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Surely the chief, and certainly the only known to us, sanctuary of the
Erinys in Athens was the famous one at the foot of Areopagus, located in an
eastern direction towards the rock of Acropolis, the road leading down from
it just passing by. Pausanias, having described Acropolis and leaving it by the
Propylaea, mentions as lying just below a fountain (to be identified with the
well-known Kagyusdpa) and the renowned (cf. Euripides’ Jon) sacred place of
Apolio and Pan. Then he moves to Areius Pagus, upon which he immediately
continues (I, 28, 6): nAnociov &¢ igpOv Be®v &otiv 8¢ Kanolov Aénvdiol
Zepvag, ‘Hoiodog 6& Epivig év Ogovoviq. Ulpianus, in his already quoted
scholion on Demosthenes, Contra Meidiam p. 81 Dobson: MV (sc. EUPEVISwV)
Kai T0 igpov ninciov i6puto TG BoUANg (sc. TG Apsonavitikhc). Kal of usv
daociv 6T d1d TOV ‘Opéotnv EKEl Kaoidpuen (cf. Aeschylus’ Eumenides ad.fin.:
this will be discussed infra) BéAtiov 6& Agyelv O 81 Ta povikd. Eneidh yap
gv Apeie NMayw ta TOdV Povény EBIKAZoVTOo &KET KaBidpudnoay, v’ s T kai
navedavelv pénRol thv Boudnv, alital cuvaywviZovta npdc tov EAsyxov
gyyuc Eggotdoal. (Both reasons are, of course, operative, intertexted as
they are into the same meaning-field).

Thucidydes, in relating the last stages of the Cylonian affair refers to
the atrocious sacrilege perpetrated by the Athenian Archons in their wonted
exemplary hatred of an aristrocrat-tyrant’'s followers. I, 126: oi &' dARoI (the
conspirators except Cylon and his brother who had already escaped) ¢&¢
gnéZovto Kai Tives Kai dnédvnokov Unod tol AINoT, KasiZouot &mi TOV BoMHOV
iKEtal Tov &v T AKpondnel (the great altar of Athena. Herodotus says that
Cylon with his followers supplicated being attached to the very statue of
Athena: - ouU Suvauevog 6& Enikpatioal IKETNG iZeto npoc to dyaAuaq).
Avaothoavteg 6& altoug oi TV ABnvaiwy EMTETpaupévol Thv GUAAKAY etc.

Very definitely Thucidydes has specified supra that those in charge
were the Nine Archons; Herodotus, V, 71 says that the matter was entrusted
to the hands of nputdvei¢ t®V vaukpdpwy, something that has created

unnecessary lamentation and consternation among the throngs of modern
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commentators and investigators. Naukpapial, constituting the political and
financial organization of yévn, are the expressest proof of the tribal phyletic
basis for even the most practical aspects of the Athenian social life at the
time, those remotest from their ethno-religious roots. Their nputdvelc,
corresponding to the later ones, expressed the clanish organization of
political authority in early archaic Athens, and represented, on the higher
level of political power, the smallest significant tribal units; just as the
Cleisthenic ones were carefully chosen so as to originate from the various
demes included in a tribe, cf. e.g. the commented inscription of the Aeantid
duin. As every healthy aristocratic constitution emphasises the
idiosyncrasy of each componhent natural division of the societal body in its
strictly hierarchichal structure (be it a genetico-ethnical division, an
occupational, or geographical one in this order of importance), it is to be
assumed that those vaukpapikoi nputdveic wielded in the older, pre-Solonic,
times of Athenian history 'considerable political power of the first order,
especially as compared with their later substitutes. And this is naturally born
out by the facts where known and checkable.

Now, whether the supreme nine archons (representative as they were
of the State in its unitary wholeness) were appointed by the nputavelc, or
by the nobles under the former’s direct agency, or by Areopagus with little
involvement of theirs; so much is certain, that archonship and prytandom, as
eupatridic institutions of a tribal-ethnic society, were both markedly
prominent in pre-Solonian times, both operating in the same direction and
governed by the same spirit, the one with more of a national in the grander
scale, the other with more of an inter-societal jurisdiction; the former
speaking with the single voice of the state as Unity, the latter occupied with
the harmonious, consonant coordination of the voices of the constituent
parts; the one with more abstract authority in deep-lying issues and more
real power in individual matters coming to its legitimate cognizance; the

other with more real and universal authority over whatever affects the life
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of the community in its general form and character, but with rather abstract
and restricted power in cases specific and of individually great import -
differentiations all wrought proportionately to their respective degree of
generalizing removal from the tribal, “grass and root” structure of a natural
aristocratic society.

Thus we have struck at the harmonious coordination of both
Thucidydes' dictum: tote 8¢ td NOARG TOV NMOAITIKOV of &vvéa dpxovies
énpaccov, and Herodotus' statement: oinep (sc. of nputdviec THOV
vaukpdpwyv) €vepov 1ote TAC ABnvag. A consonance which must have
surfaced more to the open if we knew more on the proto-archaic
organization of political life in Athens.

By the side of the officialized institutional governing magistracies
(archontic or prytanic, representing the State as an integral, or the State as a
multi-ethnic structure of a deep clanish organization respectively), we note
by and large the informal authority and power of a pre-eminent family in the
aristocratical constitution: whatever the formal responsibility of the state-
officials as such, it was the Alcmeonid gens that was considered the real
causality behind the crime; they were the religious culprits and they alone
suffered collectively the retributive punishment inflicted on them later on.
Herodotus makes this clear in his brief notice of the affair: poveloal &
autoug aitin Exel Afkpewvidag. The fact that according to Plutarch, in a
passage to be instantly quoted, Megacles the Alcmeonid was &pxwv
Enwvupog then is natural (as members of the principal families were
evidently to possess some main magistracies), but not inimical to the point
made. Pausanias, VII, 25, 3, speaks generally of oi Exovtec td¢ dpxdc: laudable
and pragmatic inspecification.

Thucydides continues in the above quoted passage: Avacthoavtec 6&
autou¢ of TV Abnvaiwv EmteTpauuévol Thv  GUAAKAV, ©OC ENpPwY
AnoBvAoKoVTaC &V Q) iEp®, €0’ ® UNSEV KAKOV MOINCGOUGIV, ANayayoVvTeC

ANEKTEIVAV" KQB£ZOUEVOUC &€ TIVAC Kai &ni TV TEUVDV BEDV &V TOIC PwUOIC
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EV Tfi napddw Siexphoavto. On which last sentence the Scholiast has: TV
ZEPVOV Oe®V" TOV EpIVVUmV, KATd AvTiPpaciv. “A¢ META TOV Opéotnv o
Aenvdiol nAnofov tod Apeiou fdyou ispuoavrto, fva noAARC TIUAC TUXWOT
(fully agreeing as to the connection with the Orestes adjudication and the
supreme honour paid to them, with the Aeschylean Eumenides).

What Thucydides tells us is thus expounded by Plutarch, Vita Solonis,
12: TO 8¢ KuRwvelov dyocg hdn PEV &k NoAnod SleTdpatte thy noAlv, &€ ol
ToUG ouvwpdTag Tol KUnwvog iketelovtag thy 6sdv Meyakang & dpxmV (sc.
€nwvupog, the chief magistrate with considerable civil power at the time)
&nii 5ikn KatenBelv &neicev: EEaPavtag 5¢ tod £€50uq etc. (i.e. Athena’s statue:
which coheres with Herodotus’' statement that the ikecia took place at
Athena’s statue rather than the altar, as with Thucydides). As the €8oc¢ in
guestion must be the ancient, dionetéc statue of Athena, and as this was
reposing in the religious complex comprising the ‘Ep€xOsiov, the ancient
temple of Athena (if this was synchronically distinct from the former) and
the Pandrosion, the distance from the Great Unai®piog Altar is much reduced
- some 20 m if the eastern parts of the relevant buildings were consecrated
specifically to Athena, as is probablest. But since these ancient sanctuaries
had many marked peculiarities as compared with pure classical Olympian
temples (e.g. the existence of Heroes' tombs in their very bosom), so they
sometimes engulfed altars inside themselves; as was indeed the case with
the Erechtheion described by Pausanias 1, 26, 5. Similarly an altar for Athena
might have existed inside her Temple, in which case we could construe
litterally Homer's &vi nfovi va® (lliad, B, 549) in his relation of Athena's
acceptance of Erechtheus in her Temple. And strikingly: by the side of the
easy, metaphorical acceptations of the word (e.g. in Sch. D: niovi avti to0
nAouoie kai e0daiyovi); we do find, in the Sch. B on the corresponding
passage lliad E, 512 niovog adutolo, the literal interpretation presupposing
sacrificial burnings of flesh: niovo¢ 100 kekviowuévou Kai RERINAoPEVOU. Sch.

T also have ad loc.: niovoc: KEKVIOWUEVOU.



A.L. Pierris — Unrest in Archaic Athens 6

The Plutarchean passage continues: éEduavtac & to0 €60uc KpOKnV
KAWOThY Kai Tautng €XOMEVOUC, MG EYEVOVTO NeEpl TAC IEUVAC O£dC
katapaivovteg (hence the road was passing by their sanctuary - something
which is obviously implicit in Thucydides’ narration) alToudtwg e KPOKNC
paveiong, WpUnNNoe ouRRauBAvelv & MeyakARG Kai of ZUVAPXOVTES, GC TAC
6eol v ikeolav dnofsyouévng. An event like this breaking of the thread
may or may not be significant of a divine dissociation from the collaboration
intended by the symbolical human act. The archons interpreted the
occurrence as manifesting the Godesses’ will and attitude; but they either
were mistaken in their conception; or aggravated and compounded the
situation by some subsequent dereliction on their part regarding divine
prerogatives; as, for example, by their discriminating behaviour towards the
suppliants immediately to be mentioned, which constituted an outrageous
crimen majestatis. For the passage continues: Kai ToUC Uev £5w KatéReuoay,
ol 8¢ tol¢ Pwioic NPooPuyoVTES dnecddynoav: pévor &' adsidnoav oi Tac
yuvaikag altdv iketeuoavies — a monstrous token of sacrilegious disregard
and contempt of Divinity’s zealous majesty, sure to be implaceably
chastised. The archnons were swayed to let live those that supplicated their
wives, but sternly put to the sword the unhappy ones who fell on the sacred
altars to escape death.

The altars (more than one) were inside the sacred precinct (hence the
antithesis touq uev €&w - oi &€ 1oi¢ Bwioic NPooduydVTER), a byway (the
Thucidydean ndpodo¢) leading to them from the main road. KadsZouévoug
O TIVAG KAl &Nl TRV ZePvAHV Be®dV €V TOIC BOMOIC &V Th Napddw SIEXPHRoAVTo,
signifies: and some they slaughtered who placed themselves in supplication
on the altars in the byway, in the very presence of the August Godesses -
their statues overlooking the altars. It should be noticed that there is no
mention of a temple in our sources. Pausanias, extremely sensitive,
knowledgeable, careful and exact in religious matters that he is, speaks of an

iepov 6edv - a sanctuary. This was surrounded téuevoc-like by a sacred
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precinct, a nepiBonoc, as he informs us in I, 28, 7: &0 6¢ kai vtoc tod
nepIBoNou uvihua 0idinodoc, which precisely fits in with the Thucidedean and
Plutarchean formulations. And it is only religiously proper that chthonic
deities, even with their monstrous, hideous aspects carefully kept into the
background through their external association with Olympic cult, should
observe the dogmatic asymmetry of their nature by eschewing the
Apollonian harmony of a strictly templar habitation. In general: the more
terrestrial the worship the more anomalous and odd its manifestations; and
contrariwise: the more celestial it is, the more orderly and even its
multiform appearings. Thus here, we assume an irregularly delineated
enclosure in the open, with maybe niches or other kinds of small-scale built
up or worked out receptacles of statues, holy things, implements,
accessories and necessaries.

Before proceeding further, | shall mention two other relevant
testimonies, pertaining to the Cylonian affair. The here congenial scholia on
Aristophanes, Equites 445 give three accounts, the two latter substantially
identical, conspiring in a defamatory attitude towards Cylon: énefdov T
dkponodnel (sc. 6 KUAwv) éRnoteus Kai aniokeTal. éﬁr’upen 0& OUAGYV TO igpdV
TG AdNvaG. Kai altog pév 6 KuAwv ¢elyel etc. And again: KURwv Thy
dkponofiv Katénapev &ni Tupavviol, Kai ERRGON Note ouAdY TO iepdv ThHC
ABNnvac, kai und Adnvaimv Ekneiodn etc. As this is not to be met in our
principal or other secondary testimonials, it must proceed from a philo-
Alcmeonid source. The conjecture may be proposed that Fuphorion
countenanced that account. For he is (probably) mentioned by Theon the
Sophist, as one of the three writers whose narrations of the Cylonian
enterprise, failure and pollution Theon compares as to their artistic merits:
(Progymn. p. 22) o KuAcveiov dyog uaanov 1ol ‘Hpoddtou Kai Ebpopiwvoc
(sic restituo pro ms. Ej¢povoc; kat' Eddpoviov frustra tentat Valckenaer ad
Herodotum V, 71 qui etiam adverbium substituendum suspicat, “quod sensui

conveniat” dicens. Male; yannov £Zesipyactai apte valet magis elaboratum
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est) égeipyaotar O©oukudidn [11. Euphorion can have related the events in his
iotopika UnouvAuata. In the abstract of this narration preserved in the two
last entries, there is only a general reference to the conspirators running to
the altars of the Gods from whose protection they were violently drawn
away and then killed. The first account answers exactly to the Plutarchean
one, as their parallel juxtaposition makes evident:

Plutarch, V. Sol., 12 Sch. on Aristophanes Equites, 445

16 8¢ KuAwveiov dyoc idn uegv &K nofnold &K ThV ARITNPiwV: TOV JETEXOVTWYV TO0
SleTdpatte Thv noAlv, €& ol Tolug KuAwveiou dyoug,

oUVWMNOTAG ToU KUA®VOG

IkeTEUOVTOC ThY B0V énep &ic thy ABnvav dokel yevéodai
GOEBNuQ,
MeyakAng 6 dpxwv £neidnnep ol CUYKATOKASUCOEVTES TH

KUAwv v Th AKpOnonel

&ni 8ikn kateABeiv éneicev &ic Thv kploiv katépnoav v Apeiw Ndyw,
EXqavTec 6 Tol ES50UC KOOKNV KAWOTAY €K ToU £50u¢ TOU 000 EEQYavTes Thy

Kai Tautng iketnpiav.
EXOMEVOUG, WG EYEVOVTO Nepl TAG ZeMVAG
el KATaBaiVOVTES

altopatwe T KPOKNE payeiong, h¢ Slappueionc

@Wpunog culnaupavelv 6 Meyakaig Kai oi
CUVAPXOVTEC
¢ TG 600 Thv iKeoiav dnofsyouévng

Kal Touc eV EEw Katéneuoay, ABoic autolc &Bannov ol Aenvdiol.
ol 6¢ etc.

The congruence is even verbal at places. The more striking is the
difference as to how the suppliants tangibly secured the Goddess’s
protection. According to the scholion they attached to the statue their
symbolic rod of supplication (iketnpia), upon whose disassemblage
(8lappusiong- meaning that the pieces of wool betufting the olive branch, or
perhaps the leaves, fell away) the divine concurrence was held to be
retracted. Whereas in Plutarch, we have the Ariadnian analogue, infused with

potent religious meaning, of the extension of the physically immediate
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hearness of the divine presence and action through a spun out thread of
wool (KpoKn KRwoTh). Of course both accounts concur in the weight they
presuppose and utilize of wool (see my separate treatment of this very
important religious lanarism); and the supplicatory olive branch of the one
balances significatorially the fatal clotho-like spinning of the other. | suggest
that all this richness of detail comes, not uncharacteristically, from
Euphorion as the ultimate collector of relevant traditions unknown or
unreported by Herodotus and Thucydides. Remarkable is, in any case, the
specification we get through the Plutarchean &ni 8ikn; they agreed to submit
themselves to the Areopagitic judgement, and were, probably, actually on
their way hither, when the calamitous accident occurred. The Areopagus
would have been involved by virtue of its all-powerful general cognizance
and superintedence of social, political and ethical life for the Athenian
Citizens in those times, as well as the repository of genuinely and
uncontaminatedly Eupatridic traditions. It is in this latter respect, in which it
is cardinally important that the Cylonian partizans accepted in advance its
absolute (or, at most, conditional on there not being open in their case the
question of capital punishment [2]) jurisdiction and judgement. It is also
interesting for our concerns to notice the strong concatenation of details
and their conspiracy to always uphold a central meaning. The suppliants
were Killed in the very eyes of the Erinies while they have submitted
themselves to, and perhaps were actually going to undergo, an Areopagitic
trial. - Aristophanes, (Equites 445: ék TV dAItnpiov o€ Gnul yeyovéval TGV
¢ Oeo0) agrees with Thucydides in referring the sacrilegious outrage
committed to Athena, as the Goddess initially supplicated. Herodotus and
Plutarch leave the matter in correcter unspecified universality.

The second, and a singular one, testimony is provided by Suda, which
s.v. MepikANG (a) writes:ém  toutou (sc. To0 Mepikagouq) fpEato 6
MeRonovvnolakog nofepod. &ni Toltou 1O Kuawveiov dyoc hRAUVETO napd

Aenvaiov, ¢ &veixeto NepKARC KUAwva vép &dvépa Aénvaiov ‘OAUUnIa
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VEVIKNKOTA, YOauBPOV Otayevoug tol Meyapéwv Tupdvvou, Enieéusvov
TupavVvidl tv Alnvainv, napaxpipa Puyovta, Kataduyovta 8¢ &mi Tac
Zeuvag 6edg, anoondocavied oi nepi Mepikiéa anékteivav. (The latter part of
this account is also repeated s.v. KuAwveiov dyog). We should of course
dispense with the extravagance of making the Cylonian affair taking place
some time before the Peloponnesian war and Pericles being directly
implicated in the unholy transactions. The blunderous error arose from a
failure to perceive that the Lacedaemonian demand at the preludial
“premath” of the War for an expiatory purgation of the Cylonian pollution by
the banishment of its bearers (the descendants of the original offenders
belonging to the Alcmaeonid clan) on the one hand and the perpetration of
the sacrilegious crime on the other, were not temporally co-terminous
events - the connection religiously consisting in the pestiferous blood-
transmission of the guilt to the descendants of the immediate culprits
rather than physically residing in direct causal agency. Another confusion we
must assume in the notion that Cylon himself took refuge by the Awful
Godesses; but it is right that their involvement into the affair should be
brought more to the foreground.

The same telling basic coherence of reports that has been noticed
above is also observed in relation to one of Epimenides’ purificatory rites,
when he was petitioned to undertake the religious purgatorial treatment of
deeply maladious Athens and to effect the restoration of her spiritual and
physical health. For long after the Cylonian affair, Athens was in a continuous
state of turmoil only acutely aggravated or sullenly depressed at times
alternately. Plutarch Vit.Sol. 12: t0 8¢ Kunwvelov dyog idn PEv Ek nonfod
Sietdpatte thv néalv, &€ ol etc; he refers to the time immediately
preceding the Solonian constitutional and legislational Reforms, when
intense civil strife was permanently disturbing Athens. And so much is
confirmed by Aristotle’s ABnvaiwv loAiteia. The papyrus begins with the

relation of events which Plutarch ascribes to that very time. So:
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Aristotle A6. lToA. |

MUpwvo¢ Koo' igpiv dudoaviee dpiotiv-
énv. Katayvwobgvtoc¢ &¢ toU dyoug, autoi
UEV EK TRV TdPwv EEEBANBNOAVY, TO B€ VE-
VoG aUT@V Epuyev deipuyiav. EMUEVISNSG

6’ 0 Kpnc &ni toutoig ékdénpe thy néniv.

