STRATEGIA AND HEGEMONIA IN
FIFTH-CENTURY ATHENS!

THosE who have studied the Athenian system of command in the fifth century
have confined themselves almost entirely to the period after 440 B.c. They
have raked over the evidence to discover signs of double representation of one
tribe on the board of strategi, or of a supreme orparnyds among the orparyyol,
or of a chairman at least of the board of strategi. On the other hand little
attention is paid to the progressive diminution of the military functions of the
archon polemarchus within the state and to the great problems created in external
affairs by the Persian Wars with the formation of the Greek League and then of
the Athenian Alliance. Yet these matters are vital to the evolution of the system
of command which can be seen in operation after 440 B.c. In particular the
decisive steps were probably taken in 480-466 B.c., when Athens’ national
system of command had first to be integrated into a command-system of
combined forces headed by Sparta in the Persian Wars and then adapted to
take over the command of combined forces in continuous warfare against
Persia. In this article I try to study the whole field and to avoid applying to the
early part of the period the theories which have been evolved hitherto with
special reference to Pericles in 440-428 B.c. The article consists of the following
sections. A, Strategos and Hegemon in 501 /0. B, 76 {oov 7js fyeuovias. C, cur-
rent ideas on the modern term o7parnyds é¢ dmdvrwy. D, the historical origins
of the so-called orparnyds é¢ dmdvrwrv. E, summary of conclusions.

A. STRATEGOs AND HEGEMON IN 501/0

émeta Tols oTpaTnyods fpodvro katd Pudds, €& éxdotys dulis &va, Tis Sé
amdons oTpatids fyepav fv 6 moXéuapyos. Ath. Pol. 22. 2. “Then they began to
elect the strategi by tribes, one from each tribe, and the polemarch was
hegemon of the whole force.” Generally speaking, this sentence confirmed the
inference which Grote had drawn earlier from statements of Herodotus and
Plutarch, that one ‘fruit of the Kleisthenean constitution’ was the creation of
ten strategi, one from each tribe, and the retention of some traditional powers
by the polemarch. The sentence, then, seemed to be fully acceptable as evi-
dence for a historical development in the relationship between strategi and
polemarch, and indeed to be derived, like the succeeding sentences on ostra-
cism, from a reputable Atthidographic source. Unfortunately much more
than this has been deduced from the sentence.? For example, E. M. Walker
wrote as follows in CAH iv. 154. ‘It would appear from Aristotle’s Constitution
of Athens, 22. 2 (though the passage is somewhat obscurely worded) that it was
in the year 501-500 B.C. that the re-organization of the army on the basis of

! T am most grateful to Mr. E. 1. Mc-
Queen, Professor E. Badian, Professor
Sterling Dow, and Professor K. J. Dover for

2. He himself opens the discussion with these
words: ‘as the polemarch had previously
been commander-in-chief of the army, the

their kindness in reading and commenting
on this paper at its penultimate stage.

2 C. Hignett, A History of the Athenian
Constitution (Oxford, 1952), 169f. gives a
good summary of the interpretations and the
elaborations of this sentence in Ath. Pol. 22.

final clause of the statement must mean that
his position was not affected by the change’.
It seems to me that neither of his two points
is implicit in the sentence and that both of
them are disproved by the evidence of
Herodotus, to which I shall come later.
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the ten tribes was effected. Corresponding to each tribe there was to be a taxis,
or regiment, of hoplites, and a squadron of cavalry. The faxis was thus a tribe in
its military aspect. It was commanded by a strategos, or general, who was
elected by the corresponding tribe. The institution of the office of strategos was
to prove one of the most important changes that were ever effected in the
Athenian constitution. From the first the strategi were General Officers, as well
as commanders of the regiments, though the supreme command was still
exercised by the Polemarch.’

