probably always existed.

Significantly, the record of Erythrai’s tribute the 440s and 430s shows a rise
when there was syntelyand decrease aftapotaxis®® | suggest that the Erythraians at
several points could have appealed to lower thibute, being ready to rid themselves of
their dependents if necessary. The first appedtdoave occurred in the third
assessment period since it is clear that by 444dptéBaxishadtaken place leading to a
reduction from a 9T assessment paid in the prepeusd by the entire group to 7T
5,700 dr. Various reasons such as the inabilifutioish the assessed tribute or a reversal
in the policy concerning the city’s regional hegemaould have led to an appeal for
tribute reduction accompanied bgotaxisin the new assessment period. The damage
caused by recent Persian intervention and theofiskrenewed threat are likely to have
played roles. Erythrai would have sought to sepats hegemony from the calculation
of tribute as a tactic to focus Athenian attentiortheir own financial strength. Nor is it
to be excluded that the dependencies of the Engtisanight have taken the initiative for
requesting the variowsy/ntelicandapotaxicarrangements.

As a ship contributor in earlier years, Erythraiulebhave exploited the resources
of the dependent communities alone, which mighehaaen arranged through various
administrative channels. As a tributary beginniag450/49, Erythrai was responsible for

meeting cash obligations that could have beencdiffto fulfill from year to year. The

%5 SeeATL 3.71-80 and Meiggs 1972, 240-42 for a detailedudision ofiG 171 and its consequences.
% The highest amount the Erythraisyntelypaid was 10T 100 dr. in the late 430s, while safedy the city
usually paid 7T in the 440s; Meiggs 1972, 162-6fyssted that a league wide lowering of tribute thas
reason for the reduction. Yet, this explanationsdoet adequately explain the increased tributeSBI3R,
which is over a talent more than in the secondogervhich dates before the supposed reductions.
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emplacement of a colony at Erythrai could also reffected the payment of tribute.
Perhaps Erythrai, whose aristocrats had been thes fof the turmoil in the region, bore
the costs of remediation and, accordingly, deah wie advantages and disadvantages
that the colony might have brought. There is stiitry indication that Erythrai, however,
would have continued to maintain long standing hega@c privileges not included in the
furnishing of tribute. It is essential to obserkattin 444/43 and in 430/29, the
dependencies are listed separately, but with ttieation that they still belonged to
Erythrai®” Admittedly, in 444/43 the identification is atké& ambiguous and could be
understood as implying that the Polichnitai andEkeousioi merely lay in the territory
of Erythrai although at this period independenthef city®® This additional

identification would have served to distinguishsae&€ommunities from three other
communities called the Polichnitai, which also appen the list§? Furthermore,
another community called Elaious was in the Thracaersonesos. However, in
430/29 the genitiveEpubpaiov is appended to the each of the five dependent
communities. The genitive must signify that theeftewns really belonged to Erythrai,
and the inclusion of the group in a special rusgems to indicate that Erythrai and the
dependencies were still behaving as a unit althdugtishing tribute separately. Thus, |
suggest that in 444/43 the additional identificatidso signifies that the Polichnitai and
the Elaiousioi belonged to Erythrai. Although imet years the communities are not

listed with the additional signification that theglonged to Erythrai, they are generally

®7In 444/43)G 1268.1.27,TToAix[vaiol| Epu8 is listed and in the same list and in list &8,1°284.2.
(427/26 or 426/28Aaid[oior ‘Epu]Bpatis listed. In 430/29 all the dependents are listethelonging to
Erythrai and in the assessment decree of 42524 71.1.144-45, 11.151-52, the Polichnitai and the
Elaiousioi are listed separately but also as degpeisd
% Gschnitzer 1958, 116 argues that the addition smesre than just a topographical reference.
69
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listed just before or after Erythrai, even afipotaxis’* The positions of the entries on
the tribute lists need not necessarily reflect winentribute was received by Athens,
which would merely indicate geographic proximify Therefore, the consistent grouping
of Erythrai with its dependents implies a contirgurelationship even aftapotaxisas

they tended to be listed together even when asksesparately’

Nevertheless, let us consider briefly the otherdtlyesis, however unlikely a
possibility it has seemed to me, namely that tkealution of thesyntelyca. 446/45
signifies Erythraian loss of control over their pessionsin this scenario, the
independence of the dependent communities would lzted until Erythrai reasserted
control over the peninsula in the late 430s, wihersyntelywas reformed only to lose
control again ca. 430/29. The reasons for the hgimal loss of the hegemonythe
third assessment period could have been causedytryumnber of issues obscured from
us. For instance, if a colony was dispatched tdHeay, the result could have been a
weakening of the Erythraian polity leading to tbhed of the dependencies or Athenian
supervision of this area of lonia could have reggiithe detachment of the dependencies.
The lack of evidence from Erythrai in this periagside of the tribute lists makes almost
any conjecture plausible. The tribute quota listayever, do indicate that, even during
some periods adpotaxis these communities still belonged to Erythtaapotaxiswas a
result of a loss of control over the towns on tkaipsula then it is clear that Athens did

not completely recognize their new status as gredioda change in expectations over

" The notable exceptions to this observation adti#/43, 441/40, and in the assessment decree (2425
Paarmann 2004, 104-05 has shown that the ordexroés on the assessment decrees follow an order
determined by how much they paid in the previoutogein descending order.

" Paarmann 2004, 82, 107-08.

" Ipid. 82.
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how tribute was to be paid. Thus, it is best toohade that Erythrai had continual control
over its possessions on the Mimas peninsula evem Wiey were assessed separately.

The fragments of Antiphon’s spee@m the Tribute of the Samothraciansted
to the 420s, provide some evidence for the natiitieecappeals process and the
techniques that league members could employ béfereourts, offering a glimpse of
how Erythrai could have shed itself of the direxgtponsibility for paying for the
dependent communiti€s Antiphon seems to have described the barren nafuhe
island of Samothrace and its meager resources éffam to prove that Samothrace could
not support the proposed tribute burden. He alsatioreedsyntelyandapotaxisin some
context. One hypothesis would be that the mentfapotaxisrefers to the effort of the
Samothracians to shed themselves of their dependarthe coast opposite the island
that were now too burdensome to pay‘fohpotaxiswould have had the benefit of
removing components of the state, which were notrdmuting enough to the total tribute
during the increased assessments of the Archidaviiean Gernet suggested that the
speech dates to 425, which would be the point whetowns were separated from the
island’® The success of the appeal may be seen at tiséilathe assessment of 422/21,
when Samothrace’s dependents Drys, Zone, and &alegcorded separately
contributing a substantial total sum of 3T 3,008°dr

Alternatively, the initiative for separation canrerh the cities of the

Samothraciaperaiawho thought their interests better served by assessin their own

" Fr. 49-56 Thalheim; Gernet 1923, 161 proposed 24 for the date of the speech; Meiggs 1972, 387 al
proposed the occasion as the assessment of 48g84lso Chapter 5 for a more detailed analydisi®f
speech.

> Meiggs 1972, 241 suggested that Athens wanteactease revenue by assessing the communities
separately.

® Gernet 1923, 161ATL 3.195; Meiggs 1972, 241 suggests that the comnesnitiuld have been
detached in 425/24.

TIG 1°77.V. 27-31.
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regard. Thus, it is possible that Samothrace cbale appealed in the speech to retain
theperaia which the island was in danger of losing, becaitbe efforts of the
dependent communities to receive their own assegsras independent polities. In this
case, the reference to the island’s lack of regswmould be equally reasonable.
Unfortunately, Samothrace’s entry did not survivetloe assessment of 422/21, so it is
difficult to know the effect ohpotaxison the island itself. The important fact is that, i
some way, the appeal of the Samothracians wagddlatthe separation of three of their
dependent communities, which probably reduced Samracé’s tribute. The fragments
provide no further information in order to understahe full context of the speech, but
they reveal the type of arguments that the Eryéimswould have employed in appealing
their own assessments. Althoughotaxisseems to have led to a reduction in total tribute
for the group in the third assessment period, onstances seem to have changed in the
430s allowing theyntelyto reform, this time with a tribute over 10T. Thest a few
years later, Erythrai could have sougphbtaxisagain because the city was once again
unable to pay the assessed amount. Generallydardimmunities of the Mimas
peninsula, the underlying political realities werebably more stable than the shifting
manifestations a$yntelyandapotaxis which reflected changing arrangements for
payment of funds.

We must remember thayntelyandapotaxisprobably affected how guarantors
were enrolled for each unit’s annual tribute paymErom the decree proposed by
Kleonymos, it is possible to discern by at leastd@6/25 how the Athenians had
developed the procedures for tribute collecfibAccording to the decree, each tributary

state is required to appoint tribute collect@ldpgeis who are also liable for the delivery

81G 1°68 =ML #68.
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of payment’® From a fragment of Antiphon’s speech for the Sémmazians it seems that
the guarantors were wealthy citizens of the afffetn a sensegpotaxismust have
increased the responsibility of the aristocratdependent states that had not existed in
periods ofsyntely if we can be certain that smaller members gfraelicarrangement
were not required to appoint collectors. Thus @rigortionate impact at either end of
the process of tribute collection was creatediAes the Athenians could even have
received approximately the same amount of tribote split between aegenon and its
“severed” dependencies. Yet the wealthy membetiseoélite in the separated tributaries
experienced a dramatically different distributidiesponsibility in the collection of the
requisite funds.Apotaxisclearly had this effect, but it is uncertain whaspects of the
tribute process were individualizedsgntely It is unknown if the added burden of
tribute collection actually affected moves towaagetaxisby smaller dependencies.

In considering thapotaxisof the 420s, Athens’ need for increased revenue
because of the Archidamian War must lie in the gemlnd. In 428/27 Erythrai paid
12T, the highest recorded amount for the &ityn the same list, the Polichnitai paid an
increased amount of 1T 3,000%rThe tribute increases should be traced backiena
assessment in the same year, when Athens wasa@oestiby cost of the siege of
Mytilene®® Apotaxisin this period might have been motivated by chargdsthenian
policy because of new economic and political resdibf the war. Yetapotaxishere was
not inevitable since it is clear thasgntelyof contributors had generally yielded more

tribute before the war. It is possible that in ghsiod that ayntelywould have entailed

?1G 1°68.5-9.

80 Fr, 52 Thalheim.
811G 13283.111.28.
821G 13283.111.30.
8 ATL3.70.
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an even higher tribute burden for Erythrai. Congadly, the Athenians would have
assessed thgyntelyat a higher rate than the allies separafEe surviving evidence for
the status of the Erythrai group in the later peodDelian League seems to show that
they never formed syntelyagain. Nevertheless, not enough evidence surtovesmke
this conclusion absolutely certain.

In 412, the Athenians made Sidousa and Pteleors lfiiasa which they attacked
Chios after that island’s revdtt. The Athenian occupation in itself says nothingub
the recent assessment or tribute status of the comies. In Thucydides’ description of
the towns as fortified bases for Athenian operatidre does affirm that they still
belonged to Erythrai in this peridd. It seems that the Athenians were able to occhy t
two cities, separated by some distance from a mda&llious Erythrai on the Mimas
peninsuld® From an examination of available evidence it @stiikely that Erythrai
continued to control the dependent communitiesherMimas peninsula through the
420s up until the Athenian occupation of Sidousé Rteleon in 412.

Another important aspect of the tax history of EBrgthraian group for the study
of sub-hegemonies in the league concerns the uhwsyahesyntelywas listed in the
early 440s. The lists record that several of th@eddent communities ‘paid for
themselves’ while in ayntelyin the second assessment period. In 448/47 a&diM6,
Sidousa, Boutheia, Pteleon, and the Elaiousiorezerded as furnishing tribute on
behalf of themselves, while Erythrai paid for th@i€hnitai®” The entry is a little

ambiguous since it is unclear whether the four comties each paid for themselves or

8 Thuc. 8.24.2; See Rubinstein in Hansen and Nie?6&d, 1099.

% Thuc. 8.24.2.

8 SeeATL 1.485-87 for a detailed discussion of the sizéhefMimas peninsula and locations of the
dependent communities: See Gschnitzer 1958, 116-117

871G 1°264.111.28-30,IG 1°265.1.58-64.
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together as a separate group. In the list datd8@519, there is no indication that the four
dependents paid for themsel\¥&sIn the late 430s, when tlsgntelywas reformed, it
seems that Erythrai paid for the whole group ardnidividual members are not listed.

Thus, for at least two years in the second assedgmeeod, four of the dependent
communities furnished their own tribute while ire#yntely®® As stated above, in the
first year of thesyntelythe dependent communities are listed below Erythith no
special notation. The individual listing of membefsasyntelyon the tribute lists is not
unusuaf® The editors of thATL believed that Erythrai’s payment on behalf of the
Polichnitai in these two years signified that tiwe thhad a closer relationship with each
other than with the rest of the grolpThe editors of th&TL provided no further
argument or evidence to support their conjectuleai@/, for some reason, Erythrai paid
directly for the Polichnitai and not for the othiewns in these two years. One figure
seems to stand for the whole group in both yearg,raust not have been a case where
each of the four communities paid separate tribu#thens. It appears that they were
credited on the lists in both years as contributnatyvidually to one total sum. The four
dependents, then, were notapotaxis Unfortunately, no othesyntelyis documented in
this way on the lists making a comparison impossith any other group.

| conclude that it is misguided to see in this dageestrangement of the four
dependencies from Erythraian control. If they wienéy contributing separate tribute,
then the lists should have reflected their staubsting individual sums. Gschnitzer’'s

observation concerning the size and mountainousiteof the Mimas peninsula may

8 )G 1°263.11.13-18.

891G 1263.11.13-18G 13264.111.28-30.
9 paarmann 2004, 82.

1 ATL1.487.
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have relevance in explaining the unusual entrie¢his scenario, Athens would have
received individual payments from the four commiesisince they were handling their
own economic issues separately because of théatimo. The Athenians would have
still credited Erythrai with heading tisgntelyalthough acknowledging the separate
payments. Yet, the distant locations of the depecids did not change over time and it
is clear that Erythrai paid as thgntely‘head’ without any special notation in the late
430s. Thus, this explanation does not accountcseffily for the other years when the
syntelywas reformed. More likely, th&yntelyin the second assessment was already in
the beginning stages apotaxis which occurred in the next period. Erythrai already
could have been seeking to be shed itself of tpemdent communities, but for some
reason Athens still received one payment as fraynéely albeit with the careful
notation that four of the dependent communitiesl plaeir own tribute. Nonetheless, it is
reasonable to surmise that special circumstancé®iway in which local leaders and
wealthy guarantors (as indicated above) were orgarfor the Erythraians finds
abbreviated and cryptic expression on the quata lisnfortunately, no answer seems to
be completely satisfactory. Yet, it is clear the same special notation does not indicate
totally separate payments or any other divisioBnythraian hegemony.

The history of Erythrai in the mid™century provides evidence for the unsettled
conditions and vulnerability of the lonian coadteTabsence of Erythrai in the first
tribute period and the reorganization of the Ergidin government by Athens, attested by
IG I1°14, prove that the polity suffered severe unrehé450s. It is probable that Persia

interfered by backing a faction or factions that fe a revolt. In the same period, Miletos
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also sufferedtasisbut probably remained loyal until the mid-448sThe effect on the
regional hegemonies of the Miletos and Erythraiensgnificant. Boutheia seems to
have acted assyntelycenter for the Mimas Peninsula and for loyal Ergilins during
the period of trouble, while Miletos stood apaan (at least) the island possession of
Leros and the community of Teichioussa for a fearge® The result of thetasisat
Erythrai was the separation of the state and degertdrritory into at least two factions.
Much later, in 412, Athens was able to occupy Ssdoand Pteleon, while Erythrai was
in revolt, repeating in some ways the fracturethef450s, revealing once again the
weakness of the cities in loria.

After Athens brought Erythrai back into the fold d&0 and restructured the
state, the dependent territory was brought undecdimtrol of the city and paid as a
syntelyin the second assessment period. Yet, it seerhby8/47 the Erythraian
group was making a move towaagdotaxis By 444/43 at the latesapotaxishad
occurred. However, the separation of the depeneeritories seems not to have been
complete. The annotations of the quota lists comtito reveal sustained control over the
five communities by Erythrai even in periodsapiotaxis The reformation of theyntely
by 433/32 also implies that Erythrai maintainedselgupervision over the Mimas
peninsula throughout the late 440s and 430s. Myptiesis thaapotaxiswas a
result of adjustments made in the tribute prodessugh appeal is an attempt to consider
all of these issues. Any explanation for the frequhanges betweeayntelyand
apotaxismust take into accouttie evidence from the tribute lists, which showat th

Erythrai never completely lost control over the tewf the Mimas peninsula. Every

92 Robertson 1987, 387-90.
S ATL3.252.
% Thuc. 8.24.2.
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four years Athens reassessed the tribute and gap@tonities for the allies to appeal.
The volatility of the situation of Erythrai and tMimas peninsula probably prompted
appeals and adjustment by the Athenians in evesgsament cycle. It is clear that
apotaxisled to a reduction in tribute for the Erythrasymtelyuntil the late 430s. These
changes in the tribute may reveal the successestthppeals. The movement between
the two different tribute statuses demonstratesléxéility Athens afforded her allies in
meeting tribute obligations and the recognitionhaf longstanding prerogatives Erythrai
and many others had over their regional hegemonies.

The separate assessments of the five dependemcike Mimas peninsula did
not fundamentally alter their status as a grougAtasns still recognized their dependent
relationship to Erythrai. There is little evidertbat Athens sought to weaken Erythrai
throughapotaxisjust a few years after installing a garrison araganizing the
government. These prior actions would have sertbéian interests much more
effectively than the detachment of a few small bga@ommunities. Instead, it is
probable the Erythrai attempted to separate therhegy from the tribute assessment by
appealing fompotaxis,but retained recognition of its control. No otlgeoup
experienced as many changes as the Erythssiatelyor appears on the lists with so
many indications that the separated components stilrpossessions of the dominant
city. Thus, it is difficult to generalize for othkrcal hegemonies based upon the history
of the group. | would note that for two other sizleasub-hegemonies that tended to
belong to autonomous allies such as Thasos (463rG2Mytilene (428/27potaxis
was the actual detachment of dependent communitiesuniqueness of the Erythraian

situation is significant, however, as it containgam evidence for the potential flexibility



of Athenian policy toward local hegemonies andldeal conditions which affected

them.

Table of Tribute

454/53- Boutheieis (-)
453/52- Boutheieis 3T
452/51-
451/50-

450/49- Erythraioi 8T.3300dr (-)
Polichnitai
Sidousioi
Pteleousioli
Boutheieis

448/47- Erythraioi: They paid for the- 9T
Polichnitai
These cities paid for themselves: Gsilmi
Boutheieis
Elaiousioi
Pteleousioi

447/46- Erythraioi: They
paid for the- 8T4000 dr. 2000dr.
Polichnitai
These cities paid for themselves: Gsdo
Boutheieis
Elaiousioi
Pteleousioi

446/45-

445/44-

444/43- PolichnitaiEpu6) 4000 dr.
Elaiousioi’Epu]6pat) 100 dr.
Erythraioi 7T

443/42- Erythraioi 7T
Elaiousioi 100 dr.
Boutheia 1000 dr.
Polichnitai 4000 dr.
Pteleousioi 100 dr.
Sidousioi 500 dr.
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442/41- Erythraioi 7T
Elaiousioi 100 dr.
Polichnitai 4000 dr.
Pteleousioi 100 dr.
Sidousioi 500 dr.
Boutheia 1000 dr.

441/40- Sidousioi 500 dr.
Polichnitai 4000 dr.
Elaiousioi 100 dr.

440/39- Erythrai 7T
Boutheia 1000 dr.
Sidousioi 500 dr.
Polichnitai 4000 dr.
Pteleousioi 100 dr.
Elaiousioi 100 dr.

439/38- Erythraioi 7T
Polichnitai 4000 dr.
Boutheia 1000 dr.
Sidousioi 500 dr.
Pteleousioi 100 dr.
Elaiousioi 100 dr.

433/32- Erythraioi andynteleislOT 1100 dr.

432/31- Erythraioi 10T 1100 dr.

430/29- Erythraioi (-)
Boutheieis of the Erythraians (-)
Pteleousioi of the Erythraians (-)
Elaiousioi of the Erythraians (-)
Polichnitai of the Erythraians (-)
Sidousioi of the Erythraians (-)

“These cities furnished pay for a military forcet ofitheir tribute”

Erythraioi (-)
Sidousioi (-)
Boutheieis (-)
Pteleousioi (-)
Elaiousioi (-)
Polichnitai (-)

429/28- Boutheieis 1000 dr.
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428/27- Erythraioi 12T
Boutheieis 1000 dr.
Polichnitai 1T 3000 dr.

427126
or 426/25- Boutheieis 1000 dr.
Elaiousioi of the Erythraians (-)

416/15- Erythraioi (-)
415/14- Erythraioi (-)

A9-425/24- Erythraioi (-)
Polichnitai of the Erythraiap}p
Elaiousioi of the Erythraiank 1
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Chapter 3: Miletos

The history of Miletos after the battle of Mycate479 down to the city’s revolt
from Athens in 412 has been variously interpretgdstholars. The unusual amount of
extant evidence for the political conditions of ity in the mid-8' century has led to a
variety of different interpretations. Evidence frothe Athenian tribute lists, two
inscriptions, and a reference to civil strife inetipamphlet of Old Oligarch on the
Athenian constitution all attest to significant itiunrest in the city in mid-5 century.
The fragmentary nature of the decrees has madeextsin interpretation impossible. It
has generally been assumed that an oligarchic gmeart controlling Miletos revolted in
the late 450s and then again mid-440s. The reedltd intervention by Athens and the
eventual establishment of democracy on the Athemmdel. My approach to these
complex issues, however, is to bring to the formgfrof investigation Miletos’ local
hegemony in this period. Like other cities in theliBn League such as Erythrai or Samos
(as already noted), Miletos had laid claim to aigant amount of territory in thes
century, including several traditionally dependeammmunities. Claims to some of this
sphere of influence had probably solidified in #hrehaic period and then again in first
decades of the Delian League as the city was nediedi and expanded. Miletos had been
the leading east Greek state most damaged by ttsaPe at the center of the lonian
Revolt. The city had been besieged and finally edck 494. Herodotus records that
much of the male population was transferred to Arapethe Persian Gulf while the

women and children were enslaved (6.19-20).
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A close inspection of the evidence reveals sigaift disruptions in the mid"5
century within Miletos’ local hegemony. It is my rd@ention that the political unrest
hypothesized by scholars and the state of the Miesegional hegemony are inter-
connected. The disruption of the hegemony has itapoe in evaluating the limits of
regional ambitions of mainland tributaries in teadue. The history of Miletos in the
mid-5" century like that of Erythrai illustrates the iastiity of lonia and weakness of
moderate sized mainland states compared to therlastand powers in retaining or
expanding regional hegemonies. The unique amouwhtcamplexity of the literary and
epigraphical evidence of Milesian history of thisripd render it necessary to focus on
the differing interpretations offered by scholaveothe last century. Without a clear and
exhaustive discussion of the political status ofeltis it would be difficult to examine
effectively the city’'s regional hegemony. The Mitssub-hegemony was only one facet
of a large and powerful state that underwent sulislachanges in a short period of time
in the mid-8" century. Therefore, | shall begin by outlining theailable evidence for the
political situation of the city during the period its membership in the Delian League
and then survey the major interpretations of thielence by scholars in order to better
illustrate Miletos’ place as a major ally in thellaa League. | shall continue by offering
my own analysis of the evidence while also exanginthe extent of the Milesian
hegemony in the "5 century and its impact on the history of Miletdsng with its
relations with Athens. Thus, my analysis of thddgiian hegemony cannot be separated
from a thorough study of the complex evidence af dity’s history in the mid-8

century.
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Miletos’ influence and power was considerable ia #rchaic period. The city
was renowned in antiquity as a major colonizerfipalarly in the Propontis and Black
Sea regions. Scholars have calculated that Milietmsded between 30 and 45 colories.
Thus in the early Archaic period Miletos alreadyoged a substantial population and
resources. Miletos founded such notable colonieSimgpe on south coast of the Black
Sea and Kyzikos on the Proporttifhe city also had substantial trade relations and
participated in the first recorded internationahftict in Greek history. During the so-
called “Lelantine War” between Chalkis and ErefrigEuboia beginning in the laté"8
century, Miletos is said to have supported Erétddready in this period, Samos seems
to have been Miletos’ main rival as the island supgd Chalkis in the conflict.
Herodotus states that the Milesians had a permapesgence at the pan-Hellenic
emporium of Naukratis in EgyftThus, the early history of Miletos is one of a araj
Greek power influential in trade and colonizatidiroughout the Greek world and
beyond.

Miletos’ foreign relations in the Archaic periocsalreveal its significant military
power. During the reign of the tyrant Thrasybulogte late 7 century, Miletos came
into conflict with the Lydian kingdom under AlyasteThe Milesians withstood a Lydian
siege and in ca. 605 concluded a peace with theahgdon terms of friendship and
alliance® In the 6" century Miletos might have perhaps experiencedessant of loss of
its special status secured under Alyattes when stsubdued Ionia. As an extremely

prosperous metropolis, Miletos probably paid trébtd Croesus but at the same time

! Gorman 2001, 64.

2 |bid. 257.

3Hdt. 5.99.1; Thuc, 1.15.3.
4 Hdt. 2.178.1-3.

° Hdt.1.22.
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retained some sort of special status with the LiysfiaAfter Croesus’ defeat at the hands
of the Persians, Miletos was able to secure theesarms under Cyrus that the city had
enjoyed under the LydiadsAlthough Persian rule was not oppressive, Miletas the
major instigator in the outbreak of the lonian Rewo ca. 500 Miletos became the
center of the rebellion and was the scene of tha finajor sea battle of the war of the
island of Lade in 494. After the defeat at sea,eli$ then was besieged and sacked by
the victorious Persian forces. The conquest wa®mpanied by deportation of its
people.
Primary Evidence

A brief overview of the main evidence for Miletwsthe period after the lonian
Revolt will be helpful before examining the issuesletail. The literary tradition is
almost silent concerning the political situationMiifetos after its destruction in 494.
There is even the question of whether Miletos exlists a city between its destruction
and the Persian wars. The community does appémvi® existed in some form by 479
since Herodotus provides an account in which thei&es distrusted the loyalty of the
Milesians during the battle of Mycale. They podteel Milesians in the rear to guard the
mountain passes which acted as escape routeséntortemove them from their camp.
The Milesians subsequently betrayed the Persiamsdoyng them down the wrong paths.
Other than in Herodotus’ account, Miletos doesapgtear in the historical record until

the first Athenian tribute quota list. The firsitlidated to 454/53, contains the

® Gorman 2001, 124.

"Hdt. 1.141.

8 Hdt. 5.35-6.

° Hdt. 9.104; See Burn 1962, 550; Hignett 1963, 287-
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assessments of two dependent Miletos’ dependeitbtass, the island of Leros and
Teichioussa® They are listed as follows:
MiAéoiol
[¢]xs Aépo: HHH
MiAécion
[éx, T] enxidoe[s:...]
[The Milesians
from Leros: 300 dr.
The Milesians
from Teichioussa: . . .]
Leros is an island off the coast of the city anethi@ussa is identified as a settlement to
the south on the Gulf of lasos. For many yearsag Whought that Miletos was absent
from the first list. The city’s absence and thduson of Milesians from Leros and
Teichioussa figured prominently in reconstructifmsthe period. Miletos’ missing entry
was generally interpreted as proof of the city\stefrom the Delian Leaguk.

However, in 1971 a new fragment of the first quatwas found in the Athenian

Agoral? The new fragment belongs to column 3, lines 1872@ fragment reads as

follows:
Neomo[. . . ...... ]
MAE[. . ....... ]
Axpl. .. ... JHHH

Meritt restored the fragment to read:
Neomo[Atal ¢k V]
MiAé[To év Aeukoi]

’Akp[oTepio]t: HHH

[The Neapo]litai from ]

191G 1¥259.V1.19-22.
L ATL 3.253.

12 Meritt 1972, 403-17.
13 Gorman 2001, 223.
14 Meritt 1972, 409.
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Mile[tus on the Leukos]
Pro[montor]y: 300 dr.]

Meritt believed that the Neapolitai were a thirchbaf loyal Milesians in exile from a
rebellious Miletos, along with others on Leros amd eichioussa. Meritt located this
community on the peninsula above Halikarnassoss,Tkieritt’s restoration was
predicated on the supposition that Miletos was ritisem the first list because of revolt.
However, Piérart, after reviewing the fragment,aoded that Meritt's reading was
impossiblet® He argued for including Milesians themselves mfitst list. Piérart's
reading seems preferable to Huehoc, complicated, and methodologically unsound
restoration of Meritt. Robertson in support ofrié suggested th&fiAé[cio1 should
stand instead in line 19 whiNcotro[Atai in line 18 andAkp[ in line 20 are separate
tributaries *® Miletos does appear conclusively in the third (#52/51) assessed at an
unknown sum and then in the fifth list (450/49)wétn assessment of 10T, including
Leros and Teichioussa. In the twelfth list (443/42) the city’s tributeas reduced to 5T,
while still including Leros and Teichious§aMiletos’ appearance in the tribute lists is
the only securely dated evidence of the politiétalagion of the city in the mid*%
century.

Another important piece of evidence is the fragragnAthenian decree often
called “The Regulations for Miletos®. The nature and even the date of the decree have

long been disputed. The mention of the archon Euthyn the body of the decree (lines

15 pigrart 1974, 163-67.

18 Robertson 1987, 397.

171G 1°261.11.28,1G 1°263.V.18.
181G 13269.1.33.

¥G1%21.
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61, 85) has led scholars to date it to 450/49,2BR@ind a variety of other dat@sThe
fragmentary condition of the decree has made atyreenterpretation difficult, although
it is clear from the surviving fragments that Atsentervened considerably in the affairs
of the city. Mention is made of five officials t@lsent from Athens to oversee the city
(line 4). There are other stipulations regardirdigial relations between the two states
(lines 26-64). Oaths are also to be sworn betweigshn and Athenian officials (lines
65-71). Some scholars have argued that the denremiaces the return of Miletos to the
alliance after a revolt or an Athenian attemptuelbstasis there. Below | will discuss

my interpretation of the decree in my own recorettam of Milesian history of the
period.

The second important decree concerns the banishohardmall group of
individuals by the Milesian authoritiésThe inscription is on a marble base of a lost
stele. The decree banishes the sons Nympharetkisiyud, Kresphontes, and Stratonax.
A reward is also offered to anyone who succeedsling them. Most scholars have
concluded that the decree records a sentence ishaent conferred upon traitds.lt
has also been suggested that the offenders w&teleid descent and therefore belonged
to the traditional Milesian aristocraéyThe officials in charge of executing the degree
are calledgpimenioi, ‘monthly officers’. The existence of these oféils implies that the

government was still controlled by an oligarchy &ad not yet been replaced by an

2 See Meiggs 1972, 563 for 450/49 and Mattingly 195744 and Rhodes 2006, 116 for 426/25.

L Milet 1.6 # 187; Tod 1946, # 3BIL, # 43.

22 See Barron 1962, 2; Meiggs 1972, 564-65.

% Barron 1962, 2-6; See Hdt. 9.97; Neileus was tithital founder of Miletos during the migration to
lonia. The names of some of the outlawed individwa the inscription reveal Neileid connections. Fo
instance, Alkimos was a son of Pylian Neleus.
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Athenian-styleprytany systen?® Any further interpretation of the decree is difficand
its date is disputed. Scholars have argued fongakie inscription from 479-440.

The OId Oligarch provides literary evidence foremvcivil strife in Miletos at
some point in the%century. Describing the Athenian policy of backpapular
elements in cities sufferingasis, the Old Oligarch states that when Athens supddrte
oligarchs in Miletos, within a short time, they ofted and attacked their democratic
opponentsroiTo 8¢ 6te MiAnoicov eihovTo Tous BeAtioTous, evtds oAiyou xpdvou
atmooTdavTes TOV dijuov kaTtékowav™ ([Xen]. Ath. Paol. 3.11). In the same passage, the
Old Oligarch adds that the Athenians also made geoisions in backing the Spartans
instead of the Messenians and in another instdwetian oligarchs. The Old Oligarch
offers no other information that would aid the dgtof this event. However, it is
possible to date the Athenian support of Spartatel64 after a massive earthquake led
to the Helot Revolt. The Boiotian oligarchs werediged by Athens between the battle of
Oinophyta (457) and the battle of Koronea (447 likely that Athenian support of a
Milesian oligarchy probably occurred in the mii-Gentury as well but before 441/40,
since | will maintain that the Athenians had egtddldd a democracy in Miletos by that
time 2°

Inter pretations

Until the discovery of a new fragment of the of &t@enian tribute list in 1971,

Scholars were generally in agreement about thegfmedtal outline of events on Miletos

in the mid-%" century. It was believed that the absence of i#én the first tribute list

** Robertson 1987, 379.

% Barron 1962, 5-6, argued for 44|, 105 suggested a date between 470 and 440 andt&ob&987,
380 for after 479.

% Lapini 1997, 285 suggests that the revolt occubetsveen 446/45 and 444/43.
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signified that the city was in revolt along withadher lonian city, Erythrai, which was
also seen as an absentee in the péfiothe motivation for the revolt, possibly instigéte
by a pro-Persian faction, was seen as a reflectidime crisis in the Delian League after
the Athenian failure in Egypt. It was suggested that Athens must have recovered
Miletos by 452/51 in order to account for the appaee of the city in the third tribute
list. The exiles in Leros, Teichioussa, and pogsNeapolis on the Leukos Promontory,
are supposed to have returned to the city and thendans, after intervening once again
in 450/49, had effected a reconciliation betweendifferent factions as reflected i I3
21. The Athenians then backed the oligarchy antirepnesentatives to oversee Miletos’
return to the alliance. Then in the mid-440s thgasthy rebelled, and Athens once again
recovered the city by the time of Miletos’ reapese in the list for 443/42 after an
absence of three years. The Old Oligarch’s passad¢ilesian stasis was seen as
evidence for this revolt.

However, various adjustments have been made td#sis outline by a number
of scholars. Disagreement has especially centeredtbe date and nature I& I 21.
Generally, the decree has been seen as an Athatitéampt to bolster a loyal Milesian
oligarchy in 450/49 or shortly aftét. However, there are a few dissenters to this view.
Gehrke, while accepting Milesian disloyalty in fage 450s, has argued for a single
revolt and the imposition of democracy by 482He sees the Athenian regulations for
Miletos as an effort to strengthen the originatlegtent made after the revolt. This view

contends that these regulations were intendedd¢ogthen a Milesian democracy already

27 ATL 3.252-3; Barron 1962, 5-6; Meiggs 1972, 562-65.
% See Gehrke 1980, 29-31.

29 Meiggs 1972, 562-63; Robertson 1987, 384-90.

%0 sSee also Balcer 1984, 11-30.
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in place for a few years. As evidence, Gehrke dmrsithe mention of Milesian
prytaniesin line 65 of the decree as referring to an Atharstyle presiding committee
for a democratic council, instead of the traditioféicials of oligarchic Miletos®
Consequently, he rejects the view of a second miga revolt in the mid-440s.

Piérart’s restoration of the new fragment of thistfiribute list confirming the
appearance of Miletos has provided the possilditynew interpretations of the events of
the period. Accepting Piérart’s conclusions, Radmrthas suggested that the separate
payments in the first list of the Milesians, thelddians from Leros and from Teichioussa
was not caused by revolt, but &gsis.®? In his view, the single payment made by
Miletos in 450/49 for Leros and Teichioussa is ewice of renewed control by the city of
rival groups and not of a return to the leagtiRobertson contends thas I° 21 is the
result of an Athenian attempt to quell #tasis by backing a Milesian oligarchy, while at
the same time protecting pro-Athenian allied fatsidn his view, the decree dates to
shortly after the year of Euthynos when an oliggrsdill controlled the city” He dates
the revolt of the Milesian oligarchs to the mid-444ut before the city’s appearance in
the assessment of 443/#2Athens then installed a democracy that lasted timifinal
stages of the Peloponnesian war.

A Hypothesis

My view of events in Miletos in the mid™century generally follows those of

Robertson but with greater emphasis on the potasdisse or effect of the civil unrest in

this period. It is clear that Piérart’s restoratairihe new fragment of the first tribute list

31 Gehrke 1980, 22-23; See Gorman 2001, 225-229.

%2 Robertson 1987, 397.

33 bid. 390.

34 1bid. 384-90.

35 See Gorman 2001, 216-236 for a similar reconstodd that of Robertson.
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should be the preferred reading to that of Melltieritt's restoration relied chiefly on the
belief that Miletos had to be absent from the fisdt Furthermore, the evidence for his
identification of a Neapolis on Leukos Promontayot well supported. Meritt places
the community on the peninsula above Halikarnassbgh is only represented by a coin
from the Hellenistic period and citations by MetalaPliny*® Even if Piérart had not
shown that Meritt’s restoration is epigraphicaltypossible, Meritt’s identification for

this band of Milesians is an unlikely reconstruetiti is much more probable that the
fragment contains the assessment of the city ot in 454/53. Thus, the hypothesis of
a Milesian revolt in the first assessment periathod be sustained.