11

Plutarch, Vita Sol, 12

Ev 8¢ 16 toTE XpodVw (long after Cylon's
attempted tyranny) ¢ otdoewg dxuhv
AaBouong WanicTa Kal tod dhlou dlacTtdv-
ToG, Aidn 86%av Exwv 6 ZOAwWV naphABev

gic pyéoov dua toUc dpiotouc TMV Aén-

vaiwv Kal Seduevoq Kal SI6doKwY &nsioe
ToUG évayeig Asyougvoug SiKelv Unooxeiv
Kal  kpiBhval  TPIaKOCiwV  dpiotivéeny
SIKAZOVIWV. Mupwvoe 6 tol OAUEwC
Katnyopolvtog EdAwoav ol dvopeg, Kol
uetéotnoav oi Zwvtec OV & drodaviv-
TWV TOUC VEKPOUC GVOPUEAVTEC EEéppryav
Unép touc 6poug ... olitw 6h YETANEUNTOC
altoic Akev #K KphtnG Emuevidne 6
®aiotio¢ ... 10 &¢ uéyiotov iAacpoic te Kat
kabapuolc Kai idpuoeot Katopyldoag Kai
Kaboolwoag Th Nofiv etc.

When Aristotle goes on in §2 to say: Metd ¢ talta ouvéBn oTacidoal
ToUG TE YVWPINOUG Kai TO NARGoG moAUv xpdvov, Tov dhuov, he refers by
tagta to the Cylonian enterprise itself and to the terrible events
accompanying its suppression, and not to the much later transactions
related at what remains of §1. In §3 Aristotle describes the ancient, purely
aristocratic, constitution holding before the Draconian ©sopoi (institutional)
statutes. In §4 he gives these latter arrangements, introducing them by the
following words: ‘H p&v olv np®Th nofrteia (the ancient one just described
in §3) tautnv elilxe thv Onolypaldhav. Metd 6 tadta, xpdvou TIVOC oU
rmoAAoUd OlENBOVTOG, €N’ AploTaiXMou dpxoviog Apdikwlv ToUC 6gopouc
gonkev' h 6& TdZIC altn TOVde TOV TPONOV gixe. Comparing the underlined
expressions here and in §2, and considering them in their context, it is to be
concluded that tadta in both cases refers to the Cylonian proceedings. Thus

the Draconian measures were ordained relatively shortly after that affair
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(XpOVOU TIVOG ou noARod SiERBOVTOC); While some considerable time elapsed
from Dracon’s intervention to the Solonian mediation, as is implied by
Aristotle’s introduction of this latter, in the beginning of §5: ToiaUTne 8¢ ThHC
Tagewg olong &v th nofiteig Kai v MoARGY SouRsUovTwv ToiC ORIVOIC,
GVTEOTN TOIC YVWPIMOIC 6 SMMOC. loxupdc & TRC oTdosnc olione Kal moAluv]
Xpovov GvuKadnuevwy anAnnolg, gifovto Koviy dlaAfakThv Kai doxovia
ZOAwva, Kai tihv noditeilalv énétpeyav altd etc. (CF. also §2: uetd 6& Talta
CUVERN OTACIACAI ... TOAUV XPOVOoV).

It is further possible to give more precise details on the chronology of
those momentous developments in Athenian history.

(1) Cylon was an Olympic victor; Thucydides 1, 126: KUAwv hv
oAupniovikng avirp A8nvadiog, T&V NAAaI EUYEVAG TE Kai SUVaTOC. Herodotus
V, 71: "Hv Kidwv tv Abnvdiov dvhp SAuumovikng. His victory was in
Siaunog, Pausanias|, 28, 1: (KURwV) - €ld0¢ KARRIOTOC Kai T £¢ SOEaV EVEVETOo
oUK dadavng, Aveyousvog dSiquAou viknv ’Oﬂuynl/(hv. And Africanus in
Eusebius, Chronica p. 145 puts his victory at Olympiad 35 (640 BC): Ol. 35.
Recursum Cylon Atheniensis, is qui tyrannidem affectavit.

(2) Draco’s legislation is richly attested as to its chronology with some
minor variegation. Tatianus, Oratio ad Graecos p. 160 Otto: Apdkwv &¢ nepi
‘OfupMmada tpiakooTthv Kail Evvdtny sUpiokeTal yeyovme (two inferior mss.
of Eusebius give tpiakooThv Kai EkTnv in his transcription of this Tatianian
passage, Praep. Ev. X, ll, 33; they are Parisinus 468 and Venetus 341; but the
correct reading is firmly supported there too). Clemens Strom. |, 16, §80:
Apdkwv 6 & Kai auTOC VOUOBEING mepl TV TPIOKOOTAV Kai &vdatnv
OAUUNIAda YEYOV®G eUPICKETAL Suda s.v. has: ApAKwV ABnvaiog VOUoBETNG ..
YEYOVE & TOIG XpOVOIG Katd toug ¢ oodoug, i aRAov Kail NpeoBUTEPOC Th
yoOv A6” ‘0AuuMIasdi Toug vOpoucs €DETo ynpaldg GV Toig Adnvdioic. &ypade
unoenkag ig €nn tpioxinia. (By the way, Draco is not reported to have been
archon or to have occupied any other magistracy when promulgating his

Ordinances. He might have been, though, ©egouo8€tng ordinary or
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plenipotentiary extraordinary. The archon eponymous during Draco's
legislation was Aristaechmus, Aristotle A6. foA. IV sub. in.). Eusebius in his
Chronica posited the major event of Draco’s life between ol. 39.2 and 40.1:
thus in Armen. V: Anno 1396 ol. 40.1. Draconem aiunt leges tulisse; in Armen.
M: Anno 1395, ol. 39.4; In Hieronymus, Anno 1393 (Ol. 39.2). We are practically
still within the 39 Olympiad, which harmonizes with the above reports, as
nepi thv d€iva 6AUUNIASA or Th d€iva "OAUMMIASI may mean either at about
the relevant Olympic year or within the interval between it and the next
one. Still there are two puzzling testimonies to be considered: Ulpianus on
Demosthenes, Contra Timocr. p. 765R relates: 6 Y&v IOAwV EYEVeTo &ni TV
XPOVWV TRV TUPAvVeV &v TaiC AGAVaIC NPpd THOV MEPOIK@OV MOAEUOV
(extremely loose), 6 8¢ Apdkwv npd autol &ntd Kai Teooapdkovta ETeoly,
@W¢ Pnoiv 6 AIBdwpoc. From Diodorus, of course, only the latter piece of
information is drawn, as it is highly unlikely that he would have located
Solon with such uncharacteristic laxity if not implicatory inexactness. (i
suspect a number of years has dropped out after A6Avaic, but even so the
formulation is too unscientific for Diodorus). Now, as to the precise bit of
information, 47 years are too many counting them between the principal
events in the respective personages’ lives. And the difficulty is aggravated
by a passage in Tzetzes, Chiliades, V 350-1:
META €nta To0 Apdkovtod £th & vopoypddou,
vivetal Z6AwV ATTIKOIC 5sUTEPOG VOUoYpAdoc.

The wretched politic verses are metrically correct, as it were, so the éntdis
really problematic; it is also ominously present in the teccapdkovta kai éntd
of Ulpianus’ testimony. This strongly suggests Diodorus as Tzetzes’ source as
well, which he often is generally. Diodorus gave most probably the distance
between the two legislations. Locating Draco’'s at some year between 624
and 621 BC, and Solon’s at ¢. 594 BC, we can nicely caiculate 621-594 = 27
years, and accordingly correct (with Clinton, Fasti Hellenicil p. 213) in Ulpian’s

text &énta kai gikoorv, the error having possibly arisen from a reading like: 6
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o0& Apdkwv npd altol k'K’ &teoiv etc. (the second letter Kk being a
compendium for kai), which was simplified, misread or misunderstood K’ + K’
= |') to pZ. A similar mode of signalizing ordinals | have observed in Eusebius
Praep.Ev. X, ll, 33 (a transcription of Tatianus, Oratio Contra Gr. p. 160 (Otto))
where onhe ms. (Flor. Plut. VI, 6) has pK¢ for the correct p_g or

TECOUPAKOOTNV Kkai EKTnV ~ and another (Flor. Plut. VI.9) spells it out [ikai C.

- Tzetzes’ blunder is however unaccountable, but for his condescending
negligence in matters of mechanical exactness, esp. in historicochronological
matters regarding mere politics and not the superior (for him) spheres of
grammaticophilosophical speculations on literature and mythology. However
his source might have counted seven Olympiads, which is correct: 4x7 = 28.
Of course, an easier solution would be to correct verse 350 in his Chiliades to
run thus: petd éntd to0 Apdkovtoc £tn kal tecoapdkova. This would also
cancel the harshness vouoypdadou.. vouoypddog. (But that could be no real
problem for Tzetzian poetics). In such a case, Tzetzes simply drew from an
erroneous Diodorean ms.

(3) Solon’s legislation is fixed chronologically even more securely by a
general concurrence of authorities. Thus Diogenes Laertius I, 62: IOAwvV
AkuaZe nepi thy teccapakooThv EKtnv ‘OAUNMIGda, AC Tt& Ttpitw Etel Apfev
Abnvaiwv, Ka6d dnol LwoikpdTng &te Kal Tienoi Toug vououc. Sosicrates the
Rhodian (Diog. Laert. Il, 84) is a reliable writer of the 2" century BC whose
Kontikd are among the chief works utilized by Diororus (v. V, 80) and is
praized by Apollodorus apud Strabonem X, 474 for his exacthess of relation
regarding Cretan things (bv ¢énoiv dkpiBolv AnoARGSwWPOC Ta nepi Thv
vioov). The information given above comes from his other mentioned work
"Aladoxai or Atadoxn (PiRocddwv)". Solon was actually dpxwv &nkvupod in
594 BC. (There were lists of such archons, naturally, extending to the
inauguration of annual archonship and beyond. For a literary edition cf. the
Demetrius’ of Phalerus one, Diog. Laert. |, 22: (¢ dnol Anuntpiog 6 GaRnpeUc

&v 1 TV Apxoviwv dvaypadp. And who can read Aristotle’s Constitutional
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History without noticing that a working list of archons is readily
presupposed as a settled accesibility?). This is confirmed by Plutarch, Vit. Sol,
XIV: ‘Hpgbn (the election was not by lot then but dpictivénv as Aristotle
nicely puts it) 8¢ dpxwv petd OIROuBpotov OUoU Kai SIGARAKTAC K
VOUOBETNG, SEEAUEVWV NMPOBUUME aUTOV GG MEV lnopov TGV NAOUGIHY, HC
8¢ Xpnotdv TV nevhtwv. (He apparently himself helped the issue by an
ambiguous statement that he is reputed to had made before his election, as
Plutarch goes on poignantly to narrate: Aéyetal 6& kal ¢pwvA TIC autol
nepipspousvn (notice the exquisite suggestiveness of what Plutarch's
nobility will not so much as indicate) mpdrepov sindviog, ®»¢ T ioov
NOAgUoV ol noiel, Kai TOIG KTNUATIKOIC ApEOKEIV KAl TOUG EKTAUOOL, TRV YEV
a&lg kai peth, TOV 6& UETPW Kal Gpidu® TO Toov EESIV NPOOSOKMVTWOV).
Philombrotus was the archon before him; Dropides the one after,
Philostratus Vit. Sophist. I, 16 &G Apwnidnv & Avadépwv (sc. TO VEVoC
Kprtiaq) 0¢ petd IdAmva Aenvaiolg hpZev. - Solon's archonship is also
commemorated by Aristotle A6. MoA. 5: ioxupdc 6& TS otdoews oliong Kai
MOAUV Xpovov AvTKaOnuévwv AARNAOIC, €ifovio Koivii SIaARaKThY Kai
dpxovta roAWVa, Kai T noAiteiav EnétpePav aut® etc., which answers to
the triple authority mentioned by Plutarch above as exercised by Solon. Cf.
also §13, 1: t® 6& nepntw (sc. £ten YeTd Thy ZOAWVOC doxnv etc. (An exact
list of archons is again definitively presupposed).

Solon’s attempt at pacification of the civil strife then rife ended, of
course, in total failure, as is conclusively shown by the entire subsequent
sociopolitical history of Athens and by various crucially significant events of
the immediately following years. He himself in his poems amply testifies to a
bitter feeling arising from the universal displeasure and total rejection that
his reforms were met with. He naturally ascribes this muitilateral
dissatisfaction and the consequent inefficiency of his measures, to his
resolutely, and against the advice of all those around him as well as of the

contending factions themselves acting separately for their own self-
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interest, following the Golden Rule of the Middle and Measure, avoiding
extreme positions both in Ends and Means. And the spirit of such an
explanation has been prevalent with modern interpreters of those ominous
developments. But it must be emphasized that Solon's constitutional
principle is decidedly timocratic; and that the tenour of his legislation was
unmistakenly plutocratic in its general, social configuration, notwithstanding
the undoubted democratical tendency and bearing of much of the proposed
political organization of the state. The system advocated by him may be
aptly termed graded putocracy. By bringing mere wealth of the landowning
Class to the explicit center of the sociopolitical life he broke away most
decidedly, and very immeasurably and disharmoniously, with the eupatridic
traditions and the aristocratic organization of society; in whose late stages
of development may the insalubrious growth in importance of wealth as
such (in particular, of a specific type of wealth), and of the employments and
professions that secure and increase it irrespective of their intrinsic value
have made itself painfully felt by the healthy, creative elements of society;
but only as an unacknowledged potency, indeed as a virtual power whose
dissociation from objective, independently established merit is shameful,
and whose operations in its own naked name are deeply resented and
despised.

The aristocratically organized society was indeed in grave disease:
Solon postulated her death by bringing unashamedly to the surface the
morbid bacillus of her deep affliction. He thereby cut away simultaneously
both the sole objective foundation of natural harmony in social life; and the
only solace of those umprivileged in nature’s distribution of her bounties, of
those, that is, with little or no naturally approved “aristocratic” merit. What
was, therefore, implicit in the previous form of society, and to various
degrees checked and controlled even in later stages of its evolution, break
out even more forcibly and uncompromisingly: | mean, of course, the strife

between the prosperous and the needy, between those possessed of
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wealth (in both senses of the word) and those equally possessed by it in
their very want of it, in short the class-struggle. No real problem was thus
solved by the Solonian arrangements, indeed none was even squarely faced.
And Solon’s boastful following the Middle path, far from providing some real
common ground between the antagonizing elements of the civil
disturbance, it only, with false compromise, promoted the interests of a
certain class and supported the pretensious claims of a certain misbegotten
social archetype to the detriment of the truly significant, creative forces
operating in society’s power-field.

The disturbance necessarily caused by tacit plutocracy, always
stigmatized as an aberration from the true aristocratic principles and as a
malfunction, through erroneous focusing, within the natural, hierarchical
order of society, was bound to thrive prodigiously when its secret source
was prociaimed as Society’s organizational Norm. To accept the derivative
principle of Wealth in itself and on its own as the exclusive, fundamental
structure - generating source of societal order is to open an intrinsically
unlimited scope for deadly struggle and unceasing strife between two
camps, in Zoroastrian manner. For, firstly, there is no objective reason why
wealth should be concentrated more in one than in another individual - no
valid reason, that is, unless we invoke some external justification such as
wisdom, skills and abilities, beauty, origin, authority etc. It is divine how the
uncorrupted natural instinct of mankind is spontaneously governed by the
Great Principle of the Association of Merit: delighting when it finds
excellences cohabitating in individual cases, grieving inwardly when
deficiencies interposed loosen the organic cohesion of Value with Value.
Only when operating as an hierarchised member of the native aristocracy of
goods, wealth shows forth its natural value. Even the merest law observed
in wealth transactions, such as the hereditary or testamentary transmission
of wealth, presupposes extraplutocratical determinations; just as the

~ conferment of art and knowledge in education obeys extrasophiological
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coordinates. The more, thus, wealth is exclusively emphasized, the less the
organic ordinances of Merit-Aristocracy and Nature-Power Field can regulate
its motivations and workings. And as a more or less autonomous wealth-
principle democratically leaves to every man equal rights and claims for its
possession; the unremitting strife ensues in which disjunct individuality,
enriched with a necessarily, under the circumstances, insatiable thirst for
wealth, battles its miserable way to an unprofitable distinction, where
success is ludicrously and deleteriously empty, and failure works total
prostration. In no human enterprise whatever is so enormously much staked
for such a low chance on so desperately little. Never has Man been so
treacherously deceived to work avgainst such monstrous odds.

But it is a case really of pure self-imposition. Wealth is not the
principle of societal organization, but a criterion of success, and hence an
index of some capacity. In a healthy, free and natural system, the success
and the capacity underlying it are positive; and so is wealth. Wealth is then
generated by the exercise of excellence, and accrues to those endowed
with creative excellencies. This happens because in such a system the
distribution of roles and resources is made spontaneously with a view to the
maximal efficiency of the system. On the contrary, in a system paralysed
and sickened by heavy restrictions in its freedom of movement, “success”
and “capacity” are misnomers for resuits and aptitudes in the manipulation
of unnatural orders according to artificial rules. Wealth thus is an index of
corruption in such highly regulatory systems functioning under the heavy
burden of protectionism and dirigisme.

And herein lies Solon's chief error. In a sickened society, where the
principle of nobility had collapsed, he thought of introducing the criterion of
wealth as a (re)ordering societal principle. In effect he devolved some power
to the lower strata of the existing system, one governed according to the

principle of land-owning nobility: this devolution was attempted by his
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gradated plutocracy. But the system was terminally ill. To his unworking
remedy, there followed Peisistratid tyranny.

Nor is, secondly, realistic or intelligent to indulge in futile, utopian
imaginings of artificial regulatory restrictions imposed and observed in that
internal, intestinal, unheralded War among the members of Society divided
into the camp-classes of possessing and unpossessing. Every possible
controlling regulation (be it religious, moral, legal or customary) stemms, if
real and actually effective, from the Tree of Nature; it is an internal
constraint, a self-imposed obligation, the negative aspect of the very Law of
Development. In this organic cohesion and self-determination of a Natural
System, wealth has its precise character, position and function. And as no
objective injustice is permitted in the nature of things to the elements of a
whole against their necessary co-functionaries; no violation, in other words,
of the Absolute Code distributing rights and duties to the various parts
according to their several natures and roles as contributive, in objectively
given hierarchical coordination and co-operation, to the life and excellence
of the whole; as every disturbance of the self-generated natural order is
inescapably annihilated, devoured by the terrible Ministers of the Law (the
Persecuting Rabid Dogs of Cosmic Justice) which feed on Anomaly; so the
insolence of negative wealth is naturally chastised and subdued in a well-
organized and well-wdrking society; and wealth itself plays its positive role
in weaving the societal structure, maximizing the efficiency, and optimizing
the quality of its Natural Harmony. But the man-made, arbitrary
transformation of what is an intrinsically subordinate (if telling and striking)
criterion and means into the central principle and the overriding motive
force of society, dissolves the systematic ties and mutual dependencies
among the several elements upon whose existence and spontaneous
adjustment the maintenance of the societal order rests. It is capital folly, and
a momentous example of human unnatural arbitrariness, to imagine that

internal restraints, expressive of a universal concurrence and consonance of
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elements as manifested in an objectively valid Law and Order, can operate,
control and constrain their multiple, aberrant malfunction in heavily
deformed (i.e. constrained) systems working under the degenerating
influence of a despised usurpation of sovereign authority by a single, in
itself secondary, part. To be sure the system will run for a time with a
tolerable regularity, and even at times, for rather a shortwhile, in an
enhanced state of hectic activation resulting from that focusing of energy
which every absolutization effects; but this inertial movement and feverish
intensity will last only so long as the (idealized by now) deference (despite
its formal abrogation) to the pure aristrocratical principle, implicit in the
continued observance of codes and ordinances rooted in its own structures
and workings, can counteract the influence of the noxious usurper. Sooner
or later the inherent contradiction between the o/d (i.e. natural aristocracy
of excellence) and the new (i.e. positive plutocracy of possessions) will reach
the point of unstable, incoherent, explosive equilibrium; which must be
followed by the corrupt disintegration of the very bonds of social order, the
gradual result of the predominance of Plutocracy’s evil Law.