Inasmuch as Walker was commenting on this sentence in its context within
the Athenian Politeia, almost everything he says is incorrect. The sentence is not
obscurely worded, if we take it in relation to the whole treatise. In the first
part of the sentence, ‘then they began to elect the strategi by tribes, one from
each tribe’, ‘they’ are the Athenians as in the preceding and the succeeding
sentences. The words xard ¢vAds do not mean that the generals were elected
each by one tribe, ‘by the corresponding tribe’ in Walker’s words. The phrase
is common in the treatise. In the sentence in the very same chapter in section 5
érkvduevaar Tods éwéa dpyovras kata ¢dulds the phrase kara dvdds means that
the Athenians selected the nine archons by lot by tribes, i.e. at one a tribe. The
phrase kara ¢uAds has this meaning again at 42. 2 ocvAXeyévres of matépes adrdv
kard dulds; at 48. 1 elol 8 dmodéxrar 8éka keknpwpuévor kata dulds; at 56. 3
elol 8 of uév els dwovdoia kard ¢udds; at 63. 1 Ta 8¢ Sikaorripia kAnpodow of 6
dpyovres rkara ¢ulds; and at 63. 4 vevéumyrar yap kard Pvddas 8éka wépn ol
Sikdorar. In order to make the matter doubly clear, the Ath. Pol. sometimes
adds the phrase é¢ éxdorys ¢uAijs éva or a similar phrase. This phrase is added
in our sentence, and a similar phrase is added repeatedly, in 63. 2 for example.
The meaning of 22. 2 can be only this, that the Athenians as a body (pre-
sumably in the Ecclesia) began to elect the generals one from each tribe so that
all the tribes were represented.?

“The institution of the office of strategos’, which Walker sees as the innova-
tion,? cannot be the innovation which the Ath. Pol. intends to convey. In the

I T quote the views of E. M. Walker be-
cause they raise many of the issues which
have been associated with this passage.
Many others have expressed similar views.
E. Meyer, GdA iiiz. 745, ‘im J. 502 wurden
zuerst zehn Strategen als Kommandanten
des Aufgebots der einzelnen Phylen gewihlt
. .. Mit dem Polemarchen zusammen, der
den Vorsitz hatte und den rechten Fligel
kommandierte, bildeten die Strategen den
Kriegsrat.” U. von Wilamowitz-Moellen-
dorfT, Aristoteles und Athenii. 78, ‘die Feldherrn
immer noch Regiments-Commandeure unter
dem Commando des Polemarchen blieben.’
G. Glotz, Histoire grecque i. 482, ‘la nation
eut 4 sa téte les dix stratéges qui exergaient
chacun le commandement supérieur sous
I’autorité désormais nominale du polé-
marque.’ A. Ledl, Studien zur dlteren athenischen
Verfassungsgeschichte 339, ‘Aus Arist. Ath. Pol.
22. 2 lernen wir daB die Athener im Jahre
502/1 zum ersten Male . . . die zehn Strate-
gen phylenweise . . . erwihlten, wihrend der
Polemarchos noch immer Kommandant des

Gesamtaufgebotes blieb’ (adding in a foot-
note that the strategi were originally ‘nur
Phylenobersten’). Busolt-Swoboda, Griechi-
sche Staatskunde 881, ‘der Polemarchos bekhielt
auBer gewissen Ehrenrechten Stimmrecht
und Vorsitz im Kriegsrat der Strategen,
Oberbefehlshaber war er nur noch nominell.”
This last view is followed by W. Schwahn,
‘Strategos’ in R. E. Suppl. vi (1935), 1073.
2 So Busolt-Swoboda, op. cit. 881 (‘seit
501/0 wihlte jedoch die gesamte Biirger-
schaft die zehn Strategen und zwar je einen
aus jeder Phyle’), and S. Accame in Riv. di
fil. Ixiii (1935), 342. It is probable that the
tribes each elected their candidates and that
the Assembly elected the ten strategi from
these candidates, the strategi thus being
alperol ék TGV mpokplfévTwy Ymo T@Y GudeTdv
(a method such as is stated in Ath. Pol. 31. 1).
3 So H. T. Wade-Gery in C.Q. xxvii
(1933), 28, ‘I argue . . . that Kleisthenes
created the Strategoi ¢. 500 B.C., as a Secular
Executive destined to displace the Archons:
the Archons’ degradation was a corollary of
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very same chapter, indeed in the following section, the Ath. Pol. says that
Peisistratus—some sixty years before 501-500 B.c.—had been a strategos; in
another chapter reference is made to a command in the war against Megara for
Salamis (17. 2 orparyyeiv) ; and in the so-called constitution of Draco, which,
unhistorical or not, is part of the Ath. Pol., the qualifications of candidates for
the office of strategos are defined. Nor does the innovation lie for the A#h. Pol.
in the use of election ;! for they ‘elected’ (7jpodvro) the strategi in the constitu-
tion of Draco in 4. 2. So far as the Athenaion Politeia is concerned, the innovation
lies in the system of having one general from each tribe of Cleisthenes’ ten tribes.