The separate payments of the Milesians on Lerashibeissa, and the city itself
in the first list probably should be ascribed toti@nal strife when considered along with
other evidencé’ Just a few years later in 450/49, Miletos iselisalone with an
assessment of 10°F. Miletos’s payment probably continued to include tlependents
until list 28 (427/26 or 426/25) when the three counities are listed separately again.
Thereafter, Miletos’ payment included other two coumities until the city’s revolt in
412. In list 28, Leros and Teichioussa are onlyidied by their toponyms and not with
the additional ethnidyhAéoiol, as in the first list. The change in appellatioighm have
some significance for the political situation bedéwehe three communities. In 454/53,
the identification of the inhabitants of Leros arelchioussa as Milesians might have
reflected a division between rival factions alliciang to represent Miletos. It is also

possible, however, that this change the identificabf Leros and Teichioussa in the first

38 Meritt 1972, 407.

37 Robertson 1987, 397; Gorman 2001, 234-35.
%G 1°263.V.18.

391G 13284.15-17.
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list and in list 28 merely reflects Athenian acctig procedure. Although, the evidence
is not conclusive for a Milesiastasis in list 454/53, the separate entries probablyefl
a fractured polity. Miletos’ single appearanceha list of 452/51 must then be evidence
of renewed control by the city over its dependesicie

Leros’ large assessment in the first period deseliweher attention as has
significance for the size of Miletos in this periadd importance for understanding the
hypothesized factional strife. Leros is recordepagng 3T to Athens in 454/58 A
comparison to other islands reveals that Lerosagasssed at a considerably higher rate
than other islands of similar size. Leros’ terjtepmprises 53 kA" No other island of
comparable size is assessed at a rate close tofthatos’ in any period?
Unfortunately, it is impossible to compare Leroayments in the first list to any other
periods because no later amount survives. D.M. $ewinile noticing the rather high
proportion of Miletos’ assessment paid by Lerothmfirst list, speculated that the island
and Teichioussa in this period were “lavishly destaating their continued loyalty”
during a Milesian revolt® Lewis’ hypothesis depends on the existence oflasian
revolt in 454/53 or soon after. It also makes thbidus assumption that allies ever
altered their tribute payments upward on their @uthority, when there were many
alternative ways to flatter the Athenians (suclthasinstallation of Atticizing cults).
Another reason hypothesized by scholars is thatidinge assessment reflected refugees

from the factional strife in the city who had fledlLeros, thereby, causing the island’s

“91G 1°259.V1.19-20.

I Reger in Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 758.

“2 For example, Sikinos with a territory comprisirgka? was assessed at 500 dr. in 418117 I¢
287.1.16) and 1000 dr. in the assessment of 426&4°71.1.90); Seriphos comprising a territory of 75
km?was assessed 2T in 451/3G (*262.1.20) and 1T subsequently. See Reger in HamseéMielsen,
2004, 732-93 for a complete list of size and assenss for islands belonging in the Delian League.
* Lewis 1994, 295.
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payment to rise to 3T from a much lower amount Haat previously been subsumed in a
total Milesian payment. A related explanation, mideely in my view, is that the faction
in control of Leros might have been paying for Nbk& other island possessions.

An analogous situation might have occurred at Eaytim the same period. It is
generally believed that the exceptional large payo€3T of the city of Boutheia in
453/52 accounted for Erythrai’s other dependentdaanefugees from the rebellious
city.** Yet, it is unlikely that in the midst of civilifie the Athenians would have
accounted for the refugees in the assessment grece® the size of a territory and its
economic output were the basis of the assessmeéremporarily displaced people would
not have been considered an appropriate meanssofgaevenue for the Athenian state.
Yet, the partisans on Leros were able to achiegiwinlual assessment, which implies
that the Athenians were willing to recognize therent state of affairs in Miletos.
Another situation from the tribute lists that resdes that of Miletos and its dependents
seems to have taken place on the island of Karpathdist 21 (434/33), a community on
the island called the Eteokarpathians appears uhdeAeis avtai pdpov Tafdueval
rubric*® The Eteokarpathians were one of four communitiethe island separately
assessed throughout the period of the league. Arpto the editors of th&TL, the
Eteokarpathians were a separate organization digtom the city of Karpathos, but did
not constitute a city themselv&s Their name “Genuine Karpathians” incorporates a
polemical claim vis-a-vis the other Karpathian conmities. At least by the time of their

appearance in the tribute lists, a group of citzehthe city of Karpathos took the

*4 Meiggs 1972, 112-15.

** Nixon and Price 1990, 148.

®1G 1°278.VI.14.

“TATL 1 497; See Meiggs 1982, 498 n. 36 and Ma in MaaPasadas, and Parker 2009, 129-35 for
discussions of an Athenian decree honoring thekarpathiansIG 1° 1454).
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initiative to be assessed separately as an indepegdoup for unknown reasofts.

There is the possibility that they opposed the gavent of their city, which might have
come to power recently or that they were disendthfdr other reasons. The important
fact is that a group of citizens of Karpathos reedia separate assessment from Athens
without vindicating full independemlis status. The situations of Leros and Teichioussa
might be analogous to that of these communitiesitha time ofstasis received an
assessment separate from a city to which they fidyrbelonged. Such arrangements
were practical mechanisms both for raising monesnftoyal allies and for crediting

them officially for that loyalty.

As discussed above, the separate assessmentsisiatitceof Leros and the inland
community of Teichioussa have been used as evidgnseholars for political unrest in
the mid-%" century. More can be said about the extent ofehéory under Milesian
control in this period and the impact it might hdaasl on the political situation. The only
secure evidence for a Milesian hegemony in the Biidentury exists for Leros and
Teichioussa by virtue of the tribute lists. Yeeth is no direct evidence of Milesian
control of Leros and Teichioussa before their apgreze in theyarkhai lists in 454/53.
However, Herodotus states that during the loniavoRélecataeus advised Aristagoras,
the tyrant of Miletos, to fortify Leros and usei a base of operatiofisTherefore it is
probable that by the end df @entury Miletos controlled Leros as well as other
neighboring islands. It is even possible that Midegpossessed Leros and the nearby

island of Lepsia and Patmos as early as ther&" centuries, that is, even before the

8 See Lepper 1962, 25-55 for the translation antyaisaof the special rubrics in the tribute lists.
*¥ Hdt. 5.125.
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period of Milesian colonization in the Propontisiddiack Se&’ The Milesians could not
have ignored the islands controlling the approadié city from the west at the same
time at which they were founding colonies in thadk Sea region, since they had
enemies near at hand.

Nonetheless, the precise status of the communityeoos in 454/53 is more
difficult to determine. In the Hellenistic periogtos was one of Miletos’ five demes,
probably representing the chief place among the$itih islands! However, the
Milesian demes functioned differently than thosAthiens. Deme affiliation was not
hereditary, but solely depended on place of reselewhile tribal affiliation was
inherited from father to soH. It is unlikely that the introduction of demes and
Cleisthenic tribes occurred at the same time a¢tdd as there seems to be no tight
alignment of the five demes and twelve Cleisthériies®>® Based upon his analysis of
honorific decrees from Leros, Piérart concluded tha introduction of demes could not
have occurred until the Hellenistic period. Piécamitends that Leros and Teichioussa
were instead simply Milesian possessions in thegntury>* Robertson has challenged
some of Piérart’s conclusions. He contends thaMihesian demes reflected earlier
territorial divisions that are observable in thstftribute list. He interprets the five
proshetaroi- ‘companions’ of theisymnetes in the decree of the Molpoi as representing

the five divisions of the Milesian statéThe absence of a numerical relationship of the

*Y Benson 1963, 49; Gorman 2001, 50.

> piérart 1985, 282-283.

2 pjérart 1983, 2-18.

*3 Robertson 1987, 365.

> piérart 1983, 291-2.

%5 Robertson 1987, 366 identifies the five divisiassfollows: TheKatamoAitor refers to those who
occupied the area around the city and as possiblgranorth as Heracleia. TiB\aeis refers to those
who lived in the flat region between the city ahd shrine of Didyma, Th&pyaoceis occupied the south
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demes and the Cleisthenic tribes instituted, ashvedl see, by the 430s, means that the
demes could have existed alongside the earliec Imibies>® This suggestion may help
to explain the large assessment of Leros in tiselfst. If already in this period the
islands usually ascribed to Miletos (Leros, Patnhepsia, and Pharmakoussa), were a
defined district of the Milesian polity but not lglincorporated as their tribute record
reveals, then the 3T payment of the first listlferos could have been based on their
combined territory and resourc&sA rough calculation of the territory of the islandot
including tiny Pharmakoussa yields 107%m118 knf.>® A comparison with other
islands of comparable size such as Kythnos (10bagsessed usually at 3T) or los (109
km?assessed at 1T in 454/53) reveals that it couleé baen possible for an island group
represented by Leros to have paid a tribute of3454/53>° Any precise calculation of
tribute is impossible without a complete knowledd¢he economic condition of the
islands, but the possibility exists that the isitmhether could have supported an
assessment of 3T.

Thus, the faction centered on Leros would haverotiatl a significant amount of
Miletos’ resources in a period of civil strife. A& shall see, the seriousness of situation
led to Athenian intervention. Whether one choosdzelieve in mid-century revolt or
stasis at Miletos, or some combination of the types dftwal dysfunction, the later

reappearance of the same components of the Milesimmunity is unlikely to

coast including Didyma, Th&eixiecoeis lived in the area between Miletos and lasos irsthéh-east, and
The Aépior dwelled on the islands.

°® Robertson 1987, 365-7.

> Cf. Haussoullier 1902, 143 who argues againsirttlesion of Patmos and Lepsia in the 3T tribute.
However, he does not provide an explanation forctivesiderable size of the assessment.

%8 Greaves 2002, 3-4 provides the following datattiersize of the islands: Lepsia c. 14%ireros c. 64
km?, and Patmos c. 40 KrCf. Reger in Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 758 whess' territory is
calculated as comprising 53 km

%9 See Reger in Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 755 fomansuy of Kythnos and 743 for a summary of los.
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accommodate the same line of analysis. The sepaagtaeents of Leros, and
Teichioussa, and Miletos in 427/26 or 426/25 cddde been result agfasisas in the
first list. However, as stated above, the etliviiséoiol that designated those dwelling on
Leros and Teichioussa has disappeared, implyirtgcimamunities were no longer
asserting their Milesian origin. Thuapotaxis not caused by or reflective of civil unrest
could also explain the separate payments. No atrsaumives for the communities from
any of the later lists so it is impossible to detiere how much Leros and Teichioussa
contributed in this period.

| prefer to see the individual payments of the lsesad Teichioussa in 454/53 as
reflecting the unique status of these communitgea eesult of the destruction of Miletos
in 494. The transfer of Milesians to Persian teryitat Ampe near the Persian Gulf could
have forced Leros and Teichioussa to manage tfiairsamore autonomously as they
were rather isolated outposts of Milesi§hslerodotus states that a number of Milesian
refugees accompanied some Samians in an attemppptdate a colony in Sicily shortly
after the city was destroyed (Hdt. 6.22). Thusrétmust have been a sizable population
of Milesian survivors scattered around the AegdanMiletos was repopulated and grew
again in the early years of the Delian League, @md Teichioussa continued to enjoy a
level of autonomy that is reflected in the triblisés. The territories would have been
vulnerable to separation from the 450s to 420s fiktitatos in times of stress because of
their distance from the city and their status asdfief Milesian settlements in the years

after 494, when Miletos lay severely damaged.

89 Gschnitzer 1958, 121 suggested that Leros enjtogstain autonomy” in the late Classical period.
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Some of Miletos’ other possessions on the maindaedttested as well in the
mid-5" century. Evidence exists for Milesian claims asrthge Bay of Latmos. The
origins of the Samian revolt can be attributed thspute between Miletos and Samos
over the city of Priene in ca. 441/20.It seems that Samos made a move to control
Priene and in response Miletos asserted or retadse@tong-standing claim over the city
exhibited by a complaint made to the Athenians &B@amian conduct. By the late 450s
Priene was a tributary of Athens, implying thatesipd of Milesian domination must
have been over. However, Thucydides’ account oétdg’ actions, which included an
appeal to Athens for aid, seems to show that Milétd a claim to the towR. In fact,
Priene is missing from the complete list of 4404B@ henceforth does not appear in any
extant quota list® Admittedly, the lists in the 430s and early 426sal fragmentary;
still Priene’s absence is especially notable sotber cities in the neighborhood were
entered on the lists throughout this period. Rrigppears in the assessment decree of
425/24, implying by this period that the Atheniavere once again drawing tribute
directly from the city’* It is possible to propose following Beloch and Methat Miletos
was permitted by the Athenians to incorporate theafter the Samian W&r.The
awarding of Priene to a now democratic controlletetds would not have been
surprising. Priene would have still existed goleis as before but would not have been

assessed again directly by the Athenians untdé2a/24. In Herodotus’ account of the

. Thuc. 1.115.2-3; The scholion to this passagesmsed its conservative connotation by reading
Thucydides to mean that Samos and Miletos wereesting Priene itself; Meiggs 1972, 428 proposes tha
Samos was attempting to incorporate Priene; Ship®&y, 113 suggests that the dispute concerned land
claimed by all three cities.

%2 Rubinstein in Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 1092 artha$riene “may have been regarded as a potential
dependency by both Samos and Miletos”. Greaves,2AB®Rargues that Priene had traditionally been
considered to be Miletos’; Gallo in Lupi 2005, 288-argues that the war was over Priene.

831G 13272.1-11.7-25 (440/39).

G 1°71.1.149.

% See Beloch 1922, 194 n. 2; Meyer 1954, 712-13@0Mmme 1945, 350 n. 1.
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lonian deployment at Lade in 494, the 12 shipsradrfe were stationed next to the 80
Milesian ships, which could be an indication of tlependent status of the city to Miletos
in that period (Hdt. 6.8). The recent estrangeméiriene adequately explains Miletos’
strong reaction to Samos’ provocation.

In the Hellenistic period, Miletos absorbed twogtddoring cities, Pidasa and
Myous,two cities, which Miletos might have also claimedfie second quarter of th8 5
century.?® The origins of Pidasa are closely tied to Miletascording to Herodotus, after
the destruction of the city in 494, the Persiangegsbme mountainous territory to the
east of Miletos to some Carians from Pedasa, yssjpdlled with an eta in Greek,
located near HalikarnassbsYet, the editors of thATL identified the city given to the
Carians as Pidasa, a toponym, normally spelled avitlota, which is located on Mt.
Grion to the east of Miletd®.The editors of th&TL argued that it is this Pidasa and not
the older city near Halikarnassos far to the sthih appears in the first tribute period
with an assessment of 2T and then in the secordamigssessment of £%.In the re-
assessment of 425/24, a Pedasa is recorded withsassment of 3,000 dr.The editors
of the ATL believed that it was unlikely that the Athenianswabhave abandoned such
significant tribute so close to the sea so thay fiveferred to identify the Pedasa of the
first and second tribute periods with the communigr Miletos. They further suggested
that it was unlikely that the same city appeared28/24 with significant reduction in
tribute so they identified this Pedasa as therodigr Halikarnassos. As a significant

tribute payer to Athens in the 450s and 440s, Ridasst have constituted a rather

% paus. 7.2.11; Piérart 1985, 292-4.
57 Hdt. 6.20.

%8 ATL 1.535-6; Gorman 2001, 45-6.
89 ATL 1.535-6.

01G 1B 71.1409.
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important community in the neighborhood of Milettiss possible that Miletos would
have laid claim to this city in the early yeardlod Delian League considering that its
land formed a piece of its former territory befdsedestruction in 494. It is difficult to
believe that after Miletos’ re-foundation, the onpuld not have asserted its claim in
some form over its former territory now occupiedtbg Carians from PedaSaLike
Priene, Pidasa is absent in a complete list inatee440s and is missing on the quota lists
thereafter? Even if Pidasa is the city listed in the reassesg of 425/24, which is not
certain; its absence must be explained. Re-absarpi Miletos could account for the
city’s missing entries in the 430s and 420s. #tifBcult to believe that the Athenians
simply decided to release Pidasa from the burdénbafte or permitted the city to leave
the alliance. Pidasa was eventually absorbed bgtdlthrough aympolitelain 175
BC.”

Furthermore, | would suggest that long before fitsoaption in the %' century
Myous might reflect earlier claims by Miletos befdhe city’s destruction in 494 As in
the case of Priene, Myous’ forces were stationdgtidee of Miletos during the battle of
Lade’® Myous’ status is a little more difficult to deteima than others in the mid-5th
century. In the early years of the Delian LeagueMymight have been independent or

perhaps controlled by Persia. The Persian grantbeémistocles represent only in part

™ In the late & century Pidasa and Latmos were temporarily unikeflagmentary treaty published in
1997 by Blimel provides the record of the uniomhaf cities. However, the treaty sheds no lightran
history between Pidasa and Latmos and there ividerece of any close ties before the Idfecdntury.

See Blimel 1997, 135-142; Habicht 1998, 9-10; JA9&9, 1-7.

21G 1271.1-11.63-86 (441/40).

" Milet 1.3 # 149; See Gorman 2001, 45.

™ SeeATL 3.201; Gorman 2001, 44; Persian control over Myouke mid-8' century has been concluded
by many scholars from Thuc. 1. 138. However, jugt as likely that Miletos could have claimed Mgo
as well considering its lonian origin, proximityndithe great difference in size of the two citidhie
capacity to dominate Myous would have been possiftetly after Miletos’ liberation from Persia. Str
14.1.3 C 632-33 and Paus. 7.2.7 state that Myosdevmded in connection with Miletos as Neileus and
Kyaretos, the supposed founder of Myous, were lersth

®Hdt. 6.8.
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actual transfers of assets, such as Lampsakoseueties of the statesman to the site
are secur€?® In other cases, the grants might have been mithadt in the case of
Myous intended encourage Themistocles to meddles,Tthe status of Myous in the
470s and 460s is ambiguous and any hypothesisstamst on unsure ground.

The extent of the Milesian hegemony in the first fdecades of the Delian
League was extensive but vulnerable. The offsislamds protected the approach to the
city and at the same time seem to have been ptdecefuge for opposing factions in the
period of civil strife in the 450s, while the regiof Teichioussa in the south also might
have been a source of opposition. However, Milsasmns to have securely re-absorbed
both Leros and Teichioussa from 452/51 onwardschvivere Milesian settlements
enjoying limited autonomy, while Priene and Pidasa, securely attestgubleis, might
have exerted more independence possibly througiadier application of the process of
apotaxis. Any claim to Priene and Pidasa would have beerhmuare tenuous than
Leros and Teichioussa, which were Milesian settl@sand not separapeleis. It may
be possible to relate these developments in arclesg | suggest that thetasis recorded
in the first list may have been the occasion wheletivk lost control or at least
significant influence over its dependencies, evideym their appearance in the tribute
lists. The forces in the cities asserting theieendence from the Milesian orbit in a
period ofstasis could have contributed to the divisions and fraesun Miletos itself
leading to a temporary disintegration of the paiitip at least three factions or, more
likely, the Milesianstasis could have led to the loss of dependent territbhe weakened
state no longer would have been able to hold drégsd cities that now took the

opportunity with or without Athens’ help to achiemelependence from Miletos. It seems

®Thuc. 1.138.
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that Miletos eventually was able to re-absorb tgethdent territories of Leros and
Teichioussa. These communities were much moreriteg into the state and should not
be seen as polities in their own right. Athenseéril this period is unclear, but as the
Athenian Regulations for Miletos reveals, the Ailaes were eager to resolve thasis.

The political unrest of this period seems not teeherminated the rule of the
oligarchy. From the Decree of the Molpoi, it isarl¢hat Miletos was still governed by an
oligarchy in 450/49, revealing the continuity oigalrchic rule into the 440s. Therefore,
there is no real possibility that Miletos was gaest by a democracy by this time. The
Decree of the Molpoi, contained in an inscriptidrir Hellenistic period, provides
regulations for the ritual practice of the body émdated to 450/49. The date is known
from a Hellenistic list of thaisymnetai, which begins in 525° In the decree, the
proshetairoi of theaisymnetes, are listed as belonging to the old lonic trib&$hree of
the old lonic tribes are listed in the prescripn@s 1-4). However, from a decree dated
by Hermann to 437/36, it is clear that Miletos bgttperiod was employing Athenian
style tribes”® The prescript of the degree follows Athenian fcactlosely.

[- 10-][--12-]
[-9- E]Udniuo, AscovT(is &-]
[TrpuTt&]vevey, THAay[p]os éypalu-]

[udTeu]ev, Triuev[os] ¢[meoTt] e[ ]
[---5---]s, elmev:...

[[...E]Judemus, when the tribe Leon[tis
held the pry]tany, Telag[r]Jos was the se[cre-
tar]y, and Temen|os] was the e[pist]ate[s].

...] proposed.:...

""Milet 1. 3. # 133; Robertson 1987, 359; Gorman 2001, 182.
8 See Gorman 2001, 228.

¥ Robertson 1987, 359.

8 Hermann 1970, 163-173; See Rhodes 1997, 374.

8 Hermann 1970, 165.
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It can only be concluded from Herman'’s dating tihyathe mid-430s, democracy had
been installed, one closely modeled, at least ines@spects, on Athenian practiée.
Gehrke has argued that is possible that the Mdigpi the use of the old lonic tribes
when the democracy was introduced ca. 452 justeaslt tribes were maintained in
some cases for religious purposes as at Athensthéeeforms of Cleisthené.
However, Gehrke provides no concrete evidenceppat this proposition.
Consequently, his proposition that democracy wasdiced in the late 450s cannot be
sustained.

References to the archonship of EuthynasGiff 21 reveal that Athens’ first
known intervention in Milesian affairs left the ingj oligarchy in power. In the decree, at
least two references are made to the archonshtpithfynos in an unknown context
(Lines 61, 85) It is generally accepted that Diaoattestation for the archon of 450/49
as Euthydemus is incorrect as he also calls tHeascof 431/30 and 426/25,
Euthydemus (Diod. 12.3.1, 12.38.1, 12. 58. 1). &the archon for 426/25 was really
called Euthynos, so it is likely that the archon460/49 might also be named
Euthynos®* A number of scholars have dated the decree ta483¥cause of the
mention of Euthynos in the body of the decree,r@ridn a prescript. Whether the decree
should be dated to Euthynos’ year is debatableesimention of unknown events of his
year is made only in the body of the dedfekt is more likely that reference was made to

past events of some importance between Athens aletbslconducted in Euthynos’

8 Rhodes 2006, 116 proposes that the decree da48#483 based on his reordering of Stephanephoroi
list. His argument is convincing but does not fuméatally change the conclusions presented here.
% Gehrke 1980, 22-23.

% See Robertson 1987, 385.

% Fornara 1971, 473-75.
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archonship. Thus, the decree must date to sometfiit@e450/49. It can only be
concluded that Athens intervened to some degréweiaffairs of Miletos during
Euthynos’ year, 450/49, when the city was stillgably governed by an oligarchy.

The Old Oligarch’s reference to Athenian suppb@ Milesian oligarchy fits well
into the context of the late 450s to early 4408c8it is probable that a Milesian
oligarchy was still in power in 450/49 and the ttib lists reveal a potentigtiasis both
inside and outside of the city in the late 450 ih this period that the Athenians most
likely supported the Milesian oligarchy. The tramlital government of Miletos was an
oligarchy at least from the end of the Persian aaswould have been responsible for
joining the Delian League at some point afterdsridation®® Athenian support for the
ruling oligarchy in the late 450s or early 440s Vdooot have been unusual. Yet, support
for the oligarchy in time of civil conflict betweeival political factions, possibly
including pro-Athenian democrats forced to takeigefon Leros and in Teichioussa is a
little surprising. The Old Oligarch states thaeafh short time the oligarchs revolted,
which must rule out a long interval between Atharsapport and revolt. Valuable
evidence for this conclusion comes from the tridistis, which reveal a reduction from
an assessment of 10T in 450/49 to 5T in 448]4Rotably, Miletos is also absent from
the lists from 446/5 to 444/43. It is in this petithat the oligarchs were likely in revolt
and by 442 Athens and Milesian loyalists had reced/¢he city, and its assessment had
been reduced in order to strengthen a new demoordogcause of the effects of the
revolt itself. Further evidence for the establigimnof a Milesian democracy by 442 can

be deduced from the events surrounding the Samaiaitrin 441/0. Thucydides states

8 Gehrke 1985, 114.
871G 1263.VI.18,1G 13269.1.33.
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that the origin of the revolt was a dispute betwielletos and Samos over the possession
of Priene®® Samos and Miletos were traditional rivals, andthla/mid-éh century,
Samos’ superior position in the league as a shipribmting member put Miletos at a
significant disadvantage in any quarrel. Samogi ovainland possessions were centered
north at Anaia and its move south was clearly preted as a threat by Milets.
Miletos sent representatives to appeal to Athehs, were joined by Samian democrats
wishing to establish a democracy on Samos. lbisan accident that the Samian
democrats appeared in conjunction with the Milesias they had probably brought them
along.

In contrast, the ruling Samian government must leleonfident enough to
make an attempt on Priene, thereby challengingtdlénistorical claim over the city
and causing considerable worry even for Athensetdd desired to see a democracy
established on Samos in the expectation that a catno Samos would relinquish its
aggressive expansionist policy since the two deawdes would be more likely to share
common ground. The Milesians may well have expegdra diminution in the
hegemonic impulses in their oymolis, once a democracy had been emplaced and
expected a similar result in Samos. If the oligarcavolt in Miletos can be dated to the
mid-440s, then it is possible to connect Samosicitbn Priene as motivated by Miletos’
recent history. The Milesians had become tribusaidemobilizing most of their naval

force, their outer dependencies had slipped aviigy, had experiencedstasis that

8 Thuc. 1. 115. 2.
8 Thuc. 3. 19, 32ATL 3.196; Shipley 1987, 34-36.
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temporarily created three tributary units of Mibess througlapotaxis, a revolt had been
suppressed, and a democracy had come into exist&nce

If this hypothesis appears adventurous, considealtiernative. A Milesian
oligarchy would not have been interested in appgab Athens in concert with Samian
democrats unless Miletos was practicing some versi®&eal politik. In this scenario,
Milesian oligarchs would have formed some sortgrkament with Samian democrats in
which the island’s new democracy would relinquisly alaims to Priene. Without any
further evidence it is dangerous to attribute stmmplex motives in this case. The
simpler scenario in which Samian democrats accormgdaheir Milesian counterparts is
more likely. Thus, it can be concluded from thesengs that a Milesian oligarchy had
accepted Athenian support and within a few yeadsrbaolted and been replaced by a
democracy by 441/4%.

The Regulations for Miletos provide evidence feveral Athenian
attempts to queBtasis by exerting direct control and reconciling oppasfactions. The
decree has generally been regarded as an Atheteampd to bolster a Milesian oligarchy
in 450/49 or soon after, while Gehrke, followed®grman, dates the decree after the
installation of democracy, though each opts foiedént periodS? It must be noted that
some scholars have followed Mattingly’s re-datifighe decree to 426/2%. Putting
aside the long-standing arguments surroundinghitee tbarred sigma, the historical

context of the late 450s and early 440s seemster lfietfor the decree than the

% Meiggs 1972, 188.

%1 Gorman 2001, 218-19; The fragmentary nature ofiste makes it also possible that the entry for

Miletos simply did not survive. Interestingly, Ehyai is also absent from 446/45 to 444/43. |t isgiale

that pro-Persian activity was active again at Egjtin the period when Miletos was in revolt.

%2 Barron 1962, 5-6; Meiggs 1972, 562-3.; Roberts#8i7] 384-90; See Gehrke 1980, 22-30; Gorman
2001, 225-36;

% See Rhodes 2006, 116 and Papazardakas in Ma,dPdakas, and Parker 2009, 71-72; See Bradeen and
McGregor 1973, 65-7 for an effective rebuttal oftMaly’s arguments.
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Archidamian war since there is no literary or seaepigraphical evidence in that period
of severe trouble in Miletos. Furthermore, no suing section of the decree firmly
indicates that a democracy was in place. Thusfepia date shortly after 450/49 for the
decree since it is clear from the tribute lists #relOIld Oligarch that Miletos was
suffering from severe unrest in that period. TiagMentary condition of the decree
makes any secure judgments about its implicatimmossible. The restoration of the
name Euthynos, traditionally restored in the pripscshould be discarded since it is
likely that his year had passed from the mentiothefname in the body of the decree. It
is not even clear if an archon name existed ahaHe prescript? The decree does not
seem to detail the return of Miletos to the alleiadter a revolt or installation of
democracy, as argued above. Unlike the Athenianla&gns for Erythrai, there is no
evidence of the formation of new democratic couacihe text of an oath of allegiance
to Athens?® Oaths to be administered between Milesian aneritn officials are
mentioned, but the text of the oath is not formedads in other decrees concerning
disloyal allies (lines 65-71). Instead, the oathghthhave been to uphold the terms of the
decree®

The decree states that five Athenian officialstarbe sent to oversee affairs in
the city, but not enough remains to fully underdttreir function as in the case at
Erythrai where Athenian officials are to oversee fiormation of a new government
(lines 5-7). They are mentioned intermittently aalthg with judicial arrangements
between the two cities (lines 35, 40, 46). In [fiethere is mention of a garrison, which

means that the situation was considered unstablénameed of direct intervention.

% Robertson 1987, 386 suggests that the archon3##84vas named Pedieus,.
95 3

IG1°14.
% Robertson 1987, 388.
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Gehrke and Gorman support their view that thiseetrelongs to the period of the
Milesian democracy by contending that pngtanies of the Milesians in line 65 refer to
the democratic officd’ The exact nature of their function is unknown hmsesof the
poor condition of the text. However, they are lisuaterpreted as the traditional
oligarchic board of magistrat&$There is evidence that restitution of lost propéstto
be granted to Milesians returning from abroad di6&-63). Bradeen and McGregor
interpreted this section as dealing with restitugpanted to loyalists during a Milesian
revolt®® It is also possible that this section deals whthrecent effects afasis between
competing factions and returnees from Leros andhi@iissa In this reconstruction,
one group, probably democrats, was forced out@tity by the oligarchs and as part of
the Athenian settlement was allowed to return updetection. It is likely that these
refugees were those that fled to Leros and Teids@uThe reference to the archon
Euthynos in line 61 concerns previous decrees ab@imatter.

Toward the end of the inscription, the Athenianreolis to take charge of the
defense of a place outside of the city called Ausastherwise unknown (line 82). This
place still seems to be unsettled and of concethea@thenians and Milesians alike. In
general, the decree seems to presuppose an unsitableon in Miletos in the early-
440s. The best context for the decree is sometitae460/49 and the oligarchic revolt,
which we have seen must date to after the tribayengnt of 446. Robertson’s suggestion

of 449/48 is a strong possibility for second Atlenintervention. This decree could

" See Gorman 2001, 228; Gorman’s view rests ondmelasion that the archaprytany was stripped of
its power ca. 540 and replaced with an eponynaisysnnetes. Therefore, if the archajurytany had
survived into the 8 century, it would have retained little importance.

% See Robertson 1987, 386-7.

% Bradeen and McGregor 1973, 52-57.

1% Robertson 1987, 388-89; Gorman 2001, 227 n. 24.
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represent further actions taken after a settlememtar earlier. It seems that in the end the
Athenian action failed to quell the Milesiatasis and Athens had to intervene again
resulting in the installation of democracy by 442.

The nature and motivation of the oligarchic revals received little attention
from scholars. Although the Old Oligarch does nowvpe any specific reasons for the
actions of the ruling oligarchy, a broad recondiarcof events is possible. An
examination of the full context of the passagehef®Id Oligarch is importarif* The
author begins his discussion by describing howAttenians choose the worst element
(democrats) in cities suffering civil strife anagthproceeds to explain that Athenians
never succeeded when they sided with oligatthishus, the Milesian revolt must be
viewed in the context of factional politics alongtwraditional lines of analysis, which
emphasize general oligarchic resistance to themiins in allied cities. Support for this
interpretation comes from@ I° 21. Since the tribute lists do not provide anydenice for
a Milesian revolt before the mid-440s and Miletassvstill governed by an oligarchy in
450/49 after the re-absorption of factions on Lemod Teichioussa, it is improbable that
any action taken by Athens in the year of Euthyiwas a consequence of Milesian
disloyalty. The exact nature of the interventiommgnown on account of the poor state
of the decree. However, any action taken by Athenisat year must have left the
oligarchy in power. Within a few years, between ¢hig's payment in 446 and 442,
factional strife probably reached a boiling pointe again ending in the oligarchy’s
revolt from Athens?® Key to this interpretation is the fact that théddian oligarchy is

said to have “slaughtered temos.” This step taken by the ruling oligarchy was most

101 See Mattingly 1966, 207, 221 n. 86.
1921Xen.] Ath. Pol. 3.11.
19 Gorman 2001, 216.
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likely in defiance of agreements brokered by Atheng50/49 to end the previous round
of civil strife. Athens must have afforded protecs to the democrats as their natural
supporters, if the oligarchs were allowed to remaipower. Consequently, the slaughter
of the democrats by the oligarchs constituted tad® revolt from the alliance since
Athens could not tolerate a blatant violation efutill by a subject city. No splinter
groups appear on the tribute lists so it is corat@iy that the oligarchs retained control of
the surrounding territories that were once refudgeetheir opponents. The possibility
exists that the Milesian oligarchs took advantaig&tbenian difficulties in Euboia,
Megara and Boiotia, areas that also revolted attitrie’®* The Old Oligarch’s inclusion
of Athens’ support of Boiotian oligarchs along wittat of their Milesian counterparts
seems to serve to connect the two episodes. Howieienoteworthy that author limits
himself to a description of the oligarchy’s attawktheir opponents during the revolt.
The motivation for the oligarchic revolt of the mid0s, therefore, should not be viewed
apart from the impact of local politics. The resuimp of factional strife between
competing factions seemed to have impelled a puslydoyal government to violate
agreements concluded with Athens just a few yeeisré, amounting to a challenge to
Athenian power.

The importance adtasisin the history of Miletos in this period is reflectin the
so-called “Banishment Decree”. The decree datesdaond the mid-8 century or even
earlier based upon the examination of the letterfoand before the introduction of
democracy from the mention of the board ofehienenioi.'°® | have stated above most of

the arguments concerning the decree. The facthdist of names is small and a reward

194 5ee Meiggs 1972, 177-89.
105 ML, 107; Robertson 1987, 381.
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is to be offered from property one of the banisimelividuals reflects that only a small
group was exiled. Even more convincing in suppbthe fewness of the number of the
traitors is that it is unlikely that the base of 8tele was a continuation of the inscription
on the stele itself. More likely, the base corgdiman addition to what was inscribed on
the stele at an earlier timi® Meiggs and Lewis inferred that the banished group
consisted of the leaders of a revolt ca. 452, neadcr exiled after the intervention of
Athens!®” Robertson has argued that the decree refers &xtheeof Persian
sympathizers shortly after the re-foundation ofdate in 479:% Clearly, during a period
of stasisa rather small group of wealthy aristocrats wengidieed for treason by an
oligarchic government. This group may have beenabeatic sympathizers, pro-Persian
sympathizers or some other faction lost to histtgst significantly, the decree reveals
the unstable situation in the city during the mitlentury and should be viewed as
further evidence of the role thsisis played in Milesian history.

The history of Miletos in the mid¥5century can be outlined after a full review of
the evidence. The reestablishment of a regionamegy by Miletos is helpful in
exposing the nature of the early Delian League.l&\the sub-hegemonies of some allies
could arguably be considered legacies of the fagtle period, Miletos, sacked in the
late 490s, must have (re)acquired its dependentties479. From 479 to the mid-450s
Miletos was governed by a moderate oligarchy. énrthddle of the decade dissension
arose resulting in the division of the city anddependent possessions, Leros and

Teichioussa. The tribute lists reflect the discorthe first list by the separate payments

1% Gorman 2001, 232 argues that the location andiposif the stone confirm that it dates from the
Archaic period.

OTML # 43, 107.

19 Robertson 1987, 384.
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of the three communities and by the unusually |g@ement of Leros, which was
probably paying for other components of the Milasséate. The transfer of the league
treasury to Athens, the subsequent alterationsoaté payment and most importantly
the defeat of the allied fleet in Egypt seem toeni@d to severe problems in the league.
The effects of these events at Miletos led to dtrife leading to the loss of a substantial
amount of the city’s dependent territory. By 452/6te city was able to re-absorb Leros
and Teichiouss&® Athenian intervention by 450/49, the year of Euiby, seems to have
aided the reconciliation of the opposing factiamkile strengthening the ruling
oligarchy. A year later, the Athenians sent ou¢ fofficials to oversee affairs and
increase their control over the city. The Regulaifor Miletos seem to refer to these
activities. The agreements did not hold and anatend of civilstasis occurred most
likely with aid from Persia between the city’s pagmhof tribute in 447/46 and
reappearance in 443/42 without the separationeo$thite into three factions as before. It
is impossible to determine what became of the Aitreenian officials and the garrison
during the revolt. Either they were withdrawn beftine revolt or were simply unable to
restrain the civil conflict. The Old Oligarch deibas the oligarchs’ violent attack on
their democratic opponents, thereby creating ad®frevolt from Athens. The
Athenians once again intervened and replaced gteydil oligarchy with a democracy.
The absence of Miletos in the tribute lists of fsiod and the reduction of its
assessment from 10T to 5T supports this conclugigrl41/40, a Milesian democracy
was in place in time come into conflict with thégalrchic controlled Samos over Priene.
The Milesian willingness to recover dependencieg wmall have been conditioned by

shift of away from oligarchy.