Speaking of Plutocracy's evil Law, | am referring to the pure
plutocracy of amassed, inactive possessions, to the plutocracy of dead,
and deadening, wealth as such (an unwealth really; cf. my Value and
Knowiledge). For we should keep conceptually distinct with great care
what is very different in objective reality, despite confusing
lexicographical categorization. Thus between natural aristocracy of
excellence on the one hand, and pure plutocracy of possession on the
other; i.e. between an organizational principle of general societal order
which rests on individual accomplishments of human nature (on skills,
dexterities, arts, knowledge and wisdom), and another such principle
emphasising accumulated wealth as inert magnitude; between these two
polar extremes, there lie the actual aristocracies of noblity in descent on

the one side, and actual plutocracies of working wealith on the other. And
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while the aristocracy of nobility represents a retrogression in societal
developments; the plutocracy of active wealth constitutes a progressive
evolution. For this (kind of) plutocracy reintroduces de facto the
principle of excellence (abilities etc.): since possessions are accumulated
and used actively and not as dead matter (become, that is, real wealth)
only by means of their efficient employment in the course of human
activity; and such efficient employment must needs proceed directly or
ultimately from pragmatic knowledge.

When aristocratical systems of merit (the natural condition of human
society) degenerate into aristocratics of mere nobility, turmoil becomes
endemic in society. For man accepts at bottom no other superiority than the
superiority of excellence in human nature and work, i.e. the superiority of
real ability (and coordinate success). And there is of course a very material
reason for such singular and exclusive acknowledgment: society’s existence
and weli-being depends on that spontaneous submission to the rule of
excellence, esp. in times of crisis and heightened danger.

Societal disorder then means that the natural cohesive bond of
society, hamely the principle of excellence, is malfunctioning because of an
increasing institutional fossilization of structures which, while initially
generated as a result of the operations of the cohesive principle and with a
view to promoting its workings, become with the passage of time so many
constraints on its functionality. A new ordering criterion is thus needed to
realign institutional structures with the sense of the principle. And wealth
proximately emerges as such a realistic criterion. But before it can be
embedded into a dynamic framework of entrepreunerial activity in free and
open markets, it cannot fulfil its purpose: it simply substitutes (in idealized
theory) one dead body (inactive possessions as accumulated wealth of a
rentier) to another (nobility of descent). This lies at the bottom of Solon’s
failure to solve the riddle of social unrest in his times.
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When the principle of wealth becomes dominant in a societal system
(wealth in its static aspect as sheer weight, indeed burden, of possession -
and not as a dynamic factor, i.e. wealth as materialized creativity, result and
cause of progress through human inventiveness, skill and knowledge), then a
homogeneization sets in, which eliminates one of the principal causes of
development: the antagonism inherent in diversity.

Finally, a state of affairs will of necessity prevail, in which in place of
the multiple and multifarious classifications of individuals according to
natural features and relationships - religious, phyletic, sanguine,
occupational, co-habitative, geographical, civil, cultural - a single division is
monstrously magnified tending gradually to supplant all other interlaced
differentiations: the monopoly of the unitary class-distinction into rich and
poor is being established. Its very uniqueness and exclusiveness,
accompanied by the absence of well-founded, nature-rooted stable
constraints in the working of the principle it stems from, generates the
barbarous society of ferocious class-struggle. The dynamic harmony of the
natural co-existence of men in a variegated and highly antagonistic field (the
fertile ground of human creativity) is dissolved, and in its place reigns
tyranically the centrifugal force of compulsive social dissonance. And as the
previous order, artificially prolonged, follows more and more into the
subconscious of the Universal Man-Soul the natural system from which it
sprang, its faculties become less and less potent, its operations ineffective,
its effects negligible. Thus of necessity we end with the shameless and
iniquitous work of pure Plutocracy: the division of society into two groups,
the oppressors and the oppressed, the exploitators and the exploited, the
worthless, degenerate, castrated dominant class and the systematically de-
moralized, dis-orientated un-humanized proletariat. Herein lies the root of
communist ideology. Communism is the polar opposite of pure plutocracy:
but they both share an oversimplified, homogenized picture of society

divided Manichaistically between two mutually exclusive camps, the clases
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of the wealthy and of the poor. (For a revealing example of how
“modernized” versions of such simplistic views will lead astray, cf. de St.
Croix, The Class Struggle in the Ancient Greek World). On the other hand one
should notice how close to such artificial states of affairs come actual
societies in moments of intense crisis, when the real principles of societal
cohesion are no more fully operational within the diseased body of the
commonwealth.

In such critical stages, to try to remedy this self-defeating situation
by simply resting substantive power (albeit of a restraining rather than of a
directive character) with the multitude as a means of checking the
transgressivity of the superior class, is to aggravate the essential
antinomianism of the State, and to make it insolvable by recognizing and
authorizing it as such. Attempting to separate the administrative,
magisterial, governing political power of the wealthy, from the controliing,
checking, approving or censuring potency of the plebeian mass (something
that Solon, indeed, intentionally endeavoured to achieve as a way of
reducing the contential contradictoriness of the system), is at most a
transitional arrangement, as experience and reason both represent: the
reality and significance of the distinction is soon emasculated to a true
question of formalities, as the Athenian Constitutional History amply and
clearly manifests. For you cannot correct the false structure of a bifurcated
society (no more one, but two really societal integrals, as Aristotle puts it),
by essentially upholding the principle of division, while merely trying to
contain it within its famework.

We can follow with considerable details the Athenian exemplification
of the general law of inadequacy of “democratic plutocracy” (as one may
rightfully call Solon’s system) Democracy as a correction of an ailing societal
order in its process of dissolution. And | shall investigate the courses and
causes of these developments that led to the genesis of democracy proper,

and to the momentous transformation of the body politic which ushered
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the era of high helienism. But we are here interested in incidents and dates
preceding Solon’s miscarried attempt in the Athenian case.

For the fixation of the date for the Solonian archonship and legislation
cf. also: Clemens Strom. |, 65, 3 (p. 354P), who gives Solon’s &kunh at the 46™
Olympiad. Cyrillus, adv. Julianum, |, 12 D (Spanheim): tecoapakooti &ktn
‘OAUPMAs! ZO6RWV VEVOUOBETNKE. Tatianus, adv. Graecos, p. 160 (0tto): TéAWY
nepi UG (sc. gupioketal yeyovwe). Two mss. (Parisinus 2376 and Etonensis
1886) have nepi WZ. 1 consider this u¢” to have been an erroneous variant and
not a mere graphic error. For Suda s.v. ZOAwv has: véyove & &ni TG P
‘Ofupnmdsog, oi 8¢ vg. Now this latter date is absurdly late; it should be
corrected to u¢’; and taken to mean either a divergent opinion of some
chronologists or a variant reading of some manuscripts. We shall find in a
moment that in all probabillity Eusebius, in his Chronica, countenanced the
later date; however in his Praep. Evang. X, 11, 33 he quotes at length Tatian
giving for Solon his u¢’ (v. also supra). Eusebius in his Chronica gives Ol. 46.2
as the time of the legislation; according to the Armenian V copy it is: Anho
1426, Ol. 47.3 Solon leges ferebat (it locates Epinemides visit at 46.4, and
makes of it an aggressive onslaught). Hieronymus' translation maintains the
following sequence: Anno 1422, Epimenides Athenas emundavit, Anno 1425,
Solon - sua jura constituit. That is 594 BC and 591 BC respectively, or Ol. 46.2
and 47.1. We deduce an interval of 2 or 3 years between the two events.
Locating, firstly, the later at 46, 3 according to the overwhelming weight of
the testimonies and the general fitness of relevant events and dates. And
postulating, secondly, the occurrence of the former within the 46%"
Olympiad according to Diog. Laert., I, 110: A6nvaiol AOING KATEXOUEVOIC
gxpnoev h Mueia kadipal thy nofiv: oi 8¢ néunouoct vadv te Kai Nikiav tov
Niknpdatou &i¢ Kpntnv kafolvteg tov Empevidny. Kai 8¢ éR6dkv 0Auunds:
TECOaPaKooth EKTn EKABNpev alt@®v thv noAiv. (Suda s.v. Erihevidng gives
the 44™ Olympiad as the date for the purification of Athens. But if we

carefully study the passage, we shall conceive the plausibility of correcting
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to 46th. For it is said: yéyove 8¢ (sc. 6 "Ermueviéng) &ni The A ORUMMAS0E, w¢
npotepelelv Kai TV Z KANBEVIWV ocod®v, R Kkai én' autdv yevéobar
€Kaenpe yolv tag Aenvac tol Kuawveiou Gyoug katd thv ud’ ‘OAupnmdasa,
yneaio¢ @v. An interval of 44-30 = 14 Olympiads gives, at most, 56 years, if
they were full; while assuming ué” an error for u¢’, we reckon 16 Olympiads
or, at most, 64 years, more characteristically of old age; because the yéyove
here cannot stand for the age of dkun (= 40 years old), since in such case, we
would have extreme longevity even on the shorter reckoning, 40+56 = 106).
We conclude from the foregoing two premises to 46.1 = 596 BC, as the year
of the Epimenidean visitation.

The next, partially overlapping, important event to be considered as
shedding light both on the chronology and the law of development in the
portion of Athenian History that we are now delineating, is the Cirrhaean
War. The Crisaeans or Cirrhaeans (Kpioa or Kpicoa and Kippa being
anagrammatic forms on the frequent mutation ~ pp - <> - po - ) was a people
occupying the homonymous region by the seaside at the foot of Delphi.
Homer, in the Catalogue speaks of (B, 519-20):

------------- NMuedva te netphecoav,

Kpioav te Zaoénv, etc.
(the best and most mss. with Etym. M. 515.20 have Kpioav; a number of mss.
and Sch. Sophocles, Oed.R. 733 give Kpiocav) as belonging to the Phoceans,
but the area was really at the very boundary with Locrian territory, and
hence becomes explicable, e.g. the vacillation in Sch.D.: Kpioav' nediov &v
Nokpidl, f, ®¢ of nicioveg daolv, év AsAdoic (hence on the Phocean side)
wvoudotal dnd Kpiooou tol Tupdvvou kai Aotepodiac TAC Aniovéoc.
However Homer does not mention any other Locrians than those of vaiouoal
népnv igpic EORoinG. So has Strabo remarked, with the qualification that
Homer may be implicitly recognising their existence by the very formula he

uses just quoted: IX p. 426: TtV ye Phv Eonepivy AOKPOV “Ounpoc ol
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MEpvnTal, i o0 pNTRC Ve, GARG MOVOV T) SOKEIV AVTIBIAoTEARECOql ToUTOIC
Kelvoug, nepi v eiphkapey: NoKp®V - EUBOING, ®™C Kai £Tépwv SV,
Dionysius Periegeta equally ignores the Ozolian Locrians: he recenses the
eastern ones (426), but he passes over from Aetolia and Acheloos directly to
Phocea on the south of mainland Greece (437). Definite, as usual, is Pausanias,
X, 38, 1: 'H 6 yi h AoKpQOV &V KAROUUEV®V "0ZoA@VY MPOCEXNE T DwKISH
€0Ti KaTa Thv Kippav. And consonantly Strabo (IX, 416), describing the area as
part of western Phocis, remarks on Aokpic, which &itth éom, dinpnuévn UNo
To0 Napvacool dixa' h uév tod &onepiou MEPOUG NOpAKEINEVN TR Napvaoo®
Kal HEPOG aUTOU VEUOWEVN, KABAKOUGA &' &ni Tov Kpiodiov konmov etc,
which Crisaean bay must here be understood strictly, although Strabo uses it
in a very wide sense. Amphissa, the nearby Locrian city, éni thg dkpoic
i6putal 100 Kpioaiou nesdiou, IX p. 427. Delphi is located on the westernmost
side of Phocis, Strabo IX p. 418: Ta0ta ydp (sc. ta Xwpia TGV AsADPOV) &oTi T4
£0NEPINTATA PPN THG DWKIBOC, @ natural starting place for the description
of the land (ibid.). The harbour [3] then laid just as the border between the
Phocean mountainous area and inner vales and plateaus on the one hand and
the Locrian grand sea-side plain on the other.

When we first meet the region in extant literature, we find two spots
preeminent in it, rocky Pytho, the sacred place, and god-blessed Crissa, the
population focus. They occur side by side in the Homeric catalogue as
Phocean centers, /liad B 519-20:

ol Kundpicoov &xov Muddvd te netoreooay

Kpiodv te Zaeénv,

The Temple possesses already enormous wealth, since it is mentioned
together with Troy's riches as preeminent examples and extreme cases of
affluence, lliad, |, 401 sqq.:

oU Yap &uoi Yuxic dvtagiov oud’ ca daciv

“Inlov ékthoBal, ebvaidpevov ntonisdpov,

TO Npiv €n’ gipfivng, npiv 2ABEv Uiac Axai@v,
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oud’ 8oa Adivoc ouso¢ APNTopoc EVToc EEpyel
®oiBou AndARwvoc, Mueor &vi netponéoop.
What Apolio is made to prophesize as the accomplishment of his will in the
Homeric Hymn to Apolio Pythius 69-75 (Hymn to Apollo, 247-252) and again
109-115 (Hymn to Apollo, 287-292), has obviously actually taken p|ace‘(in
the words of the latter passage):
£vOade 6h PpoVEW TEVEEIV NEPIKANAED vNoV,
EUMEV Al AVOPWNOIC XPNOTAPIOV, Of TE WOl diel
EvOad’ ayIvAoouo! TEANEOOAC EKATOLBAC,
nugv 6ol Nefondvvnoov nisipav EXouciv,
hd' 6co1 Eupwnnv Te Kai audpiputac Katd vhooug,
XPNoOUEVOI etc.
Men, cattle and rich gifts were continuously offered to the God and
augmented his treasures. When the Cretan future ministrants express
apprehension as to their sustainance in that unproductive region (ibid. 350-
2), Apollo haughtily and peremptorily dismisses their improper anxiety, lack
of faith and want of intelligence:

354 Nnmol dvepwnol, SUCTANUOVEG, of MEAESMVAC

BoUAECO’ ApYaR£oUC T NOVOUC KAl Oteived BUU®”
pnidiov &nog Uuu' £péw Kai éni Gpeai BNow.
SEEITEPH AN’ EKACTOC EXWV EV XEIPI MAXaIpav,
oddZeiv diel yhna Ta &' GdOova ndvta napéotal,
00a €uoi K’ Ayaywol neEpIKAUTA GO’ dvopwnwy.

Verses 404-5 of the lliadic passage above are used as evidence for the
splendour and affluence of the oracle at olden times by Strabo IX p. 420C (=
644A); by Aelianus Var. Hist. VI, 9 (cf. also Hist.Anim. VI, 13); by the Scholiast
on Callimachus’ Humn to Apollo, 34-5:

------------------ noRUXpUcoC vap AndARwY,

Kai Te noAuKtEavoq NMuUeMVI KE TeKunpalo.
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This primeval treasure was not really found, as Strabo, loc.cit., relates. Thus
some were led to postulate an ancient sacrilegious plunder, distinct from
that by Onomarchus and Phaylius in the Sacred War, and much earlier.
Agamemnon himself has sought divine instruction from the Pythian

Oracle as to the End of the Trojan War. Odyssey ©, 73 sqq.:

Moo’ dp’ doidov Avikev deidéueval KREa Avspiv,

oiung the ToT' dpa KAEoG oupavov eupuv ikave,

VEIKOG '06uochog Kai MnAgidew AXIANOG,

WC note dnpicavto Bekv &v darti 6anein

Eknaynolc énéeooalv, dvat &' dvepiv Avquéu\)wv

xaipe véw, 6 T Gpictol AXai®dv dnpidwvTo.

“Q¢ yap of xpeiwv pudnhoato ®oiBog AndARwY

Mudoi év nyadén, 66’ tnéppn Adivov oudov

XPNOoOUEVOG TOTE VAP PA KUAIVEETO Nhpatod dpxn

Tpwoi Te Kai Aavaoiol Alo¢ yeydnou d1a Boundc.
(TOte yap refers to the time when Agamemnon visited the oracle; it was at
the beginning of the glorious enterprise. AI0¢ peydnou &i0 BOUAGC - Zeus
having resolved to destroy the impious, unjust race of men, whose
abominations were a burden onto earth). The Adivo¢ oUS6¢ here and in the
lliadic passage above, is significant. When Apollo set his mind on establishing
his oracle in Pytho (the name under which Homer refers to Delphes), he
himself dug the foundations of the Temple; then Trophonios and Agamedes
formed the marmarean threshold: and the people inhabiting the area erected
the Temple. The three stages of the construction, corresponding to the
three orders of being (divine, heroic and human) are clearly set out in the
Homeric Hymn to Apollo Pythios, 116 sqq.:

Q¢ ein®v 61€6nKe Bgucifia doiBoc AndARwv

eUpE€a Kai 4ARa paKpd SINVEKES auTtdp &nm’ auToic

Adivov oudov €6nke Tpodwviog NS’ Ayaunsdng,

vigec Epyivou, difol deavdtolol =oioiv:
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dudi 6¢ vnov Evacoav aegcdata iR’ Avepwnwy
£eoToIoIV (Ernesti pro mss. KTIOTOIoIV) Adgooiv, doidipov
Euuevai aisl.
The threshold of a building, its point where it opens to the World without,
the passage of Entrance and Exit with its Janusian identity in
complementarity, is the second most crucial part of it after the divinely
wrought foundation.
on d¢ntopoc (lias |, 404) most ancient commentators accepted it as

an epitheton Apollinis, either deriving it from dgigvai (sc. Toug iodc, Td BEAN),
Apollon being generally so called dno th¢ thv BeAdv ddéoswe or
connecting it with ¢nui and the oracular faculty of Apolio in Deplhes
specifically, construing dontwp as equivalent to ouopntwp, ouoiwe ndol
nNpodNTEVOVTOC Kai MOVTEUOMEVOU, TG TE NEvnT Kai 16 niouci®. Thus the
Ssch. D and the Etym. M s.v. (where significantly a third association is
mentioned, namely Apollo as AAio¢ throws down, sends, hurls his vivificatory
rays - a connection again with ddinu). Similarly Hesychius has two
successive entries:

adntopeia paveia

AdNTopoC NPoPnTEYOVTOC i TOEGTOU.

Suda s.v. opts for the second interpretation, explaining o0 koivétepov

(i.e. not an epitheton of Apollo in general) dAAG to Nudiou (sc. AndARwVoC),
olov duoPhTopog, S1b TO olov &i¢ AdYoug EPXE0OAl TOIC XPNOUWSOUUEVOIC.
(This is taken verbatim from part of Sch.A ad loc.). The Sch. B refer to the
two explanations and add one that is considered better: i Tol noAudpnTopog,
toutéot tol noAAdc enuac ddiévtog O Kai dusivov - giving many oracular
responses is fit enough; d- is taken as epitatic and multiplicatory of the force
of meaning of the main word. The @PAua¢ d@iévro¢ is an unconscious
recognition of the truth of my view as explained just below; clearly the
scholiast wants both words to have a bearing on dgntwp. (It barely deserves

nhotice another acceptation mentioned here (also to be found in Sch. A and
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N: oi y&v doaghtopoc, evidently supposedly from doad®c ddval. But how
exactly? Unless the a taken privationally is made to serve not privation of
oracular response, but its obscurity). — The two last sentences of the Sch. B
ad v. 404 are misplaced. The latter is correctly located by means of Sch. T to
fnnwv Eaved kaphva in v. 407. The former pertains to the entire tenour of
Achilles’ speech, cf. esp. 417 sqq.; it is also misplaced by Sch. T.