199 priene and Pidasa might have been lost in thisghénen regained for a time after 440.
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Overall, Milesian history in this period revealg tiveakness of the city as a
member of the Athenian empire. Civil unrest pogsibtled by Persia led to the
dissolution of the state into competing factionslelds was simply not strong enough to
control other alliegoleis as other larger powers in the league. Yet, Atheaaions
seem not to have been a factor inhibiting Mileg&pansion. Instead, local conditions
played the major role in the loss or retentionhaf hegemony. In fact, Athenian
intervention was important in the settling of ghasis of the late 450s, which resulted in
the return of Leros and Teichioussa. Athens aldedswith Miletos against Samos in the
conflict over Priene. Thus, Athens seems to haea la@commodating to the Milesian
hegemony by recognizing long-standing claims teast some dependent territory if not

tolerating Milesian control of Priene and Pidasél e cities were lost in the late 450s.
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Chapter 4: Rhodes and Euboia

Compared to other major Aegean islands such asoke§Slamos, and Chios, a
Rhodian sub-hegemony in th& Bentury is not as well attested, but usually higpsized
by scholars to have existédlt is certain that synoikised Rhodes controlledesal
nearby islands and portions of Karia and Lykia bemig in the late Classical period.
Although, the evidence for the existence of subenggnies belonging to separate
Rhodian cities before or during the Delian Leaguedt as clear as for the Hellenistic
period, scholars generally agree that the threa giaes of Rhodes controlled
neighboring islands and portions of the Asiaticstdrefore and possibly during the
island’s membership in the alliance. The questibthe extent and nature of an overseas
Rhodian hegemony in th&'Eentury is also related to the issue of the natfithe
synoikism of the three main cities of the islanohdos, Kamiros, and lalysos, which is
generally dated to 408/G7.

Scholars have traditionally viewed the Rhodianogigism as a policy only
instituted after the island’s revolt from Athensdibh2/11 when it was primarily intended
as an effort to strengthen the island againstehssertion of Athenian hegemchyore
recently Gabrielsen has suggested that the synowkigs the culmination of a long
process of unification of the island beginningthet latest, in early Archaic peridd.

Gabrielsen views the synoikism as a decisive $tapthe Rhodians took in a long

! See Fraser and Bean 1954, 94-98, 138-54; Meigg®, 2.0; Berthold 1984, 41-42; Gabrielsen 2000,
177-205; Constantakopoulou 2007, 187-95, 243-45.

% See Thuc. 8.44 for the revolt and Diod. 13.75nt, &tr. 14.2.10 C 654 for the synoikism. Meiggs4,97
210 argued for 409-08 as the date of the synoikigenthold 1984, 22 argues for 408/07, a date fadidw
by Demand 1990, 89 and Constantakopoulou 2007, 244.

% See Meiggs 1972, 210; Schuller 1974, 61; Dema®d,192-94: Reger 1997, 473.

* Gabrielsen 2000, 177-205; See Reger 1997, 476-77.
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progression of increasing unity and not simply &schanique of resistance to Attic
imperialism. At the same time, the tribute lisggeal that during the period of growing
federalism of the island in th&Bentury four small communities within the territaf

the three main cities received independent assessiitem the Athenians.The nature

of these assessments (in some cases belongingytemall tributaries) has consequences
for any analysis of the territories possessed byRhodian cities in this period and their
relation to the application of Athenian power. aBlirst attempt to define what territory,
if any, the Rhodians might have controlled during period of the Delian League and
then try to determine Athenian policy toward thag@mony. | shall then turn to a
discussion of the tribute history of the commussitoa the island and their importance for
the relationship between Rhodes and Athens.

It is clear that from the early Archaic period teland of Rhodes was dominated
by three cities: lalysos, Kamiros, and Lindodll three Rhodian cities belonged to the
Dorianpentapolis which was centered at the sanctuary of Apolléradpion near
Knidos! The Rhodians were active colonizers who partteigpén the founding of Gela
in Sicily along with Cretans, with the Lindiansareading rolé. Strabo credits the
Lindians with participating in the founding of Solo Kilikia (14.5.8. C 671) Diodorus
records a tradition in which the Rhodians and Kamdifounded Lipara in Sicily (5.9.2-
5).2 There is no evidence that the Rhodian citiesipesi/support to either side during

the lonian Revolt while it is also unclear to wkatent the island was ever subject to

® Brikindera, the Diakrioi, Oiai, and Pedies; Seelbén and Gabrielsen in Hansen and Nielsen 20@8-11
1208 for a useful summary of the known historyheflse communities.

® Seell. 2.654-56.

"Hdt. 1.144.

® Hdt. 7.53.1; Thuc.6.4.3.

° See Fischer-Hansen, Nielsen and Ampolo in HansdmNéelsen 2004, 211.
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Persia. However, important literary evidence daeggest that Rhodes was part of the
Persian empire. In thieersians Aeschylus included Rhodes in the list of Darius’s
subjects (line 888). Diodorus Siculus recorded Rtzodian ships were in Xerxes navy
during the invasion of Greece in 480 (11.3%®8However, it has been recently contended
that the Rhodians never submitted to Persia simredétus does not mention a Rhodian
contingent in Xerxes’ nav¥. Furthermore, according to the Lindian Temple Qiule,
at some point in the late Archaic period the Pargeneral Datis unsuccessfully laid
siege to Lindog?
Sub-Hegemony and Apotaxis in the Overseas Holdings

As | shall argue, it is probable that the Rhodiemstrolled mainland territory in
Asia that was under the formal power of the Pessiarthe late 8 and early % centuries,
as is generally agreed by scholars. | would proplosit is unlikely that the Persians
would have permitted Rhodian possession péaiawithout some formal arrangement
that brought the island under Persian control, h@wvéosely that suzerainty was
exercised. Both Mytilene and Samos contropledaiaiin Persian Asia Minor as subjects
of the Great King. However, Chios seems to havetaiaed some level of
independence from Persia until ca. 493 (or thel®aftLade), while controlling
Atarneus in Mysia in this period, probably in retdor a small yearly payment of
tribute!® Chios seems to have nominally acknowledged Ressigereignty in the years

before the lonian revolt inmodus vivendihat stood in place of outright subjectign.

' See Berthold 1984, 19.

" Nielsen and Gabrielsen in Hansen and Nielsen 2DDef.

2 EGrHist 532 D.1; Nielsen and Gabrielsen in Hansen and &liek904, 1202 date the siege to 490.

13 See Hdt. 6.31.1-2 for the subjection of Chioséosia ca. 493; Roebuck in Boardman and Vaphopoulou-
Richardson 1986, 86; See also Rubinstein in HaasdrNielsen 2004, 1066.

14 Roebuck in Boardman and Vaphopoulou-Richardsoi6 198.
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Although by itself the possession oparaiadoes not conclusively prove that the island
of Rhodes was subject to Perdt&rsian hegemony is likely based upon paralletls wi
Mytilene and Samos, and even Chios.

It is probable that the cities of Rhodes became bagsof the Delian League
shortly after the island’s liberation from Persiaie editors of th&TL argued that
lalysos, Kamiros, and Lindos were original memh#rghe alliance?® This suggestion is
likely considering the location of the island: thdnerability of Rhodes to the Phoenician
fleet was a strong incentive for Rhodian enrollmarthe league and the strategic role of
Rhodes as a base for intercepting a Persian exeatiy force or for launching forays
along the southern coast of Asia Minor made gaitivegadherence of the island’s cities
a high priority.

Most historians have followed Fraser and Bean’skmions that the three main
cities of Rhodes possessed a portion of the Astaiist and several nearby islands before
the island’s synoikism in 408/07. Fraser and Bean mainly argued their case bygcitin
evidence attesting to the existencéiminai situated on the islands and neighboring
mainland, which they defined as “a territorial diein of the Rhodian population before
the synoecism, closely akin to the later deme gysthich was instituted after the
synoecism.”” According to Fraser and Bean, nkteinai ceased to be established after
the introduction of the deme system that charastdrthe period after the synoikism.

Consequently, Fraser and Bean argued thdtttheai must reflect early Rhodian control

P ATL3.213.

'® Fraser and Bean 1954, 94-98, 138-145 followed kighs 1974, 210; Berthold 1984, 41-42, Reger
1997, 450; Constantakopoulou 2007, 187-95, 2432A5ATL 3.195; Cook 1961, 56-60 argued that
Rhodes did not acquireperaiauntil after the synoikism.

" Fraser and Bean 1954, 95; See Gabrielsen 199754.51
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over any territory in which there is evidence g territorial unit$® After the
synoikism, in contrast, newly acquired territorysaacorporated into one of the old
cities (Lindos, Kamiros, and lalysos) on the islém®ugh the deme systerh.

From these conclusions Fraser and Bean proposethéportion of the
peninsula extending opposite the island southwieBhgskos terminating at Loryma was
incorporated before the Athenians arrived and &ddhe communities in this region in
the Delian League. Amos and at least two othenawk cities are identified on the
tribute lists as former members of the Karian Cheesos in 428/2%. As a group the
states of the Karian Chersonesos appeared inrgherfbute period! Fraser and Bean
argued that Athens must have detached this poofitime peninsula from Rhodes at an
unknown date earlier in thé"®entury?® In contrast, the rest of the known Rhodian
peraiaextending as far as Lycia and the Knidian frontves incorporated beginning in
the 4" century?”® We need not accept their implication that thetiom of thisperaia
must necessarily precede other accessions to tienDeague in this area, as it need
only suffice that the Athenians and the other ppalallied powers were prepared to
concede the claims of the Rhodian cities to certaimes of influence while coastal Karia
was freed from Persian and Medizing control.

For our purposes, | shall only consider the teryitaf the peninsula known as the
Karian Chersonesos southwest of Physkos in theiskgan of a Rhodiaperaiabefore

the synoikism based upon Fraser and Bean'’s obsamgail he role that Persia could

18 Fraser and Bean 1954, 96; Berthold 1984, 42; @atatopoulou 2007, 244-45.
% Fraser and Bean 1954, 95.

201G 13283.111.31-33;ATL 1.562-63; Fraser and Bean 1954, 96-97.

211G 13261.1V.9.

2 Fraser and Bean 1954, 97.

% Fraser and Bean 1954, 98-117; Berthold 1984, 42s@ntakopoulou 2007, 244.
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have played in this area must not be ignored indasgussion of Rhodian possessions in
the Archaic and Classical periods. Persia at leastally controlled territory known to
have been part of the Rhodiperaia, which entered the Attic alliance by the 456sThe
evidence oktoinaifound at Tymnos, located between Amos and Loryeeds little
doubt that Rhodes possessed this part of the pdaidaring the period of Persian
sovereignty. Moreover, Rhodian possession ofggbrsion of the mainland points to the
island’s formal subjection to Persia, even thougit has been doubted recently (see
above) | reiterate that other island states sudyggene, Samos, and Chios controlled
mainland territory while under Persian dominatidinis difficult to believe that Persia
would have tolerated a Rhodian presence on thenAsanland if not formally subject to
the Great King. Thus it is likely that the Rhodigoesd tribute to Persia and were allowed
to maintain possession of what was later admirtigéiy called the Karian Chersonesos.
Fraser and Bean also proposed that the Rhodias ciintrolled a number of
islands in the course of th& Bentury including Syme located just off the cazfshe
Karian Chersonesos, which they argued was a Rhadissession sometime before the
Athenians assessed Syme separately in 434/B3aser and Bean cited as evidence the
existence oktoinaion the island, which points to possession befagesgmoikisn?® The
editors of theATL argued, however, that Syme was assessed alongheitkarian
Chersonesos until 434/33 when it was detached gfrthe process @fpotaxis’’
Therefore, Fraser and Bean suggested that Rhodssegsion of Syme probably dated

before the late 450s when the Karian Chersoneggeniie appear on the lists. Fraser and

24 See Fraser and Bean 1954, 96.

%1G 13278.V1.28; Fraser and Bean 1954, 139; Berthold 1884 Constantakopoulou 2007, 189.
% Fraser and Bean 1954, 139.

2T ATL 1.552-53.
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Bean sensibly rejected the idea that Syme waspocated by one of the cities on
Rhodes in the few years between the revolt 412Atlltlae synoikism of 408/07 as too
brief a window for the creation of theoinai there®®

Fraser and Bean further suggested that Chalkekdsdian possession before
the island’s entry onto the tribute lists. Kamihasl probably incorporated Chalke
sometime before the island’s first surviving triéyayment of 3,000 dr. in 450/49.
Fraser and Bean cited an inscription from Kamirated to the "8 century, which
mentions Chalke in connection wittoinai*® Chalke lies even closer to Rhodes than
Syme, which is also a good indication that Kaminasild have turned its attention to the
island before joining the league. Chalke couldehlagen assessed separately from
Kamiros ca. 454/53 or even earlier than its figgtarent appearance on the lists. By
412/11 it is certain that Chalke had been detaéloed Rhodian control since the
Athenians employed the island as a base of opaesatigainst a now disloyal Rhodes.

Furthermore, Karpathos, Saros, and the smalldstémMegiste were all likely
Rhodian at some point in th& Bentury®* Fraser and Bean argued that the site of
Potidaion on Karpathos wasktinaof the deme<arpathiopolitaifrom a éd-century
inscription® It is generally agreed that Karpathos belongddridos* The
independent tribute payments for the cities onglend, Arkeseia, Brykous, Karpathos,

and thekoinonof the Eteokarpathians are attested first in 450148e case of

8 Fraser and Bean 1954, 139-40.

291G 1°263.1.10; Fraser and Bean 1954, 144-45; Constaptakou 2007, 188-89 doubts that Chalke
belonged to Kamiros before Athenian absorptionwas, therefore, independent of Kamiros.

30 syl3339 =Tit. Cam 109; Fraser and Bean 1954, 144-45; Cf. Constaptakou 2007, 188-89.

¥ Thuc. 8.55.1.

32 Fraser and Bean 1954, 141-44; Berthold 1984, éhs@ntakopoulou 2007, 190-91 argues for the
incorporation of Megiste in thé"xentury following Bresson 1999, 104-6.

%G XXI. 11033 =Syll3570; Fraser and Bean 1954, 141-42; Berthold 1984, 4hstatakopoulou 2007,
189-90.

3 Fraser and Bean 1954, 144; Reger 1997, 453.
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Arkeseia® Brykous appears first in the list of 448/47, Kathps in 445/44, and finally
the Eteokarpathians in 434/33 Constantakopoulou has suggested that the mesftion
the Rhodians as a separate state in the Athen@eralbonoring the Eteokarpathians
dated by Meiggs based upon a re-examination by &em the mid-440s to 430
confirms that the island had been detached frondBhy this timé&’ However, the
mention of the Rhodians in the decree is not evadem its own that the Eteokarpathians
upon the grant of autonomy ceased to be dependeincg®me form of one of the cities
on the island. Their new autonomous status wasapglalirected at Karpathos from
whom they sought independence. Interestingly, dibim mentioned at the end of the
decree, played an important though unclear rotbertransfer of the cypress wood to
Athens®® The Lindian’s role could be reflective not justhistorical but also of
continual involvement by Lindos in Karpathos.

The incorporation of Karpathos by the Rhodianstriiksly implies that the small
island of Saros would also have been Rhodian. Ssutosated just off the coast of
Karpathos and would not have escaped Rhodian iatteihits larger neighbor had been
absorbed by one of the Rhodian cities. It has laé®m suggested that Saros might have
belonged to Brykous until its appearance in thes#2(Baros appeared first in the tribute
lists in 428/27 paying 300 4f. Saros’ late appearance should be attributegtdaxis

either from Brykous (possibly itself under Rhodl@gemony) or directly from one of

¥1G 13263.11.26-27 (Arkeseia).

%1G 13264.111.17 (Brykous)iG 1*267.111.23 (Karpathos)\G 13279.11.76-77, 81-82 (Eteokarpathians).

371G 1*1454; Constantakopoulou 2007, 190; Meiggs 1982,M35 argued for a'5century date; Reger in
Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 746 suggests c. 445-480;d8l 110, Fraser and Bean 1954, 143, and Flensted-
Jensen and Nielsen 1996, 150 fof"acdntury date.

%G 1°1454.16-17.

% Reger in Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 771; Ma in MaaRarkadas, and Parker 2009, 133.

“1G 1°283.111.21.
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the cities on Rhodes since the island’s locationlgse to Karpathos suggests that it
would not have been ignored by the Athenians timil420s"

The last three islands that were fully incorpadatethe late Classical or
Hellenistic periods by the Rhodians were Telos,dsaand Nisyros. Most scholars,
following Fraser and Bean, have denied that Tet#dsriged to Rhodes until at least the
3 century*® Fraser and Bean supported their conclusion lnygcétn inscription dated
to the early 3rd century that records an alliaretevben Telos and Rhodes affirming that
the small island was autonomous in this peffotowever, the status of Telos in tH& 5
century is in fact unclear. The island only appdanethe tribute lists late, by list 28
(427126 or 426/25§* It is doubtful whether Athens would have omittedassess Telos
in earlier periods since the other islands in thigimborhood had joined the league long
before. Significantly, Telos was not included iry ari the complete tribute lists of the
late 440s. | suggest that the island was hiddéharassessment of another tributary until
the 420s. Therefore, one ought not rule out th&dsl'was separated throughotaxis
from one of the cities on Rhodes, possibly Kamffoslowever, Fraser and Bean drew
attention to the similarities between the coinafjedos and Kos during thé"century?®
Koan control of Telos into the 420s could also axpivhy the island did not appear in

the tribute lists until well after others in itsigleborhood.

*1 See Reger in Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 771 fascaiskion of the tribute history and political ssabfi
Saros vis-a-vis Karpathos in th8 entury.
“2 Fraser and Bean 1954, 146; Berthold 1984, 42; dhajséodoulou 1989, 46; Constantakopoulou 2007,
192.
3 SEG 25.847; Fraser and Bean 1954, 146; Papadiwisitiu 1989, 46-47; Constantakopoulou 2007, 192.
44 3

IG 1°284.12.
> SeeATL 1.555 for this suggestion; Fraser and Bean 1954, 14
*® Fraser and Bean 1954, 146.
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As in the case of Telos, Nisyros seems to havehisddrically closer ties to Kos
than to Rhode$’ Nisyros is located nearer Kos than to Rhodestratition holds that
the island was ruled by a Koan king in the earlghfic period® Diodorus also records
a tradition of an early colonization by Kos (5.594.8lisyros paid tribute to the Athenians
by 452/51%° Sherwin-White suggested that Nisyros was sepafeten Kos by the
Athenians shortly before the island’s appearandgbnte lists or perhaps even earfiér.
Attested Rhodian control only dates to later inttedlenistic period* Thus, Telos and
Nisyros might have belonged to a small hypotheti@adn sub-hegemony. Finally, the
island of Kasos is generally believed to have bireorporated by Rhodes in th& 3
century>® Kasos first appears in th@eis avtai rubric in 434/33° With the examples
of Thera and Melos foremost, it has been arguet] ésaa Dorian island, Kasos was not
assessed by the Athenians until that petfodhus Kasos was most likely independent
until 434/33 though it is difficult to be compleyedure of its status.

From the discussion above it is possible to corechhat the Rhodian cities
possessed at some point before the synoikism catm@in 408/07 peraiacontaining
the portion of the peninsula of the Asiatic coastf Physkos to Loryma and the islands
of Syme, Chalke, Karpathos, Saros, and Megiste ofltiner islands that Rhodes
eventually incorporated later probably belongedezito Kos, were independent, or were

possibly controlled by other larger powers unté thellenistic period.

*" Fraser and Bean 1954, 147-48; Sherwin-White 19Z8Constantakopoulou 2007, 192-93.

“8Hom.Il. 2.676; Constantakopoulou 2007, 192.

1G 1°261.1V.4.

%0 Sherwin-White 1978, 32; See Reger in Hansen aetbé&lh 2004, 763-64 for the suggestion that Kos
controlled Nisyros ca. 500 but the island was irhejent by 478.

*! Fraser and Bean 1954, 151 argued for incorporatjoRhodes by 200 BC based on their interpretation
of IG XI1.3 103; See Constantakopoulou 2007, 193.

*2 Fraser and Bean 1954, 153; See ConstantakopoQ®{ 293

|G 1°278.VI.11.

> ATL 3.210.
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Admittedly, much concerning the history of the Riamdsub-hegemony in the
Delian League is hypothetical. Almost no evideexists concerning Rhodian
administration of th@eraiaand islands in thescentury. It is not even clear if the
Rhodian possessions ceased to be Rhodian whilgdribs to Athens, as has been
generally assumed by schola?#s stated above, Fraser and Bean decided thah#the
found the territory southwest of Physkos under Rdnodontrol and subsequently
detached the regiofi. Yet, there is no direct evidence outside of thrute lists for any
direct relationship between the Rhoderaiaand the Athenians or for its detachment
from Rhodes by Attic initiative. The appearancéh&ise communities in the tribute lists -
- absent of any other evidence -- is not probgieeseagainst their continued possession
by the Rhodian cities or the Rhodians in commoor. ikstance, it is just as possible that
the Rhodians preferred that theraiaand islandpay directly tribute to Athens while
still maintaining control and as the island’s mensb@ in the alliance altered the hold of
its cities over their dependencies they eventuahed any hegemonic influence to the
Athenians over time.

In the latter scenario, the Rhodians could havédéecdhat it was economically
more advantageous that their dependents furnishtéridirectly to the Athenians than to
continue to pay for them once the cities on Rhddesthemselves become tributary.
Since it is likely that the three main cities oe thland entered the league as ship
contributors, just like the other large islandeslsuch as Samos and Lesbos, the change

to tributary status by the three main cities onigfend might have involved a

%5 Fraser and Bean 1954, 96 suggest the possililitythe dependencies remained Rhodian when they
became tributary to Athens.

% Fraser and Bean 1954, 97; Meiggs 1974, 210 follblrser and Bean; Reger 1997, 450 argues that
Athens detached theeraiafor “purposes of tribute collection.”
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reconsideration of their overseas possessionsntiaing control over communities in
Asia and surrounding islands attested byktioenai probably had more benefits to the
Rhodians when they contributed forces to the ledigeat in the early years of the
alliance. An important benefit to the Rhodian stat®uld probably have been the
military contributions drawn from the dependent counities. A change to tributary
status would have lessened the importance of tindgary contributions from

Karpathos, Chalke, and the communities ofgbmia However, if the Rhodians lost
parts of the sub-hegemony (or sub-hegemonies)hemtover the course of th8 5
century, as generally thought by scholars, it nalst be considered whether these
communities sought independent entry into the leagubeing preferable to continued
Rhodian control. Generally, there is little eviderthat the Athenians detached territory
from other league members especially in the ea@ry of the alliance. Since it is
probable that Lindos, Kamiros, and lalysos wergioal or early members of the Delian
League, the incorporation of the Rhodmeraiaand islands into the league most likely
occurred early when the Rhodians joined the alé&hdt is evident that cities on Rhodes
enjoyed significant resources throughout theéntury even as their tribute histories
show. The Rhodians also maintained a fleet progitivo ships and also 700 slingers for
the Athenian expedition to Sicifj. Moreover, Thucydides’ account of the Rhodian

revolt in 412/11 confirms that even at this pomteague history the Rhodian cities had

5" SeeATL 3.213.
%8 Thuc. 6.43.
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forces of considerable siZ&.Rhodians are also attested as serving in thenighe
fleet®°

The argument that Athens detached the Karian Ches&s and surrounding
islands such as Syme and Chalke already incorgbnatie one or more Rhodian cities
implies that the loss of this territory came abatdo Rhodes, particularly if the Rhodian
cities were not yet tributari€$. The Rhodian cities would have lost a substaatisbunt
of revenue now redirected through tribute to Atheirad had been exclusively exploited
by the cities on the island. Gabrielsen has argju@idthe main motivation of the Rhodian
revolt of 412/11 was the desire among the elitetover the formeperaiain the Karian
Chersonesos lost to Athens by the first tributéqus¥’ Gabrielsen argues that Rhodes
simply traded one hegemonic state for anotheres 32 T payment to the Spartans
indicates>® Gabrielsen’s suggestion means that other motivaticere at play for
Rhodians beyond a simple desire to be liberated #thenian rule. Unfortunately, we
can only speculate why tiperaiaand insular possessions were more valuable to the
elites of the Rhodian cities than to thémoi.

This type of analysis presupposes a dynamic in lwimcorporation into the
alliance of the island’s dependencies requiredreaaent loss for the hegemonic state.
It is not clear what the relationship of theraiaand islands to the Rhodians was after
their individual assessments by the Athenians énctiurse of the"5century. It is has

been argued that the incorporation of the islamdiparaiacannot be traced until thd'4

*Thuc. 6.43, 8.44.

%91G 131032.93-94; SekSCGSuppl. #85 for the dedications to Enyalios by Rhadiofficials and
mercenaries in Attic service; See Nielsen and @#an in Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 1203.

¢l See Meiggs 1974, 210.

%2 Gabrielsen 2000, 189-90.

% Thuc. 8.44.4.
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century and that the process of annexation cordieven into the Hellenistic peri§d.

Yet, | maintain that is more likely that the Rhawacontinued to control dependencies on
the Asian mainland and a few surrounding islandasduhe life of the Delian League, if
they had not ceded their possessions to Athens Wieeisland became tributary before
454/53. As stated above, there is no evidencadgest that in the early years of the
alliance Athens sought to detach dependent teyrdora large scale from an ally, except
in the cases of revolthe Rhodians seem to have been loyal members d&ddlgee until
Spartan intervention in 412/11 after the Atheniafedt in Sicily.

The role of the elites in the decision to revolsveatical, and Thucydides relates
that the Spartans had to persuade the inhabitdKtsmiros, lalysos and Lindos to leave
the Athenian allianc& While Thucydides’ account does not imply that Rteodians
were inert in their diplomatic or power-politicalations, the decision to revolt was not
automatic even after the Athenian disaster in Ysicllhe vulnerability Rhodes
experienced regarding a Persian fleet sailing fRémaenicia could have been a deterrent
to revolt from Athens. Gabrielsen’s assertion thatRhodian elites were motivated to
revolt in order reclaim the logkeraiadeserves attention since it takes into accourat loc
political realities. The elites might have had thest to gain and lose concerning
Rhodian claims to an overseas hegemony as Galwlsgpothesis presupposes. As
contrasted with an arrangement for separate trissgessment and payment, the actual
and complete loss oferaiain the early years of the league certainly woulthrave
been welcome to the aristocrats who enjoyed laddpanileges from the possession of a

regional hegemony. Concomitantly those without ¢hioserests might have the

% See Constantakopoulou 2007, 187-95.
% Thuc. 8.44.2.
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guestioned the continued benefits of maintainingtrd of dependent territory on the
mainland now useful mainly for its help in the pamhof yearly tribute contributions.

Yet, as argued above, it is not clear if the Athasireally detached tiperaia
and insular possessions. Unfortunately, the sttttse Rhodian sub-hegemony in the
5™ century may not ever be fully understood withautter material. However, there is
little evidence that the Athenians confiscatedrtteenland possessions in order to raise
tribute or to weaken the island. As | have suggkstes more likely that the Rhodians
either maintained control of the mainland and iasdependencies in some form, or had
handed them over to the Athenians for separatssisssnt at some point before the first
tribute period when the cities of Rhodes becanteitairy.

Apotaxis on Rhodes

On the island itself, the tribute lists record ojpesin the tribute status of a
number of communities that have importance in uyitag Athenian and Rhodian
relations in the Delian League. Starting in thstfiwo tribute periods, four small
communities appear assessed independently thathaustbeen controlled by one of the
largepoleison the island. It is even more striking that irs gheriod of growing
federalism of the island as argued by Gabrielsesgltommunities seem to have been
detached from the larger cities, at least if wewimity and disunity on Rhodes
exclusively through the tribute assessment prodegtb4/53, Oiai, which is listed as
belonging to Lindos, was assessed separately @ 8)3° In 452/51 this community is

recorded again as paying 3,30F drThereafter, Lindos seems to have paid with Qi i

1G I® 259.111.26.
571G 1°262.111.28.
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syntelic arrangemefit. In 448/47, the Pediese listed with an assessment of 2,008°dr.
This group is recorded individually down to at le4$5/14 and also seem to have been
located in Lindian territory® A third community called the Diakrioi first appsan
430/29 paying an unknown sum and is listed payihin221/20”* It is not known to
which polisthe Diakrioi belonged. Finally, a fourth populatjaalled Brikindera,
appeared in the lists in 429/28, with their amafrpayment lost? They paid 1T in
421/20 and were recorded last in the extant listl5/14°% Brikindera most likely lay

in lalysian territory’*

The appearance of these communities has been ma@miost recently by
Nielsen and Gabrielsen in their contribution of tiigtory of the Rhodiapoleisin the
Inventory of Archaic and Classical Polei&or each of these communities Nielsen and
Gabrielsen suggested several possibilities footoeirrences of the individual payments
of these communities in the tribute lists. Foramste, Nielsen and Gabrielsen propose
plausibly that these communities were depengdelgiswithin the territory of one of the
three major citie$® The authors also suggest that these communiiigis imave been

estranged from Lindos and lalysos through civifestand consequently received

%8 Schuller 1995, 167.

1G 1°264.11.12.

91G 13290.1.13; Nielsen and Gabrielsen in Hansen andskiie2004, 1205.

1G 1°281.11;1G 1°285.1.101-2.

21G 1°282.1v.13.

1G 13285 1.103-4)G 1°290.1.15.

" Nielsen and Gabrielsen in Hansen and Nielsen 2D088; Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 112 suggest that
Brikindera possibly lay in Lindian territory.

> Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 112 propose that itdsipke that these four small tributaries were depah
poleisor “just civic sub-divisions” that were assessethdsvidual members of the league. Kirsten 1956,
110 argued that independent assessment of thesaunaties elevated their status to thapofeis
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individual assessments as independent politieterddtively, the authors suggest that the
Athenians detached these communities as a meamsatening one of the main citi€s.

Although there is no evidence outside of the tedigts that would support any of
these hypotheses, it is possible to rule out tkaato that the Athenians sought to
further their hegemony by detaching these smallmanities at various times in order to
weaken Lindos and lalysd5. There is no evidence to suggest that the apjdicaf the
process ofpotaxis particularly of trivial dependencies, was gengrah effective means
of weakening tributary states. All that AthensIdooave expected was a reduction in
income to Lindos or lalysos issuing from these $matlying communities. Lindos and
lalysos were two of the larger contributors in légue both paying more than 10T in
different periods<® The detachment of Oiai and the Pedies in the 46fs440s would
have been a tiny loss to Lindos compared to thyéscsubstantial resources. In fact,
during the first tribute period when Oiai paid sepely 3,300 dr., Lindos paid over a
talent less in tribute than when the two commusigiaid together, which suggests that
the Lindians benefited financially to some notaldgree when they were assessed
without Oiai.

As I discussed in my first chapter, Athens had otheans at its disposal in order
to weaken potentially hostile or powerful membarshsas the imposition of garrisons
and placement of officials or the reorganizationhef polity to fit Athenian interesfg.

In the case of tributary stategyotaxisdid not have anywhere near as great an impact as

the process did for non-tributary allies. Lindosl déalysos had originally paid with their

% See Nielsen and Gabrielsen in Hansen and Niels28, 2004.

"Ma in Ma, Papazarkadas, and Parker 2009, 135 stsytyeat these communities were detached by
Athens.

8 Jalysos paid 10T in 428/2TG 1°283.111.19); Lindos paid 15T in 421/203 I°285.1.97).

¥ See Meiggs 1972, 205-19.
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small dependencies most likely irsyntelicarrangement, contributing a portion of the
income they drew from them to Athens through regulbute payment. At the same
time, the population size and resources of Lintldgsos, and Kamiros ensured their
domination of the island. This reality meant thakBidera, the Diakrioi, along with the
other communities, were bound to the dominantsibiethe island whether they paid
separately or not. Furthermore, there is no mergfdhese communities in Thucydides’
narrative of the Rhodian revolt in 412/11 and dii$icult to see not only how they could
have resisted the three larger cities, even thgotgly dependent and consequently loyal
to Athens, but also how the Athenians would havesmtered them to have any
geopolitical or strategic vall. These communities seem not to have played any
significant role in the events as Lindos, Kami@sg lalysos determined Rhodian policy
during the revolt from Athens. Their thorough ingfgcance is demonstration that they
were not tokens in some game of hegemonic politics.

Nielsen and Gabrielsen’s hypothesis that thesd soramunities were
dependenpoleiswithin the territory of Lindos or lalysos is a reagble surmise, but not
mutually exclusive of their other two suggestidhss just as likely that these
communities wer& mai or settlements of the three majmleis— or were composed of
komai -- that were assessed separately likektheonof the Eteokarpathians on
Karpathos in 434/3% Individual assessment in the Delian League caalys be an
indicator of fullpolis status, particularly if the tribute lists are tlodesevidence of a
community’s existence aspmlis.®’> Nielsen and Gabrielsen’s third hypothesis propose

that civil unrest leading to estrangement fromlénger cities could account for the

80 see Thuc. 8.44 for the revolt of Rhodes from Athiend12/11.
811G 13278.VI.13; See Reger in Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 77
82 See Schuller 1995, 165-70.
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independent payments beginning for the Oiai irdth@s and notable as late as for
Brikindera in 429/28. Previously, Schuller had asggested this possibility to account
for the history of the separate payments by Oidileindos®® Since it isprima facie
always more likely that local conditions and nohétian intervention determined the
conditions for allied tributary status, civil sgitould have been the impetus for their
individual payments. One must hesitate, howevesufipose both that these smaller
communities had the resources to withstand pre$samrelLindos or lalysos and at the
same time that it was in Athens’ interest to recogtheir independence, an action which
might have resulted in strained relations with ofithe major cities of the island.
Therefore, | find it unlikely that Brikindera ordtPedies were able to enjoy a significant
level of autonomy for any extended period of tmeea-vistheir much more powerful
neighbors. Accordingly, any political struggle ovlee separate tributary status probably
cannot have lain exclusively between Oiai and Lsydor example, since thdemarche
seems so disproportionate. Instead it must alge batailed factions or groups of
stakeholders within the larger community itselfefdwell might have been
disaggregating forces operating on three levetsdépendent community experiences
urges toward greater local autonomy, the hegemmrnununity experiences less
resolution toward maintaining the previous situatiand it remains to be seen where the
Athenians fall in their policy, whether toward encaging disaggregation aiaghotaxisor
merely toward acquiescing in a process determimadu.

Our way then falls open to another hypothesis, lthatos or lalysos was willing
to shed these communities as way of reducing thbirte burden in times of economic

stress or as simply executing a change in poliggnsing dependent communities in

8 Schuller 1995, 166.
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their territory. Unfortunately, the record of trileus not complete for any of the three
main cities, which hinders the possibility of otmacting the potential tribute reductions
throughapotaxis It is also dangerous to make assumptions abpassible tribute
reduction particularly during the Archidamian Watheut knowing the proposed figures
of thetaktai before allied appeals. This period shows largesi@ses throughout the
league. The surviving assessment decrees from2@& a@hly record the final numbers at
the end of the process so it is impossible to wstdad how the tribute assessments
originally proposed by theaktai were then appealed by the allies, resulting irfithed
numbers, which appear on the assessment decregsiatadists.

Fortunately there is some evidence that the Lirgli@ere active in the appeals
process in this period. The orator Antiphon compasepeech entitle@n the Tribute of
the Lindians which probably concerned an effort by Lindos ppeal for a tribute
reduction probably in the 420s or possibly I&feMeiggs suggested that the speech
dates to the assessment of 425/24°B@Ithough no extensive fragments of the speech
survive, the speech probably resembled in some Wagiphon’s appeal for the
Samothracians from which substantial fragments ieffialn the speech for the
Samothracians, Antiphon argued that the poverth@island inhibited their ability to
pay the proposed tribute.

As in the case of Samothrace, the Lindians probatgyed that they did not have
resources to pay the assessed tribute. Lindos edetdchave employed this strategy as
early as the 450s and 440s when Oiai and the Pedgsn to appear separately assessed

by the Athenians. Lindian complaints, as | maimiaithe case of Samothrace, could

8 Fr. 25-33 Thalheim.
8 Meiggs 1972, 327 also dates this speech to tlesssent of 425/24.
8 Fr. 49-56 Thalheim; See Meiggs 1972, 327.
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have been accompanied by an appeal for the se@mstesments of a few dependencies,
for which it was seen as too burdensome to contiogay. The individual payments of
Oiai in the 450s may be an indication of the eagplication of this strategy. The later
appearance of the Diakrioli, if situated in Lindtarritory, could show the continued
employment of this type of appeal. lalysos mightenalso shed Brikindera in this way

by the 420s as well. The existence of the speedtesnaclear that Lindos appealed for a
reduction in some way during the period of heightetribute burdens in the

Archidamian War. It must be recalled that Lindesddess in tribute when Oiai was
assessed separately in the first tribute pericat;ttiereby reveals that this type of strategy
could indeed be viable. Unfortunately, it is impbtsto gauge from surviving tribute
payments whether Lindos received a reduction im2@s or even what the general
circumstances of the appeal fashioned by Antiphay have been. In the 428potaxis
might have been significant for lalysos or Lindosce Brikindera paid 1T and the

Diakrioi paid 2T in 421/20.

Therefore, when all is said and done, it is likislgt Lindos or lalysos did not
oppose the independent assessment of these conmeauwviitether it occurred through
estrangement, originally triggered by civil stritg,was achieved through a fiscal strategy
applied in the tribute assessment process. Atheniarvention in the territory of these
strong cities would not have significantly advanégtic hegemony nor wouldpotaxis
have severed the ties between the Rhodian comrmsimitiany substantial way.
Furthermore, we must remember that there is netdn@dence in the extant “imperial”
decrees concerning assessment or the collectitibofe that would support the

hypothesis that the Athenians employgubtaxissimplyto raise tribute levels, however
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popular the idea has been for some schéfatdnlike the detachment of the Rhodian
peraiaand islands, the separation of small communiti¢gscadt to or even within the
territory of Lindos and lalysos would not have diinged as much of a threat to the
sovereignty of the main cities on the island ortabaoted to the weakening of their
economic and financial foundations.
Conclusion

Although the evidence for the size and status ®@Rhodian hegemony in the
Delian League is deficient when compared to othees such as Thasos or Samothrace,
scholars are almost unanimous in accepting thattiee large cities possessed a
substantial amount of territory that appeared indially assessed at various periods.
The reasons for the individual assessments gbénaiaon the Karian Chersonesos and
islands in the tribute assessment process areddulon mystery. | contend that it is
unlikely that Athens detached the overseas Rhaai@sessions since this action would
not have advanced its interests in any signifigeay®® Similarly, Persia seems not to
have fundamentally interfered with the Rhodgamaiaas the existence &foinai
indicates. In fact, in the laté"@entury and early"5century, Persia had probably
permitted Rhodes to controp&raiain a manner like that of the other larger islaratest
such as Mytilene, Samos, and Chios. By the 450s140s, it is clear that Athens was
drawing tribute directly from the form@eraiaand some island3hus, Rhodes or its
dependents might have entered into an arrangem#mAthens over their separate

assessments by this period. In the same way, Kbgsdependencies, Telos and

87 SeeATL 3.195; Meiggs 1972, 241 suggests that the sepasatssments of the communities
Samothraciaperaiaca. 421/20 were motivated by the Athenians in otdeaise revenue.
8 Cf. Reger 1997, 450.
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Nisyros, might have sought independent assessrhgitte Athenians. By the Hellenistic
period, however, these two islands had become Rhodi

The individual payments of four small communitiestbe island during a period
of growing unity between Lindos, Kamiros, and lalysre also difficult to interpret.
Not much is known about Oiai, the Pedies, the Doakand Brikindera outside of the
information provided on the tribute lists, whiclveal the relative economic output and
general location of a few of these communitiess inlikely that Athens sought to
separate them from the larger Rhodian cities dimisepolicy would not have been
particularly effective in controlling the island ior weakening the major cities.
Estrangement through civil strife that resultedhisividual payment is possible in a few
cases, but it is rather unlikely that Lindos oy$als would have permitted their small
satellites to defy them for an extended periodroét | believe that it is possible that the
large cities sought individual assessments foreltesnmunities in order to reduce their
tribute burden. Antiphon’s speech on behalf oflthmelians might have concerned an
effort to continue this strategy, which might hdeen implemented as early as the 450s.
Athenian acceptance of the new tributary statutede small communities was probably
recognition of the new local political reality thatsome way either served or was neutral
to Athens’ interests. Yet, Athens need not havenltkee prime mover in the local
political situation on Rhodes since the three lantjes seemed to continue to determine
events.

From the reconstructions | have proposed, the fyistbRhodes in the Delian
League can be outlined in some general ways. Thes @n island controlled @eraiaon

the Asian mainland and nearby islands during thmgef Persian rule, and, whether
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carried over or restored, this hegemony continnealthe Delian League. Over the
course of the alliance some communities ingaiaand islands were separately
assessed by the Athenians for unknown reasorssdtiubtful that that Athens stripped
Rhodes of their dependencies to further Athenigremalism. Rhodes likely acquiesced
in their individual assessments. On the islandfjtaur small communities dependent on
the three main cities began paying tribute indiaitluduring the course of the alliance. |
would suggest that the individual assessmentsesietimall communities did not come
at significant cost to Lindos, lalysos, or serveaa@geat benefit to Athens. In fact, it is
most likely that Lindos and lalysos shed these ddeecies purposely or they were
detached for reasons of tribute with their ultimedaesent. Attic imperialism seems not to
have been heavy-handed in this case. The sizeawer @f the main cities on relatively

distant Rhodes guaranteed a level of autonomymjoyed by other Athenian subjects.

Euboia

Like Rhodes, Euboia in the period of the Deliandieawas an island dominated
by small number of dominant cities and their degeies. However, Euboia’s close
proximity to Attica made it a region of particuianportance to the Athenians.
Fortunately, unlike most regions of the Delian Leaghe history of the island is rather
well documented by literary and epigraphical sosiis® it is possible to construct a
relatively satisfactory picture of its membershmpghe alliance. Euboia was a center of
much Athenian activity and intervention, especiailyhe 440s. The Euboian revolt in

446 was a crucial blow to Athens that took thels&ilgeneralship of Pericles to put
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down®® lIts results were tighter holds on Eretria andIkisathe expulsion of most of the
native Hestiaian population, and the creation efAthenian colony of OredS. Along
with the effects of the Euboian revolt of 446, thbeas also been much scholarship
concerning the Athenian cleruchies, possibly sef@halkis, Eretria, and Karystos in the
late 450s and early 440s and thus predating th@trévThe late first appearance of the
cities of Euboia in the tribute lists has also beerch discussed by scholdfsHowever,
neither the revolts nor the emplacement of cleeskeem to have affected the regional
hegemonies controlled by the main cities of thandlexcept for Hestiaia, which will be
discussed below. In fact, the evidence of the wkidéessical period attests to a gradual
unification of Euboia by the four main cities cutrating in the mid-4 century®® 1 shall
discuss the issues surrounding the effects of thmian revolts, imposition of cleruchies,
and the missing tribute in the first tribute peray when appropriate since my aim is
not provide a complete history of Euboia in thei@®lLeague but an examination of the
regional hegemonies on the island in this period.

It has been estimated that there were over a hdriliboian settlements in the
Archaic and early Classical periods, at least @daf which might have begmleis®
By the mid-4th century, of these twelve potenpi@leis only Eretria, Chalkis,
Hestiaia/Oreos, and Karystos remained independkiie the other nine had been
absorbed or destroy&d. These foupoleishad gradually brought the island under their

control. Nonetheless, there is a strong posgtitiat this process of amalgamation in the

8 Thuc. 1.114; Diod. 12.7; Plueer. 22-23.

1G 1340; Meiggs, 1972, 177-81; Balcer, 1978;

L See Meiggs 1972, 122-23, 565-570, Figueira 1994 ,(Karystos), 258-60 (Chalkis).
92 See Lewis 1994, 285-301.

% See Knoepfler 1997, 354.

% Reber, Hansen, and Ducrey in Hansen and Niels@#, B2i4.

% Reber, Hansen, and Ducrey in Hansen and Niels@#, B3i4.
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late Classical period might essentially have rdextaarlier hegemonies. The territories
of the four major cities in the Classical periodbt&aces of earlier hegemony because
they comprised and were divided into systems ofefemwhich included formemoleis®
In the 8" century the tribute lists record the individuaymeents of seven small
communities that were eventually incorporated ome or another of the main cities.

The editors of théthenian Tribute Listsuggested that Chalkis, Eretria, Styra,
Hestiaia, Athenai Diades, Grynchai, and Dion wetgimal members of the Delian
League based mainly upon their appearance asdriesitby the second assessment
period®?” However, as | shall show, considering that Ati@iades, Dion, and Grynchai
were dependencies of various ones of four maiag;itt is more likely these smaller
states entered the league at the same time agltminant states and not independently.
Herodotus and Thucydides record that Karystos éatat the extreme south of the island
was forcibly brought into the league in the lat@€dr early 4608 Three other Euboian
communities appeared as tributaries in later peridtle Diakres apo Chalkideon
appeared first under a special rubric in 434/3%aitribute of 800 df’ The Diakrioi en
Euboia were listed by 429/28 with a tribute of 21900 dr'®® Finally, Posideion was
recorded in the assessment decree of 425/24 amt#ito pay 100 df*

Starting in the far north of the island, thereaBdsevidence that Hestiaia
possessed a large section of northern Euboia biyntieeof the Persian invasion under

Xerxes including several communities that lateregppd on the tribute lists. In the

% See W.P. Wallace 1947, 115-146, and D. KnoepB&71352-449 for the history and organization ef th
demes of Eretria.

9" ATL 3.197-99.

% Hdt. 9.105; Thuc.1.98.3; See Brock 1996, 359, n. 7

P TIoherg &g evéypayay eopov pépstv (IG 13278.V1.25-26).

19916 1°282.111.24.

011G 1°71.1.91-92.
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course of his narration of the battle of Artemisio®80, Herodotus describes in some
detail the northern part of Euboia, which Hestseams to have already dominated
(8.23.2). The historian calls this section of thlamndr yj 1 ‘lotiuodtig ‘the territory of
Hestiaia’ (7.175.2§%% In the 4" century the region under Hestiaian control hasibee
estimated to be 850 Krencompassing all of northern Euboia and stretcturtge
territory of Chalkist®®

There is good evidence that, already by the nii¢éntury, Hestiaia had been in
possession of the Kenaion peninsula. In an Atlmedécree concerning the new colony
of Hestiaia/Oreos, which probably dates to shattgr the city’s subjugation by the
Athenians in 446, two communities, Dion, locatedio® Kenaion peninsula, and Ellopia,
are mentioned in the context of judicial arrangets&lf Unfortunately, not enough of
the decree survives to interpret fully Dion’s rigaship to the new colomy> Yet, it is
clear that Dion, attested already in the early Arclperiod as @olis, was included in the
new arrangements of the Athenian settlement argl #hould be viewed as a deme
and/or a dependepblis.® Ellopia, which never appears on the tribute kstser before
or after the Euboian revolt, was already a depeinciammunity of Hestiaia (Hdt.
8.23.1)!°" Dion’s neighbor on the Kenaion peninsula, AtheDiaides, must have also
been under Hestiaian control in this period andheught have been included in the new
colonial arrangements, although the city is not tio@ed in the surviving fragments of

the decree.

192 peber, Hansen, and Ducrey in Hansen and Nielse#, B56.

193 Reber, Hansen, and Ducrey in Hansen and Nielse#, B56.

1941G 1341.100-3SEG32 3; See McGregor 1982, 111.

195 McGregor 1982, 111.

1% Dion is described as a citysoiigdpov, in the Homeric epicdl( 2.538); Reber Hansen, and Ducrey in
Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 650-51.

197 See Reber, Hansen, and Ducrey in Hansen and Ni2G@4, 644.
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Not only did Athenai Diades lie in the territory ldestiaia near Dion, but in the
third assessment period, the two communities ash 4,000 dr. together insyntely™®®
It is not likely that a dependency or a sub-divisad a larger state would have entered
into asyntelicrelationship with another independ@atis. Thesyntelypecomes more
understandable in this period if Dion and Athenaid2s were two dependencies of
Hestiaia/Oreos that paid jointly to the Atheniamsiperiod of transition during the
establishment of the colony. It is not clear whethe Athenians took the opportunity of
the colony’s emplacement to attach the two commasitb the new city. The separate
payments of the communities immediately beforeRhboian revolt should not be
regarded as absolute indications of their indepecelérom Hestiaia. Herodotus’
description of Hestiaian control over much of tleethern region of Euboia in 480,
which certainly should have included the Kenaionipsula, is good evidence that
Hestiaia possessed the two communities by theAlatieaic period. Moreover, both Dion
and Athenai Diades continued to pay after the teMod46, when it is virtually certain
that they were dependencies in some sense of thétieenian colony, which indicates
that the individual payment of tribute did not aatdically constitute or reflect
independence.

Hestiaia/Oreos controlled many other settlemerasribver appeared on the
tribute lists such as Orobiai, located near modRomies on the northwest coast of the
island, which Thucydides described gsoéis (3.89.2)'%° Hestiaia paid for Orobiai and

numerous other communities of various sizes iteitstory as part of its annual tribute

1981 gcation: Strabo 10.1.5 C 448yntely IG I° 267.1V.28; Athenai Diades is only listed but with
payment of 4,000 dr. which is generally believeihtdude Dion; See Lepper 1962, 40; McGregor 1982,
111.

1% SeelG 1°418a.6.
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payment up until the mid-century revolt. Since Gaobnd other such communities never
paid tribute independently even after the Athemialony was established, most, if not
all, of Hestiaia’s dependent territory must haverbgansferred to the new Athenian
colony.

Athenai Diades and Dion, which had tribute histoétheir own, might have
preferred or were required to continue to furnrdbute though attached to Attic Oreos.
The reasons for the individual tribute paymenttheftwo dependencies before the revolt,
a situation unlike the rest of Hestiaia’s possessiare unclear. The possibility remains
that the Hestiaians preferred that Dion and Ath&niades pay tribute separately in order
to ensure a lowered assessmApibtaxisin this case could have relieved the Hestiaians
of the burden of paying for Dion and Athenai Diadékestiaia would have still
controlled the region although Dion and Athenaid@s ceased to be included in the
city’s annual tribute payment. Malcolm Wallace gegted that civil strife after the
Persian War, attested by Aristotle, could haveltedun the division of theemosnto
factions with the democrats residing at Dion andefgi Diades while an aristocratic
faction controlled Hestiaid® According to Wallace, the Athenians likely wollave
favored the democrats on the Kenaion peninsularigad apotaxis

However, the individual tributes of Athenai Diadex] Dion were actually
greater than the usual 1000 dr. payment of Hestidestiaia’s surprisingly low
assessment could itself have been a result ofitiiestife. Aristocrats fleeing Hestiaia
might have relocated to their estates on the Kenpéminsula thereby temporarily
transferring their assets away from Hestiaia whégulted in an increase in taxable

assets measured at Dion and Athenai Diades. Hownege as yet no completely

10 Arist. Pol. 1303b31; Wallace forthcoming.
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satisfactory explanation for Hestiaia’s low tribiefore the revolt. Whether civil strife
or Hestiaian manipulation of the tribute assessmetess were the original reasons for
the separate tribute payments of Dion and AthBredes, they likely remained
dependencies of Hestiaia. By the Hellenistic mkridion and Athenai Diades were
demes of Hestiaia/Oreds.

Further south on the island, Chalkis, like Hestiemast have controlled a large
number of small communities, which formed the eeoitdbasis of much of the city’s
tribute to the Athenians. In th& gentury the territory of Chalkis probably compdsz.
825 knf.*? The city’s territory in the Archaic and Classigariods was already
substantial and bordered on that of Hestiaia aettia*> Most of the communities that
made up the Chalkidian state never paid tributarsgely to the Athenians. The
exception is the Diakres apo Chalkideon, who agteared in thedAeis avtai rubric
in 434/33* The inclusion of the Diakres in the special ralsgems to indicate that the
Diakres might have taken some initiative in theifividual assessment in 434/33.

The reasons for their separate assessment remaiown. | would suggest that
they remained a dependency of the Chalkidians, thargh they began to pay tribute
directly to the Athenian5"® The appearance of the Diakres should not be dedaas
having a major significance for the political s&tf Chalkis in this period or for its

relations with Athens. The small size of the Diakmadicates that Chalkis probably

111G XI11.9 1186.2-3; See Reber, Hansen, and Ducrey insia and Nielsen 2004, 656.

12 Reber, Hansen, and Ducrey in Hansen and Nielse#, B28.

113 5ee Bakhuizen 1985, 127-31 and Knoepfler 1997 f@58iscussions on the extent of Chalkidian
territory. See also Reber, Hansen, and Ducrey imskla and Nielsen 2004, 647-48.

141G 1°278.V1.25-26.

115 5eeATL 3.78-89 and Lepper 1962, 25-55 for translationsdisdussion of the special rubrics.

116 Reber, Hansen, and Ducrey 2004 in Hansen andeieS0 following Geyer 1924, 224 suggest that
the Diakres were a “short-lived splinter communitsdm Chalkis after the Athenian subjugation that
resided in the northern territory of Chalkis a#di6.
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acquiesced in their individual assessment by tlie@ans, if, in fact, this community
sought some degree of independence through tieiidiial tribute payment:’ It is
highly unlikely that the Diakres had been detached consequence of the revolt of 446.
The loss of income that had issued from this depecylmust not have had a significant
economic or political effect on Chalkis, which p&id@l at first, then 3T subsequently in
tribute*® Chalkis would have likely maintained some contrer the Diakres,
considering the vast differences in their resouesesthe unlikelihood that the Athenians
viewed the Diakres as a strategic ally on Euboize @ay consider that the Diakres
simply preferred to pay separately to Athens, ax$tef paying their traditional
contribution to Chalkis, in which Chalkis acquiedcat least momentarily, instead of
bearing the responsibility of paying for this snr@mmunity as in previous years. |
hesitate to view the independent entry of the Baalas constituting a full move toward
independence or an Athenian attempt to weaken @hallsome way through the
assessment of a rather small dependency of theGtitglkis clearly controlled a
considerable number of such communities that neweght independent assessment by
the Athenians and/or were detached from Chalkidartrol. The Diakres apo
Chalkideon were a tiny community that would havevmted minimal tribute and almost
no strategic advantage to the Athenians.

It has been recently suggested by John Ma thanhtiedual assessments of the
Diakres share some similarities with the individassessments of the small communities

on Rhodes discussed earlier and the Eteokarpaitttoi,appeared in the same rubric as

17 See Lepper 1962, 38-39.
18 SeelG 13264.1V.23 (448/47) antls 1°270.V.32 (442/41).
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the Diakres:*® It is not clear if any of these small communitigsrepoleis. It is certain
that the Eteokarpathioi were not, as they are medieio as &oinonin an honorary
inscription from Athens granting them autonoffi$.In all of these cases it is easy to
overstate Athens’ role without further evidence arfgetter understanding of what the
Athenians hoped to gain througpotaxis Although Ma is rightly unsure about Athenian
policy in theapotaxisof the Eteokarpathioi from the city of Karpathos,ihsists on a
strong Athenian role. | find it highly improbalileat the Athenians hoped to gain much
through the detachment of these small dependeii@pstaxiswas motivated by the
desire to “weaken” a regional hegemonic state @nteance Athens’ position in some
way. If Athens engaged in what Ma calls “stratatijcfostered local segmentation” in
the cases mentioned above, it still not clear aaantages the Athenians accrd@d.
Instead, the answer must lie in changing local tars, which the Athenians
recognized but probably did not see as vital toetinire. For example, the granting of
autonomy to the Eteokarpathioi was a reward fordibreation of cypress wood for the
temple of Athena. It is not likely that the Athans created the Eteokarpathioi but
enhanced their status in the region. In other wdha=koinonof the Eteokarpathioi had
already been estranged from the Karpathians, ar@ahty that Athens acknowledged.
Their name does seem to encapsulate an ideoladgtal to some superior level of
autochthony or of authenticity of identity.

Chalkis’ neighbor, Eretria, is believed to havegessed the largest territory of

any city on Euboia, at least by the mid-4th centumythe 4th century, the region under

119 5ee Ma in Ma, Papazadarkas, and Parker 2009, 3 293 useful discussion of the individual
assessment and grant of autonomy to the Eteokaspath

1201G 13 1454.7 (ca. 445-430).

121 Ma in Ma, Papazarkadas, and Parker, 135.
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Eretrian control was ca. 1500 kif? During the period of the Delian League, Eretria
seems to have controlled territory stretching ftbe border with Chalkis to Styra in the
south. As in the case of Hestiaia, the territorfecdtria seems to have included multiple
poleis of which one appeared as an independent paysreanibute lists.Grynchai,
usually assessed with a tribute of 1,000 dr., wasteially incorporated or reincorporated
into Eretria and reduced to the status of a d&rét has been argued that the
incorporation of the community occurred after théb&an revolt of 411?* However,
the individual payment of Grynchai in the Deliaralgeie does not exclude the possibility
that the city was already a possession of Erdiaahad not yet been transformed into a
sub-division of the Eretrian state. Little is knoaimout Grynchai although it was possibly
located on the east coast of the island near md¢iéena >

It has been proposed that the Athenians prefearedritrol Grynchai directly in
order to ensure safe passage to Skyros, thus,iexglats individual tribute
assessmerit® This hypothesis presupposes that the city’s iddif tribute payment is
certain proof of independence from Eretria. Yeflhucydides’ description of the allied
contingents from the cities of Euboia in the Sasilicampaign, no mention is made of
forces from Grynchai (7.57.4). Therefore, the amgent from Grynchai, along with other
admitted Eretrian dependencies, probably servedrihe Eretrians, who are specifically
named by Thucydides. Accordingly, Grynchai in {hésiod was an Eretrian dependency,

which might have beengolis. There were other notable similar communities tleaten

122 Reber, Hansen, and Ducrey in Hansen and Nielse#, B52.

1231G 13262.1.24 (451/50); See Knoepfler 1997, 354.

124 Knoepfler 1997, 400.

125 Gehrke 1988, 33-34; Knoepfler 1997, 384, n. 2% Reber, Hansen, and Ducrey in Hansen and
Nielsen 2004, 655.

126 Knoepfler 1997, 384.
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appeared in the tribute lists such as Dystos angidthat were also eventually
incorporated as demes by Eretfi4.It has been held that Dystos wasodis until its
transformation into a deme of the Eretrian stateesit was the only deme of the sixth
Eretrianphyle'?® Peraia might have also shared a similar historyBoth communities
already belonged to Eretria in th8 &entury since they did not appear on the tribists |
as individual tributarie$® In addition to Thucydides’ omission of the ci§rynchai’s
eventual absorption by Eretria, probably after £1ilild also be an indication of its
dependency similar to that of Dystos or PeraianGingi could have used its membership
in the league as a means of preventing attritigpoti§ status at the hands of Eretria or,
alternatively, the Eretrians preferred that they paoute directly to Athens. In any case,
Athenian control of Grynchai need not have entatlechplete detachment from the
Eretrian sphere of influencé!

As in the case of Grynchai and Dystos, Styra eadlytbecame a part of the
Eretrian state reduced to the status of a demetsomafter 41132 Yet, unlike the other
smaller cities on island that appear on the triligte, Thucydides mentions by name the
contingents of Styra in his catalogue of Atheniliesin Sicily (7.57.4). Thus Styra
must have contributed its own forces to the campagan independent member of the
league. Moreover, unlike Grynchai or Dystos, Styad a role during the Persian wars

supplying two ships at Salamis in 485. At the battle of Plataiai in 479, Styra combined

with Eretria to contribute 600 hoplites, which abile an indication that Styra was allied

127 5ee Reber, Hansen, and Ducrey in Hansen and Ni2G@4, 651, 659-60.

128 Reber, Hansen, and Ducrey in Hansen and Nielse#, B51.

129 Reber, Hansen, and Ducrey in Hansen and Niels@#, B59-60.

130 Knoepfler 1997, 400 suggests that Peraia and thieridi en Euboia, who appeared first on the tréibut
lists in 429/28, were the same community.

131 allace forthcoming.

132 Knoepfler 1971, 242-44 and 1997, 400.

¥ Hdt. 8.46.4.
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to Eretria at that tim&* W.P. Wallace argued that Styra was “a free anclemember
of the Eretrian state” before 49%. Since Styra furnished a separate force in thiéisic
campaign, it may have maintained this status tHrougthe Athenian hegemony. Thus, it
is possible that Styra preserved a certain levalubdnomyvis-a-visEretria into the first
half of the &' century guaranteed by an alliance, possibly somgttke what would
later be calledympoliteia which was eventually lost in the lat8 &r early &' centuries.
Styra’s independent membership in the league doaNg buffered the city from
Eretrian domination in the way in which Eretria migpave controlled the city in the
Archaic period and the™century. Although it has been suggested that Agimefear of
Eretrian power was paramount for the situation, gimeuld hesitate to attribute the
independence of Styra solely to Athéfis Eretria already controlled a large section of
the island including dependencies that never apgdeam the tribute lists. Moreover,
Styra’s usual payment was only one talent, whiggsests that Eretria’s absorption of the
city would not have enabled Eretria to alter itéitany situation regarding nearby Athens
in any significant way. It is more likely that t¢yreans objected to Eretrian
aggrandizement at their expense and saw their ntstiipan the Delian League as a
bulwark against threatened dependency, espedallprie-existing alliance with Eretria
did not already guarantee independence. The Styresmbership in the Hellenic
League and service against the Persians gave themgament and leverage unavailable

to the other dependencies of Eretria.

134 Hdt. 9.28.5.

1% \Wallace 1936.

136 Walker 2004, 248 assigns Styra’s independencetieran policy opposing Eretrian “imperialism”.
See Picard 1979, 210.
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Nevertheless, it is possible that Euboia’s closxipnity to Athens could have
contributed to different policies concerning Er@tithan other regional hegemonic states
farther away from Attica. The Athenians might hai@ved the potential alienation of
Euboia as worthy of special attention in the egdsrs of the alliance just as they would
at the end of the centuly’ Precautions could have been taken to preventi&metr
aggrandizement beyond a tolerable level. Such athggis, however, must be set against
the long record of collaboration between Athens Bretria, seen, for example, in ties
with Peisistratos, the lonian Revolt, and the Masatcampaign. Moreover, as stated
above, Eretrian control of Styra would have dottlto challenge Athenian power on
Euboia. The eventual successful revolt of the tslaccurred through the intervention of
the Peloponnesians and was backed by the suppihie &oiotians, who by 411 were
much stronger relative to the Athenians. Unfortalyathe process of absorption of
Styra into Eretria after 411 remains mysterioususht is impossible to tell whether or
not Styra was voluntarily annexed to Eretria.

South of Styra, Karystos seems to have controledsbuthern end of the island
already by the period of the Delian League, attewiestimated to be 450 Kiim the 4"

century*3®

As in the case of the other three main citiesy&ias’ tribute was supported
by many dependent communities of varying sizes,ynodthe names of which are lost to
history. As in the cases of other large citiestanisland, a few small communities in
Karystian territory appeared on the tribute listsifshing their own contributions, the

Diakrioi en Euboia and Posideion. Little is knoalmout these communities apart from

their entries on the lists. There is, as yet, neegal consensus even on their location.

%7 See Thuc.7.28.1, 8.96.1.
138 Reber, Hansen, and Ducrey in Hansen and Nielse#, B58.
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Until recently scholars had identified Posideiorthia north in the territory of
Hestiaia/Oreos and the Diakrioi in Chalkidian oee\Eretrian territory>° Instead,
Malcolm Wallace preferred to locate Posideion assidinctuary of Poseidon near
Geraistos, while he situated the Diakrioi near@a®o d’Oro regiort*® Wallace’s
location of these communities is attractive andatelp explain Karystos’ tribute
history in the 420s. Unlike the other main Eubatates Karystos did not suffer a large
increase in their tribute level in the famous reessment of 425/24' Wallace noted
that the Euboian cities on the decree of Thoudipfiesassessment decree of 425/24, are
listed roughly in the order of the magnitude ofitlssessments. The entry for Karystos
is, however, out of order on that basis. Fromntiagnitude implied by its placement,
Wallace argued that the Karystians might have loegmally required by théaktai
‘assessors’ to pay twice their earlier usual amaod@i®T in the new assessment. The
Karystians achieved a reduction of 1%T through @edmgs before thdikasterionthat
was appointed to adjudicate claims over assessrakatkling the two communities
during the assessment proc&$sThis conclusion is an important indication of treure
of apotaxis because this case, along with that of the Samaotms, would suggest that
tributary states themselves initiatepotaxis Athens’ lenient treatment of Karystos
compared to Eretria and Chalkis, which were assests#5T and 10T, had been

explained by Meiggs as a reward for recent notihlgstian participation in Attic

139 SeeATL 1.541-42 and Reber, Hansen, and Ducrey in Hansgh#fsen 2004, 660 for suggested
locations of Posideion. See Reber, Hansen, andeuerHansen and Nielsen 2004, 649-50 for the

location of the Diakrioi in Chalkidian territorye® Knoepfler 1997, 400 for the Diakrioi as Peraia i

Eretrian territory.

140\wallace forthcoming.

G 1371.1.70 (5T).

142\Wallace forthcoming.
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service® However, Wallace’s hypothesis convincingly elatib the late appearance of
two rather small tributaries since it is unlikehatapotaxiswould have been strategically
useful for the Athenians or theymply decided to raise revenue by detaching rathmeil
dependencie¥” The separated communities were too tiny to s\aimgweight in power
politics, and Karystos had already been chastis#dacleruchy**> Wallace suggested
that southern Euboia might have “experienced ardition of economic strength”
causing the city to appeal the new assesshient.

The 420s were a period of increased assessmentsgaauiffically in the
assessment decree of 425/24, a large number ofritreutaries probably appeared for the
first ime!*’ Many of these were not just new additions, bughtihave been cases of
apotaxison appeal by allies hoping to reduce their tridateden. There is no extant
evidence that Athenians pursusgabtaxissimplyto increase revenues or to weaken an
ally, except in cases of revolt. A rise in theesssnent of a city would normally have
been enough to ensure that all elements of the wtald pay their shareApotaxis
forced Attic authorities to revisit the issue oéthurden of tribute at a time when the
ordinary complaints of the inability to pay wereeeving short shrift. It must be
remembered that in 425/24, a court of 1,000 juhai been especially established in

order to hear cases of appeal by the allies hdpingeductions in their tribute burdéff

143 Eretria:IG 1°71.1.67; ChalkisiG 1°71.1.71; Meiggs 1972, 569.

144 SeeATL3.195; Meiggs 1972, 241 for thpotaxisof the Samothraciaperaiaca. 422/21.

145 Diod. 11.88.5; Paus. 1.27.6; See Figueira 1994, 22

146 Wallace forthcoming.

147 See Constantakopoulou 2007, 219-222 for the appearof a few small Aegean islands for the first
time as individual payers probably througpotaxis The appearance of the Aktaian cities on the
assessment decree detached from Mytilene is anpearfithe enrollment of new tributaries through a
form of apotaxis though not through appeal but as the consequefreéailed revolt.

G 1°71.16-18.
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The Diakrioi had already been separated from Kasyby 429/28 probably for
similar reasons, since they are first recordecherlist of that yeat*® Clearly, Karystos
had paid for these groups in earlier periods artiessure exerted by Athens to increase
tribute in the Archidamian war could have forced Karystians to reassess their
relationship with these two dependencies at leattta tribute assessment process. Yet,
their individual payments need not have entailedraplete move towards independence,
certainly not in any way that would necessarilydnaeen disadvantageous to the
Karystians. Like the other small communities o i$land such as Dion or Grynchai, no
mention is made of Posideion or the Diakrioi in tydides’ catalogue of Athenian allies
in Sicily in 413. Therefore, they must not havatderces to Sicily independently.

Conclusion

Overall, my analysis of Attic policy towards thgm@nal hegemonies on Euboia
reveals that the Athenians were quite contentdogeize the territorial claims of the
main cities on the island. The vast majority of coamities on Euboia already belonged
to one of the four major cities when the allianasviounded -- with the exception of
Styra, which Eretria had probably dominated in sevag before its sack by the Persians
in 490. Athens instead preferred to assert cootret Euboia directly through the
implementation of cleruchies, colonies, and ganssand not through economic and
territorial isolation of the main cities by the detiment of dependent communittéy.

The valuable evidence of Euboian forces in Sicihtshthat the military and fiscal
exploitation of the island by Athens yields twofdient maps. The non-coincidence of

these two overlays of hegemony urges caution adgootiaxisand separate assessment.

96 1°282.111.24.
150 5ee Thuc. 8.95.6 for evidence of an AthenianifoBretrian territory by 411.
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It has been contended here that all of the othemwonities that appeared as
independent payers on the tribute lists remaingewigent on one of the major cities in
some form. After the revolt from Athens in 411, @elpai, Styra, and the other small
tributaries were finally absorbed, without leavingces in the historical record by the
large states, thus completing the process beguh eartier. By the mid-4 century, only
four communities remained that could be classqubéssthat substantially controlled
their own affairs. Yet, the process of the conslwh of the island had already been
underway in the Bcentury. In a sense, Attic hegemony suspendeddtiance toward
total absorption that was represented by theehtury deme system. W.P. Wallace
argued that the Euboian League should date frortaghelecade of thé"scentury in part
as a bulwark against Athenian imperiali§th.If the league dates from this period, then
his suggestion is perfectly reasonable. Yet, onstrmonsider that the Euboians did not
suffer large-scale confiscations of territory withtable exception of Hestiaia. The large
cities still dominated most of the island, and Atkenians must have seen advantages in
handing over the responsibility to them for marbhglforces from their dependents for
campaigns and collecting revenue, so relieving Ashaf the burden of assessing directly
a vast number of insignificant communiti&s. If Wallace is correct about a lat& 5
century league, the first Euboian divergence fratticAegemony was a federal state,
and not the extension of the deme system.

Generally, the Athenians showed an unwillingnesstterfere with the sub-
hegemonies of their allies unless for pressingaesssuch as the consequences of failed

revolt. For example, the Thasians lost tipairaiain 463/62 after war with Athens and

*1wallace 1956, 1; Cf. Larsen 1968, 97-103; Rebandén, and Ducrey in Hansen and Nielsen 2004,
643.
12 5eeATL 3.195 with caution.
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the Athenians confiscated the Mytilenaian citiethe Troad after a failed rebellion in
42732 In the case of Euboia, it seems that the faielt in 446 did not lead to a
thorough alteration of the preexisting status qurariost of the cities. The major
consequence of the revolt was the establishmethieoAthenian colony at Oreos and
expulsion of most of the Hestiaian native populatiehich was unusual for its severity
compared to the treatment of Chalkis or Eretriaviusly, Hestiaia and Karystos had
been permitted to dominate the northern and soutiegions of Euboia, while Chalkis
and Eretria controlled the rest of the island.

The individual payments of the smaller tributasésuld be ascribed tpotaxis
for a number of possible reasons, but not necdégs$arireason of full political
independence or categorically attributed to Athermtitempts to weaken the main cities
through the detachment of these rather small @iieg. The loss of Athenian control and
subsequent political changes after the final Eubogaolt in 411 could have altered the
climate of the island enabling Eretria and the ptamyepoleisto absorb completely the

few remaining cities, whether willingly or unwillify by the 4" century.

153 5ee Thuc. 1.101.3 for the conditions imposed heAs on Thasos and 3.50.2-3 for Mytilene.
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Chapter 5: Thasos and Samothrace

The history of the Thasian sub-hegemony in theddelieague is one of the most
contested issues for scholars of the alliance. €& tsestill no consensus concerning the
status and history of the islangieraia and the significance of its tribute assessments and
payments during this period. Both archaeologicalewe and literary sources are clear
that Thasos controlled a large strip of territonytbe Thracian coast beginning in tH& 7
century not very long after the island was settlg@dolonists from Paros. Tiperaia
included at least seven communities by tAeéntury, which are called both colonies
andpoleisin the literary sources.As | shall show theeraia was an essential feature of
the Thasian state with which Thasos was reluctapatt even when faced with
confrontation with Athens. Athenian interests inrdde conflicted with those of Thasos
in the early years of the alliance, which evenuldt to outright war in the 460s and
confiscation of territory after the island’s surden to Cimorf. Compared to other sub-
hegemonies of the allies in the Delian League gtlegrsts rich material on the
dependencies of the Thasians thcgntury. Using the available evidence a more
complete picture of the Thasiperaia can be pieced together than most other regional
hegemonies in the league.

In contrast to much earlier scholarship, | contdrad most of theperaia was
returned to the Thasians by the first tribute peaad not latere.g., in the second period
or in the final years of the league, views propdsgdany students of the question. My

conclusions fall, therefore, more in line with angeal picture of Athenian policy toward

! See Lazaridis 1971, 37, Isaac 1986, 51-71, Cotstapoulou 2007, 235-37, and Tiverios in
Tsetskhladze 2008, 72-91 for useful surveys ofTihesianperaia.
ZThuc. 1.100.2; PluCim. 14.1-2.
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the sub-hegemonies of the allies and the availabtience concerning Thasos and its
dependents. Although the vast natural resourc@si@ce seems to have determined
Athenian policy toward the Thasigeraia by the 460s — a policy that was unusual for its
interference in the traditional claims of an allsdte — it would be wrongheaded to
conclude that Athens behaved in fundamentally ceffeways toward Thasos than
toward the other large allied states. Moreoverexgmination of the Thasian sub-
hegemony under Athens will hopefully shed some hghwt on the general history of
island under Athenian domination.