Much discussion has taken place among the moderns as to the
meaning of this word (ddnhtwp), with regard esp. to the better choice
between those two chief acceptations. In vain. For the root-€tuuov of both
inwr and @nuiis the same: from -Fn- we have Fi-Fn-ji and so Inui, as well as n-
(hence B&Zw, BAEIC, Bdeoc etc., cf. Part | of my inquiry into the Eleusinian
Mysteries), and, with consonant change from péoov to 6aou, ¢n-ui; speech
being send out and forth from the mouth just as, and with, the air breathed
out (cf. the &noc that ¢Uyev £pkog 686vTIwV; and even psyche does exactly
the same on dying). — That ingi often has in metre the first syllable long is
evidence of the root Siyauua; otherwise it would metrically be correpted
whatever it naturally was, as theioxvog sound of -i- could not sustain
production before a long vowel; that the -short predominates in Homer isa
mark of the disappearance of F.

But Apolionius in his Lexicon and Sch. A and T offer a third
interpretation of the word which was supported by (the majority of) the
glossographers characteristically. So in Apollonius, s.v. oi 6& Mwocoypadol
adhtopa (pro adntdpac, with Villoison) #50Zav AgyecBal Ty (better TOV)
oTpoPéa TG BUpaAg [41. Sch. A add interesting information. On the one hand
there was a 6/nAA attached to v. 404; and the Sch. explain: h SiNAR NPO¢ Toug
YAwoooypddouc, AdnTopoC Tol oTPodEmG AnodidovTag. Kai ZnvodoTtoq 62
olitwe ékdédektar TOV Yap EERC uETéypade vnol AndARwvoc. (This, but not
what follows, comes from Aristonicus’ llepi Znueiwv IAIGSoc¢; the rest is to be
expunged then from Friendldnder’s edition of Aristonicus’ remains as well as

from Erbse’s edition of the lliadic Scholia).
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Zenodotus adopted unwarranted high-handed treatment of the locus:
in order to interpret d¢pntopog as otpodéwg he changed the doiBou
ANORAwVOC of the next verse into vnol AndAnwvog. Even so, one wonders
what to do with the unacceptable harshness of a construction which would
necessitate Adivoc oUddC adntopog vaol AndARwvog, “what is enclosed
within by the stone threshold of the hinge of the temple of Apollo”. This is
indigestible. Aphtwp must be an Apollonian divine epitheton. In Delphes, it
must combine in meaning the two basic functions of Pythian Apollo: the
Darter of Rays killing, burning, nourishing, illumining, as the case may be, in

physical or mental reality.

The First Holy War (the Crissaean War) about the control of the
Delphic sanctuary, ended in 591/0 B.C. (Marmor Parium §37). There is mention
of protracted hostilities, after the fall of the city which till then in effect
superintended the Holy Place and administered it in practical matters as its
own. The Crissaeans that have survived the destruction of their city,
withdrew to a nearby mountain called Kip$ig, and there offered desperate
resistance to the Amphictyonic forces entrusted with their final and total
subjection (Scholia in Pindarum, Hypothesis Pythiorum, b and d vol. Il p. 3.5
sqa.; p. 4.19 sqq. Drachmann). This guerilla war lasted, we are told, six years
(ibid. p. 3.15: p. 5.2). Its conclusion therefore happened in 586/5. Upon the
capture of Crissa in 591/0 B.C. the Pythian Games were celebrated by the
victorious army including athletic contests (yupviko¢ avwv), with prizes
from the spoils of war (xpnuattng dyav ano tdv Aadupwv). The Chronicum
Parium, §38, in the entry following the one previously mentioned, gives 582
BC as the year when the ctedavitng dywv (participants contesting for the
crown of victory rather than for material prizes) was restituted or repeated:
4¢’ ol [v AsAdoile [6 oteldpavitng ayev ndAv £téen etc. By implication the
xphuatitng davov of 591 was then an exception, caused by the
circumstances of the war. (And so one understands the emphasis of Kai dh
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tolTov Xphuatithv uovov €6gvto, said by Scholion b (p. 3.14-5) of the agon
of 591/0 BC). Unless, on the other hand, there were Games taking place in
586 BC, held as a otepavitng dywv as well, to which the Parium Chronicum
may be indirectly referring). Such a Pythiad could happen then on the
occasion of the final subjugation of the Crissaeans on mountain Cirfis six
years after Crissa’s fall. And so the scholion d maintains, with the
characterization of this festivity as a otedavitng dywv. (Scholion b can be
construed in a way that leaves the question open whether the 582 Games
could not be meant: petd & Xpdvov EE0ETR KATAYWVICAUEVOV TV UETA
100 ‘Innia (the Thessalian General left in charge of the operations against the
Crissaeans that survived) ToUc UnoReneippévous TV Kippaiwy, .., lotepov
Kal otedavithv £€6svto katopdwoavteg. Vol. il p. 3.15.8). Pausanias, however,
explains that the Pythian agons were prize-winning contests (X, 7, 2: d6Aa
g0soav). In 586 BC (= on the third year of the 48™ Olympiad), the
Amphictyons held a xpnpatitng dywv (G6na £€8soav) with additional musical
and, for the first time, athletic contests (§§4-5). They Iinstituted the
otepavitne Ayov in the next Pythiad (582 BC), §5: 6sutépq & MuIAdI ouk
érii G6noic ékdAsoav &t GywVviZeolal, otepavitny 8¢ tov dydva dno toutou
kateotnoavto. They for the first time included the quadriga contest, which
was won on the occasion by Cleisthenes, the tyrant of Sicyon (§6). This
Pythiad of 582 BC is the first one in the Official lists henceforth. (Cf. Scholia
in Pindarum, Olymp. 12.1; Pyth. 3.1; 4.1).

Pausanias’ definite statement that up to the Amphictyonic
undertaking the pythian contests were prize-winning, deserves credence
(pace F. Jacoby, Das Marmor Parium, p. 103). The contest was a single
citharoedic one, playing and singing to the cithara: doal Gpvov (naidva) ig
TOV 6gdv, this being the dpxaidtatov dvwvioua (Pausanias), 6 dpxadiog dywv
(Strabo). Under the Amphictyonic reorganization of the festival, additional
musical contests were instituted and athletic games. So we hear of flute
playing and (once, according to Pausanian X, 7, 5-6) singing to the flute as
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well as playing to the cithare; Strabo, IX, 421: Aywv && 6 MEv Apxdaiog &v
AendoiC KIBapwdOV &yevindn, naiva Gdoviwv &g TOV 0gdv: €onkav o6&
Agfdol yeta 6& OV Kpiodiov néAsuov of AUGIKTUOVEG iNMKOV KAl YUMVIKOV
&N’ E0pundxou SIETAEAV oTepavitny Kai NMUBIa EKARgoav. Npocgdecav & ToIg
KIBOp®SOIC aUANTAC TE Kai KIBaploTdc Xwpic wofc ete. Strabo clearly implies
(thus corroborating Pausanias) that before the Amphictionic Pythia, the
context was not otedavitng, hence it was held for a prize. The Scholion d
suggests as much: at the first instance Eurylochus (the Thessalian general of
the Amphictyonic forces) held a prize-winning agon: Kal VIKhocag €6gto
XPNHOTIKOV AYGOVA™ XpAMAo! Yap WévoIC ToUg VIKRoAVTACG £TiiwV (the general
practice), oUnw otepdvou Svroc (p. 4.22-4 Drachmann). The difficulty with
the formulation in the Parium Marmor remains: the natural meaning of the
word sequence as it stands is that the otedavitn¢ Aywv was then
restituted. The difficulty made Bockh to edit the phraze without the
definite article 6: 49’ o0 [&v AsAdoilc [oTeldavitne Ayov NAAIV £Tén etc. But
this is again a little less unnatural to interpret as he wants: ex quo rursum
Pythium certamen aliquod institutum sit, idque iam coronarium. Jacobi's
suggestion (op.cit. p. 105) is to suppose an error on the part of the Parium
Marmor’s author: his sources would have that now the Pythian games were
formally inaugurated (that was the first official Pythiad) as prize-less games.
It is worth noticing that the phraze occurs in rasura: it is written over an
erased text in the stone inscription. (And so is the corresponding sentense in
the preceding §37).

So what is really at stake is whether we have two Amphictyonic
Pythia in 586 and 582 BC respectively (Pausanias); or rather three with one in
591/0 as well (Scholia in Pindarum and perhaps, by implication, Marmor
Parium): the Scholia speak of the former two, but the one in 582 is certain, as
it started the official enumeration of the Pythic games. The possibility exists
that there were two, but in 591/0 and 582 instead (according to the more

probable interpretation of Marmor Parium's testimony).
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Consideration of another open question gives further body to the
present query. Aboriginally, the citharoedic contest was évveatnpiKog Ayay,
taking place every 8 years. This has to do with the chronological sighificance
of an eight years period in bringing into congruence the lunar and solar year.
So Censorinus, de die natali, XVIl, 2-6; esp. §6: ob hoc in Graecia multae
religiones hoc intervallo temporis summa caerimonia coluntur, Delphis
quoque ludi, qui vocantur Pythia, post annum octavum olim conficiebantur.
Demetrius Phalereus reports a legendary celebration of this octaeteric
contest (Fr. 144 Fortenbaugh - Schitrumpf = Eustathius, In Homeri Odysseam
ad v 267). Scholion ¢ in Hypothesis Pythiorum seems to associate the change
of period from 8 to 4 years with the institutibn of the full Pythia by the
Amphictyonic intervention. So (p. 4.14 sqg. Drachmann, my reading): £TeReITo
6& 6 dyov Katapxac MEV 81 évvasTnpidoc, <BT'> éktioav &€ Tov dyhva oi
AudIktiovee ElpuRdxou 1ol Osooanol 6£viog altov petéotn [6&] eig
neviasInpida <..>. Drachmann secludes “ é&kticav .. B€vTog altov *, simply
because of the problem it presents as it stands. But we need an indication of
the occasion and the time of the change in the period. Just as in the
immediate sequel the reputed reason is given for the time of its celebration
within the vyear. We should therefore supply in the lacuna after
nevtastnpida something like: <€yéveto 6& &v O£pel> 610 TO TAC Mapvacidag
viudac AndARwvi Ktsivavtli tO Onplov ta¢ v Taic Xxepociv Onwpac
NPOCEVEYKEIV d®PA.

This determination does not help us directly in choosing among the
possibilities as to the sequence of Games in the times of the Sacred War. But
from 591 to 582 are 9 full years, and why should be disregarded just then
even the 8-year period? Ang. Mommsen (Chronologie, pp. 189-90; v. p. 187
sda.) had indeed suggested that the fall of Crissa might have happened at
the end of the Athenhian year 591/0 while the festivities of the Pythiad of
victory might have been celebrated at the beginning of 590/589 (the
Athenian year beginning at about the summer solstices). This interpretation
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of the testimony §37 in Marmor Parium is artificial, not to say contradictory

to the express meaning of the statement in the inscripion. The point of

course is that under such an assumption we could have a perfect £vvagtnpic

between 590 and 582.

The best harmonizing hypothesis seems to be the following. The facts
given by the Scholia on Pindar appear well documented with references to
synchronizing lists of Athenian and Delphic eponymous archons. (These are
further confirmed by the independent evidence supplied by Aristotle,
A6énvaiwv MoAiteia, XIi: Damasias was eponymous archon in Athens in 582/1,
given Solon’s archonship in 594/3 B.C.). Combining these reports with the
epochs of the Marmor Parium, we get this equence of events.

591 B.C. Early, perhaps, in summer Crissa falls to the Amphictyonic forces.
About midsummer, say in August, the Pythian Games are celebrated,
with athletic contests as well, as befits the end of the war and is
required by the honour due to the dead. Prizes set from the spoils
of war. The contests are held extra ordinem: the octaeric period
falls on the next year 590 BC. There is naturally no agon then.

587 B.C. No contests held. The guerille war against the refugees to Cirfis
goes on. Besides the octacteric rule is still valid.

586 B.C. Six (inclusive) years after the capture of Crissa, the Crissaeans on
Mount Cirfis succumb. A Pythiad is celebrated by the Amphictyons,
again extra ordinem. Prize-winning contests include athletic games.
The Amphictyons resolve on a pentateric Pythic period, 4 full years
between successive Pythiads.

582 B.C. The starting of the new official penteteric series. The victors are
crowned - ho prizes. ‘

One may suppose that Pausanias does not mention the games of the
591 B.C. because they were not mentioned in any list of Pythiads, either the
new, official, or the older, traditional one. Those were games celebrated on a

particular occasion, the end of the Crissaean War.
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Having secured in all probability the end-point of the War, an
important question for the history internal and external of Athens is when
did it begin. Callisthenes of Olynthus gives the story of a ten-year war,
originated by the abduction of a noble Phocean princess and some Argive
women returning from their pilgrimage to the Delphic shrine. (FrGrH 124F1
Jacoby = Athenaeus, Xlll, 560b-c). This account would give us 601 B.C. (rather
than 596 B.C.) for the beginning of hostilities; but it is prima facia suspect,
being obviously modelled on the Trojan War. That became a stereotype:
even the Peloponnesian War was claimed to have been occasioned by the
abduction of some women of loose morality. In the first Sacred War there
was even the new Achilles, Eurylochus. So EUphorio Fr. 80 Powell = Fr. L
Meineke = Scholion b, p. 3.19 sqq. Drachmann:

énAotépou T AxiAhog dkououev Elpundxolo,
AsRdidec ¢ Uno kanov Thiov dvtepdnoav
<Kploav> rnopehoavt, AUKwp£og oikia doiBou.

Given the eminence, power and wealth of Crisa, we may suppose,
however, a long war. And this is confirmed by the following consideration.
An Athenian expeditionary force seems to have prticipated in the war; its
leader was Alcmaeon according to the Delphic Records. The Alchmaeonids
were &vayeic, i.e. implicated in the Kuddveiov dyog, by virtue of the role
played in it by Megacles, Aicmaeon’s father. Sometime in the very beginning
of the 6™ century, and before 596 B.C., the Alcmaeonids were dishonoured
and exiled from Athens because of that affair. The sacred war in which the
Athenian general was Alcmaeon must therefore precede that expulsion.
Unless of course Alcmaeon and his clan acted on their own in their pro-
Delphic policies, as this family did for instance half a century later, when
again they were exiles. But Plutarch in his relation of these events (Solon, Xi)
seems to imply that the Sacred War preceded (or at least, started before)
the crisis in the KuAwveiov dyog affair (Xil). The condemnation of the
Alcmaeonids must have happened a few years before 596 B.C., the year of
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Epimenides’ visit to, and purification of, Athens. Let us put it at 599 B.C. (At
about that time the Megaric — Athenian war took place which ended with
the loss of Salamis and Nisaea on the part of Athens; Plutarch op.cit. XIl, 5).
But then, since the Sacred War had probably started before this event, the
year of 601 B.C. (= the Callisthenean epoch for the beginning of the war) is
compatible with the evidence and naturally expected upon it. The war was
pretty long. As much is suggested by the account in the so-called Thessalus’
Mpeopeutikoc (Hippocratesl, Epistulae, XXVII, 6-23).

The complications and hostilities relating to the Salaminian affair again
preceded the Sacred War (Plutarch, op.cit. XI). This MegaroAthenian war
probably lasted for a few years (ibid. X: o0 phv GARG TGOV MeYapEwv
gnievovTwV (after their initial set back) NoARG Kakd Kal 6PMVTEC &V TR
noféuw Kai ndoxovieg etc.). Allowing for some, say, 4-5 years before the
eruption of the Sacred War for the consolidation of Solon’s panhellenic fame,
we may put the start of the Megaric War at c. 610 B.C. (Solon Fr. 2 Diehl;
Pausanias |, 40, 5; Plutarch, Solon, VIll, 8; Diogenes Laertius I, 46). During the
ensuing war (or in the war of the twenties) the story of Tellos may be
located (v. infra). As well as the derogatory, indeed contemptuous, response
issued by the Delphic Oracle to the Megarians (other sources speak of the
Aegeans) on the occasion of some victory of theirs they considered
precious; Q 26 Fontenrose = 1 Parke-Wormell = 1 Andersen (Studies in
Oracular Verses: Concordance to Delphic Responses in Hexameter, 1987). The
fact that in this oracular response Argos is on the contrary praized as the
land of dplotor Gvépeg, indicates a period of Argive preeminence in
Peloponnesus, which would nicely fit with the second haif of the 7™ century.
(Notice that when Cleisthenes of Sicyon moved to create a center of power
totally independent of, and indeed antagonistic to, Argos, Delphi strongly
castigated the move (v. infra)). Before the beginning of the MegaroAthenian
war at c. 610 B.C., there was the uneasy peace enforced internally in Athens
by the “Draconian” law which prohibited deliberative debate on the
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conqguest of Salamis on pains of the death penalty. This period of unstable
external quiet may well correlate to a corresponding phase of relative
détente in the inner social strife of the Athenian body politic, which will
have followed the Draconian regime (621 B.C.). And so, moving backwards
ohe more step, we can come to the previous decade (between Cylon’s coup
at, say, 632 B.C., and Draco’s decrees) as the period of the First Megaric War;
Plutarch, op.cit. VIll: 'Enel 8¢ uakpdv tiva Kai ducxepi noAsov oi &v dotel nepi
TG Zanapiviov vhoou Mevapelol nofguolvteg éEékapov Kai vouov €0evio
MATE vpdyal Tva pAT sinelv addic, o¢ xph thv noAlv dvunoigiodal TAC
Tafapivog i 8avdtw Znuolodar etc.

Cylon was son in law of Theagenes, the Megarian tyrant. In his
attempted coup d' etat Cylon was supported by a Megarian contingent. His
failure, and the consequent events, caused the first MegaroAthenian War (c.
632-621 B.C.). Athens was emerging out of its aristocratic agrarianism and
was keen to develop expansively seawards. A dynamic foreign policy
supported by military muscle was required. Megara (as later Aegina) was a
very early and very expansionist power. Besides, the very geography of the
vicinity made the eventual antagonism between Athens and Megara
inevitable: Athens could not even secure the Eleusinian plain, even her own
harbours, without solving satisfactorily the Salaminian question and settling
issues with Megara.

Athens was yet feeble. She couldn't cope with Megara. She turned
into itself and her external impotence aggravated the internal commotions.
The Alcmaeonids were expressing the interests of the new emerging forces,
dynamic and expansionist. Later, they were leaders of the party of the “Sea-
coast people”, followers of the “middle” polity, the party of the enterprise:
Aristotle, A6. oA. Xlll, 4: hoav &' ai otdoeic (= parties) Tpeic pia MEV TOV
napaniov, OV NPOEIoTAKEl MeyaKARG 6 ARKUEWVOC, Oifep £6GKOUV HARIOTA
SicKelv Thy pEonv nofiteiav etc. Solon himself belonged to that “middiing”

party; and this is of course part of the reason why he was entrusted by
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common acceptance with the function of a societal and political moderator.
He was also a trader, although staunch aristocratical traditionalist in his
views and habits of life. Peisistratus also was inspired by the same policies.
Middle in this connection means people who were neither big landowners
nor unskilled workers, but rather men with dexterities, arts and knowledge
detrmined to go forward and make a difference in their lifes and in the
world at large. What is reported of Alcmaeon (the Athenian general in the
Sacred War) about his relationship with Lydia and its outcome is
characteristic of the mentality and practices of this party (Herodotus, VI,
125 sqaq.). A special early connection with Delphi is presupposed in these
Herodotean reports; something which points to Alcmaeon’s generalship in
the Sacred War.

On the other side, Delphi appear to have been disposed favourably to
Athens. Although they seem to have endorsed Cylon's attempt, later they
supported the Athenian designs on Salamis (c. 610 B.C.; Plutarch, op.cit. 1X, 10,
X, 6). The final andvantageous outcome of the dispute for the Athenians
.depended on the decision of five Spartan arbitrators (Plutarch, ibid., X, 1; 6).
The connection of Sparta with Delphi would make the Spartans predisposed
to hear favourably the claims of a country in whose interests the Delphic
God appears to have pronounced. Solon was instrumental in persuading the
Amphictyonic Council to declare the First Sacred War (Plutarch, ibid., Xl
Aristotie confirmed as much in his ruGrovik@v Avaypadn, Fr. 615 Rose). He
must have acted in close consort with Alcmaeon. Alcmaeon remained leader
in the forces conducting the Sacred War even after the expulsion of the
Alcmaeonids from Athens (c. 599 B.C). Friends (£taipoln, followers and
sympathizers of his would form his band.