The history of the Greek presence on Thasos beghrthe colonization of the
island by Parians in the early to mili-Zentury BCE> The foundation date is a
controversial issue. Graham recently argued fo688, which is about thirty years later
than had previously been acceptetl.is generally agreed that soon after settlhgy t
island in the 7 century, the Thasians turned their attention éTthracian coast as
Archilochus attest3 Archilochus describes fighting between ThasosMatbneia for
the Thasian foundation of Stryme on the Thraciaastfo Thasos also founded a number
of colonies west of Stryme probably beginning ie #ame period.

Much of the surviving literary evidence concernthg early history of Thasos
concentrates on the exploitation of the rich ga@gakits on Thasos itself and at Skapte
Hyle, located recently east of modern Kavalblerodotus records that the Thasians

received between 200T and 300T per year in theAatkaic period from their

®Thuc. 4.104.4; Strabo. 10.5.7 C 487.

* See Graham 2001, 165-229; Lazaridis 1971, 33 stig§80 as the foundation date. Tiverios in
Tsetskhladze 2008, 73 prefers to date the arrividdeoParians to 680-670. See Tiverios in Tsetsktda
2008, 73 n. 341 with bibliography.

® Lazaridis 1971, 36; Graham 1983, 81; Archilocttrs 291 West; Harp. s.Etpupun (= 49) Keaney

® Archilochus, Fr. 291 West; Harp. s¥rpuun (= 49) Keaney.

" Koukouli-Chryssanthaki 1990, 493-96; LoukopoulnwHansen and Nielsen 2004, 857.
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exploitation of these mines and from other reveinoim theirperaia (6.46.3.). These
figures are impressive compared to known revenadthenians were receiving in the
5™ century. According to Thucydides the first assemsnof the Delian League in 478/77
yielded 460T® Thucydides reports that in 431 the Athenians weceiving 600T in
revenue from their allieSThus, the Thasians enjoyed revenue much earligein
century that was almost half what Athens was reegifrom abroad on the eve of the
Peloponnesian War.

The wealth and natural resources of Thasos ancoids of Thrace drew the
attention of hostile foreign forces in the late Wai period, which eventually resulted in
the subjugation of the island by the Persians.tyrant of Miletos, Histiaeus, attempted
to found a colony at Myrkinos and unsuccessfullyieged Thasos in 494. Two years
later a Persian force under the command of Mardositbdued Thasos without a fight.
In 491, Darius ordered the Thasians to tear dowim thalls and hand over their fleet to
their rival Abdera? At some point after the defeat of Persia in 47%he Greeks,
Thasos joined the Delian League and even might haea an original membét.

Nonetheless, ca. 466/65 the Thasians and the Athement to war over disputes
centered on the islandésnporia on the coast of Thrace and the rich mines probaibly
Skapte Hyleé"* The Athenians defeated the Thasians at sea aighbdshe island for
three years. Cimon is said to have destroyed tfitngsian ships in the sea batfle.

During the siege, the Thasians were said to hauethg appealed to Sparta for aid,

8 Thuc. 1.96.2.

° Thuc. 2.13.3.

O Hdt. 5.11.1-2; 6.28.1.

" Hdt. 6.44.1.

2 Hdt. 6.46.1.

BB ATL 3.223.

¥ Thuc. 1.100.2; Diod. 11.70.1; Meiggs 1972, 571-72.
5 Plut.Cim. 14.2.
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which was prevented by the Great Earthquake andrenselot revolt® Eventually the
Thasians came to terms with the Athenians, whoreddthem to surrender their fleet,
tear down their walls, and pay an indemnity for ¢bsts of the wal’ The Thasians were
also forced to become tributary, which confirmd thay had contributed ships up until
this point, and to hand over their possessionfiemtainlandyriv e fireipov kai TO
nétalhov apéves.'®

Most of the discussion concerning Thasian historthe Delian League centers
on the origins and ramifications of the war witthAans in the 460s and the revolt of
411 Thucydides’ account of the war between ThasosAhens ca. 465 leaves no
doubt that competition for the mineral wealth aatunal resources of Thrace was the
core issue of the strife. Athenian interventiomitrace was viewed as a threat by the
Thasians, whose economy benefited greatly fronesipéoitation of theiperaia.?
Cimon’s capture of Eion from the Persians in 4776f6attempt to establish a colony at
Ennea Hodoi in the mid-470s and a better documesfted to settle the region led by
Sophanes and Leagros on the later site of Amplsiali 465 is evidence of the type of
activity that must have led to wér.Direct control of the natural resources of Thrand

access to the gold mines of Mt. Pangaion were thigvating factors for Athenian

% Thuc. 1.101.1-2.

Y Thuc. 1.101.3.

8 Thuc. 1.101.3.

19 SeeATL 3.258-59; Meiggs 1972, 83-85, 570-78; Quinn 1%62-66; Pleket 1963, 70-78; Pébarthe,
1999, 591-98.

20 Hdt. 6.46.3.

% Thuc. 1.100.2-3, 4.102.2; Diod. 11.70.5, 12.6BI2t. Cim. 8.2; Seeschol. Aeschin. 2.31 for the
attempt in the 470s. See Meiggs 1972, 83-85.
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activity.?? The Athenian foothold in the region establishéthhe occupation of Eion
by Cimon in 476 must have already caused the Thasiame concerns for the futdre.
The abundant natural resources and trade oppaetsinitthe region were crucial
for Athens, which needed timber and money for tlantenance of the fleét. Thasos’
status as a ship contributor in the 470s and 4G&mtrthat the Athenians did not receive
a share of the revenue from the Thagieraia in the form of tribute as in the case of
some other allied sub-hegemonies throughout trgukearhus, inhibited in its
exploitation of a lucrative region of Thrace undé&asian influence, Athens must have
seen direct intervention in the area such as thedation of the colony at Ennea Hodoi
on the banks of the Strymon River first in the micBs and then in the 460s as the most
efficient way to ensure their interests in the oagf These interests subsumed archaic
claims that were independent of relations with Disasvhich can be traced back to the
Peisistratids. Peisistratos is said to have dnawvanue from the region of the Strymon
River near Mt. Pangaion and lived there during r@opleof exile raising money and
mercenarie$® Moreover, Thucydides the historian had claim&ok mines in the
region of Mt. Pangaion in thé"&entury?’ Thucydides’ rights stemmed from an
ancestral inheritance in the region. Just as itapgrclaims to the Strymon region were
also grounded in Athenian myth. One of Theseusssécamas, was said to have

received the area of Ennea Hodoi as a ddrifurthermore, Figueira has suggested that

22 Loukopoulou in Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 855.

23 Hdt. 7.107; Thuc. 1.98.1; Pi@im. 7.1-3.

% Thuc. 4.105.1; Se&TL 3.308-09 for the economic and strategic importasfomphipolis for the
Athenians.

% See Hdt.7.114.1 for the location of the region edrinnea Hodoi.

6 Hdt. 1.64.1; AristAth. Pol. 15.2.

" Thuc. 4.105.1Vita Marcellini 13-15, 25Vita Anon. 3.

2 peschin. 2.31 with scholia; See Tiverios in Tsklakize 2008, 66 n. 298 with bibliography; Figuéira
Tsetskhladze 2008, 454.
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Hagnon'’s establishment ofharoon to Rhesus at Amphipolis “provided a cultic ratianal
for colonisation”?® Thus, Athenian claims to this part of Thrace wasewithout

mythical precedent, and it had already been anafresploitation by the ® century. The
failure to establish a permanent presence at EHpédai in the 470s and 460s seems not
to have altered Athenian determination to occugyrégion to exploit securely the
resources of Thrace as the Milesians and Perseh§ied before them, which
culminated in 437/36 with the establishment of Aiipplis.*

The first recorded tribute payment of the Thasians the list of 454/53 with the
surprisingly small amount of 3%. Thasos seems to have paid this amount until ca.
444/43 when they are recorded as paying ¥0The island paid this sum until at least
425/24 when it was assessed to pay 80m.411, Dieitrephes installed an oligarchy on
Thasos following the oligarchic revolution in Atrserwhich then revolted shortly
thereafter with the aid of a Peloponnesian féfc€our years later, Thrasybulos was able
to retake the island for the pro-Athenians and Ashafter a sieg&. Athenian hegemony
over Thasos did not last long as the Spartan atiEieanikos captured the island in

4053°

2 Figueira in Tsetskhladze 2008, 454; See Poly&eat. 6.53.

% See PlutCim. 7.1-3 andschol. Aeschin. 2.31.

*11G 1°259.v.14.

321G 13266.111.8; Meiggs 1972, 85 proposes that the insedia tribute could have occurred the regular
assessment of 446 or in 443 twenty years aftetudapon to Athens. Reger 2004, 779 in Hansen and
Nielsen 2004 suggests that the Thasos might hade3pa in 447/46 when the island made three payment
of which only one survives.

G 1°71.111.155.

% Thuc. 8.64.2-5Hell. Oxy. 10.4-5.

% Xen.Hell. 1.4.9; Diod. 13.72.1.

% Xen.Hell. 2.2.5; see PolyaeSrat. 1.45.4.
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As stated above, by th& tentury the Thasians had founded colonies on the
mainland coast of Thrace opposite the islEn@he Thasiamperaia is usually regarded
as the coastal area between the Strymon and thedN@gers, with the exception of
Stryme to the eagt. In the 4" century, the Thasians were successful in founding
settlements further into the interior of Thracelsas Krenided® Yet, there is nothing to
suggest that the Thasians had not penetratednatmterior in earlier periods. The
coastal communities supplied precious metals, tidoed acted aamporia for the rich
trade that inland Thrace provid&l For the # century at least eight communities are
named in the sources or have been otherwise igsh&it Thasian dependencies on the
Thracian coast. The oldest attestation is for Omsywhich is named by Homdit .(

8.304). Thucydides refers to Oisyme as a colomp®fThasians in his description of
Brasidas’ campaign in Thrace in 424 (Thuc. 4.10%3)o payment of Oisyme is ever
recorded on the tribute lists. Thucydides alsasd@lsyme’s western neighbor, Galepsos,
a Thasian colony (4.107.3, 5.6*%) Unlike most of the other Thasian possessions,
Galepsos paid tribute to the Athenians indepengentie city originally contributed 1T,
3000 dr. in 454/53 and after several reductionassrecorded paying 1,000 dr. in
433/32°"

As stated above, Archilochus attested to fightiagveen the Thasians and

Maroneians for Stryme in thé"Zentury. Herodotus reports that Stryme was the

3 Lazaridis 1971, 36.

3 Tiverios in Tsetskhladze 2008, 80.

% 1pid.

0 See Tiverios in Tsetskhladze 2008, 80 with bibrtgy.

1 See Isaac 1986, 64-65 for a useful summary otoheny. See also Loukopoulou in Hansen and Nielsen
2004, 864-65 and Constantakopoulou 2007, 235 n. 29.

2 See Diod. 12.68.4; Isaac 1986, 63-64; Loukopoinddansen and Nielsen 2004, 861;
Constantakopoulou 2007, 235. n. 29; Tiverios intJiddadze 2008, 83-84.

*1G 1°259.1v.15;1G 1°279.11.35.
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easternmost Thasian controlled city on the Thraseaboard in his description of
Xerxes’ march through Thrace in 480 (7.108%2)As in the case of Oisyme, Stryme
never appeared on the tribute lists.

Herodotus also mentions that Xerxes passed th@tRystyros, which he
identifies as a Thasian possession located weStrgine (7.109.2§> The Kistyrioi, who
made an appearance only once in the tribute lsst&taktos TéAis under the year
434/33 have been identified by some scholars asityef Pistyros’® As I shall
demonstrate, this identification is attractive &ad significance for the tribute history of
this region of the league. Furthermore, an insicniptound near Vetren in Bulgaria from
the 4" century attests to amporion called Pistiros and may shed light on the histdry o
the city and the rest of theeraia in the mid-" century*’ The evidence of aemporion
called Pistiros so far north of Herodotus’ placetr@rthe Thasian colony of the same
name has confounded scholars. It is clear thairieeof march of Xerxes’ army could
not have lain as far north in Thrace in 480Loukopoulou has suggested that the Aegean
Pistyros named by Herodotus was duplicated or ceplédy theemporion of Pistiros
deep in Thracian territo?. However, the identification of the Kistyrioi dié tribute
lists with Herodotus’ Pistyros makes it probabt#ldwing Hansen’s suggestion, that the
emporion of Pistiros in modern day Bulgaria was a foundatibthe Aegean Pistyrds.

Thus, there is little doubt that a Thasian depeag@amed Pistyros was located opposite

* See Isaac, 1986, 70-71; Loukopoulou in HanserNaelden 2004, 880-81; Tiverios in Tsetskhladze
2008, 85-86.

“5 |saac 1986, 70; Loukopoulou in Hansen and Niek@0#, 866-67; Constantakopoulou, 2004, 235 n. 29;
Tiverios in Tsetskhladze 2008, 89-90.

®1G 13278.VI.37;ATL 1.509; Salviat 1999, 271-72.

*" SEG 43 486; See Chankowski and Domaradzka 1999, 246ea6opoulou 1999, 359-71.

“8 Tiverios in Tsetskhladze 2008, 89-90.

“9 Loukopoulou 1999, 368; Loukopoulou in Hansen aieldé¢n 2004, 866-67.

0 See Hansen in Tsetskhladze 2006, 20-23: Tivenidseétskhladze 2008, 89-90.
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Thasos in the®century. Herodotus’ description of Stryme andyPast as Thasian-
controlledpoleis should leave no doubt that these communities ekistéhe ' century.

Situated west of Pistyros, Neapolis was probaldyntiost important Thasian
settlement in Thrac¥. Located at modern Kavala, the city was rich itured resources,
provided a good harbor, and access to the plafithiippi.>> Epigraphic and
archaeological evidence affirm that Neapolis wahasian foundatior® Like Galepsos,
Neapolis paid tribute independently to the Athesidfrom 454/53 the city paid a
consistent tribute of 1,000 dr. at least untildst recorded entry in 429/28.Neapolis’
relationship to Thasos seems to have already liesnexd in the late Archaic period and
was openly hostile in the last decade of tieéntury>® Tiverios even suggests that
Neapolis had ceased to be a Thasian dependenty bate 8 century®

The existence of two other Thasian possessionsiggdit have been active in the
5™ century, Apollonia and Antisara, is not as welpsorted. Apollonia is not directly
confirmed as a%century Thasian community, but might have beehasi&n foundation
as its name and location between Oisyme and Galepsmest’ Apollonia minted its
own coinage in thecentury and was eventually destroyed by the Matieds®® In
the 8" century Apollonia never appeared on the tribigesli Antisara is better attested as

a community in theBcentury. On the tribute lists Neapolis is idestifias located near

51 Tiverios in Tsetskhladze 2008, 80-82.

2 See Isaac 1986, 66.

%3 1G 1°101; See Pouilloux, 1954, 158-61;Tiverios in Tsklstze 2008, 80-82.

%1G 11259.V1.9-10; IG £282.11.19-20.

%5 Tiverios in Tsetskhladze 2008, 81.

*8 |bid.

*" See Isaac 1986, 65; Loukopoulou in Hansen ands&he2004, 838; Constantakopoulou 2004, 235 n. 29;
Tiverios in Tsetskhladze 2008, 84.

%8 |saac 1986, 65.
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Antisara,NeotroAitan 1[a]p’ AvTio&[p]av.’® The attachment of Antisara to the
annotation of Neapolis on the list clearly was meamlifferentiate Neapolis in Thrace
from other communities in the league of the sanmeaf8 However, from the fact of the
addition of Antisara, it is inescapable that thenowunity must have existed in th& 5
century and might well have been a Thasian colbayjnterestingly never appeared with
an entry on the tribute lists with its own paym&nin the 4" century Antisara seems to
have functioned as a port for the Thasian coloriyaabn and has been located at
Kalamitsa, a suburb of Kavala.

Both Herodotus and Thucydides mention the commuii§hagres, which lay to
the west of Galepsd3.According to both authors, it was a Pierian comityuiYet,
[Skylax] listed Phagres as a Greek city and a Emsmporion (67) in the™century.
Loukopoulou has suggested that Phagres was cotbaimdincorporated into the Thasian
peraiain the 6" century®® However, there is simply not enough evidenceeto b
absolutely certain that Phagres was a Thasianrgldithe period under discussion,
though it was possibly such. Finally, Loukopoul@sIsuggested that Berga was
originally a Thasian settlement that was detacheth® Athenians. Berga has been
identified as a Thasian foundation mainly becadgbediscovery of an inscription dated

to 470-460 in the Parian-Thasian alphdBeBerga independently paid a tribute of 2,880

%91G 1°282.11.19-20; Tiverios in Tsetskhladze 2008, 81.

% Tiverios in Tsetskhladze 2008, 81.

®1 | azaridis 1971, 37; Tiverios 2008, 81.

62 Steph. Byz. 100.17;Tiverios 2008, 86.

% Hdt. 7.112.2;Thuc. 2.99.3.

% Loukopoulou in Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 865; 19886, 62-63 denies that Phagres was a Greek city
in the 5" century.

% Bonias 2000, 227-256; Loukopoulou in Hansen areldgn 2004, 858-59; Tiverios in Tsetskhladze
2008, 69.
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dr. to the Athenians beginning ca. 452f81in 447/46 Berga paid 3,240 dr. and from
435/34 to at least 429/28 the city contributed 8,d€°’ It is not impossible, however,
that Berga saw some Thasian or Parian settlementiltration in a primarily non-Greek
milieu during the Archaic period rather like oth@aces in the Strymon valley. Among
the knownpoleis of the Thasiamperaia, there were probably other communities and
settlements that functioned as sneatboria, the names of which are lost to hist6fy.

In the aftermath of the war with Athens, Thasosfbuself without fleet,
breached city walls, stripped of fisraia, and reduced to the status of a tributary. The
record of Thasian tribute payments has been thesfotmuch scholarly controversy,
which is integrally related to the island’s sub-@ewny in the period of Athenian
domination. Scholars have attributed to diffefectors the rise in the Thasian payment
from 3T, beginning in 454/53, to 30T ca. 444/43eTosition articulated by th&TL for
this abrupt increase in the Thasian tribute intkinel assessment period was that the
island was granted back a portion ofpgésaia from the Athenians, probably as part of
the terms of the thirty-year peace with Sp&tt@ther scholars still follow the general
lines of this view? Pouilloux attributed the large increase in tribiat¢he revitalization

of Thasian commerce in this period, though withbetreturn of the@eraia.”* Pouilloux

G 1°261.1V.29.

571G 17 265.1.93 (447/46)tG 1°277.V1.30 (435/44)|G I°282.11.32 (429/28).

% See Tiverios in Tsetskhladze 2008, 86-87 for audision of the range of settlements in the Thasian
peraia including Akontisma, which might have been aciivéhe 5" century, but is only attested in Roman
period sources.

SATL 3.259, 302.

0 See Piérart in J. Servais, T. Hackens, and SeB@jsz 1987, 294; Avram 1995, 192-95; Samons 2000,
104 argues that ca. 446 Thasos’ payment ceasauywrite the navy and began to be received asha ca
contribution.

" Pouilloux 1954, 109-21.
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based his analysis on evidence concerning Thaside &nd the building program on the
island in this period. This theory has also fouarhe adherent&.

Meiggs attacked both the position of #WEL and that of Pouilloux by pointing
our attention to the small amount that Thasos lzadl yntil the sudden increase, while
downplaying the rise in assessment it5&lRejecting the hypothesis that the mainland
possessions were returned in the 440s or a reof\y@bsperity led to the change in
tribute, Meiggs convincingly argued that Thasog/rpant of the indemnity to Athens for
the cost of the war accounted for the small tritaft8T in the first two tribute periods.
According to Meiggs, once the indemnity had beead p#, the Thasians began to pay a
tribute amount relative to their economic outputisiview has become popular and
further elaborated by other historiafs.

Recently, in an influential analysis, Brunet argtieat the Thasians began the
process of the reacquisition of theraia only after the oligarchic revolt from Athemns
411/107° Brunet focuses on three laf8 &ntury Thasian decrees, which he determines
reveal the various stages in the reacquisitiomeflthracian coast. The first two decrees
concern the rewards given to informers on Thasdgstaa colonies on the mainland for
information regarding plots to overthrow the goveamt, which Brunet dates to the
winter of 410 and the spring of 408 respectivVélyBrunet regards the second decree
concerning the colonies as an addition oncepénaia began to be reacquired beginning

in 410. At this stage, the re-acquisition was stitlomplete since the communities on the

2 See Lazaridis 1971, 18; Graham 1983, 82-83 afgaearfor the return of theeraia.

3 Meiggs 1972, 85-86.

" See Isaac 1986, 48; Brunet 1997, 232; Picard 138B, 98; Funke 1999, 72 n.16; Pébarthe 1999, 146,
150-51; Grandjean-Salviat 2000, 29; ConstantakapofD07, 236-7.

> Brunet 1997, 233.

" ML #83; Brunet 1997, 239; Graham and Smith 1989, 4@3eathat the decrees stem from the period of
rule of the Thasian oligarchy but do not suggest)act date for either.
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mainland were not organized as they had been byhhsians before 463. Brunet also
sees a similar process in a decree concerningatggug on the wine trade, which he
dates to the last decade of tfecentury or the early"¥century’’ For Brunet, the
mention of Thasian officials in charge of the mamd in the decree is evidence that by
that period Thasos had reabsorbegétsia on the coast® Brunet has also observed that
this decree was an addition to a pre-existing lemmulgated earlier, which did not
include mention of these official Brunet argues that the institution of a board of
officials to oversee thperaia and the law itself could only have been achievatedhe
Thasians were free from Athenian pressure afteetioeof Peloponnesian war in 404 and
the reconciliation with Neapolis had been compleBrdnet’s hypothesis is attractive but
does not take into account some important evidembieh does shed some doubt on his
hypothesis.

Brunet dismisses the proposition that the Thagieosived theiperaia back ca.
446/45 by observing that Neapolis and Galepsosraoed to pay tribute to Athens in the
following years® It is true that Neapolis, Galepsos, and Bergachvivas probably also
originally a Thasian settlement, as both Loukopawdad Tiverios have argued,
continued to furnish tribute directly to the Athans for several decades after the Thasian
tribute rose from 3T to 30T in the 440s. Howevkese three communities are the only
Thasian possessions that paid tribute directlhr¢cAthenians. The other communities
that constituted the Thasigeraia never appeared as independently paying members of

the Delian League unless Pistyros should be idedtifith the Kistyrioi (as indicated

T1G X1l Suppl. 347, with Brunet 1997, 239.
81G XII Suppl. 347.11.3.

" Brunet 1997, 238.

8 Brunet 1997, 231.
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above). The Kistyrioi only appeared once and so Hizsence in the tribute lists must be
explained in a single theory encompassing the dthewn Thasian possessions. The
Kistyrioi paid 300 dr. in 434/33 as drraxtos wéAis.2! Furthermore, the Athenians were
aware of Antisara, which was likely a Thasian delegicy, and it is quite possible that
Apollonia was already a Thasian foundation in gesiod that like Stryme never
appeared on the tribute lists. In Thucydides’ desion of the defection of Galepsos and
Oisyme to Brasidas in 424, the historian makesistingtion in the status of the two
poleis as he calls both coloniedmoiiai, of the Thasians. Although it is clear that
Thucydides does not imply anything concerning thesent political situation or
relationship to Thasos, there is no suggestion@Gadepsos was the more important
community and therefore paid tribute to the Athasiarhus, there is simply no evident
reason why at least five known Thasian dependemnéidss period never appeared on
the tribute lists. Galepsos and Neapolis might Heacka separate history under the
Athenians because of their collaboration with Athanthe time of the Thasian revolt.
There are three conceivable reasons that coulduatéor the missing tribute of
the communities of the Thasigeraia. It is possible, but unlikely, that the Atheniathd
not assess these Thasian dependencies for tritbetelataching them in 463 Athens
could have preferred to draw revenue from thesenzonities through the importation of
raw materials instead of exacting tribute. HoweWsapolis and Galepsos were assessed
for tribute, which it makes it likely that Strym®@jsyme, and the other former Thasian

colonies would also have been tributaries.

811G 1°278.VI1.37.
82 See Meiggs 1972, 571.
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Another possibility is that these communities ghieir tribute in asyntely with
Galepsos, Neapolis or even Berga, which do appethelists. In Thucydides’
description of the revolt of Galepsos and OisymBrasidas in 424, there is some
indication that the two communities acted in con&Both Thasian colonies are said to
have gone over to Brasidas at the same time. Thsipossible that Oisyme and
Galepsos were united insgntelic relationship, since they were close neighbors ity
Galepsos appearing on the tribute lists. This egilan could account for Oisyme’s
hypothetical missing tribute. However, it could pignbe the case that Oisyme, presently
under Thasian hegemony, decided to take the opptytio go over to Brasidas as did its
close neighbor Galepsos with which it probably rteaimed many ties. One could also
argue that the identification of Neapolis on thikute lists with Antisara could also imply
that the two communities paid their tribute togetieain, asyntelic relationship
between the two communities is possible. Yet, istmamain hypothetical since no clear
evidence exists that would indicate that Antisaam pvith Neapolis. At the same time,
Stryme, Kistyros/Pistyros and the rest of pleeaia would still have to be accounted for
in the tribute of Galepsos, Neapolis and/or BeHyawever, the tribute figures of
Galepsos, Neapolis and Berga seem too low to acoolat®a so many cities. Neapolis
consistently paid 1,000 dr. and Galepsos never thare1T, 3,000 dt* The tribute of
Galepsos was eventually reduced to the even modeshsum of 1,000 dr. by 433/32,
which seems exceptionally low for a city paying émen one, let alone, several of its
neighbor$® Berga’s tribute was never more than 3,120 driclvalso seems too small

an amount to includesyntely. Thus, asyntely of the former Thasian dependencies

8 Thuc. 4.107.3.
841G 1259.VI1.9-10;1G 13259.1V.15.
851G 13279.11.35.
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probably centered at Neapolis, Galepsos and/oraBengst have yielded more tribute
than these cities are recorded as paying.

The most likely reason that these communities da@appear on the tribute lists as
individual tributaries is that Thasos had assurhed tribute payments by the first tribute
period. Following Meiggs, there is indeed the istypossibility that the low assessment
of Thasos in the first tribute period was owedh®e payment of the indemnity imposed
by Athens in 463/63° The natural resources of Thasos, with or witlisyteraia,
should have been adequate to support a tributesesat well above 3T, even though
the city had suffered greatly during the war witthéns®’ Ten years after the breaching
of Thasos’ walls and the surrender of its fleehekts would have had little reason to
withhold from it the island’s former possessionseAthenians would have still
controlled the coast of Thrace strategically, aeldl lthe gold and silver mines along with
those particular natural resources that drew theretand had been disputed in the first
place. The Thasians would have lost some of thmuress of thgeraia, those disputed
with Athens, but, nonetheless, would have regaguedrol of the bulk of their former
possessions. The Athenians would have benefitddhbgling over to the Thasians the
responsibility for the tribute collection and tharshalling of military contributions from
these communities.

Furthermore, if Thasos received back some of itmiaad possessions by the
first tribute period, then it is possible to betecount for the tribute history of
Kistyros/Pistyros. It is possible that Kistyrostiyiss was only registered as &mnakTos

méAis when the community was temporarily separated tii@potaxis from Thasos.

% See Picard 1998, 591-98 for a convincing defefisei®hypothesis.
87 See Meiggs 1972, 86 and Nixon and Price in Muamagy Price 1990, 152-3 for analyses of the Thasian
economy in the midBcentury.
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The reasons for the hypothetiegiotaxis are unknown, and the interventions of the
Odrysian kings are a constant factor in the baakggoYet it is likely that
Kistyros/Pistyros paid through Thasos before amer défieir separate assessment in
434/33 thus explaining their single occurrencetmnttibute lists.

However, Neapolis and probably both Galepsos amgeBseem to have
maintained a degree of autonomy from Thasos gusdriy independent membership in
the league. Evidence of Neapolis’ attitude tow#sdnother city is most evident in the
city’s actions ca. 410 when it actively sided wittihens against a rebellious Thasos. In
an Attic decree praising the Neapolitans, we |¢han they supported Athens against
Thasos after the island’s rebellion, even sustgiaisiege by the Thasians and their
Spartan allie§® At the end of the'Bcentury or the beginning of th& 4entury the
Parians oversaw a settlement between Thasos ambigavhich was intended to end
the longstanding hostility between the colony aradhver city®® Our evidence suggests
that Neapolis preferred direct dependency uponmghather than dependency under
Thasos. That situation, attested in the last deofittee %" century, probably began much
earlier. In this case, assessment by the Athemiassprobably sought by a dependency
of a regional power, which indicates independenoefThasian controf’ The
Neapolitans probably viewed a return to the Thabegemony at any time in the period
after the revolt as a threat to their fundamemti@rests. Little is known of Galepsos and
Berga’s attitude toward Thasos in this period. defection of Galepsos in 424 to
Brasidas could have been motivated by many reaachsling the loss of income

stemming from the foundation of Amphipolis in 43G /& general discontent with

8 )G 1°101; Pouilloux 1954, 155-60; Graham 1983, 84-88.
891G XI1.5.109; See Pouilloux 1954, 178-92.
% Brunet 1997, 236.
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membership in the alliancé. We hear nothing concerning the city after itapgare by
Cleon in 4222 It is possible that the Thasian campaign to sydtieiNeapolis in ca. 410
was also directed at Galepsos.

Although Athens confiscated tiperaia from Thasos, there is evidence that the
colonies including Neapolis never completely seddres with their mother city during
the period of the Delian League. A Thasian ins@ipfrom 410/09 recording the
confiscation of the property of political opponeligss two Neapolitans as victinis.
Thus, even though Neapolis had not returned td tfasian regional hegemony after
463/62, ties were maintained between the two ¢idiekast, in the eyes of the
Thasians* Neapolitans continued to own property on Thakosgh no longer part of
the Thasiamperaia.”® The other colonies must have maintained an elserc
relationship to the Thasians if, as | contend,rafthens returned them by 454/53 to
become dependencies of the Thasian state. It istilbthat Thasos and Neapolis were
especially hostile toward each other in the yeata/ben 463/62 and the oligarchic
rebellion in 411. Both cities were governed by deraoies friendly to Athens. Thus,
connections were maintained based upon their shaseaty until the oligarchs assumed
power on Thasos and rebelled.

As | argued in the first chapter in my general dgsson concerningyntely and
apotaxis, there is little evidence to support the suggedtinat the independent

assessments of Galepsos and Neapolis were partAthanian effort to isolate Thasos

%1 See Brunet 1997, 234,

%2 Thuc. 5.1.6.

%G XII. 8.263.12-13; Pouilloux 1954, 156; Graham 1983,

% Brunet 1997, 236 n. 33.

% Reger in Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 863 argueptbperty on Thasos owned by Neapolitans reflects
the situation before 463 after which Neapolis watadhed from the island. Yet, it is important tcelve
that the Thasians permitted Neapolitans to contiowevn property though no longer a dependency.
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politically and economically after the hypothesizetiirn of the island’peraia in ca.
444/43% Alexandru Avram has suggested that Galepsositgibeduction from 1T,
3,000 dr. to 3,000 dr. in 443/42 is evidence ofehtilan attempts to ensure the city’s
independence from ThasdsAvram also views the change in the designation of
Neapolis in the tribute lists from a toponym toethnic by 443/42 as part of this eff8ft.
Instead, | prefer to see the low payment of Thasdise first two tribute periods as
caused by the large indemnity imposed by Athensijggested by Meiggs) and not by
an Attic retention of their possessions, whichlidse were in fact mostly regained by
454/53. Neapolis and probably Galepsos along witig8, if their status resembled that
of the Neapolitans, preferred rather to remain fren Thasian control, which would
explain their individual payments to the Atheniafisese communities contributed small
sums compared to the very large tribute payment$hasos. Thus, there is little reason
to think that Thasian interests were significanldynaged by the separate assessments of
the three relatively small communities. They woluée offered only a small share of the
200T that Herodotus says the Thasians earned fremrhainland holdings. In fact,
Neapolis’ loyalty to the Athenians during the Tlaasrevolt seems solid proof that the
Neapolitans were willing members of the empire.

Instead of simply drawing tribute from the Thasp@naia and other communities
of Thrace, the Athenians themselves preferred pbogxhe resources of the region, a
policy that would have entailed the reduction o&3ts to tributary status and the
disarmament after 463/62, the very conditions wHibhcydides’ explicitly describes. At

the same time, it is possible, but unlikely, thaalolis, Galepsos, and Berga remained

% Avram 1995, 192-95.
971G 1°269.111.3.
%G 1°269.11.28; Avram 1995, 192.
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under Thasian control but paid tribute separaiyné Athenians. In this scenario,
Neapolis’ allegiance to Athens ca. 410 would bel&rpd by the city’s refusal to revolt
in the company of the Thasian oligarchs, thoughraally under Thasian possession
previously. Yet, it is unclear why Galepsos, Ne&pa@nd Berga would have been the
only cities under Thasian hegemony that paid dyeotAthens. It is more likely that
these communities remained apart from Thasian coaftier the return of the rest of the
peraia by the first tribute period.

Brunet’s conclusions concerning the two Thasiameks:on delation and the
regulation of the wine trade from the latter pdrthe 5" century do not constitute the
only possible interpretations. Admittedly, Brunetigygestion is compelling in that the
second decree concerning the colonies should datethe spring of 408, while the first
to the winter of 410. Yet, his conclusion that Tiesians only began to re-acquire their
peraiain the intervening period does not flow inevitabiym this chronology. As shown
above, the Thasians maintained some ties to themdr possessions, even to Neapolis,
which clearly preferred to remain independent oédian controf?

One should prefer to view the decree on delaticia@eted at the colonies as
striking a more aggressive position, now takenhgydligarchs, one that was too
provocative previously, in the years before theaknaith Athens in 411, when the
Thasians possessed somewhat restricted latitudedaweirperaia. The decree could
well have been a measure taken by the oligarcbs thi¢y revolted against their
possessions deciding to remain with Athens. Thaydeétween the first and the second
decrees might have occurred for various reasoisplissible that the Thasian oligarchs

could not legislate for the colonies, which staj@dl to Athens at first or that the decree

%G XII. 8.263.12-13.
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conveyed a veiled threat to Neapolis, which perdigh maintaining an active pro-
Athenian stance after Thasos' initial revolt in 414 The oligarchs, now free from
Athenian control, unsuccessfully attempted to sgdfe Neapolis ca. 410. It is not clear
whether this campaign included attacks on any dtrerer dependencies such as
Galepsos, which had been recovered by Cleon in%42Zhe independence of Neapolis
clearly constituted a threat in the eyes of thgastths, and the Neapolitans could have
been actively engaged in influencing the behaviartloer colonies.

The mention of officials charged with supervisidrtlee peraia on a decree
concerning the wine trade in the latedr early 4' centuries is important for the
understanding the development of the Thapaaia at the end of the century. Yet, there
is no direct evidence that these officials werew oreation of the last decade of tffe 5
or of the early % centuries. This decree only provideteaninus ante quem for their
creation. As | have argued, it is also possiblargue that the Thasians were free to exert
more control of theeraia, which included a board to oversee the coloraésy the
revolt from Athens in 411 and dissolution of thdiBxe League in 404. Though paying
for their colonies from ca. 454/53, they were netrpitted to control and exploit the
region with complete latitude as they had in thergdefore 463/62.

Overall, it could have been advantageous to theitins for the Thasians to take
over the responsibility of gathering the tributerfr their colonies and mustering forces
for allied campaigns after the island became tebut’®? The maximum pre-war

assessment of 30T was eventually extracted fronsd@$hand the Thasians looked to the

199G 1%101.

01 Thyc. 5.6.1.

1925eelG 131032.431 for evidence of Thasian service in thedllleet probably in the later years of the
Peloponnesian war; See Figueira 1981, 59-60.



174

safety of theperaia. That the return of the Thasian sub-hegemony coanle been
administratively beneficial to Athens is witnes$sathe facts on the ground. There is no
evidence of Thasian disloyalty in the years betw&&3/62 and 411, even when
Peloponnesian forces under Brasidas appeared negian. Thasos and its mainland
possessions consistently paid a combined tribu8 adr 30T, while Neapolis, Galepsos,
and Berga furnished tribute separately, most likegferring direct dependency on
Athens rather than a return to Thasian hegemanig. likely that it was only for a brief
period during Thasos’ membership in the Delian lLesatipat the island had been
deprived of its possession of the main, considerhlac of its former colonies.