The fortunes and policies of the Party of Enterprise suffered a heavy
blow with the condemnation of the Alcmaeonids. It must have been
something unexpected. In fact it was Solon who persuaded the Alcmaeonids
to submit themselves to court proceedings. He persuaded all to create an ad
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hoc court of justice with 300 jurors-judges selected not by lot but on their
merits (TpIaKociwV dpioTivénv SIKaZoviwy). The outcome was disastrous for
the political developments in Athens. The dpiotol, with land-owning
aristoracts as their most influential members no doubt, and with individuals
strongly conservative among them, did not look favourably to the freer
renowned and powerful representative, the Alcmaeonid family. The évayeig
were judged guilty and heavy penalties were delivered. Those in life were
exiled; the bodies of the dead were taken out of their graves and thrown
beyond the state boundaries. A wound was inflicted on the societal order
which could not be healed eventually but by the stringent resources of a
long tyranny. This was a first failure in successive tests of Solon’s prudence.
The interventionist, expansionist foreign policy of Athens (according
to the Party of Enterprise) is best exhibited and illustrated in the
circumstances relating to the Sacred War. There was, to start with, a real
poblem with the behaviour of Crissa, which clearly exploited the Delphic
sanctuary with rapacity and increasing disorderliness. That could have been
met in a number of ways. The powerful Sicyon, for instance, just opposite
across the Corinthian Guif on the Peloponnesian coast might have
undertaken to correct Crissaean insolense and lawlessness. Solon, with the
close collaboration of Alcmaeon and young Peisistratus no doubt (with the
latter of whom he had already cooperated in the Salaminian affair), opted
for a very different type of solution. He promoted the involvement of a
loose association for religious purposes of States mostly insignificant,
indeed mostly non-states (in the sense of being themselves loosely
integrated on “ethnic’ principles), and largely unconnected to the
mainstream of Greek historical developments. This was the Amphictyony of
Anthele by the Thermopylae (Herodotus Vil, 200). Initially an association of
people round a revered shrine of Demeter there, it grew in importance
depending on whether one or more powerful States could employ supposed
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phyletic affinities with the original participants to justify its inclusion in the
association. To speak of real Confederation is totally beside the point: it was
at most a political weapon of potential use under appropriate circumstances
by powerful players.

The nature of the Amphictyony becomes evident as soon as one
observes that five out of the final twelve member-nations of it are smalil
peoples inhabiting the area of the Spercheios valley with the mountainous
regions around [5].

These nations are (starting at the south east, going round the valley
and ending up with the north east): (eastern) Locrians, Malians, Aenians or
Oitaeans, Dolopes and Phthiotic Achaeans, the most important of them. To
this initial main body of members, there were added probably on the
occasion precisely of the First Sacred War (when the Amphictyony
undertook its first major political and military action) three nations to the
north and four to the south, beyond the chief boundary mountains of the
Spercheios valley, Othrys and Oete respectively. The artificial adjunct that
these new enlargements constituted at first is seen by the use of a vague
name Thessalians to specify one such member-nation. Thessaly in this
connection is either too broad, covering all districts of the vast area lying
roughly between Olympus to the north, Oete to the south and Pindus to the
west; or too narrow, referring to one single district of the Thessalian plain,
the one lying to the center between Pharsalus and Cierion. What the
Thessalians as members of the Amphictyonic Council signify is the already
developed tetrarchic Thessaly (including the Thessaliotis strictu senso, the
Hestiaeotis to the northwest, the Pelasgiotis to the east part of the great
plain, and the Phthiotic Achaeans (who were among the original members of
the Amphyctyony). The other two northern members are the Magnesians in
the eastern sea-coast and peninsula and the Perrhaeboi to the mountainous
horth, on and west of Olympus.
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The four additional members of the Association to the south were the
Boeotians, the Phocians, the Dorians and the lonians. The Dorians were
inhabiting an insignificant mountainous district between Parnassus and
Giona, useful however as located by the root that led from Delphi directly to
Thessaly. This land was considered however to be the proximate metropolis
of the great Dorian population in Peloponnesus. The lonians, ldoveg, might
have been supposed to refer to the aboriginal "Aoveg of Boeotia; but again,
even so, this was employed as a pretext to connhect specifically Athens (and
not the other lonians significantly), with the Amphictyony, even if
theoretically Aeschines is right at his time in commenting on the equal rights
of all cities great or small in the selection of the national representatives to
the Council and on the equal votes of the representatives in it.

The extended Amphictyony was established on the occasion of the
First Sacred War. Athens gain a foothold in the affairs of central Greece, in
fact became a member of the power system of eastern mainland Greece
{the western side being considered marginally Greek anyway). The
agreement carried with it the active involvement of Thessaly in the
developments of southern Greece. Just as later the Macedonian Philip would
undertake to be the principal defender of the patrimony of God in Delphi, so
now the Thessalian Eurylochos became commander-in-chief of the expanded
Amphictyonic forces in the war against Crissa. He must have been a heroic
figure, a young, impetuous military leader, 6 véo¢ AXIAAREUC (v. supra).

The alliance against Crissa was built on a voluntary basis. Solon was
instrumental in decreeing the war at the Amphictyonic Council [6]. His
diplomacy aimed at forging an understanding with Thessaly on three issues:
(@) The expansion of the Amphictyony. (b) War on Crissa. (c) Thessalian
military leadership in it. The lesser members of the Association were
persuaded to ratify this major transformation of a religious confederacy
into a potent tool of dynamic foreign policy. Whether the members were
also allies in the war is far from clear. We do not hear of any other
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involvement than that of the Athenians. Probably, the Council simply
legitimized the ThessaloAthenian intervention in the omphalos of Greece.
There are obvious contemporary analogies.

The geographical position of Delphi was focal in the Greek system of
communications, adding geopolitical accent to its religion status. For Magna
Graecia and Western Greece the Corinthian (or, initially, Crissaean) Gulf was 3
vital line of access to the eastern parts of the country, the Aegean and
beyond. From Delphi started the Northern Way which led to the upper
Cephisus valey, the lower Spercheios valley and Thessaly. To the east, the
famous oxioth 666¢ conducted on the one hand to the Boeotian plain, on
the other to Megarid and Attica,'to Euboea and the islands. Delphi herself
was a meeting place of people from everywhere, a repository of
information, knowledge and wisdom, a treasury house as well and an
authoritative office of directives relating to the entire range of human
concerns and interests, individual or communal, private and public.

It seems that Cleisthenes, the tyrant of Sicyon, was also involved in
the operations of the Sacred War. He certainly would not miss the
opportunity to ingratiate himself to the Delphic priesthood and
simultaneously to exercise influence in capital central Greece affairs. Sicyon
lied just opposite the Crissaean plain across the Corinthian Gulf. Pausanias
appears to maintain that he was in charge of the entire Amphictyonic army
having Solon as advisor (X, 37, 6). But in this passage he simply reports the
Sicyonian account of the matter and is rather carried away by it.inll, 9, 6 he
is more careful: he saw a portico in Sicyon which went under the name
KAcioBéveiog, as having been built from the spoils of the Crissaean war that
he waged together (side by side) with the Amphictyons: Gko5oUNoe 5¢ and
AadUpwv 6 KAeioBévng althv TOV npdg Kippav néneyov ouurnoAsunoac
Augiktudol. That Eurylochos was commander in chief of the Amphictyonic
army is beyond reasonable doublt (Euphorion Fr. 80 Powell; Scholia in Pindar
Hypothesis Pythiorum; [Epistola Hippocratis] (Thessali MPEOBEUTIKOC) XX VI, 17:
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Polyaenus VI, 13). Cleisthenes participated in the war, just as Alcmaion did
leading the Athenian contingent.

Cleisthenes embarked in the sequel into exreme anti-dorian policies,
external and internal. The more he wanted to implicate himself into
developments outside of Peloponnesus, to enter the mainland power-
system. And what better way to follow this strategy than by being involved
in the Delphic affairs. Cleisthenes won the victory in the chariot race in the
first official Pythiad (582 B.C.). Aristotle comments on his military prowess
and ability; Politica V, 1315b16-7. He later pursued a policy of special
relations with Athens; he married his daughter Agariste to Megacles, the son
of his old comrade in arms Alcmaeon. The story in Herodotus (VI, 126-131) is
anecdotal and only thinly disguises Cleisthenes’ political motivation: he
would choose one or the other of the Athenian suitors for the hand of his
daughter, among 13 of the best endowed young aristocrats from all over
Greece (ibid.). The importance of Sicyon at the time is manifest by the fact
that being made son-in-law of Cleisthenes raised the Alcmaeonids to the
peak of their panhellenic fame and prestige; Herodotus, VI 126: ..KRg106évnc
HIV (sc. the house of Alcmaeon) 6 ZIKuwVIoG TUpavvoq &Eipe, HOTE NOARD
ovouactotépny yevécBar &v Toidl “EARNGI A npotepoVv hv. And 131: dudi Pev
Kpiol T®V uvnothpwv tooadta &yéveto, Kai oUtw ARKMEWVIOAI £BOBNOAV
dva thv EARGSA. The progeny of that marriage was of momentous
consequence for Athens: Cleisthenes and Pericles came from it. Something
that Herodotus duly emphasizes at the conclusion of his long eulogy onh the
House of Alcmaeonidae (VI, 121-131).

Cleisthenes’ policies can be readily fathomed from the information
supplied by Herodotus incidentally, when significantly relating Cleisthenes’
the Athenian reforms (V, 67-8). Cleisthenes made war on Argos, the cheif
power in Northern Peloponnesus at the time (67, 1). He wanted to violently
cut asunder any Dorian connection among the Sicyonians. Thus he attempted
to, and succeeded in, eradicating the heroic cult of Adrastos from the city
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(67, 1-5). He substituted the hero-worship of a Theban in his place, of
Melanippus an arch enemy of Adrastos (67, 3-5). He discontinued the
recitation of the Homeric poems in Sicyon on account of their Argive focus
(67, 1. He assigned to Dionysus (a not very Dorian deity) what tragic
dpwpevov was performed in honour of Adrastos. He changed the names of
the three traditional Doric tribes, imposing instead derogatory appelations:
the Sow-tribe, the Donkey-tribe, the Pig-tribe (‘Ydtal, ‘Ovedtal, Xoipedtan.
His own clan he baptized “Leaders of the People” (Apxénaol. 68, 1. It is
curious that Aristotle seems to include Cleisthenes' tyranny in a positive
characterisation of the entire Orthagorid leadership in Sicyon; 1215b12 sqq.:
NASIOTOV Yap €YEVETO XPOVOV N NEP! ZIKUGVA TUPAvViIC, h TdV '0pdaydpou
naidwv Kai autold 0pdayodpou ETn &' alith SigUsivev EKATOV. ToUTou &' aitiov
BTI TOIC GPXOUEVOIC EXPDVTO UETPIWC Kal MOAAQ TOTC VOUOoIC E60UAEUOY, Kai
810 TO NMOAEUIKOC YEVEDOAI KAEIOBEVNC OUK AV EUKATAPOOVNTOC, Kal TA NoAAd
taic Enueneiac éénuayayouv etc. It would seem that Cleisthenes’ policies
reflected the people’s tendencies.

In his Delphic strategy, however, Cleisthenes suffered severe setback.
Asking the Oracle for confirmation of his anti-Dorian, anti-Argive, anti-
Adrastus policies, he received the harsh and contemptuous answer that
Adrastos is a real king of the Sicyonians, whereas he is a mere stone-
thrower, a mere light soldier; 67, 2: éR6av && £¢ AsAdoUg EXPNOTNPIAZETO &
gkBanol tOov "Adpnotov: h 6& Mudin of xpd ddoca AdpnoTov P&V sival
ZIKUwViov Bacinéa, ékeivov 8¢ Asuothpa. The Delphic priesthood naturally
did not stuggle to get independent of Crissa in order to place the sanctuary
under the controlling influence of any particular power, especially of any
neighbouring state, like Sicyon or, later, Phocis. The point of the
Amphictyonic arrangement was that it suited best the permanent interests
of the Apollonian priesthood, while serving also the temporal interests of
willing strong players at the moment of its institution as an umbrelia for the

Delphic phaenomenon. The Amphictyony was an unwieldy, loose and distant
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association that, the priesthood no doubt thought, couid be invoked at will
when needed and when certain combinations of powers in the Greek system
(in effect any, given the multiplicity of the members, and their national, non-
state, character) gained preponderating influence that could be used in
promoting God's privileged domain.

The priesthood was right. They curtailed Sicyon’s ambitions. Thessay
was too far and too disunited to pose a serious permanent problem. They
cultivated from the end of the seventh century special relations with the
kings of Lydia, from whom the God received veritable treasures as presents.
Their wise policies (analysed elsewhere in this work) extended the Delphic
influence wide and deep in the Greek world. Sparta was always there to rely
upon in appropriate circumstances. They prudently cultivated Athens as well,
establishing and maintaining a solid understanding, based on mutual interest,
with the Alcmaeonids, the more progressive, powerful family among the
Athenian aristocracy. The Delphic connection meant for Athens the
implementation of a more open-ended, expansive, interventionist strategy,
that started her on the road to the pinnacle of High Classical glory.

As a crucial manifestation of the new expansionist spirit in the
Athenian foereign policy towards the turn of the centuries strikes one the
Sigeion affair. Athens occupied the area immediately to the south of the
Hellesponte mouth to the Aegean Sea in the Troas (for maps of the district,
v. M. Stahl, Aristokraten und Tyrannen im Archaischen Athen, p. 224). At the
time the Mitylenaeans laid claims on practically the entire region, based on
their previous actual possession of the area. The Lesbians in fact had
fortified the place, obviously because of its strategic position (Strabo, XII,
599). As leader of the Athenian occupational expeditionary force was sent
Phrynon, winner of the Olympic Games in 636 B.C., probably in pancration. A
war ensued with varying fortunes. The Mitylenaeans fortified Achilleion, a
little to the south of Sigeion, as basic for their operations (Strabo, p. 600).

Pittacos, one of the reputed seven wise men, assumed the leadership of the
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Lesbian forces. In one of the fights, Alcaeus the poet fled to safety
abandoning his shield. The dissensions between the former comrades,
Pittacus and Alcaeus, had not as yet erupted. Pittacus offered to resolve the
war through a duel with Phrynon. The challenge was accepted, the duel
happened, and Pittacos Killed Phrynon by means of a stratagem. That might
have demonstrated the superiority and effectiveness of wisdom over
valour, but failed to end the war. In the end the matter was referred to
arbitration, Periander the tyrant of Corinth was appointed arbitrator by both
parties, and he adjudicated according to the well-tried principle to make
peace on the basis of each party keeping what at the moment possessed.
Which decision confirmed the Athenian occupation of Sigeion (Herodotus V,
94-95; Apollodorus FrGrH 244F 27; Strabo loc.cit.; Diogenes Laertius |, 74; cf.
D. Page, Sappho and Alcaeus, pp. 152-161; M. Stahl, op.cit. pp. 211-226). The
matter however did not rest there as we learn from Herodotus. Enmity and
hostilities continued. But later Peisistratus, following more consistently the
expansionist foreign policy that was meant to make Athens to catch up with
historical developments impeded by her late entrance into the Great Power
scene, secured Sigeion to Athens, and increased the control of the Straits by /] M
occupying the area to the other side of the Hellespontic mouth as we[}.'V'ét
this very early projection of Athenian power to a geopolitically and
economically vital spot, is crucially significant. The Phrynon-Pittacus duel is
located by the chronographic tradition at the third year of the 43™ Olympiad
(Eusebius Chronica ad anno 1410 Abrahami), i.e. 606/5 B.C. We may assume
the end of the century as the time of Periander's arbitration, which was
favourable to the Athenian interests.

Perhaps we should ascribe to about the same time the hostilities and
the source of the AeginetoAthenean enmity that Herodotus relates V, 82-
88.

On the other hand, Eleusis and the Eleusinian territory had been

already secured to the City for quite some time then, since the traditions
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respecting the strife between Athens and Eleusis all refer to legendary or at
least heroic times (Pausanias I, 31, 3; Thucydides ll, 15, 1; cf. Pausanias |, 38, 1).
The resolution of that ancient confict consisted in the political subjugation
of Eleusis to Athens, balanced by the religious exaltation of the Eleusinian
cult; so Pausanias |, 38, 3: Fevouévng 8¢ 'EAcuciviolg AXnc npoc Aénvaioug
adnédave pEV EpexOelC A6nvaiowv PBACIAEUC, dAngave o6& lUNdpadoc
EUpOANou” kataAUovtal 8¢ &mi Toiods TOV NOAsHoV, “¢ EAsUoIviouc &¢ Td
dnna Aenvaiov Katnkooug évtag idia Tefgiv Thy TEASTAV. SO this is the first
stage in the enlargement of the Athenian state from the City to the whole
of Attica (which fuller unification - apart from the Marathonian tetrapolis -
happened traditionally at the time of Theseus' oUVOIKIONOG). Solon, in his
famous encounter with Croisos, is made to adduce the case of Tellos as the
happiest man (Herodotus I, 30, 3-5). Tellos died for his country in a battle
against a neighbouring people that was fought in Eleusis: yevouévng yép
Aénvaiolol paxng nNpog toug dotuyeltovac &v ERgucivi Bondnaoac Kai Tponhv
noinca¢ tdv nofediov dnédave KdnAiota. The dotuysitovac are almost
certainly the Megarians (less aptly they could be the Aeginetans). There is ho
sure chronology of the incident in Herodotus. But it is not unlikely that
during the repeated wars of Athens with the Megara in the last decades of
the 7™ century, a noble soldier died defending his fatherland against
invading troops of Megara. To extrapolate from this into a historical theory
about a longtime Megarian occupation of Eleusis and Solon’s instrumentality
in the struggle to push these neighbours out of the sacred land resulting in a
final successful outcome that for the first time properly integrated Eleusis
into the Athenian state, is preporterous and absurd. (The theory is argued
for in full book length in LM. L'Homme-Wéry, La perspective éleusinienne
dans la politique de Solon, 1996).

Solon’s monetary reforms, accompanying a change in the operative
system of weights, meant the abolition of the Pheidonean-Aeginetan

standard in favour of the competing Corinthian - Euboic - lonian one. The
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former had as basic unit (numismatic and ponderal) the stater (a didrachm) of
12.2 gr. giving the equivalence 1 dr. = 6.1 gr. The Corinthian employed a
stater (a tridrachm) of 8.6 gr, and so 1 dr = 2.9 gr. The Euboeic stater (divided
into thirds, sixth etc.) weighted 17.2 gr., leading to an assumed [1 drl = 5.7
gr. The Euboeic stater was double the weight of the Corinthian. The later
Attic system, introduced by Solon, was based on a stater (tetradrachm) of
17.2 gr., resulting in 1 dr = 4.3 gr. Thus one attic drachma was equivalent to
one and a half Corinthian ones. (For the facts, cf. e.g. CM. Kraay, Archaic and
Classical Greek Coins, Appendix I, Weight Standards, pp. 329-30. Seltman’s
book, to be referred infra, is still valuable). It follows that 1 mna = 100 new
Attic drachmae, weighting 430 gr. in silver, were almost exactly equivalent
to 70 old Attic drachmae, reckoned according to the Aeginetan system,
70x6,1 = 427 gr. in silver. And this is what Aristotle tells us in Aénvaiwv
MoAitela, X, 2: Kai h uva npdtepov Exioluoa [CITaOpOV EBSOMAKOVTA SPAXMAC,
dveninpwen tai¢ EKatov, so that it was made 70+30 = 100 new dpaxuai. (No
need really to correct with Blass to tpidkovta in place of &katdv. A well
known fact was and is readily understood by the phrase). The same is
testified by Plutarch, Solon, XV, 4: é&katov yap &noinos dpaxu®dv thv hvav
npotepov ERSounkovT dyoucav. (Adopting, that is, the brilliant correction
of T. Reinach in place of the transmitted text éBdophKovTa Kai TpIdV olioav.
The dyoucav is moreover a stylistic improvement on oloav, esp. in Plutarch.
The occasion of the error is furthermore readily understood:
EBAOMHKONTAIOYZAN became &Bdopnkovta (Kal) Yy oloav. However, the
vulgate text might be conceivably retained, on the ground that after all the
ratio 100 to 73 instead of that of 100 to 70 could simply reflect slight
differences in the later assumptions concerning the ancient standards of
weight and value. But one would suppose reliable information about such a
momentous incident of Athens' early history to have survived. And besides
Aristotle seems in the 10™ chapter to contradict Androtion’s account, as
related by Plutarch, Solon, XV, 3-4 = Androtion Fr.Gr.H. 324F34. One is
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tempted then to even consider that Aristotle indirectly explains Androtion’s
errorin giving the ratio as 100 to 73: it would rest on a confusion: the added
three unites have to do with the Solonian raising of the weight standard of a
talent by 3 mnae from 60 to 63 according to the Aristotelian explication. In
this case we ought to keep the Plutarchean text as it stands: it gives exactly

Androtion’s view of the matter, an erroneous one. The ratio of the new

Attic version of the CorinthoEuboeian to the Aeginetan system is i‘—s- 70

61 100
Solon observed the market equivalences of the two competing weight and
money systems and determined the nhew Attic standard in accordance with
those equivalences. He did not interfere monetarily in the free market: he
simply changed the standard. It is remarkable that at one stroke he also
achieved a substantial parity with the money of the Persian Empire. The
Imperial system utilized a standard based on a golden daric of 8.35 gr. and a
silver siglos of 5.35 gr., these being kept at the ratio of 1 to 20. (The means
to preserve historically the set equivalence was to change from time to
time the weight of the silver coins). One daric is thus equivalent to 20 siglos
= 107 gr. Or 4 darics = 428 gr. = one hew Attic mna = 100 new Attic
drachmae. (Cf. C. Settman, Athens, its History and Coinage before the Persian
Invasion, p. 124).