Unlike most of the regional hegemonies in the Deliaague, the Thasigeraia
drew the special attention of Athens because o¥#isé natural resources of the region
and the tradition of Attic involvement in the ar€ther notable insular allies that
controlledperaiai were able to maintain their possessions for mbteohistory of the
alliance. The notable exception is Mytilene, whiast itsperaia after a failed revolt in
428/27*% The Thasian example is similar in that one resgiece the Athenians did
also confiscate Thasos’ coastal possessions. Miteuthe Aktaiarmpoleis of Mytilene,
which appear separately assessed in the asses$acese of 425/24, only three Thasian
colonies consistently paid tribut&’ The absence from the tributaries of the other
communities attested if"&nd 4" century sources implies that the Athenians did not
collect revenue directly from most of the Thagieraia after ca. 454/53.

The individual tribute payments of Galepsos, Ne@pahd Berga are solid

evidence that the Athenians decided to levy trithiten some communities in the

1% Thyc. 3.50.3, 4.52.2-3
194 5eelG 1371.111.122-40 for the assessment of the Aktaianghan
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Thasianperaia by the first tribute period. However, the abseniche other communities
must be explained. It is probable that Thasos fmidt least Stryme, Oisyme, Pistyros,
Antisara, Apollonia, and possibly Phagres astithditional hegemonic state over this part
of the coast of Thrace. Moreover, the individualemsments of Neapolis, Galepsos, and
Berga would have had little impact on the largesidaeconomy, especially once the
indemnity had been paid off ca. 444/43. Neapotiegiwith the Athenians against
Thasos in the last decade of the century, whingtevidence for the attitude of
Galepsos and Berga toward their mother city isifagkt is likely that the colonies took
a somewhat similar position. How did this happédn® duite likely that these three cities
had cast their lot with the Athenians as soon as®$ revolted. We might be tempted to
canvas the possibility that Neapolis, Galepsos,Barda were returned to Thasian
hegemony, but, nonetheless, paid tribute directlikthens. Such an administrative
convenience might be traced to an Attic decisioar alie responsibility for the revolt.
Neapolis, Galepsos, and Berga were exempted frgingéhe indemnity, but bound to
pay tribute. While not impossible, it is surely radikely that Neapolis and, presumably,
Galepsos and Berga were freed from Thasian inflei@ecause they had sided with
Athens.

The defeat of Thasos in 463/62, which includedréizéng of the city walls,
dismantling of the fleet, and imposition of an indety, removed any threat the island
could have posed to Athens for the foreseeableduttherefore, the eventual return of
most of theperaia ca. 454/53 is not inconceivable from a securitpdpeint. As argued
above, the Thasians would not have been permittedritrol the region as they had in

the late Archaic period since Athens was keen titesthe area. At the end of the century,
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the Thasian oligarchs took the opportunity to iaseetheir control over the colonies in an
intensification of hegemony that had been diffiautten Athens had close supervision
over the region.

The history of Thasiaperaia reveals the extremes of Athenian policy toward the
sub-hegemonies of their allies. Athenian intervamtnto Thrace was an aggressive
move that challenged Thasian interests in the regfet, it seems that the Athenians
recognized the historic claims of Thasians in rddartheir colonies and returned most of
them at least for purposes of tribute collectidiverios’ conclusions concerning the
history of Thasian control of theeraia are similar to those argued in this chapter.
Tiverios believes that Thasos maintained possesgida mainland colonies with the
exception of Neapolis and Galepsos only for theetihey paid tribute independently to
the Athenians. Thus, in this case, Athenian paleg not one dimensional even toward
one of the most powerful and wealthy allies in@ali@nce. We also note that the ‘push-
back’ against Athenian hegemony can be localizadenThasian elite. It is they who
launch a policy of tightening control, as witnesbgdhe delation legislation, and of
recovery of former dependencies, as shown by threwita Neapolis, when they were
imprudently handed the reins of power by the Ataeroligarchs through their agent

Dietrephes.

195 Tiverios in Tsetskhladze 2008, 90.
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Samothrace

The Samothraciaperaia in the 8" century provides important evidence for the
changing conditions and statuses of sub-hegemanitshe potential impact on a
regional hegemonic state. Though smaller than tresianperaia, the Samothracian
territory on the coast of Thrace functioned in &mways insofar as it containethporia
for the lucrative trade of inland Thrace. Thoudtidiis known about the Samothracian
settlements on the Thracian coast in theéntury, they offer some evidence for
Athenian policy toward the regional claims of aly and illustrate how local conditions
could affect the hold of a state over its sub-hemgmAlthough not as wealthy and
powerful as Rhodes or Thasos, Samothrace was@bilaihtain possession of its
mainland dependencies for the duration of the lealyuthe 420s the Athenians
separately assessed three Samothracian dependenciese, which has usually been
viewed by scholars as evidence of the detachmethieaéntirgperaia for economic
and/or political reasons. Instead, as | shall arthespotaxis of Samothraciaperaia
probably had more to do with island’s strategy apiog with demands for tribute in a
period of increasing financial burdens imposedhgyAthenians than an aggressive step
toward a subject ally.

The exact period of the colonization of Samothiacéhe Greek colonists is not
fully agreed upon by scholars. There is even desgent concerning the origin of the

Greek settlers. Based upon the collection of akbaléterary evidence, Graham recently
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suggested that the island was settled in theHaktof the &' century by exiles from
Samos™®® Other dates have been offered by scholars thgerfrom ca. 700 to 6587 It
is possible that the Greek settlers were a miooian and Aiolian colonists based upon
modern pottery analyst8® Regardless of the date in the Archaic periodhithvone
puts the successful settlement, little more is kmgancerning Samothracian history until
Xerxes' campaign against the Greeks in 480. Xerbases marched through the towns
of the Samothraciaperaia (Hdt. 7.108.2). Herodotus reports that a Samotainaship
fought at the battle of Salamis on the Persian @d#0.2).

According to the editors of th&TL Samothrace was probably an original member
of the Delian Leagu®® The Samothracians are first recorded in the teitists in
454/53 paying 6T1° The Samothracians seem to have paid this amouststently
until 430/29 when a payment of 2T was recortfédThe editors of th&TL restored
Samothrace’ assessment in 425/24 to f5TBased on the 6T tribute that Samothrace
usually paid before the Peloponnesian war, itaarcthat the island did not possess an
economy comparable to the size of other islandsarleague such as Thasos or Rhodes,
which paid 30T or more in tribute. Yet, like thasknders, the Samothracians controlled

aperaiain the Archaic and Classical periods.

1% Graham 2002, 255.

197 azaridis 1971, 18 proposes that colonization begga 700. Ehrhardt 61, 1985 argues for a datendrou
700 to 650. Isaac 1986, 126 suggests colonizationreed ca. 700. Tsatsopoulou-Kaloudi 2001, 7 d@scep
a date of ca. 700. Tiverios in Tsetskhladze 2008, doncludes that the island could have been dditle
Aiolians and lonians ca. 650. See Tiverios in Tiddtxlze 2008, 110-11 with bibliography.

198 Tiverios in Tsetskhladze 2008, 110-11.

19AT| 3.223.

191G 13259.111.13.

UG 1°281.11.16.

Y21G 1°71.111.158.
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It is generally agreed that the Samothragenmaia extended from the region east
of Maroneia around Cape Serreion to the HebrosrRiVeThe Samothracians are known
to have eventually possessed six to seven comrasiititheiperaia, which were
described apole's, emporia, andteikhe in ancient literary sources: Mesambrie, Sale,
Zone, Drys, Tempyra, Kharakoma, and SerréfSiittle is known concerning these
communities outside the modest witness of ancitraly and epigraphical sources,
since archaeologists have not yet securely idedtifne sites of most of the settlements.

According to Herodotus, Mesambrie was the westesti8amothracian
possession on the mainland (7.108.2). Herodotueplesambrie near Stryme, the
easternmost Thasian settlement. Unfortunatelyexiaet location of Mesambrie is still
unknown. Some scholars have identified Mesambrik asite called Shabla Dere.
However, the large number of coins found at the aitd further archaeological
excavation seem to support identification with ZoReSince Herodotus’ mention of
Mesambrie constitutes the only ancient attestaifdhis community, taking his lead
from earlier work, Tiverios has suggested that M#s@e was the original name of either
Zone or Drys or even that the city never existédFollowing in particular a suggestion
of Zahrnt, Tiverios would even accept that Herodatas possibly mistaken and that a
Samothracian Mesambrie never existed in the nortAegean region. Yet, it seems rash
to ignore or discount Herodotus’ testimony in ttése. That Herodotus identifies Zone,

Drys, and Mesambrie in his history is good evidetheg all three communities existed at

113 Ehrhardt 1985, 65; Isaac 1986, 125; Tsatsopoulaleddi 2001, 7; Constantakopoulou 2004, 237;
Tiverios in Tsetskhladze 2008, 107.

114 Constantakopoulou 2004, 237; Tiverios in Tsetskga2008, 107.

115 See Isaac 1986, 133-34 with bibliography; Tiveiiodsetskhlasze 2008, 9; Loukopoulou in Hansen
and Nielsen, 2004, suggests that Mesambrie sheulddated 3 km. west of Shabla Dere. Tiverios in
Tsetskhladze 2008, 107 argues that the numismatierce is persuasive that Shabla Dere is Zone.
118 Tiverios in Tsetskhladze 2008, 109.



180

the same time. Let us proceed by accepting tretemae of a Samothracian dependency
called Mesambrie in théscentury, which has yet to be discovered by ardoagsis.
Nonetheless, there is no indication that Mesandrer paid tribute independently to the
Athenians, which is an important piece of evidefoecehe status of thperaia in the

league.

The next Samothracian city in Herodotus’ accourX@fxes’ march along the
Thracian coast in 480 is Zone (7.59.2). Accordmélerodotus, Zone lay near Cape
Serreion. As stated above, scholars have now giyaccepted the site of Shabla Dere
as Zon€e!’ In the assessment decree of 422/21 Zone is listedsessed 2T, the highest
amount of the three Samothracian communities omigieland'® Lying near Zone on
the coast of the Doriskos plain was another Saraoidn possession called S&R.It is
accepted that Sale was situated near modern Alexapoulis or possibly at Makt°
Sale must have had a sizable port since Herodtdtessghat Xerxes brought his fleet to
anchor at the city. The city was assessed in 422/#ie relatively modest sum of 3,000
dr. when compared with its neighbor Zdi&The last recorded Samothracian settlement
in the assessment of 422/21 was Drys, which wassasd to pay 12 Herodotus did
not mention Drys in his account of the other Samsmtfan settlements. However,

[Skylax] described both Zone and Dryseasoria of the Samothracians (67). In th® 4

century Drys was besieged by the Athenian gendrab@as and was the seat of the

17 |saac 1986, 131, 133-35; Loukopoulou in HansenNirtsen 2004, 881 with bibliography; Tiverios in
Tsetskhladze 2008, 108-09.

181G 1°77.v.27-28.

19Hdt. 7.59.2; Isaac 1986, 131; Loukopoulou in Harsed Nielsen 2004, 880; Tiverios in Tsetskhladze
2008, 116.

120 ATL 1.518; See Loukopoulou in Hansen and Nielsen 288@,and Tiverios in Tsetskhladze 2008, 116
with bibliography.

G I1P77.v.31.

221G 1°77.v.29-30.
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Atheniangeneral Iphikrate$?® The individual entry of Drys in the assessmerrele of
422/21 is listed next to Zone and Sale, and itatloo near Cape Serreion leave no doubt
that the city was a Samothracian possession dthing" century.

Primarily based upon the testimony of HerodotuspBanus Byzantius, and other
sources, Isaac has suggested that another Samaithcdy and/or fort called Serreion
might have also existed in the Classical peffddAlthough Isaac’s identification is not
impossible, the evidence that located a city Senran or near Cape Serreion in tffe 5
century is not as strong as the attestations dioillecommunities mentioned above.
Therefore, | shall regard the existence of Serreidhis period as only a conjecture. It is
likely that both Tempyra and Karakoma, two othéested Samothracian settlements that
lay to the east of the rest closer to the HebregRvere foundations either the late
Classical period or of the Hellenistic period siticey are only mentioned by post-
classical source’$> As in the Thasiaperaia, there were probably many trading stations
and small dependent settlements that the Samadinisacontrolled, the names of which
are lost to history”® These communities were vital for Samothraciadetrand control
of theirperaia.

However, for our purposes, the important conclussahat the Samothracians
controlled at least four dependencies in theéntury, which were all foundations from

the island in the Archaic period. All of these conmties were located east of Maroneia

123 polyaenSrat. 2.22.3; Dem. 23.132; Isaac 1986, 129-30; See Lomkiop 2004, 878 for a succinct
discussion of the history of Drys.

124 |saac 1986, 131-32; Loukopoulou in Hansen andsiie2004 does not list Serreionpalis of the

Classical period.

1% |saac, 1986, 132-33, 133 n. 55; Loukopoulou ind¢mnand Nielsen 2004, 871 who notably does not list
Tempyra as @olis or settlement of the Classical period; Tiverio§ setskhladze 2008, 116-118.

126 See Isaac 1986, 135-37; Tiverios in Tsetskhladf82118.
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on the coast near Cape Serreion and west of theosl&ver-?’ The date of the
acquisition of theperaia is still in dispute among scholar®. Yet, it is inescapable that
the Samothracians had founded Mesambrie, Zone, &addikely Drys by the time of
Xerxes’ march through Thrace in 480. These comtiagnot only functioned as trading
centers, but also provided the Samothracians wiltivable land, which was in short
supply on the islant?® Thus, as in the case of the Thagiaraia, the Samothracian
colonies served multiple functions for the mothgy.c

Little further is known of the history of Samothiat control of theperaia in the
5™ century. There is no conclusive evidence thaPtiesian presence on the Thracian
seaboard in the late Archaic period affected the@haraciarperaia, although the editors
of the ATL proposed that the region would have been unstatiketieir departuré
Ultimately, it is impossible to know for certain atthe conditions of coastal Thrace
were in the late 480s and 470s. Yet it is mostyikleat the Samothracians had achieved
some hegemony over their dependencies on the mdiiflgheir Thasian neighbors may
be employed as a model. We are put on somewhatfignound for the Samothracian
peraia by the assessment decree of 422/21 inasmuch &s Roys, and Sale are
recorded there. Yet, it is a reasonable inferenaethe Samothracians had continually
controlled their colonies/dependencies since 4548d very possibly throughout the

period of the Delian League -- since the citiethefperaia did not appear to have paid

127 Maroneia, a wealthy city with a vigorous mint antligh tribute assessment, inhibited the accunaulati
of aperaia by the Samothracians.

128 |saac 1986, 126-27 suggests any period betweetd6a480. Constantakopoulou 2004, 237 argues the
colonization of Thrace must have occurred shoiftigrahe island was settled but before tHecBntury

based upon the Thasian parallel. Tiverios in Tédéskze 2008, 114 argues that geeaia was acquired
shortly after the settlement of the island, whiatu¥d be after the middle of thd' 2entury according to his
dating scheme.

129 See Isaac 1986, 126-27; Tiverios in Tsetskhladf82115.

OATL 3.195.
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phoros until the 420s. General agreement maintains thatdshrace had paid for the
three communities until then through its reguldnure contribution:>*

Further conclusions are more problematic. Schdlave generally viewed the
separate assessments of the communities qletlaga in 422/21 as indicative of an
Athenian effort to increase revenue or to weaken@hrace through the detachment of
its mainland dependencies. Revenue enhancemeirnaedalistic undermining could
both be at workMeiggs suggested that the Athenians sought to raisnue from the
Samothracians and their dependents by assessimgstiarately>> While the editors of
the ATL did not propose any explanation for the separaesssnents of 422/21, Meiggs’
analysis does in fact apply their usual interpretain instances adpotaxis among
league memberS® TheATL proposed that the Athenians pursaedtaxis on a large
scale after to 440 to increase revenues. As | hayeed systematically, this theory does
not stand up to scrutiny since the tribute listesdtto the continued existence of many
syntelies and sub-hegemonies like that of Erythrai after 446reover, the process of
apotaxis did not always lead to increased tribute assessnldotsurviving literary or
epigraphical evidence directly indicates that thlrefhians pursueapotaxis to increase
tribute. And no one has ever even explained agoyaxis would be necessary to
increase the revenue fronsytely of contributors, since an increase in the assegsofien
asyntely-‘head’ would have provided a sufficient meansnewge increased revenue.

Other scholars have argued thatabetaxis of ca. 422/21 affecting the

Samothracian hegemony was motivated by ulteriatipal motives and that thapotaxis

131 perdrizet 1909, 33-34; Gernet 1923, 18Tt 3.195, 217; Meiggs 1972, 241; Constantakopoulow200
238.

132 Meiggs 1972, 241.

138 ATL 3.195.
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had significant deleterious effects on Samothradgtts of theimperaia.>** Most
analysis of this type assumes the permanent lobgepéraia to the AtheniansAs | shall
show, there is little evidence to support argumehtkis kind as well. Only one thing is
certain: the assessment decree records a chatigeassessment results from previous
periods when Samothrace paid for the dependent corties. We cannot be sure
enough of the status of the mainland communitieleuthe previous dispensation to
conclude that the individual tribute payments @& three communities of tiperaia
constitute evidence of the detachment of the maddes from the Samothracians.

The few surviving fragments of the Athenian oraatiphon’s speech entitled
On the Tribute of the Samothracians provide some evidence for the possible conditions
under which the separate assessments of the Satiatiperaia occurred ca. 422/2F°
Although I have already analyzed these fragmenisyirdiscussion of the possible
reasons for the dissolution and reconstitutiorhefErythraiarsyntely in the 440s and
430s, a recapitulation will be valuable in undandiag the nature adpotaxis for the
Samothraciamperaia. Naturally, most scholars have concluded thasfieech was
written and delivered in the 420Berdrizet, Gernet, and Meiggs concurred that the
occasion of Antiphon’s speech was an appeal oistaad’s assessment before the
special court established to hear allied complam#25/24**® The decree stipulated that
a new court of 1,000 jurors was to adjudicate cdseisg the month of Posideion and no

ally was to be assessed less than it was previgoslyibuting unless an inability to pay

was manifested. Lazaridis, however, suggestedhieatpeech dates from 430/29, when

134 Avram 1995, 194: Reger in Hansen and Nielsen 200@; Tiverios in Tsetskhladze 2008, 114 views
theapotaxis as indicating the separation of Samothrace armbltmies.

135 Fr, 49-56 Thalheim.

1361G 13 71.16-18; Perdrizet 1909, 38; Gernet 1923,161; hreitp72, 241.
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Samothrace’s tribute decreased from 6T tdZTHis hypothesis cannot be excluded,
although the content of the fragments is accomneadsdmewhat better by the
conjecture of ampotaxis which has to fall between 425/24 and 422/21.

From the fragments of Antiphon’s speech, it is enickhat Samothracians argued
that they were unable to meet the tribute asseddmeenuse of the poverty of their
island, which was caused by a lack of arable f&hdntiphon also seems to have
discusse@potaxis andsyntely in a more obscure context that probably involvesd th
individual assessments of the communities ofpreia. *° Unfortunately, not enough
of the speech survives to fully understand therntehbis treatment acépotaxis.

Perdrizet thought the occasion of the appeal wasfart by the Samothracians to
argue for a reduction in the tribute assessmeet #fe separation of theseraia.**°
According to Perdrizet, the Samothracians felt bonadl by the new tribute obligation
without the resources of their former dependengnét and Constantakopoulou have
followed this view*** Constantakopoulou argues that the Samothraciasscontrol of
at least part of hgeraia in the fifth century, when Drys, Zone, and Saleesgpn the
Athenian Tribute Quota Lists:** Implicit in the background of these analyseht the
Samothracians opposed taotaxis, which was forced by the Athenians. Meiggs’
argument concerning Athenian desire to raise rezveeuainly implies an aggressive
effort to detach the dependencies from the isl&madhardt argues that the Athenians

confiscated Zone, Drys, and Sale, and that thecbpaeAntiphon, which he dates to ca.

137 azaridis 1971, 20.

138 £y, 50 Thalheim; Meiggs 1972, 240-41.

139 Harp. s.vamétatis. (A 208) Keaney; Harp. s.suvtelels . (2 61) Keane; See Meiggs 1972, 240-41
for a useful discussion of the fragments of theesheFor example, Meiggs compatesteeis to 4"
century symmories at Athens.

1% perdrizet 1909, 37.

141 Gernet 1923, 161; Constantakopoulou 2004, 238.

142 Constantakopoulou 2004, 238.
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420 was an appeal for their retdfi. Avram proposes that Athenians sought to convert
the communities of thperaia into friendly allies through their individual asseents in
order to make them solely dependent on Athensea¢tpense of Samothrace. Reger has
suggested that the Samothracians lost controlttregieraia until the end of the
Peloponnesian war as a resulapbtaxis.***

Most of these lines of argument presuppose an agigeedisposition of the
Athenians towards the claims of Samothrace in #@s4o0ncerning its own colonies, an
imperialistic demeanor for which there is reallyspecific evidence beyond the general
suspicion that this is the kind of thing that théhénians were doing at the time or even
all the time. Such arguments run up against annaegtibased on economy of hegemonic
effort. Here one must ask whether the Atheniansduhe Archidamian war would have
had a compelling reason or found a suitable returthe investment of time and
resources to concern themselves with the pettyrabgresies of a third rank tributary
power such as Samothrace.

Thus, it is important to analyze carefully the argunts offered by scholars for the
confiscation of thg@eraia by the Athenians. First, it is doubtful that theienperaia was
detached since Mesambrie never appeared on tluettibts. As argued above,
Mesambrie appears on the basis of Herodotus’ atiestto have been a Samothracian
possession in thé"scentury. Samothrace must have continued to playtaifor

Mesambrie. It is barely possible that Mesambrie @amother Samothracian community

3 Ehrhardt 1985, 69.
144 Avram 1995, 194; Reger in Hansen and Nielsen 2008,
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paid together in ayntely.**> Furthermore, if Serreion existed as a Samothnacia
community in the 8 century, the Samothracians must have also retgiossession of
this community, as Isaac has suggested. It tobgerdg from the documentation or quota
or assessment lists. Thus, the confiscation oermajism scenario runs up against the
failure of the Athenians to arrogate the whodeaia if indeed that is whadpotaxisin

this case ought to have entailed. It may alsebeembered that detachment of the
peraiais a far cry from confiscation so that one askseamore where the advantage lay
for the Athenians in such apotaxis. Marginal changes in income, whether for Athens
or Samothrace, cannot have bulked large in polexysions.

Furthermore, in the 4th century [Skylax] (67) reéerto Drys and Zone as coastal
emporia lying opposite Samothrace, a formulation, whiclplies that the island still
controlled these communities after the end of thlepbonnesian war and was still using
them as trading stationi® It is certainly possible that Samothrace recadé¢hem in an
unattested recuperation, but it is equally reaslen@md simpler) to suppose that it had
never lost them. Samothrace does not, therefoo®jqe a close parallel to the
detachment of the Thasian or Mytilenafenaiai becaus¢hose actions are directly
attested and occurred in direct response to fadbdllions. We cannot be sure that Drys,
Sale, and Zone truly ceased to be dependent upontBeace under some guise, though
now separately assessed by the Athenians.

To repeat: it is hard to understand how the fisaibnale for thisapotaxis works

practically, let alone psychologically for the Athans. Since it seems that not all of the

15 However, evidence is lacking for this hypothesistsas the mention on the tribute lists of Mesaenbri
along with another settlement such as Zone or 8dieh would be solid proof of Mesambrie as an
independent tributary.

198 See Isaac 1986, 127-28; See Flensted-Jensen arséH2007, 212.
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communities of th@eraia were separately assessed throagbtaxis ca. 422/21, it
becomes even harder to assert that the Atheniaighsto detach thperaia simply to
raise revenue, albait a period of intense economic pressure broughtyothe demands
of the Peloponnesian war. Why not take of all bhtwvas a very small revenue flow in
any event? What is more, the Athenians could adweaye increased the Samothracian
tribute burden in order to raise revenue withogbréng toapotaxis, because the power
to assess rested exclusively at their discretidmere is no indication or argument in
favor of Samothrace as a ship-contributing allgrat stage so that the island was
probably assessed originally, along with its dejesctes, when it entered the alliance.
Any changes in the assessment down to ca. 422éM set to have requireapotaxis as
when the island’s tribute was known to have beenged from 6T to 2T ca. 430/24.
Athens was always guaranteed a share of the red=rived from the Samothracian
peraia through the island’s yearly tribute contributiomdit is very challenging to
comprehend how elaborate machinations to weakemarpulate Samothrace would
have paid off, let alone compensated for the ga@rtion of political energy and the
resultant animosity.

Although details are lacking, Samothrace seemavte been a loyal ally of the
Athenians throughout the life of the league. Thius, difficult to determine why the
Athenians would have waited until the 420s to undee or attack the much less
powerful subject state through the type of meathatearlier scholarship has imagined.
Based upon their tribute assessment, the Samathsagiere rather poor compared to
other allies such as Thasos, Aigina, and Rhodksf atich sustained larger economies.

The result of an aggressive Athenian effort de(acteven to confiscate) thperaia

471G 1°281.11.16.
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would have been to further weaken an already plbpmeorder change the status of a
small strip of territory, which was already undeeit hegemony indirectly through the
tributary status of the island.

Instead of viewing the creation of individual payrtsefor three communities of
theperaia as a means of “exploiting” Samothrace, it is pdssias | argued briefly in my
chapter on Erythrai, that Antiphon’s speech conegan effort by the Samothracians to
appeal to the Athenians to assess separatelydhtbeir mainland communities in order
to receive a reduction of their tribute burden.San offer would be a powerful gesture
in support of the argument of poverty. It wouldnesent a sort adntidosisin which the
Samothracians would have welcomed the Atheniagetonore tribute out of their
peraia by dealing directing with their dependencies, alobsillenging them to do so.
Unfortunately, the fragments of Antiphon’s speeomdt provide sufficient material to
prove this hypothesis.

Nor does the Samothracian entry appear on the gatgmf the assessment
decree of 422/21, where it would have provided jpeshelent evidence for the impact of
theapotaxis on the Samothracian assessment. Addressing tbsessament of 425/24
when it has been thought that #ypmtaxis might actually have occurred, the editors of the
ATL restored the Samothracian allotment to 18TThat rise in assessment would be
almost eight times that of Samothrace’s last sungifigure, and two and one half times
the usual 6T pre-war assessment. Could that inefeage compelled the Samothracians
not only to enlist Antiphon to cry poverty on thbehalf, but also to seek separate
assessments for their dependencies? It wouldenahleasonable for the reassessment to

motivate a reconsideration of advantages of theetbowns operaia, now much more

481G 13 71.111.158.
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burdensome to pay tribute on behalf of. Their toibutewas assessed at 3T 3,000 dr. in
422/21, which was undoubtedly a substantial sunthi@iSamothracians to provide from
425/24, especially if thATL'’s restoration of the assessment of 15T for thesoisd.

At the same time, it possible thegiotaxis was initiated by the dependencies
themselves. According to this hypothesis, the buafehe new assessment of 15T in
425/24 could have been viewed by Zone, Drys, atel &afalling disproportionately
upon themselves. An appeal could then have begetbbefore the special court
outlined in the Thudippos decree for individualesssnents at lower rate than their share
of the new Samothracian tribute of 15T. Althouds scenario is possible and probably
occurred in other regional hegemonies throughaetehgue, | still prefer to view the
separate assessments ofppheaia as initiated by Samothrace considering the evidence
from Antiphon’s speech.

The special court established in 425/24 that estgt in the Thudippos decree,
must have been intended to hear cases like thhedamothracians. Aapotaxis that
emerged from the process of reassessiomuitl have been beneficial both to the
Athenians and the Samothracians. By insuring thee@ns continued to receive
revenue from theeraia and by removing a burden from the Samothraciamtkib
paymentapotaxis would have been an effective compromise in a pesicstress for
both the allies and the Athenians. Yet, the retesiop between the communities of the
peraia and Samothrace need not have been fundamentahga@liThe taxes from the
peraia need only have been kept separate so that theitttheedually assessed cities

could buy their own way. Outside of the tributeesssnent process, Samothrace retained
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possession of its mainland dependencies and cauatittufunction as a metropolis in
many of the same ways as in earlier years.

In general, there is no evidence that the Atheniassrted to detaching, let alone
confiscating, an insular allyjgeraia simply to increase its flow tribute revenue.
Comparisons of Athenian policy toward other regldregemonies and in particular
islandperaiai show no genuine examples of efforts to detachtéeyrunless as
consequences of a failed revolt. The Thasianghestperaia as a result of a war caused
by disputes with Athens over access to the goldsnamelemporia on the Thracian coast.
There is no evidence that the Athenians had ofligisaught to confiscate the Thasian
mainland holdings in the run-up to the revolt. Tii@sianperaia was largely returned, as
| contest, by ca. 454/53. Chios and Samos retahlmsdmainland dependencifs the
entire history of the league, while Mytilene last possessions in the Troad only after
revolt just as in the case of Thasds Little is known concerning the Rhodiaaraia in
the 8" century except that some of the hypothesized pe&s®s of the island’s cities paid
tribute separately to the Athenians at various fgolaces which might or might not
have been detached from one or the other of theliBhaities. Certainly, the Athenians
might have assessed Loryma, Amos, and other maiftdodian possessions in Asia
without confiscating them from the Rhodians, simeedo not know how they were
liberated from the Persians.

In the case of Samothrace, the island had beensstent contributor to the
league treasury, paying 6T or 2T, and there isxdecation in the literary or epigraphical
sources that the island rebelled or even was stespetdisloyalty in the years before

422/21. Even if Meiggs’ hypothesis were correct thtaens was motivated for economic

9 Thuc. 3.50.3.
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reasons to separate theraia — however hard it may be envisage what those nsasay
have been — it does not necessarily follow thaeAthwould have also permanently
detached the communities from Samothrace. Zones,[And Sale simply would have
been obligated to pay a higher tribute figure thostll remaining dependent on the
island. Yet, as | have argueapotaxis would not have been necessary to raise revenue at
any point in the history of Attic hegemony.

A parallel in some respects for thpotaxis of the Samothraciaperaia would be
the tribute history of Erythrai and its five depenticities in the 440s and 430s, which |
believe sought to reduce its tribute burden throamitaxisin at least two assessment
periods. Erythrai seems to have retained posses$itsidependents though they paid
separately to the league treasury, an indicatiategiotaxis did not lead to the
confiscation of the city’s dependencies on the Mirpaninsula. In the end, one must
guestion what advantages would have accrued towghs if they had sought to detach
Samothraceperaia in this period as has been proposed by a numbsashmilars. The
hypothesis that Athens stripped Samothrace of @sland possessions in order to
increase revenue is unsupported by evidence ollglaetions by the Athenians. It is
only certain that by 422/21 three of the Samotlarasettlements on the Thracian coast
began to pay tribute individually to the leaguasiery. The context in power politics

unfortunately remains obscure.
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Chapter 6: Mytilene, Samos, and Chios

Mytilene, Samos, and Chios are usually regardeébdeamost powerful, and,
therefore, most important allies in the Delian Lsagrhere was a tradition that the three
island states were crucial in the transfer of gselership of the naval wing of the Greek
alliance to Athens from Sparta and the subsequeation of the Delian League Their
contributions were certainly essential for the allestrength of the league; they counted
as its most powerful members following Athénghe three island states were the last
remaining ship-contributing allies in the leaguergisting in the role long after the others
had become tributaries, either voluntarily or inughrily. Moreover, Chios, Samos, and
Mytilene all had expansionist ambitions that préedahe league as witnessed by their
possession gieraiai on the Asian mainland. The largest and arguablgtnmaportant of
these was thperaia controlled by Mytilene. Thiperaia, located across from the island
in the Troad and northern Aiolis, comprised overtéen communities which were called
in antiquity the Aktaiapoleis.® Samos’ holdings were based at Anaia and at v&riou
times included the region between Anaia and PrfeRwmally, Chios was believed to
have received Atarneus in Mysia from the Persians @eward for handing over the

fugitive Lydian Pactye8. Atarneus remained under Chian control throughioe&"

! See Hdt. 9.106.4; Arishth. Pol. 24.2; PlutArist. 23.4; Meiggs 1972, 42-43; Robertson 1980, 69-71;
Quinn 1981, 9.

2 Arist. Ath. Pol. 24.2; Although Aristotle mentions the island @fsbos in this passage and not merely
Mytilene, the city was the most powerful on theisl and held a significapéraia on the mainland. Thus,
Mytilene will be the focus of this chapter and tiwet othempoleis. The otheipoleis were subordinate in the
military alliance, which contributed ships to tlague fleet.

% 1G 1371.111.122-40; Thuc. 4.52.2-3TL 3.195-96; Hansen, Spencer, and Williams in Hanse\ielsen
2004, 1030; Constantakopoulou 2007, 240-41.

* ATL 3.195 Shipley 1987, 30; Constantakopoulou 20@42-43.

® Hdt. 1.160.4ATL 3.195-96; Roebuck in Boardman and Vaphoppoulou-&i$on 1986, 86; Rubinstein
in Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 1039; Constantakopog@Qi7, 241-42.
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century. It is, however, difficult to specify thetent of thisperaia since the Chians were
so successful in maintaining the regional hegenad/the Athenians down to 412 had
not reason to meddle in their affairs.

Any approach to an examination of the sub-hegeesooi these three island allies
must emphasize that they never became tributarigdreeimanner represented on the
tribute lists. Although both Samos and Mytilene @vsubdued by the Athenians after
their failed revolts, they were never reduced ®4gtatus of the tributary states required to
pay annual tribute as were most of the other aflie®pt Chios. In point of contrast,
earlier in league history, after the defeat of wealpopulous, and militarily powerful
Thasos in 463/62, there was a complete changatussirom a ship-contributor to a
tributary® Thus, the unique status of Mytilene, Samos, anid<0in the alliance had a
great effect on the retention and the nature af tregemonies and Athenian policy
towards them.

Mytilene

Since Mytilene had the largest sub-hegemony offiree islands, it will be useful
to start with an examination of that citysraia. It is important to note that the
Mytilenaians seem to have been the dominant stadamilitary alliance of the Lesbian
cities, although in the latef"century Methymna was concerned about their
predominance.

Mytilene seems to have turned its attention toréiggon of the Troad in the

Archaic period. Already by thé"Zentury the Mytilenaians had acquirepesaia

% See Robertson 1980, 71.
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centered at Sigeion and AchilleibnHerodotus records fighting between the Athenians
and Mytilenaians over Sigeion in the lat&cntury that was begun by the Attic seizure
of the city by Phrynon (5.94-98) The war ended with the Athenians being awarded
Sigeion by Periander of Corinth and the Mytilenaiagtaining Achilleiorf. Thus, early
on, the Athenians had interests in controllingapproaches to the Hellespont, which
conflicted with Mytilenaian aspirations in the samagion. It is probable, but not certain,
that the Mytilenaians gained control of what waldeckthe Aktaian cities by the late
Archaic period. The occupation of Asia Minor, howevand the subjugation of Lesbos
by the Persians might have affected the growth wifilbhe’s mainland holdings to some
extent. As a subject state of the Persian Empisgildme participated in the invasion of
Egypt in 525'° However, the Mytilenaians with the rest of Lespasticipated on the
rebel side during the lonian Revolt, contributiryships at Lad&" The whole island of
Lesbos was recaptured after the revolrfter the Persian defeat in Greece and at
Mycale in 479, the Lesbians joined the Hellenicdiest> As noted above, the Lesbians
along with the Samians and Chians played an impbrtde in the transfer of the
leadership of the Hellenic League navy to Athergiarthe foundation of the Delian
League** By the %' century Mytilene had become the most importantait Lesbos, in
part because of the possessions in the Troad &isiz#ble fleet. It is likely that the status

of Mytilene as the wealthiest and most powerfull®io city contributed to its success in

"Hansen, Spencer, and Williams in Hansen and Nig6€4, 1026; Constantakopoulou 2007, 240
following Kontes 1978, 20 proposes that Mytilenguiced Adramyttion in the'8century.

8 Str. 13.1.38 C 599-600; D. L. 1.74; Figueira 19832-33; Hansen, Spencer, and Williams in Hansen an
Nielsen 2004, 1026 date the conflict to the ye#tes @a. 620

° Hdt. 5.95.

19 Hdt. 3.13-14; Hansen, Spencer, and Williams ind¢amand Nielsen 2004, 1026.

' Hdt. 6.8.2.

2 Hdt. 6.31.2; Hansen, Spencer, and Williams in ldarend Nielsen 2004, 1026.

13 Hdt. 9.106.4; Hansen, Spencer, and Williams indéarand Nielsen 2004, 1026.

14 Plut. Arist. 23.4; Meiggs 1972, 42-43.
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amassing its sub-hegemony because the cities @fkigeshared this cultural affiliation
(Hdt. 1.149.1-151.1).