The last statement in Aristotie’s chapter X has caused endless
consternation. Aristotle spoke of the increase (a(iEnoiv) of measures,
weights and currency in Solon’s reforms. He first then states that measures
became peicw TOV OsidwViwv. He goes on to explain the monetary
amendement. Finally he comes to the weight system: énoince && kol oTadud
NPOC T VOuioua, tipleic kal £EhkovTa uvac T TdAavtov dyodsac (vel dyov
with Herwerden and Papabasiliou), kai émiSisvepnencav ol Tipsic uvai 0
otathpl Kdi tol¢ dANoI otabuolc. The change in the weight standard was
effected to make it correspond with the monetary reforms. Assuming the
retention of the Pheidonian system of weights, and with a mna equivalent
to 60 drachmae, the talent would amount to 60x60x6.1 = 21.960 gr. Adding
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three mnae to this we reach 23.058 gr. Taking now the increased standard
and distributing the excess to the lower denominations, we have a mna of
384.3 gr. Now there is evidence that (rather late) in 6" century Athens there
indeed prevailed a weight standard of 378-397.5 gr. (Cf. P.J. Rhodes, A
Commentary on the Aristotelian Athenaion Politeia, p. 166). Moreover, the

~weight talent-standard approaches now the new monetary standard talent

of 60 mnae and 100 drachmagy to the mna, i.e. 60x100X4.3 = 25.800 gf. in
silver. It is only an approximation; but we should take account of the fact
that calculations are approximate themselves, with little, and defective,
evidence of the coin-weights in early 6™ century. (Cf. e.g. for frequency
variations Table Xl in Seltman, op.cit., p. 127).

Solon’s reform of the currency meant a reorentation of Athenian
stratedic interests. ‘It had a commercial object and was intended to
facilitate trade" (Sandys) with Euboea, the Aegean and Asia Minor including
Lydia, Cyrenaica (which has adopted the Euboic monetary standard), and
Corinth herself, as well as with Chalcidice to the north and Sicily in the west.
Four Attic tetradrachms now (the new Athenian unit of currency) contained
the same amount of silver as one Euboic stater or two Corinthian staters (=
17.2 or.).

There is no gainsaing that the monetary reform had another purpose
as well, to temporarily alleviate the poorer part of the society’s grievances
and financial burdens. For the reform in effect constituted a devaluation of
the currency by 30%. So those in debt could now discharge their obligations
on favourable terms, and so much is explained by Androtion (loc.cit.), who
however goes to the extreme of construing the entire content of the
famous Solonian oglodxeia as consisting in just this result of the devaluation,
thus denying that there have occurred any real cancellation of debts. But
Aristotle (clearly with such views in mind) explicitly contradicts this
interpretation. He mentions that there was a seqguence in the Solonian
measures, first the dnokonh xpe@®v, then the legislation (vouoBeoia) and
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finally the reform in the system of measures, weights and currency (ch. X
sub in.). Androtion’s political agenda in construing the Solonian “moderation”
(or attempted harmonization) of Athenian ailing societal body in these
exclusively terms, appears also in the frivolous assertion that by Solon's
devaluation of the currency while the debtors benefited, the creditors also
suffered no harm! (wdengiodal Yev TOUG EKTIVOVTAG MEVARa, undEv o6&
BAANTECOAI TOUC KOMIZOMEVOUG). Maybe, for a moment; before, that is, the
prices of goods and services have risen as a result of the devaluation. But
for a time the devaluation would also considerably augment Athens’
external trade by facilitating exports. And this monetary stimulus towtheﬂ/)w%,é

i

Athenian economy was coupled by .‘ggféll:i.vew«m-e’asures aimed at enhancing
the economic activity in its real{'éwggor.

The mainly external-trade oriented reform of currency, measures and
weights was accompanied by arrangements intended to ensure agricultural
autarchy and a vivid expansion of the manufacturing sector of the economy.
There were economic and social reasons for these policies. The Attic soil,
apart from a couple of fertile plains, was less than usually productive.
Plutarch, Solon, XXII, 3: .kai Th¢ xwpac thv UCIV 6pdV YAIOXPWE TOIC
vewpyoUol dlapkoldoav... §1: ...td &€ nAgiota TS xwpag dvevvi kai ¢aldfa...
To stir economic activity Solon therefore promoted artisanship, (§1) npo¢
Tag Téxvag Etpeds ToUC nonitac, (§3) Taic téxvaic dEImuata nepIEonkev. He
raised the status of a craftsman. He decreed that a son who has not been
instructed in some art or skill is relieved even from his most sacred duty to
maintain his aged father (§1: npo¢ tag téxvac &tpsPs ToUC Monitag, Kai
vouov Eypayeyv, Ui® TpEdev natépa Uh SISAEAPEVOV TEXVNV ENAVAVKEC Ui
gival. He moreover assigned to the Areopagitic Council jurisdiction to
examine each one citizen’s revenues and to impose penalties to those not
working in some line of business (§3: tdi¢ texvaIg AZIOUATA NEPIEONKEY, KAl
thv £E Apeiou ndyou Bounnv &taZev émiokoneslv 66ev £kaotoc &xel Td
emtndela, Kai Toug dpyoU¢ KoAdZeiv). There seems to have obtained a
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general attitude of free immigration, of open borders that permitted people
from everywhere to come and settle in Attica; §1: 6p&dv 6& O uév Gotu
MIMNAGUEVOV AVOPWNWY dei CUPPESYVTIWY Mavtaxoesy émn’ déeiac ¢ thv
Attiknv etc. Solon proceeded one more, and very important, step, decreeing
that two categories of immigrants settling in the country were entitled to
the Athenian citizenship. The first were refugees exiled from their own
countries, and therefore likely to develop strong bonds with the state that
offered them full asylum. The second category involved artisans coming
with their entire family to live in Athens. The secure connection to their
new city was cemented in this case by means of their free choice of Athens
(as against their own country) as the place where to live and exercise their
skill and craft. The country offered to them the best opportunities to
develop profitably their arts and professions, it was most advantageous to
people able to do and make things - and they were voting for it by their
own immigration. These were higher economic immigrants, which a state
bent on expansion welcomed. XXIV, 4: ..6 TV Snponointwy vopoc, 8T
vevéobar nodftac ou &idwol nihv Toic Ppelyouciv dsipuyia Thy Laut®dv A
naveotiois ABnvade UEToIKIZOUEVOIC &ril Téxvn. ToUTo 5 nolhcal Gaciv aitov
(sc. ToV ZoRwva) olx oltwe dneAadvovta toUg EAROUC, (¢ KATAKAROUMEVOV
AefvaZe toltoug éni BeBaiy TG WEOLEelv TRG MOAITEIC, Kal GUa MICTOUC
vopiZovta toUc uév dnopepAnKdTac thy £aut@v 61a Thy Avaykny, tolc &'
aroAAomMATac 814 thv yvaunv.

This is a set of measures meant to stimulate enterprize, competition
and productivity in manufacture and trade. Clearly we have to do with the

policy of the Party of Enterprize (Alcmaeon, Solon, Peisistratus). They

ODQQ‘?ﬂ,_EDe country to skilled workers, artisans of any kind, traders,

financiers later, f?b?ﬁ"‘é'b?‘o'ad,mlhe result of such systematic encouragement
of craftmanship, trade, the ent¥fpreunerial spirit, of the creation of a

business-friendly environment in a free market with open borders, we can

gauge by the tremendous growth in the production and exportation of jflcﬁ

A
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vases during the first haif of the 6" century. Where others (esp. Corinthian
production) held the day, one sees the rapid, gradual encroachment of the
Athenian ware which from the status of a parvenu in the international
markets becomes quickly a dominant economic power.

By the side of this emphasis on industry and commerce, Solon took
care to regulate to best effect what little by way of competitive advantage
was offered in Attica on the part of the physical environment. A lean soil
Was coupled with a wonderful climate. A system of agricultural regulations
aimed at rationalizing the management of the earth and its resources, esp.
the water supply (Plutarch, Sofon, XX, 6-8). He enacted the prohibition of
any exportation of agricultural produce, save that of oil (XXIV). The
extensive cultivation of olive trees in the land and the quality of Attic oil
Mmade oil export trade very lucrative. That went hand in hand with the
increasing production of Attic earthen-ware, esp. jars in which the oil was
exported. Above all, the unburdening of land and person previously
encumbered by debts, left an army of agricultural and unskilled workers
strongly propelled into productive action by the very sense of their newly
found freedom (Solon Fr. 24 Diehl; Aristotle, A6nvaiwy MoArteia, VI; cf. X; XN,
5; Plutarch, Solon, XV, 2-6).

Solon’s economic program worked effectively with splendid resuits.
But social commotions and political unrest did not cease. His legislation was
strengthened into popular acceptance by a law of general amnesty with the
exception of specific cases relating to persons having been condemned in
special courts on charges of murder, massacre or tyranny. Plutarch, Solon,
XIX, 4: 6 & TPIoKAIBEKATOC GEWV TOU ZOAWVOC TOV BYS00V EXel TRV VoUWV
olTw¢ alToic dvoUact yeypauuévov: "atikmy éool dupol hoav npiv i $éAwva
dpgan, énitiuouc ival, nihv &co1 £E Apeiou ndyou A 8001 2k Thv EdETOV A 8K
Mputaveiou KaTasdIKacoEvTee Onb OV Baoinéwv &ni dovey i odaydiolv h &nl
wpavvidl Epeuyov dte 6 OoNOC EPAvn B5e". Nevertheless, the pressure
continued. It is highly remarkable and significant that Solon's celebrated
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realism did not work successfully in the societal and political front; or rather
It proved itself deficient and unrealistic, unlike his successes in the econhomic
sphere. Plutarch, commenting on the Solonian arrangements as compared
with the Lycurgean ones in Sparta, observes (Solon, XXIl, 3): £6Awv 6¢ toic
npdyuaci Touc véuoue udafov A Td nodyuata TOIC VOLOIC NpooapudZwV etc.
Characteristically and revealingly, Plutarch's commendation in this context
has to do with Solon’s economic plicies.

Solon’s failure in tranquilizing the body politic is devastatingly
registered by Aristotle (Aénvaiwv MoArteia, XIIl). Relative quiet after Solon's
archonship lasted for just four years. Intense civil strife was meanwhile
raised to such a pitch, that in the fifth year (590/89 B.C) the chief
magistracy remained unoccupied, as it was not made possible for someone
to be elected to that high position. The same thing happened four years
afterwards again (586/5 B.C.). Four more years later, the elected Archon
overstepped his annual period of rule, remained in office for two years and
two months, and was only expelled violently (582-80 B.C.). Next year
(580/79 B.C.), no single person again could be elected to the archoship, but
the compromising arrangement was agreed upon to adopt a ten-member
Council to exercise the rule of the Archon Eponymous: five members of the
Council being Eupatrids (i.e. the aristocracy of landowners), three farmers
and two artisans; (loc. cit., 2): eit’ £50Eev alTolC 14 TO oTaCIAZelV, dpxovtag
ENEoBal BéKa, névie p&v eonatpid®dv, Tpeic 6& dAlyploikwv, 800 o6&
SnpioupY®V, kai o0Tol TOV petd Aauaciav ApEaV EVIQUTAY.

The inherent infirmity of Solon’s constitutional arrangements was
explained above. Their very spirit and principle were incapable of
harmonizing the society in the functioning of its parts, of appreciating the
dynamism of the new historical phase the Greek world and Athens in
particulare were entering in, of coordinating economic performance,
societal status and political power, something which is the uitimate test of 3
solid and healthy polity. The condition of the State was craving for the
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strongman with the right ideas, the statesman of acute realism but with the
power to exploit his understanding of new realities in order to push
creatively forward, the wise man able to comprehend and enact the
mystery of freedom, the necessary conjugation of Force and Liberty. The
period was clamouring for Peisistratus, the Tyrant. Just as it was best served
later on by Cleisthenes’ democratic reforms, and the imperial strategies of
Themistocles and Pericles. Between the one man’s rule of Peisistratus and
the one man's rule of Pericles there is continuity despite outstanding
difference as well.

But all this lied well ahead of the unrest that marked Athenian history
towards the end of the 7™ and the beginning of the 6™ century B.C. The
important point in that unrest is however this:

The energy that was exploding in social commotions and political
upheavals as well, was also and mainly manifested in dynamism, creativity
and productivity at home and abroad.
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NOTES

{11 The high value recognized in Thucidydes' treatment of the matter by the rhetoricians is
testified by two entries in the Scholia ad loc.: To diynua t Katd tOv KUAwva auudzel
ohospa 6 TteEXVOYPAdPog Kal CULBOUREUE! snlusﬁsowta altd ékuabeiv tolc véoug, fva
MILAGOVTAL. And secondly: 6t ToU Sinynuatog To0 Katd Tov KUAwva Thy oaphveiav TIVEC
eauudoavTec, sinov &t Réwv &yEéRacev évtaloa, AEVOVTEC neEpl Boukudidou. The meaning of
this latter being that Thucydides, employing always a severe, intricate, abstruse style, is here
relaxing into a direct facile clear conciseness - just as if the terrible king of animals were once
to smile. (So, correctly, Valckenaer on Herodotus V, 71). The doBepdyv is aptly associated with
Thucidydes by Dionysius Halicarnassensis, Epist. ad Pomp p. 210.3: KoAal pév i nomnoeig
audotepal - diadépouct & Katd toUto uaniota darnAwv, 8T Td uév ‘HpoddTou KGRAROC IRapoV
20T, PoBEPOV 5€ TO BOUKUSISOU. ~ AS to the former entry, 6 Texvoypadog Is the theoretician
of the rhetoric art par excellence. Maybe Theon was considered such, as Stephanus surmised
(Sch. on Scholia Thucidydea ad loc) referring to his Progymnasmata.: xph tOv S8I6G0KaAoV
£KAOTOU yuuvdopatog €U Exovta, nopadeiypata &K TV  NOAGIQV  OUYYPOWNATGV
4VOREYOUEVOV NPOCTATIEIV TOIG VEOIG &kuavedvelv — a general, common proposition, but
which compounded with Theon's specific selection of Thucydides’ narration (in the
immediately following passage In his text, above given) as an example of the said principle,
generates a considerable probability for the identification.

[2] As Herodotus has it. The Thucidydean notion that the safeguard included assurance as to
absolute exemption from all harm and maltreatment (Gvacthoavieq 6& avtolc of Thv
ABNVOiWV EMITETPOMMEVO! ThY PUACKAY, (B¢ £MPWV ANoBVACKOVTAC &V TR iep®, &’ @ Undév
Kakov nothoouo!, etc.) must be qualified to mean only safety from arbitrary, peremptory,
summary administrative or personal revengeful punishment before a proper trial - thus
harmonizing this piece of information with the Plutarcho-aristophanoscholiast testimony as to
the prescription of a &ikn (before the plenipotentiary Lord-council, the Areopagus) rather than
with the Herodotean account of an Urieyyudtnta nAhv 8avdtou. - The possibility of taking the
clause in question to signify “in order that they shouid not be the cause of any evil, i.e. the
suppliants, by their dying within the sacred space thus polluting it and drawing on them the
wrath of Athena” is remote, despite the harshness of the disturbed clause-order (a smoother
sequence would be: (¢ & &npwv altous oi TV ABNVainV ENITETPaNUEVOl AnoevACKoVTag &y
16 iep®, Avacthoavies &0 @ UNd&v kakdv noinoouol, kai anayayovteg anékteivav. But this
evidently moves on a lower height. Notice that by omitting the kai dnavayévteg, the force of
the statement considerably improves; but this is bought at the cost of essential information
included in that participle, which would have then to be provided in a separate colon. Thus the
simultaneous satisfaction of both requirements as to maximal informativeness and helghtened
rigour coerces us Thucidydeanwisely. - Inl, 103, Thucidydes employs Euvanoqv . &9’ @ etc. in
the same sense (on condition that, hoc pacto, hac lege, cf. also I, 113 &¢’ ® ToU¢ &vopag
kouoUvTal. That Stephanus, of the old commentators, would in the face of this parallelism
maintain the unlikely meaning is due, surely, to his wise refusal to accept a sense which would
require the conspirators to get safeguards of absolute immunity of punishment alitogether.
This is an absurdity violating the laws of natural propriety and the testimonies of historical
experience. Subsequent scholars adopted the correct meaning for the wrong reason (an
absolute relial on the nonsensical rule “same structure - same meaning in same author”) and
with a wrong consequence {the absurdity meantioned above).

[3} The ancient name seems to have been Kpioa and the later Kippa; so Pausanias X, 37, 5: Aéyetal
88 &¢ Thv Kippav <..> Kai &nd the Kippag (the name of a heroine apparently or some historic
woman) 7o 8voua To é¢’ AudV Tehval T Xwpin Gaciv. ‘Opnpog uévtor Kpioav &v te 1TRas!
buoiwe Kai Guve T &v AndARmVa Ovouat t@ € doxic KAnEel thy nofv. (v. Hom. Hymn. In Apoll.
282, 431, 438, 445). A distinction bétween xwpiov and oA must not be assumed regarding
nomenclature: Kpicaiov nediov is commonest appellation. Strabo (IX p. 418) speaks of two
towns, Kippa and further to the east, still within the Crissaean gulf, Kpica. He was singular in
this as Eustathius (ad /liad B, p. 273) indicates: 6 6& yewypadog (sc. par excellence, i.e. Strabo)
Agver: ...MoTE KoT autov £tépa h Kpiooa kai £tépa i Kippa. This opinion on the duality of the
towns is recognized by Stephanus Byz. s.v. Kpioa ivéc thy abthv T Kippa daciv. Its negation
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is peremptorily affirmed by the Etym.M. s.v. Kpioa® - h aith Kpioa kai Kippa. But Plinius concurs
with Strabo. In his delineation of the Locrian and Phocean territory, besides vividly portraying
the boundary fine passing just to the west limit of Cirrhaei Phocidis campi (IV, 3(4), §7), he
details: ultra Cirrhaei Phocidis campi, oppidum Cirrha, portus Chalaeon (exaggeratediy called by
Stephanus Byz. s.v., NOMG AOKp®V, by virtue of the proximity and maybe the tribal origination
of the inhabitants; it must have been to the west of Cirrha; being her port-area strictly meant.
Its place is probably occupied by modern itea, appropriately located as to the modern Cirrha,

too), a quo VIl p. introrsus liberum oppidum Delphi sub monte Parnaso, clarissimi in terris
oracull Apollinis. Fons Castalius, amnis Cephisus praefluens Delphos, ortus in Lilaea urbe (v.
Homer, /lias B, 523; Strabo, IX p. 407. But it is Pleistos, not Cephisus, that passes between Delphi
and Cirphis, Strabo, IX, p. 418; however Pleistos has the same sources with, and almost is
continued by, a tributary to the Boeotian Cephissus, a remote justification, to be sure, for the
Plinian error. Besides a much more important connection of Cephissus with the Delphic region
was maintained, recorded by Pausanias X, 8, 10: "Hkouoa &% Kkai 4ARo Ttoldvse, to Udwp Th
Kaotadig notapol d&pov gival To0 Kndiool. Todto &noince kai ARKaATog, v Npooiliy @ &6
ANOARWVa. BeRaiolvTal 88 ofx fAkiota of Anaieic, of &¢ tol Kndioool thv nnyhv néuuata
gnixepla Kal GARa éndoa vouiZouotv adidolv &v tiolv eipnpévaig hugpaig, Kai abeic év Th
Kaotahia paociv autd dvadaivecal). quondam praeterea oppldum Crisa, et etc.