There is little evidence before the failed revdl4@8/27 concerning the size and
nature of the Mytilenaian sub-hegemony in the Tr@emtording to Aristotle, the
Athenians permitted the Lesbians to retain themstitution and maintain control over
their possessions after the league was fouti€te privileged role that the
Mytilenaians retained until 427 ensured that Atearinfluence over their administration
of theperaia was probably minimal compared to the ability of &tis to influence the
tributary states. The Mytilenaians’ status as p-sleintributor excluded the Athenians
from receiving revenue directly or even indiredtiym the cities in thg@eraia. The
amount of income generated from the communitieguMitilenaian control must have
been substantial, as the tribute assessment W24 later reveal$® I° 71). This
same document happens to constitute the best e@ddrhe size of the Mytilenaian
sub-hegemony during the Delian League. Unfortupatieere is little additional
evidence outside the few scattered references ahepéraia in the 8" century in
Herodotus, Thucydides, and several other writers.

The Aktaian panel in the assessment list of 42B¢24drds the tribute of the cities
recently confiscated from Mytilene: Hamaxitos, Ardeos, Achilleion, llion, Larisa,
Ophryneion, Pordoselene, Rhoiteion, Petra, Thynto&nai, Palamedeion, and

Pordoselend® The stone has room for one more entry so it sékatshe Athenians

15 Arist. Ath. Pol. 24.2.

181G 1371.11.122-40;ATL 3.196; See Debord 1999, 266; Hansen, Spencer, dtidrig in Hansen and
Nielsen 2004, 1030; Constantakopoulou 2007, 240~dd.a useful discussion of the location of eatth o
the cities see Carusi 2003, 31-44.
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“liberated” and then assessed 14 ciliedhe assessed amounts from the cities were
considerable, totaling at least 45T, 4,000 dr. it¥leuggested that the total amount was
50T Thus, theperaia could have yielded the Mytilenaians an enormousiarnof
income, an amount even larger than the maximunwareassessments (those levied
from Thasos and Aigina). Furthermore, flgeaia must also have been a source of
natural resources and manpower useful for the Blydilan navy. As stated above,
Mytilene’s privileged and powerful status in thadee until its failed revolt in 427
ensured a strong hold over theraia.

The Athenians seem to have acknowledged the histt@ims that the
Mytilenaians held in the Troad from the very begngnof their association and might
have even endorsed further aggrandizement in thadTand Mysia in the first decades of
the alliance. The benefits accrued by the Athenfieora the Mytilenaiarperaia were
tangible and important for the administration oflsa vast hegemony. For example, the
naval forces from the Lesbians were probably inadale for campaigns throughout the
Pentekontaetia, just as they seem to have beéwe igarly years of the Peloponnesian
war. Fifty-five Lesbian and Chians ships assistedAthenians during the Samian revolt
ca. 441%° Thucydides also records Mytilenaian participaiineampaigns during the
Archidamian waf® Although the Athenians did not receive incomerfrine Aktaian
cities through regular tribute payment as in trgesaof sub-hegemonies controlled by
tributaries, the large naval forces partly finanbgdviytilenaian-held cities in the Troad

greatly enhanced Athenian power. It may well ha@en more efficient for the

" Gomme 1956, 328.

18 Meritt in Shrimpton and McCargar 1981, 92.

¥ Thuc. 1.116.2, 1.117.2; Diod. 12.27.4, 28.2; Mei#§72, 190-91; Quinn 1981, 24-25.
' Thuc. 2.56.2, 3.3.4.
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Mytilenaians to mobilize their numerous dependesycigth which they had deep cultural
connections and long association than for the Atltento assess thethAs long as the
Mytilenaians supported Athenian policy and werelallies, Mytilene was able to
control securely their territory in the Troad an@$tern Mysia. In fact, there is no
evidence of Athenian interference in Mytilenaiatemal matters until the 420s except
for the somewhat dubious claims of Mytilenaian grsvat Olympia in 428 during the
revolt?

The Mytilenaian revolt of 428 greatly altered tleéationship between this city,
Athens, and theeraia. The revolt was precipitated by the attempt of iMyie to unify
Lesbos under a synoikismThe Athenians were informed by the Tenedians, the
Methymnians, and songoxenoi in Mytilene of the synoikism and planned revdit.

The Methymnians opposed the synoikism and remdoyead to Athens, while it is
possible that the Tenedians, lying off the coashefMytilenaiarperaia, feared
absorption by Mytilené® The Athenians did not believe the reports at fitg sent a
delegation to persuade the Mytilenaians to abatidesynoikisnf® Thucydides makes

it clear that the Athenians were especially conegrabout the disposition of the Lesbian
fleet, coupled with the added pressures on thetheofvar and plague, which were
sapping manpower and resources. Nonetheless, theatched forty ships to the island

to persuade the Mytilenaians to abandon the profesynoikism?’

2L Figueira “Hegemonies within the Delian League’aft).
22 Quinn 1981, 32.

% Thuc. 3.2; Meiggs 1972, 311-12.

*Thuc. 3.2.3.

% Figueira, “Hegemonies within the Delian Leaguera(t)
**Thuc. 3.3.1.

' Thuc. 3.3.2.
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Thucydides provides the Mytilenaian view of theakvhrough a speech offered
by an envoy to the Peloponnesians at Olyrpitn the speech the Mytilenaians
complain of Athenian encroachment on their autonamy their general discontent with
the treatment of the alliéS. The Mytilenaian ambassador also asserts thattagy
planned revolt at an earlier time and sought helmfthe Peloponnesiaf%.No mention
is made of concern for thgeraia, but it is clear that the Mytilenaians viewed couogd
membership in league as a threat to their overtdlests and ambitions. They naturally
present their anxieties as reactive and defeneivature. Yet, that the context for the
revolt was a radical alteration in their favor oiwer relations on Lesbos suggests that a
healthy degree of skepticism is owed toward theiltyaian argument at Olympia.

Athens’ fear and anger in response to the revaddt desep, as the debate
concerning the conditions to be imposed upon théléhaians after their failure reveals.
At first the Athenians decided to execute the npaleulation and enslave the women and
children. However, after further debate the Athesidecided only to execute the leaders
of the revolt, demolish the city walls, and condisethe navy™ The Athenians also
divided the island into three thousand plots ofil&ar Athenian cleruchs (except
Methymna) of which three hundred were set asidéf®rgods and, most significantly,
for our purposes detached the Aktaian cities infitead and Mysia from the
Mytilenaians®® The treatment of Mytilene after revolt resembiesome ways the

settlement after the Thasian rebellion in 46362 both cases it seems that the

2 Thuc. 3.9-14.

2 Thuc. 3.10.6.

%0 Thuc. 3.13.

31 Thuc. 3.50.1.

32 Thuc. 3.50.2; See Debord 1999, 266.
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Athenians were careful to ensure that the reb&staould be unable to constitute a
threat in the future. The demolition of city wadlsd the surrender of ships were clearly
meant to weaken militarily both Thasos and MytileHewever, there is ample evidence
that the Athenians had long-standing economic éstsrin the region of Thrace bordering
upon the Thasiaperaia, which were the main cause of the conflict thdttterevolt. For
the Troad Athenian interests were limited to Sigeshich possibly contained some
settlers recognized to have been Athenian in et

The detachment of the Aktaian cities was likelyract reaction to the revolt. The
Athenians must have viewed the detachment op¢h@a as another means to weaken
Mytilene beyond the surrender of the fleet, denalibf the walls, and execution of the
leaders of the rebellion. As | have argued, theilglyhians had monopolized the revenue
from their mainland holdings by virtue of their anbmous status in the league. Thus, the
confiscation of the rather wealthy cities of {yeeaia greatly benefited the Athenian
treasury for the first time. As stated above, thtaltassessment of the Aktaian panel in
425/24, which can be restored, amounted to at #£65%,000 dr. The increase in
revenue particularly in the midst of the pressufehie Archidamian war must have also
been a major reason for the confiscation. Kalket $uggested that the Athenians might
not have immediately made the Aktaian cities t@lpybut instead decided at first to
“derive revenue in other ways®. Kallet bases her suggestion on Athens’ decisaria

turn Lesbos into a tributary state after the susijiog of the island. She proposes that the

% Figueira 1991, 132-34, 141-42.
% Kallet-Marx 1993, 147-48.
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reduction of Mytilene into a tributary “would habeen the expected result and one that
would seem to be the best method of insuring syatiencentralized revenué®.

It must be noted that was not inevitable that Mytd be reduced to a tributary.
The prior settlements after the Thasian and Saneiagllion ought to be considered.
Although the Thasians became tributary, the Samrmaersr appeared on the tribute lists.
They were only forced to pay an indemnity, andrdfege, do not appear on the tribute
lists®” The major differences in the settlements in fthese major revolts by the large
island states involve how the Athenians decidediéov revenue from the defeated ally.
The Athenians already had the model of Samos w dpon when they decided upon
Mytilene’s fate. Thus, it was probably not inebi@that the island become a tributary
state like Thasos, which appeared annually inribate lists. Instead, the division of the
land into allotments for cleruchs and the configcabf theperaia were the means by
which revenue was to be drawn by Athens for theraf

At the same time, one must inquire for which reaste Athenians would not
have initially drawn tribute from the Aktaian ciieas Kallet-Marx suggests, instead
choosing to import raw materials from the regiors@me other form of revenue. There is
some evidence that the area around Mt. |da haddaimitimber and other natural
resources that drew exiled Mytilenaians there ih.#2Yet, it is a stretch in reasoning to
believe that the region was as rich in naturalueses as Thrace, which contained many
tributary cities, as there is no evidence for ekptmn of mining. The lack of evidence of

the payment of these communities on the lists imately following their subjugation

% Kallet-Marx 1993, 147-48.

¥ Thuc. 1.117.3.

% Thuc. 350.2-3; Figueira 1991, 252-53; See Morenlda, Papazarkadas, and Parker 2009, 214.
% Thuc. 4.52.3; See Meiggs 1982, 108, 357.
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should not be considered proof that the Atheniaatayeéd their assessment. As Kallet
acknowledges, “the tribute quota record is so gdottthese years that lack of positive
evidence does not mean muéfiTherefore it seems best to follow Hornblower, who
suggested that the cities were assessed as ed®7 &sThe Athenians might have had
no choice but to assess the cities for tributdnadest means to direct revenue to the
treasury from a region that had previously beeseazido them because of Mytilene’s
status as an autonomous ally.

The Athenians seem to have been careful to rdtaipetaia throughout the 420s,
as epigraphical evidence indicates (cf., e.g.’I&4B4er). Two fragmentary inscriptions
probably dating from the years immediately after tbvolt appear to be decrees
regulating relations between Athens, the cleruey, the Mytilenaian® It has been
convincingly argued thaG 166 is evidence that the Athenians granted autortomei
to the now greatly weakened and unthreatening ktysilans®> However, in the decree
the Athenians pointedly refrain from returning tgtilenaianperaia.** If this
inscription dates to shortly after the revolt, tlemdence from the Aktaian panel in the
assessment decree dated to 422/21 is further prabthe Athenians refused to return the
Aktaian cities even after Mytilene regained autonomy arndipditated its status to an
appreciable degre®. The decision not to return tperaia is significant and reveals a
concern to prevent the Mytilenaians from reacqgi@ammajor source of revenue,

especially since the island was not reduced tat#ieis of a tributary.

0 Kallet-Marx 1993, 148 n. 99.

*. Hornblower 1991, 441; SédL, 194.

“21G 166, 67; See Meiggs 1972, 230; Hornblower 1991, &ijyeira 1991, 251-53.

“3 Figueira 1991, 251-53; Hansen, Spencer, and Widlim Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 1027.
*1G1°66.11-13.

®IG1° 77.14-27.
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As we shall determine concerning the Samian sulefhegy, the Mytilenaian
peraia became a battleground for exiled anti-Athenian eletsin the years after the
Lesbian revolt. Thucydides records the activititardi-Athenian Mytilenaians operating
in the Troad in the mid-420s. In 424, Mytilenaiatles captured Rhoiteion and
Antandros and had larger designs on the other Alteities in order secure a base to
attack Lesbo&® It seems that the formperaia was now vulnerable to raids and even
susceptible to limited seizure by the exiled oladjes.  Although in the end the Athenians
were able to defeat the exiles and hold on to Adranat least until ca. 411/10, perhaps
the most valuable prize in the region, controlhef Aktaian cities must have been a cause
of some concerfY, Persian support for the exiles could have beat@f as well, and, as
Thucydides notes, the exiles hired Peloponnesiananaries to add to other troops
raised in the region. Thucydides records that ity#Q the Antandrians expelled a Persian
garrison from the city, which must indicate thatt#&mdros was outside of the league by
that period (8.108.4-5F The activities of the Mytilenaian exile reveal heulnerable
under Attic control were the recently detached suadahe Troad and Mysia to attack by
hostile elements, who must have had allies andshafssupport in local communities.

The choice of theeraia as a theater of operations by the exiles might lhaes
especially advantageous since many oligarchs phplbalol estates and dependents in the
region?® The Troad must have been a realm of exploitatioritfe aristocrats on Lesbos

for centuries. It is important to note that everewhhe Athenians controlled the

** Thuc. 4.52.2-3; Meiggs 1972, 331-32; Kallet-MaB93, 155-56; Constantakopoulou 2007, 251.
*"Thuc. 4.75.1.

“8 See XenHell. 1.1.26 for cooperation between Syracusans andnéinians in the fortification of city.
“9 It must be noted that the occupation gisaia by losing factions during civil strife seems to baeen
common by this period. See Thuc. 3.85.2 for thaupation of mainland forts by Corcyrean exiles @v.4
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mainland cities, formerly under Mytilenaian conjrible exiles seem to have used their
familiarity with the region to carry on guerilla ware.

Although there is no direct evidence, the Atheniardbably retained control of
most, if not all, of theperaia until the end of the Peloponnesian war. The Myslans
revolted for a short time in 412 but were quickiyodued by the Atheniar8. Lysander
finally took Lesbos in 405 after Aigospotanibi.There are no complete surviving tribute
lists or records of theikoste to make it absolutely certain that the Aktaianestivere a
source of Athenian revenue until Athens’ defeat@d. Thus, some possibility remains
that the Athenians returned some of cities to thyilbhaians, those not under Spartan or
Persian control, just as they had done in the cB$basos ca. 454/53.

After the Thasians had been disarmed and weakémedthenians had little
motivation to retain the supervision of communitiest were foundations from Thasos
and had maintained close ties with their mother-¢ibr parallel reasons, rehabilitation
of the Mytilenaian sub-hegemony might have beemwed in the final two decades of
the history of the league. And there indeed magdiee epigraphical evidence for this
hypothesis. There is a reduction roster of trinatain the Aktaian panel from fourteen in
425/24 to eleven cities in the assessment lisRaf21>? Since there are missing entries
in both assessment decrees, it is difficult to ieheitee which cities were included or
excluded in the assessment of 422/21. For exampienbra, Kolonai, and Palamedeion
are all candidates for the missing entries. Yag imhost economical for our analysis to

explain a three-tributary reduction in Aktaian pldmetween 424 and 421 by the return of

* Thuc. 8.22.2, 23.2; Hansen, Spencer, and Williant$ansen and Nielsen 2004, 1027.

L Xen.Hell. 2.2.5.

*2|G I*77.IV.14-27: Antandros, Hamaxitos, Achilleion, tigfully restored), Larisa, Ophryneion,
Pordoselene, Rhoiteion, Petra (fully restored).
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three communities to the Mytilenaians whose preicisgetification must unfortunately
elude us. It is certain that, by the milentury, the Mytilenaians had regained some

territory in the gulf of Adramytteion®

Samos

Like Mytilene, Samos was a powerful ship-contribgtmember of the Delian
League until a failed revolt rendered the islarstibject ally of the Atheniart$.During
the early years of the Delian League, Samos seeimsve been one of Athens’ closest
collaborators. There is evidence that the Sanpanscipated in the Eurymedon
campaign in the 460s and the Egyptian campaigrtlgtadter>® Furthermore, Plutarch
preserves a tradition that the Samians were tmeepinitiators among the allies of the
transfer of the league treasury from Delos to Athem 454° Overall, it seems that the
Samians were a loyal and active ally contributinigs for campaigns until the late 440s.

As with Mytilene, the Samians controllegheraia on the coastal plain stretching
roughly from the north of Priene to Ephesos. Sammbeglieved to have possessed Anaia,
probably Marathesion, and Pygela in the Archaic @lagsical periods. Samos acquired
different portions of th@eraia through both conquest and territorial exchangels wi
otherpoleis.®” Like the Rhodian cities, Samos also controlledaainding islands. The

Samians had colonized the island of Amorgos soneeiinthe Archaic periotf The

%3 [Skylax] 98; Hansen, Spencer, and Williams in Hanand Nielsen 2004, 1030; Constantakopoulou
2007, 241.

> Thuc. 7.57.4.

%5 See Dunst, 1972 no. 22 for Samian participatidBuaymedon; SeblL # 34 for participation in Egypt;
Shipley 1987, 110.

% p|ut. Arist. 25; Shipley 1987, 111.

> Thuc. 3.33.2, 4.75.18TL 3.196; Shipley 1987, 29-34; Funke in Gabrielsemletl999, 62-63;
Constantakopoulou 2007, 242-43.

%8 Shipley 1987, 118; Rubinstein in Hansen and Niel4698; Cf. Lepper 1962, 41.
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origins of the acquisition of thaeraia were traced in antiquity to the early conflict eall
the Meliac War? According to tradition, when the city of Melis wasfeated and
destroyedy its neighbors ca.700, the Samians received BygeAnaia for the first
time® However, there is also a different tradition tfetsome point in the Archaic
period, the Samians exchanged Marathesion and Tfeebnaia and Akadami$:

Unfortunately the history and chronology of thesitorial exchanges are
unclear. However, by the period of the Delian LLegghe Samians seem to have
controlled at least Anaia, its surrounding tergtand, probably up until the late 440s,
Marathesiorf? Anaia never appeared on the tribute lists. As bélidiscussed below,
Marathesion only began appearing as a tributatlyériate 4408% The island of
Amorgos was also probably under Samian possessiil84/33 when it appears for
the first time in the tribute lists under a speciddric®*

The late appearance of Amorgos can only be addguatelained on the premise
that another larger league member, such as Sawmmspled the island in previous
years. It is unlikely that the Athenians would Bamitted to assess the island,
considering its rather substantial tribute of 1@ &cation close to Naxos, which
belonged to the league at an early dat&amos appears to be the best candidate because

of its historical ties to the islarfd. Amorgos’ inclusion in th&o\eig avtai rubric in

% See Vitruv. 4.1.4.

80 Maiandros of MiletosRGrHist 491) Fr. 1; Cf. Shipley 1987, 30; Funke in Gabgelet. al. 62;
Constantakopoulou 2007, 242; See Rubinstein imselaand Nielsen 2004, 1063.

®4p 37.56-59; Shipley 1987, 34; Rubinstein in Hanseth ldielsen 2004, 1082.

2 Meiggs 1972, 428; CATL 3.204 for the possibility that Marathesion alredejyonged to Ephesos by the
mid-5" century and Debord 1999, 268-69.

%3G 13269.1.5 (restored in the list of 443/42).

#1G 1°278.VI.10.

51G 13278.VI.10; See Thuc. 1.98.4 for the subjugatiofakos.

% Couch 1929, 511; Shipley 1987, 50-51, 118; Reyétansen and Nielsen 734; Cf. Lepper 1962, 41,
Meiggs 1972, 251 and Constantakopoulou 2007, ¥83-8
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434/33 seems to indicate that it was not strippechfSamos immediately after revolt.
Instead, Amorgos itself seems to have sought ireseay to leave Samian hegemony in
exchange for direct dependency on Athens; it waamoatter of arbitrary detachment by
the Athenians’

In general, there is little information concernihg peraia for the first few
decades of the existence of the Delian League tn&icircumstances surrounding the
Samian revolt in 441/40. Meiggs, following Nesseif) proposed that the loss of
Marathesion, previously under Samian hegemony,arsgsur for the attack on Priene in
441/40, which led to war with Miletos and eventyathens®® Meiggs believed that as
a consequence of the possible detachment of Maiathby Athens, “Samos might have
been tempted to try to compensate by the incorjporaf Priene™®

Furthermore, in this period it seems that the Niles were particularly
vulnerable during a period of transition from oligay to an Athenian backed democracy
after a failed revolt a few years earli@rAs | argue in my chapter on the Milesian sub-
hegemony, the strong reaction to the Samian atteossess Priene indicates that the
Milesians had a recent claim to the city, which \es either in the 460s or, more likely,
in the 450s during a period of intersbasis that resulted in the fracture of the state and
loss of dependencies. Whatever its motivating fache Samian attack on Priene was an
aggressive move to extend their mainland holdiRgene had been a tributary of the
Athenians since at least 454/83t is likely that the Samian action against thty was a

major reason for the Athenians decision to altergbvernment from an oligarchy to

" Figueira, “Hegemonies within the Delian Leaguera(t)

8 Thuc. 1.115-117; Diod. 12.27.1; Plier.24-28;Meiggs 1972, 428; See Shipley 1987, 118 n. 34.

9 Meiggs 1972, 428; Marathesion first appeared énligt of 443/421G 1° 290.1.28 completely restored)
0 [Xen] Ath. Pol. 3.11 (mid-440s); Seldeiggs 1972, 188, 428; Gorman 2001, 236.

1G 1°259.11.11.



208

democracy? The Athenians might have viewed the move as amtigvaggressive act
against a vulnerable tributary. Shipley has suiggkthat the Samian move on Priene
was an effort to acquire land claimed by all theges (Miletos, Priene, and Samos) and
not an attempt to possess the small city itSelflowever, Thucydides’ words are clear
that the Samians fought Miletos “for Priene” and just for territory along its
boundaries?! He seems to mean that the Samians and Milesianstawar over the
possession of the city and not just to settle d Bispute between all thrée.

Shipley’s hesitation may stem from an unwillingnesbelieve that the Samians
would have been so bold as to try to absorb andtlague member. Yet, it is not
surprising that the Samians would have attemptectend their mainland holdings at
the expense of Priene with little thought of opfpiosifrom the Athenians. Samos and
Priene had a long history of conflict stretchinghb#o the Archaic period, and their
disputes would last until the Hellenistic peri6dThe attack on Priene was a bold
calculation by the ruling oligarchs that they wouléet little resistance from Athens
considering their traditional support and theiritarly strength, which was as great as any
Aegean power. They might have judged that Athensldvbe acquiescent so long as the
tribute from Priene was not interrupted. Thus,abgressive action by the ruling
oligarchy was consistent with our picture of a o&gil power extending its influence, as

it had in the past, notwithstanding its membershifhe Delian League.

"2 Meiggs 1972, 188 suggested that Athens opposeuiinciple the war between Samos and Miletos, two
league members. Naturally, this might have beemnaptementary consideration. See Shipley 1987, 113-
14.

3 Shipley 1987, 113.

"See Thuc. 1.115.2 where the phrasgi TTpijvns is used.

5 A scholiast to Thucydides understood the passageply a conflict over the city; See Schol. Aesp.

23; Plut.Per. 25-1-3.

® Plut. Quaest. Graec. 20; Shipley 1987, 35; Constantakopoulou 20042. 2
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The Athenian reaction to the Milesian appeal waske advantage of the offer of
some Samian democrats to alter the island’s catistitin order install a more amenable
government. A change in constitution seemed aisoltio curb Samian ambitions and
allay Athenian concerns. There has been a tenderfoyd the imposition of a
democracy on Samos into a general Athenian poligramoting democracy. It is worth
considering whether a democracy on Samos was matra focused remedy to a situation
where the ruling oligarchs had started a war imiserof extending their mainland
estates. Note that the Athenians and the Samiaoatats did not to dispossess the
Samian oligarchs from their estates on the mainland

The result of the Athenian intervention was thé $ahle rebellion by the deposed
Samian oligarchs who had escaped topéteia.”” Persian support was critical for the
initial success of these exiles, and their abititgngineer and sustain the revolt reveals
the vulnerability of mainland Asia to Persian iféeence long after Athenian domination
of the Aegean. The exiles based at Anaia wouldigoatto offer an active opposition to
Athens until the end of the Peloponnesian (faAfter a difficult struggle the Athenians
subdued the rebel Samians. The settlement afteetodt resulted in the surrender of the
fleet, the demolition of the walls, the surrendehostages, and the Samians agreeing to
pay an indemnity for the war.

Unlike the case of Thasos in 463/62 and Mytilenerlan 427, the Samians were
permitted in principle to retain their mainlandriery. Thucydides makes no mention of
the detachment of Anaia, and the community nevpeaged on the tribute lists. Thus, it

seems that the Athenians did not punish the Samnighghe confiscation of theperaia.

"Thuc. 1.115.4-5.
8 Thuc. 3.19.2, 3.32.2, 4.75.1, 8.61.2; Shipley 1387
" Thuc. 1.117.3; Seks 1° 48 for the oath of allegiance to Athens.
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Yet it could be argued that the Samians lost Amaeny case through the occupation of
the region by exiled oligarchs. It may be possibldetect a few reasons for the Athenian
decision not to confiscate Anaia. Unlike the Thagieraia, there is no evidence that the
Samian holdings on the Asian mainland had richnahtesources, nor had the Athenians
ever asserted any prior claim over the Same&aia unlike their dispute with Thasos
over silver mines in the 460s. The Athenians heazhgthistorical and mythological
claims in the region of the Thasiperaia, and the revolt sprang from Thasian
perceptions of Athenian aggrandizem&htherefore, the confiscation of the Thasian
peraia immediately after the rebellion was a natural cqusace of the rationale for the
war.

As | argued above, the Mytilenaians controlled ntbem thirteen cities in the
Troad and Mysia that returned ca. 50T in tributd28/24. The confiscation of the
Aktaian cities both economically and politically akened Mytilene while considerably
benefiting the Athenians. The acquisition of Anaght not have seemed very lucrative
to the Athenians, or, more significantly, was ne¢rs as a necessary means to weaken the
island (if that motive were assigned the Atheniai)r instance, Marathesion’s tribute
never seems to have amounted to more than 3,0801tIMarathesion’s appearance in
the tribute lists in the late 440s is proof ofdetachment from the Samiparaia, as
suggested by Meiggs, its loss would hardly haven liele by whole Samian community.
Furthermore, Pygela’s highest tribute level way @nlittle more substantial at 1T 3,000

dr. in 432/31. However, we cannot even be surdlvenet was Samian previously:

8 Thuc. 1.100.2.
811G 13270.1.6.
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Pygela might have earlier belonged to Ephesos wddwave been entirely autonomdis.
Thus, the Samian mainland was just not as extewsias profitable as thgeraiai of
other large island states such as Thasos or Mgtilen

Instead, the importance of the Samparaia was much more limited to its
agricultural potential that was mainly exploitedthe elite. It lacked abundant mineral
wealth or substantial trade. The strong connedaifdhe aristocrats with thaeraia was a
key reason why the exiled oligarchs operated sityestsAnaia in the decades after the
revolt® Anaia was a moot factor in Attic policy, becausg mentioned above, the
Athenians were unable to assess and draw tribone finere once the exiles took firm
control (as Thucydides’ narrative seems to indicakeren if we imagine that the
Athenians wanted to weaken post-rebellion Samey, would scarcely have earned
gratuitous opprobrium for confiscating a place $agnians could not use anyway.
Whatever the reasons, the Samians kept at leashanal hold of a sub-hegemony
immediately after full-scale revolt and subjugatimnAthens (unlike Thasos and
Mytilene). After a popular uprising on Samos agathe ruling oligarchy in 412 and
winning autonomy from the action, the island reredia loyal ally until the final defeat
in 4042 Anaia likely remained at least a nominal depengéhmughout this period,

though controlled by exiles as late as 411.

821G 13280.1.47; SedTL 3.204 n. 48; Debord 1999, 268.
8 Shipley 1987, 36.

8 Thuc. 8.21; XenHell. 2.2.6.

8 Thuc. 8.61.2; Rubinstein in Hansen and Nielsert22063.
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Chios

Chios seems to have controlled the smafesstia of the three large autonomous
islands®® Nevertheless, the Chians were a significant amilipower rivaling, if not
surpassing, both Samos and Lesbos throughoutteer§ury. The Chians contributed
100 ships to the lonian side at the battle of Liad#94, which was the most of any affy.
Like Lesbos, there is little evidence of Chiantyiin the Delian League until the
Samian revolt when the island supported the Athenieith its substantial navy.
However, it is probable that like the Samians thé&@s contributed forces to the league
fleet throughout the PentekontaétiaFor example, Plutarch records a tradition that
Chios persuaded Phaselis to join the league dtlm@&urymedon campaign in the mid-
460s° The Chians were also notably active in aidingeithin campaigns during the
Peloponnesian war. The Chians participated alotig the Lesbians in the campaign
with Athens in the Peloponnese in 430In 425, the Chians contributed at least four
ships at Pylo&?

In general the Chians seem to have been espelagilyamong Athens’ allies
until the Sicilian disaster, unlike both the Samsiand Mytilenaians who had attempted
revolts much earlier in 441/40 and 428. Yet, therevidence that the Athenians became
wary of Chian behavior during the early years @f Beloponnesian war. In 425 the

Athenians commanded the Chians to demolish a nigwweill fearing possible

8 Constantakopoulou 2007, 241-42.

8" Hdt. 6.15.1; Rubinstein in Hansen and Nielsen 20045.

% Thuc. 1.116.2

8 See Barron in Boardman and Vaphopoulou-Richard$86, 94.

% plut.Cim. 12.3-4; Se¢G 1*10 for legal arrangements between Phaselis anchAtinethe mid-%
century; Barron in Boardman and Vaphoppoulou-Ridkan 1986, 94.

! Thuc. 2.56.2.

% Thuc. 4.13.2.
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insurrection’ Athenian fears after the recent Mytilenaian retal$ been suggested as
the main motivation for the injunctiofi.However, it is likely that the Chians were not
seriously contemplating revolt but the recent eigmee with Mytilene probably
concerned the Athenians enough to take precautfofrsthis period there was already
pro-Spartan sentiment among the Chians, but prog@ahesian influence at this time
does not seem to have been great. An inscriptibighwis believed to record the
contributions of Spartan war effort ca. 427, memi€hian allies of the SpartafisThe
inscription has been connected to the Spartan AdAlcidas’ expedition to lonia in
order to aid Mytilene in 427. It is not surprising that there were pro-Spartéie@s in
an island governed by a “moderate constitution”iciwimplies that that there was scope
for pro-Spartan elementig. It is important to note that at this stage Chi@s still loyal
as the execution of Chian prisoners by Alcidasaatéis (Thuc. 3.32.2-3). The Chians
eventually revolted in 412 only after the Athendisaster in Sicily did they become the
major Spartan ally in the east Aegéahucydides even considered their revolt a
prudent decision®

The Chian holdings on the mainland centered ondtrgory around Atarneus in

Western Mysid®* According to Herodotus, the Chians received Atasria exchange for

% Thuc. 4.51.

% Barron in Boardman and Vaphopoulou-Richardson 1966.

% Meiggs 1972, 359; Quinn 1981, 40; Figueira 199%) 8uggests that there were small grounds to suspec
the Chians of rebellion.

% SeeML 67, line 8; Meiggs 1972, 312; Quinn 1981, 40; BarroBoardman and Vaphoppoulou-
Richardson 1986, 101.

" Thuc. 3.29; Barron in Boardman and VaphoppoulathRidson 1986, 101.

% See Thuc. Rubinstein in Hansen and Nielsen 20087.1

% Thuc. 8.14.1-2.

10 Thyc. 8.24.4-5.

101 Hdt. 1.160.3-4, 8.106.1; [Skylax] 98. See RoebindRoardman and Vaphoppoulou-Richardson 1986,
86; Debord 1999, 267; Funke in Gabrielsen 1999 Raiinstein in Hansen and Nielsen 2004, 1043
suggests that the Chians might have also poss&ssede but is not sure; Constantakopoulou 2007,- 24
42.



214

handing over the Lydian fugitive Pactyes to thesRas (1.160.3-4). One may assume
that this was a confirmation of traditional rigimshe area. Atarneus lay just south of the
Mytilenaian holdings® Atarneus likely provided the Chians with fertgricultural
land as the region of Anaia did for the Sami&HtisThe distance between Chios and its
peraia was unusual and has attracted attention of schokarske, followed by
Constantakopoulou, has suggested that the presétarge and powerful lonian states
opposite Chios like Erythrai, with whom the Chidnasl collided more than once, forced
them to expand so far north of the isldfiti. Given the number of significant cities that
lay on the coast between Erythrai and Atarneusstiggiestion is quite reasonable.
Roebuck proposed that the Chians originally pdishaall tribute” to the Persians for the
city.'%°

There is little evidence before 409/08 for Atarsen that year the Spartan
admiral Cratesippidas restored exiled pro-Spartgamhs and effected the banishment
to Atarneus of what appears to have been an ohgafaction less supportive of the
Spartans, which probably included members of tieAthenian elit¢®® Diodorus
reports that around 600 were exiled. The seizustafeus by the moderate oligarchs is
similar to the activities of the exiled Mytilenamm the Troad and Samians at Anaia.
Once again thperaia of a state irstasis became a base for oligarchic partisans.
However, in this case it was a pro-Spartan grouprotling the island that was the
target. The parallel situations at Mytilene and 8arsuggest that among the ranks of the

Chian moderates were those with strong connectmAsarneus. This group of oligarchs

10215kylax] 98;ATL 3.196.

193 Roebuck in Boardman and Vaphoppoulou-Richards@6,186.

1% Eunke in Gabrielsen 1999, 64; Constantakopoul6072242.

195 Roebuck in Boardman and Vaphoppoulou-Richards@®196.

1% Djod. 13.1.65; Meiggs 1972, 362-63; Rubinsteiilansen and Nielsen 2004, 1069.
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must have had knowledge of the place and suppaitiag them there, possibly from
dependents on estates and clients in the locallgiopu Atarneus seems to still have
been held by exiles in 398/97.

In general Atarneus seems to have functioned ag@acultural region to be
exploited by wealthy Chians. In times of politicedrest Atarneus became a natural place
of refuge for the losing side in elite faction ftglg. Unfortunately, if there was an
Athenian policy toward Atarneus, it has left nacean our sources. As with Mytilene
and Samos, the Athenians must have conceded Ataaseal Chian possession from the
very beginning of the league and recognized someflis in continued Chian
possession’® Thus, Atarneus was off-limits to assessment ag &5 Chios was an
autonomous ally.

Conclusion

The sub-hegemonies of the large autonomous islaads similar in some
important ways to those of tributary states. Elittesughout the league benefited from
the available land and other inherited priviledes accrued from the possession of
dependencies. However, the autonomous status tielly, Chios, and Samos ensured
that they monopolized the revenue from their depaois unlike tributary states. The
revenue and manpower generated fronptnaiai varied to differing degrees. The
largest and wealthiest hegemony belonged to Mil€&ourteen cities in the Troad were
listed in the assessment decree of 425/24 assatsad50T. The wealth and resources
generated from the Aktaian cities made MytileneemgAegean power. Yet, one may

note that the Mytilenaians were still unable to chaAthenian power, as the revolt of

107 xen.Hell. 3.2.11; See Rubinstein in Hansen and Nielsen ,2D085.
108 Arist. Ath. Pol. 24.2.
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428/27 revealed, even with Athens beset by thedéeloesian war. As one consequence
of the revolt the Athenians confiscated fleeaia, a step taken to both weaken Mytilene
and aid the Athenian treasury. There is no evidémaethe Athenians or Mytilenaians
had been in conflict over thperaia during the period of the Delian League. In faogre
is every reason to believe that the Athenians neizeg Mytilenaian possession of the
peraia and benefited from the support of the city’s flgett was partly financed from the
Aktaian cities themselves.

Further south Samian ambitions on the mainland wetdistorically as strong as
those of Mytilene. The region of Anaia seems toehagen the center of tiperaia by the
period of the Delian League. Like Mytilene, Samstsitus in the league meant that the
island was free to monopolize the resources opéhaa. Thus, revenue generated from
Anaia and surrounding territory did not find itsyato the Athenian treasury. At the
same time, Samian ambitions seem not to have bedarkd by its membership in the
league. The attack on Priene is evidence thatuivegroligarchy felt free to enlarge the
peraia at the expense of a smaller tributary state. Tthe®ian reaction was an
expression of concern and then an attempt to thieeBamian government when the
opportunity presented itself, but not outright w@nly after the Athenians miscalculated
and provoked the oligarchs did the Samians rebetl,. dfter the failed revolt the
Athenians did not confiscate Anaia or any otheitey under Samian control. There is
no surviving entry of Anaia on the tribute listddabhucydides does not mention the
detachment of thperaia as a consequence of revolt. However, one mustadenas well
that oligarchic control of Anaia might have beea thason why the city never appeared

on the lists as being beyond the reach of Atheasmessors. After the revolt, the
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Athenians seem to have been satisfied declaregiuetkpansion of thperaia, at least,
toward Priene and Miletos, out of bounds.

The island of Amorgos, which Samos likely settled aontinued to possess until
the 430s, was listed in a special rubric in 434738 inclusion of Amorgos under this
rubric over five years after the subjection of Sarmplies that the Athenians did not
detach the island as a consequence of ré¥blin fact, Amorgos’ inclusion in the special
rubric indicates that the island initiated to samhegree its entry into the league as a
tributary state. The reasons for Amorgos’ moveadrgcure, but it had the likely result of
terminating its dependency from Samos. Athens’ iml&morgos’ move is also unclear.
It is probable that the Athenians had been recgisome revenue from Samos’
dependencies after 439 indirectly through the @dddannual indemnity payments. Thus
it seems that Amorgos’ new status as independasfigssed tributary was a means to
distance itself from a Samos still recovering fribra effects of the revolt and should not
be seen as a victim of Athenian confiscatith.

Finally, the history of the Chigperaia centered at Atarneus during the period of
the Delian League is less well known. Atarneussiayth of the Aktaian cities in Western
Mysia. Until the ca. 409, it seems that the Chizor#tinued to possess the city and
surrounding territory free from Athenian interfeceras an important and loyal ally. As
in the Mytilenaian and Samigeraia, Atarneus became the home of exiles during a
period ofstasis. In this case, it was not anti-Athenian oligarahs found refuge on the
mainland. Instead, it has been plausibly suggdbidhe Chian exiles were moderate

oligarchs opposed to the harsh pro-Spartan reghtaeneus subsequently became a base

19 5ee Meiggs 1972, 251.
10 Figueira “Hegemonies within the Delian League’aft)r
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for attacks against the ruling government on tlet and thus a collaborator with the
Athenians. Throughout the life of the Delian Leadthios was free to control Atarneus
as long as it was an autonomous ally. The revaltiaterference of Sparta had the

unintentional consequence of separatingoiraia from the island.
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Conclusion

This project has attempted to grapple with manyassurrounding Athenian
imperialism and the status of the allies in thei@elLeague, particularly regarding the
tribute system. It is clear that the allied statestrolled hegemonies of varying sizes and
natures throughout the course of the Delian Lealgo@ve mainly focused on the larger
regional hegemonies both insular and littoral ftwck there is some surviving evidence.
Miletos and Erythrai controlled dependent commaesitwhich in the case of the
Erythraians were smafoleis on the Mimas peninsula. Miletos possessed thedsla
group represented or headed by Leros, thepobis-settlement of Teichioussa, and until
the mid-450s probably Priene and Pidasa. The lasgéar allies controlleg@eraiai on
the Asian and Thracian coasts. There is strongeece that the three large Rhodian
poleis held the region known in tribute lists as the KarChersonesos agperaia and
surrounding islands including, Chalke, Karpathogl 8yme, along with numerous
smaller settlements on the island itself duringgbeod of the Delian League. Although
the Euboian cities are not known to have possess&stal portions of Boiotia or nearby
islands in the  century, the large cities dominated smaller comitiesion the island,
some of which were probabppleis. The most famouperaia in the 8" century might
have been Thasos’ in coastal Thrace, while Sammafaunded at least four small
settlements in the Archaic period east of the Tdrapossessions. Finally, Mytilene,
Chios, and Samos all held territory includpaeis on the coast of Asia Minor. The
Mytilenaian hegemony contained at least fourteéascin the Troad and Western Mysia

by the early 420s.
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Beyond the well-attested hegemonies that werenthia focus of this study, there
were other hegemonies that existed throughoutethguie. As | have stated, in most
cases, there is little surviving evidence for nregional hegemonies. The origins of
most, if not all, of these sub-hegemonies seenetm lthe Archaic period. The evidence
indicates that the large island states enteretetgie in the early 470s with their
mainland possessions. Although conditions in Thragght have been chaotic because of
the Persian presence that was finally terminate@ibyon and the league fleet, it is
contended here that Thasos and Samothrace fitsptuasession of peraia shortly after
colonization. There is nothing to indicate that Bexsians detached theraiai from the
two islands after their subjugation. It is alscelikthat Erythrai and Miletos controlled
their later dependencies before their entry into@ielian League. The attested possession
of sub-hegemonies by the two cities in the 450s4i$ should be understood as
reflective of that historical control. In the cadfeMiletos, the result of the Persian
destruction of the city in 494 probably terminatiekct control over Leros, Teichioussa.
In the early years of the Delian League, Miletosnse to have re-acquired dependent
territory which was then lost in the civil unrelsait rocked the city in the late 450s. As a
consequence of the Persian destruction, Leros aiuthibussa probably retained a level
of autonomy that lasted throughout tiecentury, but were still part of a Milesian

hegemony that was firmly reconstituted ca. 450.

The examples of Miletos and Erythrai, and even dbase instructive for the
expansion and acquisition of regional hegemonidkaryears after the foundation of the
alliance. Revolt andtasis were capable of disrupting regional hegemonies yiriog)

temporarily or even permanently independent comtiasiYet, it seems that the
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resumption of control over formerly dependent teryi was often an eventual sequel to
the suppression of revolt asghsis for the large tributary state#\thens seems to have
permitted and recognized the historical claims deds, Erythrai, and even Thasos after

its rebellion.

It is important to emphasize the possible reasontht initial expansion and
reacquisition of regional hegemonies after disanj and, in particular, to note the cases
of allies that joined as tributaries or convertedhat status. Elites in the larger states
might have been permitted to retain or acquire kdegdendencies as a means to facilitate
their entry into the league. It is conceivable thanany places, like Karystos,
acceptance of Athenian hegemony was not welcome whien Attic imperialism had
not yet become as heavy-handed as it would becoager years. The demand for ships
and tribute would have particularly affected amséts, who traditionally favored
autonomy even under Persian domination, as thandRevolt revealed. The continuance
of inherited political and religious prerogativasaganteed by Athens might have been a

powerful incentive for their acquiescence in Attamnieadership.

Moreover, as | have argued, tributaries were re# fo monopolize the control or
revenue accruing from sub-hegemonies. Thus, thest have been other factors
militating in favor of the retention of regionaldg@monies that survived reduction to
tributary status. States such as Samothrace, ToaoeErythrai probably still benefited
economically from their dependencies, even thoiged communities were required to
furnish tribute to the Athenians. In other worde tost-benefit analysis for the tributary
ally favored the continued possession of a regibegemony. For the non-tributary

allies this calculation was different. Aristotleeogded a tradition in which the Athenians
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permitted the Lesbians, Samians, and Chians tomriteir dependencies when the
alliance was foundetl.Since no revenue had to be directed to Athems fegions under
the control of these islands, the elites enjoyadterrupted possession of estates on the
mainland while Athens received naval contributiang was released from the burden of
assessing dozens of communities in Asia. In a sémsg@ossession of a traditional
hegemony, free from interference from Athens, vinascative of the special status of

Mytilene, Samos, Chios, and Thasos (before 463).

In this study | have attempted to define somedoelsaracteristics of the tributary
processes adyntely andapotaxis. These statuses reflect both unions of peer #&ibut
payers, and, in other cases, are hegemonic resaijps Generally, there is little evidence
to suggest that the unions among peer communigagisd more than temporary
arrangements for the purpose of paying tributeh@lgh historical ties were probably
important in the decision to merge tribute paymgthies temporary nature of most
syntelies indicates that they were formed mainly as admiaiste convenience in tribute
collection and payment. Moreover, it is not cldethpotaxis among tributary groups
headed by ayntely-‘head’ always had the effect of terminating depsmy, even in the
instances whersyntely previously signified a regional hegemony. Thus,atgument
offered by many scholars that the Athenians pursgpethxisto weaken or somehow
exploit the allies is mostly unfounded. Instea, significance ofyntely andapotaxis
seems to have been mainly confined to the tribygtem. These processes were means of
managing the payment of tribute in ways that weeamhto benefit both sides:

maximization of tribute for Athens without bankring the allies. The differing levels of

! Arist. Ath. Pol. 24.2.
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assessment visible on the tribute lists that agddrathanges isyntely andapotaxis

indicate that tribute levels could be dependenthese statuses. As Lepper noted almost
fifty years agoapotaxis tended to lead to lower tribute assessments \gimilely led to

the opposite result. It is my contention that tegdmonic states throughout the league
often employe@potaxis as a means of reducing their tribute levels. Theglding of
dependencies would have removed burdensome comigarfahe state that were
subsequently required to furnish tribute on th@&inoThe drop in tribute assessments in
periods ofapotaxis for many groups of tributaries should not be coasd coincidental.
Unfortunately, much of the tribute system is stijsterious. Surviving contemporary
literary or epigraphic sources do not address eitlyiithe issue of changes in tribute
statuses. However, my hypothesis on the initiatiapotaxis by allies is based upon the
tribute histories of Samothrace, Erythrai and KarysThese states experienepdtaxis
that seem not to have terminated their regiona¢tmemiesThere is no indication that
Athens sought to weaken these states through taetdaent of their dependent
communities. The Athenians had more effective maamiseir disposal to control the
allies. Thus, economic or fiscal motives must hlagen at play, which forced changes in
tribute arrangements between these cities andsheafler dependencies. In the end,
most products of the processapbtaxis were tiny communities that offered little

financial or strategic advantage to the Athenians.

At the same timegpotaxis could be initiated by the small dependencies in a
regional hegemony. Lepper had suggested this plitgsibut did not provide further
elaboration. The special rubrics of 430s contaimyrsamall states, most of which

belonged to larger allies in previous years. Lejsgeeroic effort to argue that all of these
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communities were new entries into the empire ioammcing. Even one exception to his
argument would indicate that both new entries asts ohpotaxis were included
together in the rubrics. | suggest that the Diak@s Chalkideon, Amorgos, Gale, and
Sarte were separated throwggotaxis and placed under the rubrics. Moreover, the small
Bottiaian cities in the rubrics must have been ssdpd from Spartolos, which was clearly
the most important city in Bottike. Just as hegeimstates could initiatapotaxis to

reduce tribute burdens, dependencies could haveap|sealed for direct assessment if
continued membership insgntely was considered overly oppressive or expensive. It
must be noted that individual assessment by the#ims need not have terminated
dependency on a regional hegemonic state exceépe icases of ship-contributors. These
special categories indicate that the small comnesithemselves or private Athenian
citizens played important roles in enrolling lessember states. Although it is not clear
how the processes occurred, | would suggest teadiddtar were private Athenian
citizens possiblyroxenoi of the small statethat were approached to initiate or aid in
allied appeals for individual assessment. It ificlift to imagine that private foreigners
somehow enrolled their communities and were theditad for their role on important

Athenian state documents like the quota lists.

An integral component of the decisions either torfor retain ayntely or to
separate into individual tributaries must have bierrole of the local guarantors of
tribute. The participation was either prescribednaore probably, reaffirmed by the
decree of Kleonymos in 4263 1°68). Responsibility for tribute that was formenty i
hands of guarantors in hegemonic cities might Halen to the prominent men in these

small communities which had now come under thegakilbon to furnish tribute directly to
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Athens. Although it is not clear how the processading tribute in &yntely actually
worked, new responsibilities for collecting and gudeeing tribute must have created
new dynamics among groups of tributary states. Hragments attributed to Antiphon,
the guarantors seem to have been members of litesl that must have had influence in

the decision to seek or accept individual assessmen

Another difficult question concerns the reasons sleane small states were
entered on the quota lists as or often catletilies while others were not. For example,
Erythrai’'s dependencies were listed as early aselbend assessment period while
Thasos’ colonies in Thrace (except for NeapolisggBeand Galepsos) never appeared on
the lists. It could be argued that entry on thieutie lists was indicative of a higher status.
According to this hypothesis, Erythraian Boutheigoged a level of autonomy that other
small states like Thasian Stryme did not. The Eardn dependencies did receive
independent assessment in various periods, whiek idalicate that they had the capacity
to furnish tribute on their own. However, some camities like Leros, Teichioussa, and
the Oiai on Rhodes appeared and disappeared distthfor reasons which are not
obvious. Thus establishing any “rule” concerning tiature of small dependencies based
on their listing by the Athenians is difficult.ift fair to say that in some cases places like
Boutheia or the Oiai might have had greater “inael@ace” or even importance than the
others that were never listed like Orobiai and Dgsin Euboia, but the issue is not

entirely clear.

In my analysis the most important factors thatated the acquisition, retention,
and re-acquisition of sub-hegemonies in the leagere local conditions. No source

indicates that the Athenians sought to dissolvdaige hegemonies as a matter of
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general policy, unless as a consequence of wabailion in notable cases. The example
of Thasos is especially illustrative. The existeatsub-hegemonies arsgntelies
throughout the history of the league should leaveaubt that there was no uniform
policy of apotaxis pursued by the Athenians whether to raise reventi@eaken” an

ally. On its own apotaxis would not have done much to enhance Athenian clooner

the tributary states in the alliance. Short ofafistg garrisons, planting political officials,
and supporting pro-Athenian locals, it is diffictdtsee hovapotaxis could have been an
effective method of control. Moreover, the re-direc of tribute from a small
dependency directly to Athens must not have beeiasus an economic blow to a
regional hegemonic city as envisioned by scholiaseshese large tributaries were not
free to monopolize the revenue drawn from theirdmegnies anyway. The true economic
effects ofapotaxis on these groups of tributaries requires more eafitum. The

difference in revenue betweeyntely andapotaxis on a hegemonic state is mostly
difficult to determine. However, the loss of incotmecause of the redirection of tribute to
Athens was mitigated by the fact that these largeschad always been responsible for
their dependencies and could now receive a lowsgsasnent as a consequence of

apotaxis.

As stated above, the most fruitful line of resedmstthis project in the future is to
examine further the local economic and politicalditions in the league that determined
so much of the different tributary statuses thatewavailable to the allies. In particular,
the role of elites in the allied states must be leaszed and further examined since it is
their interests that often dictated relations withens and the specific behavior of their

polis. Only then can a more complete picture of thedelieague be formed, which de-
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emphasizes the crude focus on Athenian imperiagigmhas dominated so much of the

scholarship.



228

Bibliography

Anderson, C.A. and Dix, T.K. 1997. “Politics andtet Religion in the Delian League:
Athena and Apollo in the Eteocarpathian Decr@®E117: 129-32.

Avram, Alexandru. 1995.Poleisund NichtPoleisim Ersten und Zweiten Attischen
Seebund.” In M.H. Hansen and K. Raaflaub (e8tugies in the Ancient Greek Polis
Papers from the Copenhagen Polis Cent92:200 Historia Einzelschriften 95.
Stuttgart.

Bakhuizen, S.C. 198%tudies in the Topography of Chalcis on Eubdgzalkidian
Studies I. Leiden.

Balcer, J. 1974. “Separatism and Anti-SeparatisthenAthenian EmpireHistoria 23:
21-39.

Balcer, J. M. 1978The Athenian Regulations for Chalcis: Studies imefitan
Imperial Law Wiesbaden.

Balcer, J. 1979. “Imperialism and Stasis Fifth CGenB.C. lonia. A Frontier Redefined.”
In G.W.Bowersock, W. Burkert, and M.C. Putnam (Asktouros Hellenic Studies
presented to Bernard M.W. Knderlin.

Balcer, J. M. 1984. “Miletos (1622 [IG®. 21] and the Structures of Alliances.” In Balcer
(ed.)Studien zum attischen Seebukdnstanz. 11-30.

Balcer, J. 1995The Persian Conquest of the Greeks-885 BC XeniaHeft 38.
Konstanz.

Barron, J.P. 1962. “Milesian Politics and AthenRnopaganda, c. 460-440c.” JHS82:
1-6.

Barron, J.P. 1986. “Chios in the Athenian Empita.J. Boardman and C.E.
Vaphopoulou-Richardson (ed€hios A Conference at the Homereion in Chios 1984
89-104.0xford.

Benson, J.L. 1963Ancient LerosDurham N.C.

Berthold, R.M. 1980. “Fourth Century RhodeBlistoria 29: 32-49.

Berthold. R.M. 1984Rhodes in the Hellenistic Agghaca, NY and London.

Blumel, W. 1997. “Vertrag zwischen Latmos und PadagA 29: 135-42.

Bonias, Z. 2000. “Une inscription de I'ancienne gt BCH 124: 227-46.



229

Bradeen, D., and McGregor, M.F. 19Rudies in Fifth-Century Attic Epigraphy.
Norman, OK.

Brock, R. 1996. “The Tribute of Karysto€£thCl15: 357-70.

Brun, P. 1996Les archipels Egéens dans 'antiquité Grecque @&ei&cles av. Notre
ere)Paris.

Brunet, M. 1997. “Thasos et son Epire a la fin dusiécle et au début du IVe siécle av.
J.-C.” In P. Brulé and J. Ouhlen (edSgclavageguerre économiehomage a Yves
Garlan. Rennes. 229-42.

Brunt, P.A. 1966. “Athenian Settlements Abroadha Fifth Century B.C.” In E. Badian
(ed.)Ancient Society and InstitutionStudies Presented to Victor Ehrenberg on hi8 75
Birthday. 71-92. Oxford.

Burn, A.R. 1960The Lyric Age of Greecéondon

Burn, A.R. 1962Persia& the GreeksLondon.

Chamoux, F. 1959. “L’lle de Thasos et Son HistOiBCH 72: 348-69.

Carusi, C. 2003sole e peree in Asia Minareontributi allo studio dei rapporti tra
poleis insulari e territori continentali dipendenRisa.

Chankowski, V. and Domaradzka. 1999. “Réeditiofiidscription de Pistiros et
problémes d’interprétationBCH 123: 247-58.

Collart, P. 1937Phillipes ville de Macédoine depuis ses origines jusguia fin de
I’épgoque romaineParis.

Constantakopoulou, C. 200Fhe Dance of the Islandmsularity, Networksthe
Athenian Empire and the Aegean Worlikford.

Cook, J.M. 1961. “Some Sites if the Milesian Temyt” BSA56: 90-101.
Cook, J.M. 1961. “Cnidian Peraea and Spartan Cod$S104: 57-72.

Couch, E. B. 1929. “An Interpretation of the PrgsicitéAeis avtal pdpov Tafdueval
in the Athenian Tribute ListsAIA 33: 502-14.

Debord, P. 1999.'Asie Mineure au Ve siecl@12-323): pouvoir et jeux politiques
Bordeaux.

Delorme, J. 1995. ‘Athenes et Milet au milieu du&/av, J.-C.'Journal des Savants
juillet-décembre209-81.



230

Demand, Nancy. 199Qrban Relocation in Archaic and Classical GreeBeistol.

Dunst, G. 1972. “Archaische Inschriften und Dokuteater Pentekontaetie aus Samos.”
AM 87: 99-163.

Earp, A.J. 1954. “Athens and Miletoa. 450 B.C.”"Phoenix8: 142-147.
Ehrhardt, N. 1983Milet und seine KolonierFrankfurt am Main and New York.

Ehrhardt, N. 19855amothrakeHeiligtimer in ihrer Landschaft und Geschichte als
Zeugen antiken GeisteslebeBsuttgart.

Engelmann, H. und M. Reinhold. 19T2ie Inschriften von Erythrai und Klazomenai
Bonn.

Figueira, T. 1981Aegina Society and PoliticiNew York.
Figueira, T. 1991Athens and Aigina in the Age of Imperial ColonizatBaltimore.

Figueira, T. 1998The Power of Moneyoinage and Politics of the Athenian Empire
Philadelphia.

Figueira, T. 2008. “Colonisation in the ClassicatiBd.” In G. Tsetskhladze (ed3reek
Colonisation An Account of Greek Coloniésd Other Settlements Overseasl. Il.
Leiden: 427-523.

Figueira, T. “Sub-Hegemonies within the Delian Laay(draft) forthcoming.

Finley, M.1. 1981 Economy and Society in Ancient Gred8é. Shaw and R. Saller
(eds.) New York.

Flensted-Jensen, P. 1995. “The Bottiaians and Baais” In M.H. Hansen and K.
Raaflaub (eds.$tudies in the Ancient Greek Polapers from the Copenhagen Polis
Centre 2: 103-3Historia Einzelschriften 95. Stuttgart.

Flensted-Jensen, P. and Hansen, M.H. 2007. “PsBkdax.” In M.H. Hansen (edJhe
Return of the PolisThe Use and Meanings of the Word Polis in Archaid €lassical
SourcesPapers from the Copenhagen Polis Centre 8: 208H4ria Einzelschriften
198. Stuttgart.

Fornara, C. 1971. “The Date of the ‘Regulationshietus.” AJP 92: 473-75.

Fornara, C. 1983Archaic Times to the End of the Peloponnesian Wat. 1, Translated
Documents of Greece and Ror2é.ed. Cambridge.



231

Fraser, P.M. and Bean G.E. 195%e Rhodian Peraea and Island3xford.

Funke, P. 1999. “Peraia: Einige Uberlegungen zustl&sdsbesitz griechischer
Inselstaaten.” in V. Gabrielsen, P. Bilde, T. EngbBederson. L. Hannstand, and J.
Zahle (eds.Hellenistic RhodedPolitics, Culture, and SocietyStudies in Hellenic
Civilization 11. Aarhaus: 55-75.

Gabrielsen, V. 1992. “The StatusRifiodioiin Hellenistic Rhodes.CIMed43: 43-69.
Gabrielsen, V. 1997The Naval Aristocracy of Hellenistic Rhode#sarhaus.
Gabrielsen, V. 2000. “The Synoikiz&alis of Rhodos.” In P. Flensted- Jensen, T. H.
Nielsen, and L. Rubenstein (edBglis and Politics Studies in Ancient Greek History
Presented to Mogens Hermann Hans8tuttgart. 177-205.

Gallo, L. 2005. “Samo et Atene” in M. Lupi (edp Elea a Samo: Filosofi e politici
all'impero atenieseNaples: 247-58.

Gehrke, H.-J. 1980. “Zur Geschichte Milets in datt®édes 5, Jahr-hunderts v. Chr.”
Historia 29: 17-31.

Gehrke, H.-J. 19855tasis: Untersuchungen zu den inneren Kriegen mngiiechischen
Staaten des.und 4 Jahrhunderts v. Chr. Vestigib. Munich.

Gehrke, H.-J. 1994. “Mutmassungen tber die GrenpemChalkis.” In E. Olshausen
and H. Sonnanbend (ed&jenze und Grenzlan&tuttgarter Kolloquium zur
Historischen Geographie 4, 1990. Amsterdam. 335-45.

Gernet, L. 1923Antiphon Discours Suivis Des Fragments D’Antiphon Le Sdphis
Paris.

Geyer, F. 1924. “Diakrier auf EuboiaRE suppl. iv. Stuttgart. 224-25.

Gomme, A.W. 1945A Historical Commentary on Thucydidesl. 1. Oxford.
Gomme, A.W. 1956A Historical Commentary on Thucydidesl. 2-3. Oxford.
Gorman, V.B. 2001Miletos The Ornament of lonigAnn Arbor.

Graham, A.J. 198%olony and Mother City in Ancient Greéc€hicago.

Graham, A.J. 200Xollected Papers on Greek Colonizatikweiden/Boston/Cologne.

Graham, A.J. 2002. “The Colonization of Samothratiesperia72: 231-260.



232

Graham, A.J. and Smith, Alden R. 1989. “An Ellipse¢he Decree about Delation (ML
83).” AJP110: 405-12.

Grandjean, Y. and Salviat, F. 20@uide de Thasos’aris.
Greaves, Alan. 2002. i\étos: A History.London.
Green, P. 200@iodorus Siculus, Books 1112.371. Austin.

Gschnitzer, F. 195&bhangige Orte im Griechischen AltertuMunchen.
Habicht, C. 1998. “Zum Vertrag zwischen Latmos &ndlasa. EA 30: 9-10.

Hansen, M. 1997. “Hekataios’ Use of the W&lis in His Periegesis' In T.H. Nielsen
(ed.)Yet More Studies in the Ancient Greek Pd¥apers from the Copenhagen Polis
Centre 4: 17-2Mistoria Einzelschriften 117. Stuttgart.

Hansen, M. and Nielsen, T. 20%n Inventory of Archaic and Classical Poleixford.
Hansen, M. 2006.Emporion A Study of the Use and Meaning of the Term in the
Archaic and Classical Periods.” In G. Tsetskhla@zk) Greek ColonisationAn Account
of Greek Colonie#&\nd Other Settlements Overseaal. I. Leiden: 1-39.

Harpocration. 1991 exeis of the Ten Oratarged.) John J. Keaney. Amsterdam.

Haussoullier, B. 1902. “Les iles Milésiennes: Lét@psia-Patmos-les KorsiaeRev
Phil., n.s., 26: 125-43.

Hermann, P. 1970. “Zu den Beziehungen zwischenmtima Milet in 5 Jahr-hundert.”
Klio 52: 163-73.

Highby, Leo. 1936The Erythrae Decree. Klidggeiheft 36. Leipzig.
Hignett, C. 1963Xerxes’ Invasion of Greec®xford.

Hill, G.F. 1951.Sources for Greek HistonA New Edition by R. Meiggs and A.
Andrewes. Oxford.

Hornblower, S. 1982Mausolus Oxford.
Hornblower, S. 1991A Commentary on Thucydide3xford.
Isaac, B. 1986The Greek Settlements in Thrace until the Macedo@@nquestLeiden.

Jeffery, L.H. 1976Archaic GreeceThe City States.@00-500 B.C.London.



233

Jeffery, L.H. 1990The Local Scripts of Archaic Greedeev. ed. by A. Johnston.
Oxford.

Jones, C.P. 1999. “The Union of Latmos and Piddsa.31:1-7.
Kagan, D. 1969The Outbreak of the Peloponnesian Wtraca.
Kahrstedt, U. 1936. “Chalcidic Studie®IP57: 416-44.

Kallet, L. 2004. “Epigraphic Geography: The Trib@eota Fragments Assigned to
421/0-415/4 BC’'Hesperia73: 465-96

Kallet-Marx, L. 1993Money Expensend Naval Powem ThucydidesHistory, 1-5.24.
Berkeley, Los Angeles and Oxford.

Kirsten, E. 1956Die griechische Polis als historisch-geographiscResblem des
MittelmeerraumesBonn.

Knoepfler, D. 1971. “La date de I'annexion de Styaa Erétrie. BCH 95: 223-44.
Knoeplfer, D. 1997. “Le territoire d’Erétrie et Fganisation politique de la citdémoj
choroi, phylai).” In T.H. Nielsen (ed.)et More Studies in the Ancient Greek Polis
Papers from the Copenhagen Polis Cent352:449. Historia Einzelschriften 117.
Stuttgart.

Koerner, R. 1993nschriftliche Gesetzestexte der friihen Griechindbelis Klaus
Hallof (ed.). Cologne and Vienna.

Lapini, W. 1997 Commento all’Athenaion Politeia dello Psuedo-Sentda-lorence.
Larsen, J.A.O. 196&reek Federal StateSheir Institutions and HistoryOxford.
Lazaridis, D. 1971Thasos and its Peraeathens.

Leduc, C. 1976La Constitution d'Athénes attribuée a Xénopt@aris.

Lepper, F.A. 1962. “Some Rubrics in the Atheniaro@tLists.”JHS82: 25-55.

Lewis, D. 1997 Selected Papers in Greek and Near Eastern Histéy. Rhodes (ed).
Cambridge.

Lewis, D.M. 1994. “The Athenian Tribute Quota LisA$3-450 BC."BSA89: 285-301.

Loukopoulou, L. 1999. “Sur le statut et I'importande I'emporion de PistirosBCH
123: 359-70.



234

Ma, J. 2009. “Empires, Statuses, and RealitiesJ. IMa, N. Papazarkadas, and R. Parker
(eds.)Interpreting the Athenian Empiréondon. 125-48.

Mattingly, H.B. 1961. “Athens and EuboedHS81: 124-32.

Mattingly, H.B. 1966. “Periclean Imperialism,” Bincient Society and Institutions
Studies Presented to Victor Ehrenberg on hi8 BBthday. Oxford. 193-223.

Mattingly, H.B. 1981. “The Athenian Decree for Mibs (IG £, 22 + =ATLII,D I I): A
Postscript.Historia 30: 113-117.

Mattingly, H.B. 1997 The Athenian Empire Restorehn Arbor.

McGregor, M. 1982. “Athens and Hestiaiddésperia Supplemenbl.19, In T. Leslie
Shear (ed.ptudies in Attic Epigraphyistory and TopographyPresented to Eugene
Vanderpool 101-111, 221-223.

Meiggs, R. 1943. “The Growth of Athenian Imperiaii§ JHS63: 21-34.

Meiggs, R. 1963. “The Crisis of Athenian Imperiaii§ HSCP67:1-36

Meiggs, R. 1972The Athenian EmpireéDxford.

Meiggs, R. 1982Trees and Timber in the Ancient Mediterranean Wddigford.

Meiggs, R, and D. Lewis. 1988. Selection of Greek Historical Inscriptions to thed of
the Fifth-Century B.CRev. edOxford.

Merrit, B.D., H.T. Wade-Gery and McGregor, M.F. 8933.The Athenian Tribute Lists
vols. 1-4. Princeton.

Meritt, B.D. 1972. “The Tribute Quota List of 454BL.” Hesperia4l: 403-17.
Meritt, B.D. 1981. “Kleon’s Assessment of TributeAthens.” In Shrimpton and
McCargar (edsflassical ContributionsStudies in Honour of Malcolm Francis
McGregor, 89-94. Locust Valley.

Nesselhauf, H. 193®)ntersuchungen zur Geschichte der Delische-Attis@wnmachie
Klio, Beiheft 30. Leipzig.

Nixon, L. and Price, S. “The Size and Resourcesrekk Cities.” In O. Murray and S.
Price (eds.Yhe Greek City from Homer to Alexand@xford: 137-70.

Oliver, J. H. 1935. “The Athenian Decree Concern¥igtus in 450/49 BC. TAPAGG:
177-98.



235

Paarman, B. 2004. “Geographically Grouped Ethmdfe Athenian Tribute Lists.” In
T.H. Nielsen (ed.Dnce AgainStudies in the Ancient Greek PolFapers from the
Copenhagen Polis Centre 7: 77-1B8toria Einzelschriften 180. Stuttgart.

Papazarkadas, N. 2009. “Epigraphy and The Athdampire: Re-shuffling the
Chronological Cards.” In J. Ma, N. Papazarkadad,raRarker (edslpterpreting the
Athenian EmpireLondon. 67-88.

Pébarthe, M. 1999. “Thasos, I'empire d’Athenesstmporiade Thrace.”ZPE126:
591-98.

Perdizet, P. 1909. “LEapobpaikikds d’Antiphon et la pérée SamothraciennREG22:
33-41.

Picard, O. 1979%Chalcis et la Confédération Eubéefaris.

Picard, O. 1990. “Thasos et Néapolis.” In C. Kouk@hrysanthaki and O. Picard (eds.)
Polis and ChoraStudies in Memory of D. Lazaridishessaloniki: 541-48.

Picard, O. 1998. “Thucydide 1.101 et le tribut d@3os."REA100: 591-98.

Picard, O. 2000Guerre et Economie dans l'alliance athénierf4@0-322 av. J.C.).
Sedes.

Piérart, M. 1974. “Milet dans la premiere listetdbutes.”ZPE 15:263-67.

Piérart, M. 1979. “La Constitution de Milet a lariere des institutions de ses colonies.”
In D.M. Pippidi (ed.)Acta de VIfcongres international d’épigraphie grecque et latin
Paris. 439-440.

Piérart, M. 1983. “Athénes et Milet. I: Tribus etrdes milésiensMus Helv. 40: 1-18.

Piérart, M. 1985. “Athenes et Milet. II: L’Organiigin du territorire.”"Mus Helv. 42:
276-99.

Piérart, M. 1987. “Athenes et son empire: la cdeel47-445.” In J. Servais, T. Hackens,
and B. Servais-Soyez (edSiemmataMelanges de philologje&l histoire et archeologie
grecque offerts a Jules Labarligége et Louvain-la-Neuve: 291-303.

Pleket, H. W. 1963. “Thasos and the Popularityhef Athenian Empire.Historia 12:
70-77.

Pouilloux, J. 1954Recherches sur I'histoire et les cultes de Thas®@®e la foundation
de la cité a 196 avant-L., Etudes Thasiennes 3. Paris.



236

Quinn, T.J. 1962. “Thucydides and the Unpopulasitthe Athenian Empire. Historia
13: 257-66.

Quinn. T.J. 1981Athens and Sampkesbosand Chios478-404 BC. Manchester.
Raaflaub, K. 2009. “Learning from the Enemy: Atiaenand Persian ‘Instruments of
Empire.’ In J. Ma, N. Papazarkadas, and R. Padds.|Interpreting the Athenian
Empire London. 89-124.

Reber, K. 2001. “Unbekanntes Eub6a: auf Griecheldamveitgrosster Insel warten
archaologischen Statten auf ihre ErforschudyV32: 449-60.

Reger, Gary. 1997. “Islands with oRelis versus Islands with sevef@bleis” In T.H.
Nielsen (ed.)Yet More Studies in the Ancient Greek Pdbapers from the Copenhagen
Polis Centre 4: 450-9Historia Einzelschriften 117. Stuttgart.

Rehm, A. 1929. “Die milesischen Inseln.” In T. Waegl (ed.)Das milesische
LandschaftMilet 2.2. Berlin. 19-26.

Roebuck, Carl. 1955. “The Early lonian LeagueP 50: 26-40.

Roebuck, C. 19590nian Trade and ColonizatioiNew York.

Roebuck, C. 1986. “Chios in the sixth century Bl®.J. Boardman and C.E.
Vaphopoulou-Richardson (ed€hios A Conference at the Homereion in Chios 1984
81-88. Oxford.

Rhodes, P. 198@.he Greek City Stateslorman.

Rhodes, P. 1992. “The Delian League to 449 B.CCambridge Ancient History?™ ed.
vol. V. 34-61. Cambridge.

Rhodes, P. and D. Lewis. 199he Decrees of the Greek Stai@xford.

Rhodes, P. 2006. “Milesian Stephanephoroi: appl@agaignac correctly.ZPE147:
116.

Rhodes, P. and Marr J. L.200&he Old Oligarch The Constitutions of the Athenians
Attributed to Xenophan

Robert, L. 1940. “Une ville de Thrace dans unenpsion de Delphes.Hellenical.
Paris: 81-94.

Robert, L. 1980A Traverse L’Asie MineuréAthens

Robertson, N. 1980. “The True Nature of the ‘Delimague’.”AJAH5: 64-133.



237

Robertson, N. 1987. “Government and Society at tMi#e535-442 B.C.Phoenix41:
356-98.

Ste. Croix, G.E.M de. 1977Zhe Origins of the Peloponnesian Whondon.

Schaefer, H. 1939. “Beitrage zur Geschichte desétien SymmachieMermes74:
225-64.

Sherwin-White, S. 197&ncient CosGottingen.
Schuller, W. 1974Die Herrschaft der Athener im Ersten Attischen SadbBerlin.

Schuller, W. 1981. “Uber diRAIQTAI Rubrik in den Attischen Tributlisten.”
ZPE42: 141-51.

Schuller, W. 1995.Poleisim Ersten Attischen Seebund.” In M.H. Hansen (8mjrces
for the Ancient Greek Ci$tate Acts of the Copenhagen Polis Centre 2: 165-70.
Det Kongelige Danske Videnskabernes Selskab, Hkstitwsofiske Meddelelser 72.
Copenhagen.

Shipley, G. 1987A History of Samq$00-188 BC. Oxford and New York.

Stadter, P. A. 198%R Commentary on Plutarch’s PericleShapel Hill.

Tiverios, M. 2008. “Greek Colonisation of the Naath Aegean.” In G. Tsetskhladze
(ed.)Greek ColonisationAn Account of Greek Coloniésd Other Settlements
Overseasvol. Il. Leiden: 1-154.

Tsatsopoulou-Koloudi, P. 200MesembriaZone Athens.

Tod, M. N., ed. 19485reek Historical Inscriptions: From the Sixth CerytdB.C. to the
Death of Alexander the Great in 323 BZd. ed. 2 vols. Oxford: Reprint (2 Vols in 1),
Chicago, 1985.

Walker, K.G. 2004Archaic Eretria a political and social history from the earliestes
to 490 BC London.

Wallace, M. “Athens and Euboia, 510-395.” (draétjithcoming.
Wallace, W.P. 1936. “A history of Eretria to 198B:. (diss. The Johns Hopkins Univ.).
Wallace, W.P. 1956The Euboean League and its Coinayew York.

Zahrnt, M. 19710lynth und die ChalkideMMunchen



238

CURRICULUM VITAE
Sean Ryan Jensen
Education
Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey, Ctagancient History, PhD May 2010
American School of Classical Studies at Athens 822009
University of Pennsylvania, Post-Baccalaureate Riragn Classics 2002-2004

Brown University, Classics with Honors A.B., May@D

Teaching Experience and Employment

Rutgers University, Graduate Student/Teaching Aasi2004-2010

Publications

“Euboian Sub-Hegemonies in the Delian LeagueEioea and Atheng Colloquium
in Memory of Malcolm BWallace The Canadian Institute in Greece, 2010.

“Sparta” in_The Blackwell’'s Encyclopedia of Anciddistory (with Thomas J. Figueira).

“Hypomeion” in The Blackwell’'s Encyclopedia of Amgit History(with Thomas J.
Figueira).

“Peloponnesian Leagliein The Blackwell’'s Encyclopedia of Ancient Histofyith
Thomas J. Figueira).