Now Cirrha was located by the see, Strabo, IX p. 418: Unonéntwke &¢ Th Kipdl nonig dpxaia
Kippa, &ni Th 6aRdoon idpupévn, Ao’ hg Avapaoic gic AsAdouc dydonkovta nou otadiny. What
is added, '"idputal &' AnovTikpU Ikudvog" bespeak considerable error if co-meridianship Is
implied; but if we extend a straight line, from Sicyon in a:N-NW direction we reach Cirrha over
sea running tangentially parallel to the W. coast of the chersonessos between Cirrha and
Anticyra. Probably there was also such a distribution of sea--and wind-currents that made the
passage natural and easy. Philip, the Macedonian king, having been in Phocis, goes straight to
Sicyon's harbour from Cirrha, Polybius V, 27: & 6& BacIAgUq vaxesiq &k Tév Kata Kippav tonwv
KOTénAeuoe petd thv UNacnioTdv &i¢ TOV TOV IIKUWVIKV AIEVa, etc. - The direction Kirrha ~-
Sikyon is parallel to that of Anticyra —Lechaeon, another sea-road channel: v. Pausanias X, 37, 3:
Kkeltal 62 &nmi UYnAoD Te h BOOAIC Kal &v Mapdnie nepaloulévolq &€ AvTkUpag &G Aéxalov to
Kopiveiwv (Lechaeon was Corinth's port on the side of the Corinthean guif).

Kippa was on the mouth of Pleistos, Pausanias X, 8, 8: Tpanouéve 2 &G dpiotepav ano tol
YUUvaoiou (sc. TV AsAdpOV) Kai tnokataBavt o nigov, &uol dokelv, i tpia oTtddia, NOTauoG
¢otiv bvouazZouevoc Masiotoc odtog 6 MMAgicTtoq &ni Kippav to éniveiov AsAgdv kal th tadtn
kdteior 6dnacoav. Higher up, as Pausanias continués, is-the sacred spring Castalia; whose
waters flowing down really mingle with Pleistos’ stream. Cirrha as the niveiov AeAdGV is also
clearly meant by Livius XLlI, 15. Delphi's main port, at the innermost part of the bay, was Crisa
(earlier) or Cirrha (later), whether that involved a short transposition in its actual {ocation or
not.

(4] Ztpopeuc is the chief hinge of a door (the one at the basis, which bears the weight of the
movement) in its fundamental, elementary form: the pivot of the door-axis (the scapus
cardinalis of the Romans, Vitruvius, IV, 6, 4) working in a socket on the threshold); v.
Aristophanes, Danaides Fr. 251 D = 263 Bl. (apud Suda s.v. aUngiog):

npog TV oTpodEa ThS avsiag (sc. Bupac) oxivou Keparhv

KatopUtTEv

(cf. Theophr. Hist. Pl VI, 12: Agystal 62 Kai npd TV Bupdv The gioddou Pputeudeioav (sc. Thy
okinnav vel oxivov) dAsEnTtApiov glval THE &nidepopévng SnANcEmG. Pythagoras, according to
Plinlus NH. XX.9.39, scillam In /imine quogue januae suspensam malorum medicamentorum
introitum pellere tradit). Simifarly Hermippus in Moipar Fr.-Il Meineke (vol. | p. 398), in Athenaus
XV p. 668a (and, partly, Xl 487¢)

Ty 8¢ TdRaIvav nRdotvy (part of the apparatus for KOTTaBoE)

dv idoic

napd tov otpodEa TS Knnaiag (sc. eupag)

£V T0i0I KOPALOOIV OUCAV.
To open such a door without making any noise for some clandestinal purpose, water was
poured on the point of friction, thus making the sense of otpodelg clear. Thus Aristophanes,
Thesm. 487:
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Evéy 62 Kataxéaoa To0 otpodEws U6wp

£EAABOV WG TOV MOIXOV. =mmmmmm—mn
The idea was taken over by Plautus, Curcul.i, 3, 1inin.
LENA Placide egredere, et sonitum prohibe forum, et crepitum cardinum;

he quod hic agimus, herus percipiat fleri, mea Planesium.

Mane, suffundam aquulam. PALINURUS. Viden' ut anus tremula

medicimam facit?

Eapse merum condidicit bibere, foribus dat aguam quam bibant.
Noticeable it is that Plautus speaks plurarly of cardines, while the Greeks taik consistently of a
orpodelc in the singular. He either must mean the two pivotal contacts of the axis with the
appropriate threshold and lintel receptacles, or side-hinges (for surely modern-type hinges
existed in Roman times at least, having been archaeologicaily found); or the bottom hinges of
a two-fold door. - The sense of the word Is vividly portrayed by Lucianus, dial. Mer. XI (vol. lfl p.
314): Thv alfiov e0pov AnoKeKAEIoUEVNY EMPERKC... OUK Ekolia &' olv (it was dead of night)
ARR' éndpac npéua thy 8Upav ((Gn 6% Kal GAROTE énenolfkelv -altod) napayaywy Tov oTpoPea
naphndov ayoonti- he raised the door unhinging the pivot from the socket, and by this
dislocation he entered noiselessly. To be remarked that though otpodelc - cardo - hinge
sionify the entire elementary mechanism whereby a solid is being moved preserving
immutable points of contact {constraints) with another solid, yet either of the two parts can
be preferentially referred to; thus the base socket is more appropriately connoted in the
Aristophanic fragment; while in the Lucianic passage the pivot is clearly napax0eic; and
similarly in Virgil's Ciris 222:

marmoreo aeratus stridens in limine cardo.

While in Sextus Empiricus adv. Math. X, 54 the identification otpodelq = pivot is explicit and
complete: 6 katd tol 6Apiokou (the small cavity, socket) BEBnK®G otpodels — making also
manifest as well the natural restriction of the meaning to where the real center of weight and
significance lies: the bottom hinge. Theophrastus, too, in-Hist. PL V 5, 4 sqq. specifies the hard
woods which were preferred for making such pivots; and when in V. 9 he says ®onep fidn Tg
otpodelg The BUpag EBAdotnoe, otpodelc must be the wooden pivot, as the socket was
formed in the threshold stone. In Polybius Vi, 16, 5: 00ToI yév E£WOEV NPOCTIECOVTES NEIP@VTAL
SIGKONTEIV TOUC OTPOPE Kol TO ZUywua TV NUAGY, altol 6& TOv JoxAdv EveoBev Kai Tag
Badavdypac, the otpodeiq are the entire hinges again, and SidkOMTelv TOUG OTPOGEIS is unhinge
the door by dislocating the hinges.

What Polybius calls Siakortelv ToUc oTpodelq is rehdered, in an exactly analogous case,
as Uroteusiv toUc otpdgiyyac by Plutarch, Romyilus, 23: didhvac 68 sifgv (sc. 6 PoUUAOG),
dotuyeitova The POUNG NoAv, o¢ MEV Eviol dpaciv £Zaidvng Toug innéag néugag Kal keReGoag
UNOTENEIV TAV MUARDY TOUC CTEOPIYYAC, €ITa EMPAVEIS auTtdC AnPoodoKATNG. STPOPIVE is no
doubt here the pivot. Cf. Galenus, de Usu Part. I, 15. In the same sense the opOvdUROI
(vertebrae) are assimilated to otpOPIvyeC in Plato, Timaeus 74A, and in 74B otpddIvE are all
bone-hinges of the body (the first application is mentioned by Longinus de Subl. 32, 5 as part
of Plato’s divine and évBouciaotikh use of tropes in the description of human body). Timaeus
Sophista in his Plat.Lex. s.v. has: OTPOGIYVEC of TOV BUPHV OTPOdEIC, identifying the two
words admirably in this connection, if each opovdufog acted both as a pivot and as the
support on which a pivot turns. Pollux however, whose superficial and misplaced
fastidiousness is generally to be suspected and whose views on linguistic matters require
more than the neutrality of a nihil obstat to be accepted (for they have either to be positively
confirmed, or, at the very least, to cohere and square effectively with extant usage and other
grammatic or legicographic evidence), considers the matter more scrupuiously in i, 130-2:
&déotnke 8¢ ooovdunoig &ntd 6 tpdxnnog (above the seven superior vertebrae), olc “Ounpog
GoTPaYARoUC KONET Kai 0dovEURinvVa TOV MUEAOY TOV £V qUTOIC (referring to fliad, Y, 481-3 and
mistaking opovéuRiwy as attributive to pueAde, while it is genitive plural depending on &k-
nofto, and coovaunity = crnovaUAmV:

------------- 6 6& daoyavy abxéva Beivag

THA' aUTh NHANKE Kapn BARE uuende alite

opovauniwv Enang’, & &' énl xeovi Kelto TavUoesiQ).
odvoudaZovtal 68 oi opovSuAct kai otpodeic, napd thv &1’ alThc Tol TPaXHAoU CTPOPAY, Kai
oTESPIyYeC napd Oepekpdatsl... THV 6& odovaUAwY, 6 pPEv np®dTog & olUV T TPOXNAK
OTPEPOMEVOC EMOTPOPEUC OVONEZETal INNoKPAETNG 68 alToV Kal 686vTa S0KET KAREV. ToIg 62
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nAayiolc altol 8Uo KOIRGTNTES pia EKatépwdey Eveiolv, &g &g &viZouol Und Thy napeykepanioa
500 npolxoucal NpoBoAadi, KEGAARE KopRVal KaRoUPEVal. Thv 8¢ cpovsuRny & Se0TEPOC,
akivntoc Gv, dEwv dvoudzetal. npoBondc && &xel 80O, Hiav EKaTEPWOEV, ThV NEV TR MPWTw,
Th 8% TG TPitw TOV 6PovEUAMY Evnpuoouévny: KaRoOvTal & KATOXol. napaninciwv o6&
vtV TV £ni ToUToic TeTayMévmy, 6 teRsutaiog, B¢ dxeodopv, ATAag dvoudZetal. Now
Hippocrates did not call the first vertebra ééouc, but either the apophysis of the second one,
ie. the odontoid prominence or outgrowth (processus dentatus) round which the first
vertebra with the entire cranial system turns, or the second vertebra itself as possessing that
apophysis; v. Hippocrates Epid. I, 2, 24 and Galen, de usu Part. 12, 7. So the sentence
1NNOKPATNG ... KOREIV has condescendingly to be transposed after, say, d&wv ovoudZetar.
Pherecrates (Fragm. Inc. LXXI b Meineke, vol. Il p. 356) called the vertebrae otpodIyyeg, like
Plato. An ordinary appeliation was otpogeic (cf. also Pollux X, 22); and so was a medicinal one in
the case of the foremost: EmoTpodeUC.

Now with regard to the facts of the case, it shouid be observed that we have in the
case of the head-cum-neck-vertebra system a reversal of the lintel-cum-door axis situation:
hamely, it is as if the lintel was rotating round a door-axis staying immovable. Instead, also, of
the axial pivot moving in an appropriate socket hollowed in the lintel, we have an appendage
to the lintel-head secured to it, the motpogsuc, through which the vertebral pivot, the
é6ouc, can function as the immovable support for the head movements. It is consequently
inaccurate to conceive Pollux’ expression “dvoudZovtal 6& of 6pOvoURoI Kai OTPOodEIC napd
Thv &’ dutoic Tol TPaxARoU OTPOPAY” as supporting an acceptation of otpodeuq that would
appropriate the word to the female rather than to the male part of a hinge - and this
irrespective of what inference Poliux intended, if any, on this matter.

Furthermore the lower vertebrae do in fact act as both pivotal minute axes and
supportive bases, ingeniously distributing the function of an axe into small parts without
breaking the unifying concatenation of the segments and consequent preservation of Its
wholistic activity.

The yAwoong otpdPIVE in the mock-invocation of Euripides in Aristophanes, Ranes, 892 is
the hinge of the tongue, that by which its “turning” activity Is realized - understanding
“turning” exactly in parallel to the previously guoted Aristophanic passage, as both physical
movement and deceitful changefulness and tricky multifacedness; cf. ibid. 827; Nubes 792;
Homer, lliad Y, 248; Euripides, Bacchae 268 (slitpoxo¢ vA®ooa); and so Plutarch, Pericles, 7.
ITooGIVE and tol otpédelv altov Kal navoupyevecoal say the scholia ad nostrum loc. -
ITPOPIVE is, again, being used in the ordinary, natural sense (that by means of which something
is being turned) in Euripides, Phoenissae 1140 sqd., where the description of the &nionpov on
Polyneices’ shield is given:

------------------- Motviadeg & & aonic
&nionpa NI 5poMGSES EoKIpTHV GOBW,
€U Nwe¢ oTrdPry&y EvB00sV KUKAoUMEVal
népnax’ U autov, WotTe paiveooal SOKEIV.

By means of hinges and an appropriate mechanism on the handle of the shield (nopnag),
the wild horses appended on the front of the shield were being circularly moved (el nwg
otedDIVEIV KukAoUuEVal), the impression being given of the unruly, leapish, bouncing, wild,
tumultuous movement of phrenzied horses. The ancient scholia here Indulge in fantastic
interpretations, although the only correct explanation is also given: énionpov 8¢ th donidi
autol ncAol pavika Kol &mTthdsiol si¢ dpouov EoKipTwy &V Kivhosl sUoTpodw, Katd Tva
tpdnov oTPEPONEVAI UNXOVAIG TIol EVS00gv THS Aonidog U’ autdv TOV NoOpnaKa; a very good
paraphrase indeed. [Such devices would have been rare but perspicuous in heroic times; the
effect peculiarly impressive, shiveringly tinged with  the horror of the monstrous and
praeternatural - in those days of glowing immediacy of feeling the world and of majestic
simplicity and glorious capaciousness:in psychic and spiritual affectedness. Thus in Aeschylus,
Sept. adv. Theb., in the similar recension of the seven:-heroic Princes ready to engage in War,
the immaculate, blazing beauty of Parthenopaeos, that lad of full manhood (Gvdpdnaig avhp), is
pregnantly, provocatively accompanied by cruel intent, terrible eye - and a shield to match:

538. o0 uhv dKOMNOoTOS V' édiotatal nUAIC,
0 Yap NoRsws BVEIBOC v XARKNAGTH,
OAKE], KUKAWTH COMNATOC NpoBAnpaT,
TOiyy' OUOOITOV MPOCUEUNXaVIUEYNY
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youPoIC Evidua, RAUNPOV ékxpouctov SEUAg,
etc.

The metallic sphinx, embossed (§kkpouotov), was appended to the shield through a device
(npoc-ugunxavnuévny) by means of bolts or nails (youdoiq); Parthenopaeos either wielded
(évaua) the monster as handling the shield on which it was attached; or, very probably,
controlled it more directly in the way of Polyneices’ weapon in Euripides. As indeed Eustathius
conceives (Comm. in Hiiad p. 1160.49 sq.): iowg 6& Kal unxavh tivi ékivoivto, EKpouota 8vta
Kal o0 616A0u (= absolutely) npoonAmMEVa T® odkel. Kai oltw édpdvialov toi¢ opkol To
aUtokivnTov, driolov 6A T NAdTTel Kal-AloxuAoc v Toic Enta éni OnBag, obviously referring to
the passage in question. Cf. the Homeric Odipog (flias, X, 459).

But the (principal) otpopeuc, like all focuses of Important working, has a religious
dimension, too. When in Aristophanes’ Plutus the kingdom of Plutus, restored to his sight, has
been founded in Athens, the Athenians throw themselves into the exiusive worship and
service of the new, just and all-seeing divine sovereign, to the neglect and detriment of all
other Gods. Hermes comes then begging for some acceptance in recompence for his services.
He is made to recount his &nwvupial as testimony to his diverse divine efficacy. At last, he is
admitted into the new régime as EvaywVviog, his relevance to all games, musical and, especially
gymnic, procuring for him a useful employment in the thriving splendid spectacles of an
Affluent and Peaceful society more aristocratico. But in the beginning of the enumeration of
his offices come these verses; Plutus 1152 sqa.:

KAPIQN: Ti 8AT v &ing Sdenog fpiiv Eveasd’ dv;

EPMHZ: Napd thv 8upav orpogaiov I6pUcaceE LE.

KA. Itpodaiov; GRR’ oUK Epyov 0T OUGEV OTPOOROV.

rTpodaiog is the epitheton of the divinity presiding over otpodelq, the hinge of doors.
But the slave Carion cruelly mocks the needy God, by accepting the word in a roguish and
wicked connotation, otpodn being, deterioratingly, a turn, a twist, a trick, dodge, a deceit,
something devious, crooked, knavish. The Alexandrian:scholia ad loc., failing to observe the
comic change of meaning, concentrate misieadingly, in explanation of this epitheton, on the
crafty and treacherous features of the God, features amply, of course, expressed in his
religious appellation A6RiI0G. For Mercury's deviousness, roguish multifacededness, propensity
to theft, deceitfulness particularly with regard to his words and downright knavery v. the
Homeric Hymn to Herm. 13-4; 317-8; Hesiod, Opera 77 sad. Thus ad Xtpodaiov idpUucaces ye the
Scholia explain: éni AnoTponh TOV dARWV KAsnthdv (Hermes being himself archthief already
gloriously celebrated as such in the Homeric Hymn in his honour). Itpodaiog, napd to
oTpédeotal Kal NAVOUPVEIV... AAAwC. LTpoddv (such metrical monstrosity pro Itpogaiov?),
gnei otpoddec (2 an otpodal ?) Agyovtal of ouunenAsyuévol Advol kal SoAEpoi. ARRWG.
TTpodaiov éxdRouy iSpupévov napd th BUpa TOV Salliova <Td [Ev &k ToU oTPéPecal auThv>
(something of the sort must be added to integrate the obvious meaning; it would apply to the
turning of the door in general), Gpa 6& napd 1O otEsPeav td npdyuara: ol 8¢ tolTo noloivied
navolpyol Adyovtal. And again: ot 8¢ énwvupia ‘Eppol napd T taic Supalg idpucoal &ni
PUAGKR THV EAR®Y KAentdv: oUtol Yap oniow thv Bupdv Eineaot kal dvadusodal kal dAwG
navoupyeUeodai

But the syncretic philology of the succeeding era corrected these Alexandrinian
jejunities. Thus, we read also, Ztpodaiov: MuAwpdyv, Evea kal £vea otpedduevov -MUANPOG, the
gate-keeper, caretaker. And, better, in the Parisinus 2827 (whose first scholion to this play
ends with the colophon: £xORI0v To0 AOVYILWTATOU Mayiotoou, no doubt meaning the renowned
Byzantine philologist Thomas Magister whose recension we must thus possess in that ms.):
Ltpodaiov énwvupia ot ToUTo TOT B£00 napd td tdi¢ BUpaIg i6pUceal &nl duAakh TeV GRRwY
KAENTROV (this in common with the Alexandrine criticism). £tpoddiov olv nepi thv Blpav avt
toU PURaKa TAC Bupac (cf. MuAwpol) and ThC oTEoYIyYoc. "0 6& dspdnwv (sc. Carion) to
crpodaiov &ni TOV SORIWY KAl CUMNENAREYMEVOV AOYWV EKAGUBAvVE énel onuaivel Kail Tolto A
AgRIC otpodaiov vap Ppautv Gvepwnov, TOV €i6dTa CUMNASKEIVY Kal OTpédelv AdYoUG Kal
unxavdac. And in this double entendre, Eustathius agrees; Comm. in lliad p. 1353.9 napd t®
otpodel idpunévod, i 6 oTPOdIC, sc. 6 oTPEDWV Kal EEANATROV.

The Lexicographers firmly uphold the correct interpretation. Thus Hesychius s.v.
rtpodaioc ‘Eppnc, & npdg taic Bupalc iBpupévog 810 tOV ThS BUpac otpodéa. And identically
Etym. Magnum s.v. Itpoddiog 6 napd tdig 8Upalg ISpUUEVOS EpURG nopd Ttov otpodéa The
eupac. suda, s.v. has: Itpopaiov: odtw KGAoUV TOV NApd th 0Upa ispuuévov Saiova, dua &
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napd T otpédelv Ta npdyuata of 8¢ TolTo noloivieg navolpyol Agyovtal ApIcTodpAvng
NAoUTw (loc.cit.): napd Thv BUpav Itpodaiov iBpUCAcOE pe. énwvupia 8¢ gotiv ‘Eppod napd to
1aic BUPaIC I6pUCOa £ni GURCKR THOV ERRwY KAsNT®V: 00TOoI Yap 6nicw tdv Bup®v giwdact Kal
avasueosal Kai OAWC navoupyeueodal. (I quoted complete Suda’s lemma to show that the
Thomasian schofion ad loc. stems from post-alexandrine philology as preserved in the Suda; the
identity is obvious and practically verbal. This is standardly the case with Byzantine
commentation: hence its great utility in restoring the sounder syncretic criticism and
antiquarianism of the later and post-Alexandrine era). Hesychius s.v. ‘Epuii¢ Ztpodaioc 6 nepi
(sic codex: napd Saimasius) oTPOdIVYI THG BUPAG iBpupéVOC. Photius s.v. O ‘Epuig ITpodeug 6
napd taic 8Upalc ipupévoc dnd tol oTPodEéne The 8UpAc. Pollux, Vi, 72: kai ZTpodaiod &v Tt
oikApaT Nepi TOV ITpodéa iIdpuuévoc 8g6¢ ot &' 6 EPURG. Thus some symbol of Hermes was
consecrated at the entrance of the Jail, by the fundamental hinge of the door.

What is to be found in Cramer's Anecdota Craeca Vol. ll, p. 53.14 on Theognostian
evidence, poses a problem. Ltpsdiaiog 6 ‘EpuAc napd té ApIotoddavel, napd to SiEotpddeal Tag
Syeic. There are three possibilities: (that Itpedadiog is a mistake for Itpoddioc and the
explanation a mere misunderstanding, is too gross a supposition to be seriously entertained). a)
Either in some lost Aristophanic work Hermes is epithetized as Itpeyaiog and an ambiguity
between Deceitful and Defective in, or rather with Distorted, sight, squinting maybe, looking
askance, Is played upon, an ambiguity additionally strengthened by the mediation of the factor
of unfathomedness and unreliability included in both meaning-directions; b) or the information
is to be related to Photius s.v. STpéya: NéAIC TS Opdkne. Kai of nodftal Ztpeyaiol. LTpeYaioud:
Aplotoddvng F'ewpyoic. Here are two lemmata, one concerning the Thracian city and its
inhabitants, the other referring to an Aristophanic joke in his play rswpyol The dexterous
castigator of the Athenian people’s faults and vices may have referred to them under this
appellation signalling their strepsidic propensity in litigation and dicolabistic practice; an
appellation particularly apposite jokingly as there was also a people of that name. Or Thracian
ambivalences and unreliabilities as to their true attitudes towards Athens might have been the
object of a pun. In either case the deceitful god may have been nicely brought in, esp. playfully
as the God crooked in eyesight as well as in mind and deed.

In the Homeric Hymn to Hermes, Mercury is the leader and sender of Dreams, the wakeful,
watchful Eye of Night, Sleepless Guardiah at Doors and Gates:

14 e nyAtop’ oveEipwy,

VUKTOC dnwnntipa, muAndokov, -

There was a Hermes consecrated at the court of Dionysius’ the Tyrant palace; Athenaeus,
X, 437b teste Timaeo: kai AABMV (SC. Xenocrates) TOV Xxpucolv otébavov, kai avaflnv (when
he was leaving the Symposium), T® ‘Epup ©h i0puuéve &ni The alAng énednkev etc. He must
have been located by the alfsiog 8Upa, as supra; thus Aelianus who relates the same story, has
(Varia Hist. ll, 41); kal TOv otépavov Aapnv, T Enavisl petd to dginvov, Tk EpUn TH mpd tdv
BUPEY £0THT ENEBNKEY AUTOV, KaTH TO £00¢ THV EUNpooBsv huep®v (he was in the habit of
dedicating his flowery crowns worn in the Symposia on the previous days to the self-same
Hermes). Diogenes Laertius, IV, 8 (in his brief account of the samé memorable event) simply has:
Kal Xpuo® oTePAVE TMNOEVTO £ndOAw noAunooiag Toig Xouol napd Alovuciy &5évta esival
npog ToV idpupévoy Epuny, Evoanep tI8gvai Kal Toug aveivoug eiwoel.

Hermes flpdvaoc (together with -Athena Mpovaog) was consecrated at the gate of the
temple of Apolio Ismenios in Thebes, Pausanias IX, 10, 2. At the very entrance to the Acropolis
was an Hermes fponuAatoc, Pausanias, |, 22, 8. The type of this Mercury was the 1etpdywvod
one, with the bearded, broad face of a senior man (more than mature, not yet quite old).
Alcamenes standardized the form, as must be judged from the numerous copies still extant.
The best preserved comes from Pergamus bearing the following inscription:

si6noeIc ARKaUEVEDC

nepiKanRfEe dyanua

Eoudv tov npo nuAdv-(i.e. the MponuAalog in Acropolis)

sicato Mepyduiod.

{Below which appears the Delphic injunction: F'vée! Zautdv, and underneath the erect pudenda
testify to the implicit potency of the consecrated symbol). To this MponGAaiog EpMAG Is
Demosthenes referring adv. Evergum et Mnesibulum p. 1146: Jotepov aUT® NEPITUXMOV NEP]
TOV Epouitv tov mpoc th [UAIGI i.e. by some little portern gate at the Grand Propylaea.
Harpocration gives interesting information concerning this famous Herma; s.v. npdg th nunicl
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EpuRc AnpooBEVNG &v TG Kat EUépyou. dIRGXopog &v Th £ ATidwv "Aénvainv' ¢nolv
"dpEapévmv TeIxiZeiv tov MNeipaid oi 6 dpxovteg toltov Avadévieg énéypagav: GpEAUEvol
np®TOol TEIXiZev oi8' dvéenkav Boundhd Kal Anpou 80yuack neiddusyvol”. Did they mean to imply
that this fortification of the city was as momentous as the uny'élding human wall erected by
Leonidas in Thermopylae in obeyance to the Spartan decre}s/ - and much more effective?
Similarly Hermes as ‘Epping was consecrated by the very ity gates of Megalopolis on the road
from Messenia to Arcadia, Pausanias IV, 33, 3:716vu 6& thv &n’ Apkadiag ¢ Meyannv nonv
¢oTiv &v TaIC NUAaIG EpMAG TEXVNG TAG ATTKAG: ABnvaioV VAP 10 oxfiua To tetpdywvov éotiv
&ni Tolc Epualc, Kol napd toutwv yeuashkactv of dARot. Pausanias repeats the latter assertion in
I, 24, 3, reiterating the renowned Athenian preoccupation-and'care with things divine and their
exemplary piety: AgReKTal ¢ Yol Kal NPATEPOV GC ABhvaiol¢ nepico0Tepov T i toi¢ dARoIC £C
th 6¢£id éot onoudhc. MpdTol Y&v yap Aenvav énwvopacav Epydvny, np@tol & dkwAoue
Eoudc <.>0o6uoD 8¢ odiolv &v T va® Inouddiwv Sdilwv éotiv . With <dvédsoav> or
<dépuoav> or <énoincav> to complete the meaning of the second clause, nothing might have
been further desired, but for the following duod: unless this is to be corrected to, or meant as,
ouoiwe, something unpersuasive and ad hoc.: Hermaic busts with just a plank for body wanting
hands and feet. ‘0 vadg must be the temple, Parthenon. Inouddiwv dSaluwv must be
interpreted, given also the context, as the divine potency presiding over all onoudaia, all
things high and excellfent. Thus the general meaning is sure despite the obvious lacuna and the
uncertainty of its supplementation. ‘Akwfol ‘Epual (sighalling-them by their most conspicuous
feature, the absence of extremal limbs, hands and feet protunding out of the trunk) refers
clearly to the same thing with oxfua tetpdywvov éni Toic Epuaic.

It was the general practice, especially in Athens, to consecrate Hermes in the form of an
‘Eoud by doors and gates; thus the Sch. ad Aristophanes, Pax, 923: £60¢ gixov EouAC i6pUOVTEG
npo TV Bupdv etc. Both the fact of their widespread occurrence and the epichorial nativity
of the form are confirmed by Thucydides Vi, 27: &v 6& toutw &oor ‘Epuai hoav AiIvol &v Th
nénel th Aenvaiwv, &iol 82 katd TO Enixdpiov h TETPdywvoc Eoyacia, nofnol Kal év idioig
rpoBupoic kai &v igpoic, Md VUKT of NReloTol nepiekdnnoav T fpdomna (in fact kai té aidoia cf.
Aristophanes, Lysistrata 1095 and Pausanias Grammaticus &v I} TV ATTKOV OVOudTuv
Tuvavwyh apud Sch. ad Thucydides foc.cit. It was a primeval GKpWTNPIACHOG).

The pyloric function of Hermes, as an ‘Epupd, is connected with his terminal activity. Thus
e.0. he, in that square form, served to mark and safeguard the boundary between the
Megalopolitan and Messenian territories, Pausanias VI, 34, 6: Kal am' alThc¢ (sc. h NUpd4G, a
place) otdéla sikooi £otiv &mi T Fpudiov, éc & Medonvioig kai Meyononoditaig gioiv épor
nenoinvtal 8& aUToe! Kal "Epuitv &ni 6ThRN - no doubt anEpud.

This close association of Hermes with Gates, in particular the specificity of his connection
with that implement of a door by which it opens and closes, this nuAwpia and Bupwpia which
controlls the access to an enclosure, to a MUXOG, a cavity natural or constructed; this is clearly
an office identical in general function with the Mercurial guardianship of the Gates of Hades.
And so according to the Pythagorean doctrines (in Diogenes Laertius VIlI, 31; the account is
part of the important relation by Alexander (the Polyhistor) in his ®iocogikal Aladoxai of
what he saw &v fuéayopikoic Oriouvihuaciv (VIll, 24)): tov &' ‘Eppiv Tauiav ival Thv Yuxev Koi
516 toUto Noundiov Aéysodbal Kol fluAgiov kal X8oviov, &nsidhrep oltog &knéune (pro
gionéunel and TV cwMATeV TAG YUXAC dnd te YRGS Kai-éK BoAdTng. CF. Virgilius, Aeneas IV, 242
sqq.; Horatius Carm. |, 10, 17 sqq.; (cf. Carm. i, 24, 16); Statius, Thebais, |, 306 sqq. Chief of the
chorus is Homer, in fliad Q; cf. Petronius §140; noundiov ‘Epuiv x86viov Sophocles, Ajax 819.
Thus Hermes has the magical wand (virgam potentem, Ovid, Fasti 5, 447; the Greek pdpdoc, the
Knpukeiov specifically appropriated by Hermes) through which he exercises his power over
human souls. The supreme sceptre of death belongs naturally to Hades himself, Pindar, Olymp.
9, 33; Hermes, as YUXaywyoq or wuxonounog, effects the decrees of the superior power.

It is Hermes, not Apollo, who is connected to doors and gates as keeper of entrances and
watcher of exits. Hermes is connected to otpodeus, ‘the pivotal point of openings and
closures, the hinge and that on which the door hinges. Apollo and &dnhtwp are part of a
different story. To interpret ddntwp as otpodeUq in nonsense.

[5]1 There were In the fully constituted association twelve members; Aeschines, De Falsa
Legatione, §116; Strabo, IX p. 420; Scholia in Pindar, Pyth. iV, 116.
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The list in Aeschines loc.cit. is complete but for the omission of the Dolopians, who
cannot be absent. They inhabited Phthiotis, /lias, | 480; v. Strabo IX p. 431; 432; 434, Cf.
Demosthenes, De Corona, 63. They were extinct by the time of August (Pausanias, X, 8, 2); at
any rate thelr votes in the Council were then given to Nicopolis. The Dolopians are expressly
mentioned in the lists of Harpocratio, Pausanias and Diodorus. Their name must have dropped
from Aeschines’ mss. And similarly with the two nations missing from Pausanias’ list: one
should read <MNeppaiBouc> after or before Gsooanoug, and <Boiwtoug> after Und th Spel T
Kvnuidl. The intervening explanatory clause after Aokpou¢ (namely "th ®okidl dudpous Unod o
pal THh Kvnud") may perhaps account for the omission of the Boeotians, as they were
separated from the series of consecutive names of the member-hations. Perrhebians and
Boeotians are in all other lists. Nor could the latter be absent from a religious association
including Phocians and Eastern Locrians and the Dorians of Central Creece; or the former from
what in effect was a political system of Eastern mainland Greece, from Olympus southward.
The Boeotians are mentioned in the Amphictionic list of his own days by Pausanias (X, 8, 4). On
the other hand, it is true that the Perrhaebeans are not mentioned either there, or on the
occasion of the reorganization of the Amphictyony by Augustus (X, 8, 3), where they should
have been referred to either as subjoined under the Thessalians (as the Malians, the Aenianes =
Oetaeans and the Phthiotic Achaeans) or as extinct (like the Dolopians). Probably the
Perhaebians have one way or another disappeared from the Amphictyony during the times of
the Aetolian control (Polybius, IV, 25, 8), when the Thessalians and Macedonians did not attend
the meetings of the Council (cf. Walbank, Commentary :ad Joc.). After the Great (and Third)
Sacred War, the Macedonians took the votes of the Phoceans in the Amphictyonic Council. But
after the destruction and expulsion of the Gauls, they were reinstated, because of the role
they played in averting the barbarian danger (Pausanias X, 8, 3). In order not to change the
symbolic number of member-nations (12), the weak and -mountainous Perrhaebeans (if there
still remained as a reality more than as a past dream) might have made to cede their place to
the Macedonians.

From Pausanias (X, 8, 2) we learn that initially only theEastern Locrians were members of
the Amphictyone. Which coheres with an association of ‘members inhabiting places around
Anthele by Thermopylae rather than around Delphi (contra Anaximenes Fr.GrH. 72F2; and
Androtion 324F58). The Marmor Parium (epoch 5) is basically right, although it propagates the
legend of Amphictyon’'s Athenian kingship: 4ld’ 00 AudiKTUwV <6> ASUKaRIWVOC £BAcIREUoEY
&v Oepuonunaig Kai cuvitve ITloUg repl T ispdv oikolvtag kal ®lvoluacsv AudiktUovag Kal
MiuAaiolv, olinep! kai viv &t BUouctv AudikTGovee [Eltn XHHETI, Bacislovioc ABnvOV
Audiktuovod. (Jacoby held the incredible notion that the Athenian Amphictyon was not the
king of Thermopylae in this account! V. Die Fragmente der Griechischen Historiker Wb
Supplement Vol. Il p. 124, Fr. 58 n. 4. But it was Deucalion of the Cataclysm that went to
Athens when Cranaos was King (§4). Deucalion’s son Amphictyon was king of the entire eastern
mainiand Greece afterwards, till his brother Hellen was made king of Phthiotis (§6).

Diodorus, relating the Great Sacred War against the Phoceans, gives the foliowing
account (XVI, 29, 1): .16 uev iep® Boneslv Eyvwoav Bolwtol kal Aokpol Kal Osttanol Kal
Meppaifoi, NPdC 6& toutolg AWPIEIG kal AdRorsg, £t 6% ABaudveg kal Axaiol [kail oeTal
(corrected by Wesseling) kai <Manigic kai> [addidil Mayvittec, &t 6& Alviaveg kal Tiveg £tepoy,
Tol¢ 6¢ dwKelol cuveudxouv Adnvaiol Kal Aakedaidviol Kai Tiveg £Tepol ToMV MNeAonovvnoioy.
The Aenlanes are the same with the Oetaeans of the other lists. The Athamanes were a rude,
mountainous people on the western side of Pindus, more Epeirotic (Strabo, IX p. 427) than
Thessalian, although Strabo reckons them in the latter greater area, wondering whether they
are Greek at ali (X, p. 434; X, p. 449). They, and the Aetolians, extended gradually their
infiuence to the east by means of a series of well calculated interventions and successes, and
In particular gained control of Mount Oete (IX pp. 427-8). The Athamanes reached the acme of
their power late (ibid.), so that they could not be in the mouth of Spercheios as early as the 4%
century. So Diodorus mentions them simply as helping the ‘Amphictyonic cause against the
Phoceans, and, also, by historical prolepsis, for it was by means of such expansionist policies
that they eventually increased their power and extended their influence. Once they got
involved together with the leading Aetolians in the Delphic' and Amphictyonic affairs, they
would in one way or another participate in the decision-making mechanisms of the
Association. The lonians are indirectly included in Diodorus' recension through the Athenians;
Athens being in alliance with the Phoceans, no other lonian state would explicitly side with the
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Amphictyonic forces. There is then just one nation missing, the Malians in the district of Lamia.
Their name must have been omitted accidentaily e.g. from the place indicated in the text
above.

There remains the list of Harpocratio s.v. Audiktiovec (identical with one given by

Libanius). it stands thus: Tadta (sc. T &vn) & Av IB- "lwvec, Awpieic, NeppaiBoi, BoiwTol,

<@gooanoi>, MAyvnteg, Axalol deiGtal, Mnatelg, Adnonec, Aividves, AsAdoi, PwKeC. The Axalol
oot must be read without intervening comma. The Thessalians dropped after the
Boeotians. The AeRdOI probably stands for the missing Aokpoi. At the time of Pausanias, Delphi
did possess two votes in a thoroughly reorganized Amphictyonic Councli (Pausanias X, 8, 4).
Perhaps this arrangement originated with the Augustan reforms.

[61 Cf. supra. Plutarch, Solon, XI. Aristotle, Fragmenta, 615 Rose. Aeschines, Adv. Ctesiph., 108.
Pausanias X, 37, 6. Euanthes from Samos maintained, erroneously (v. Plutarch joc.cit), that
Solon led the Athenian forces in the war (FHG lli, 2). Some ascribed to him the stratagems that
led to the fall of Crissa (Pausanias, X, 37, 6-7). Polyaenus (I, 5) gives the idea of how to satisfy
the oracle promising victory over the Crisseans to Cleisthenes the tyrant of Sicyon. The other
strategem (diverting and poisoning of Crissa's water supply) belongs to Eurylochus according
to Polyaenus Vi, 13; to Cleisthenes according to Frontinus, Strategematicon, lli, 7, 6; to Nebrus,
an Asclepiad from Cos and no less than an ancestor of Hippocrates according to the Epistle (the
so-called peoBeutikdc) in the Hippocratic Corpus that is supposed to be written by
Hippocrates’ son Thessalus to the Council and People of Athens (Epistola XXV, 17-18, p. 314
Herscher).