When we look outside the Ath. Pol., we find several mentions of sixth-century
strategi at Athens: the strategia of Peisistratus against Megara (Hdt. 1. 59. 4, év
17} mpos Meyapéas yevouévy orparnyia) ; the voting powers of the strategi vis-d-vis
the archon polemarchus 76 mala.dv as opposed to their powers in 490 B.c. (Hdt.
6. 109. 2; see p. 122 below); Peisistratus as a strategus becoming tyrant
(FGrH 324 Androtion F 6) ; the general association of tyranny with positions
of military command (Arist. Politics 130528 émi t@v dpyaiwv 8te 6 adros Snu-
aywyos kal arparnyds; see T. J. Dunbabin, The Western Greeks 57, n. 4 for the
sixth-century connotation of dpyailwr) and the citation of Peisistratus in that
context (1305221—24) ; the record at Delphi of Alcmaeon being strategus of the
Athenian force ¢. 591 B.C. in the Sacred War (Plu. Solon 11. 2 Afnvaiwv
arparnyos dvayéypamrar). It is unlikely that each of these strategi was appointed
only for a single campaign and endowed with ad hoc military and financial
powers. They were almost certainly annually elected magistrates; for the
Solonian state was highly developed in the establishment of dpyal, not least in
matters involving finance. That the office was called the strategia, as Herodotus
and Plutarch suppose, is most likely; for the word orparnyds was used in
archaic times.?

Walker’s attempt to throw a double by arguing that the Ath. Pol.’s arparyyol
are at the same time both General Officers and contingent commanders is not
justified by the context of the treatise. For it names the contingent commanders
as Immapyor under the constitution of Draco (4. 2) and as raflapyo: later (30. 2;

the creation of the Strategoi, yet this corol-
lary was postponed for fourteen years, since
Kleisthenes lost power ¢. 499 B.c.” On the
other hand C. Hignett, op. cit. 172, ‘although
the positive evidence is weak, the strategoi
must have existed in the Solonian state, if not
earlier.” So too Schwahn, loc. cit. 1071,
argues that the strategi were not state officials
but tribal officials in Solon’s state, because
they are not mentioned in Ath. Pol. 7. 3. His
argument is not conclusive, because the list
in Ath. Pol. 7. 3 is not complete; for it men-
tions no military or naval officials and not
even the naucrari, who figure in 8. 3.

! Indeed it would be absurd to suppose
that military commanders had been ap-
pointed before 501 B.c. by any method other
than election; the principle laid down by
Ath. Pol. 43. 1 is applicable to the sixth
century as well as to the fifth and the fourth
centuries: yewporovodol . . . Tds mpds TOV
moXeuov (dpxds) dmdoas.

4599.1

2 For Solonian dpyal see Ruschenbusch in
Historia Einzelschriften 9 (1966), F 79-80, and
for orparnyds see Archilochus 58. 1 and
Aeschylus, Septem 816. Herodotus used
arparnyds of commanders generally and it is
clear that he was not always using the word
local to each country; but the meaning in
each case is that the strategi are commanders
of a state’s forces or of a coalition’s forces and
not of a contingent. Thus we find ¢ Pwkareds
arparyyds (Hdt. 6. 11. 1) and of orparyyol
Tdv Zaulwy (6. 13. 1), as well as o arparyyol
Tév Idvwv (5. 109. 1), of arparnyol T&V
‘EMdvwv (9. 82. 3), of orparyyol Tév Bap-
Bdpwv (8. 15. 1), and of dwé ITeromovvijoov
arparyyol (8. 50. 1). When he had occasion
to speak of the commander of a contingent,
he used the word raélapyos, for example of
the insubordinate subordinate officer Amom-
pharetus at Plataea (9. 53. 2), although the
word was probably used not at Sparta but at
Athens (it occurs first in Aeschylus fr. 182).
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61. 3; and 61. 5) ; both officers are mentioned after ‘strategi’. The word orpary-
yds has only one meaning in the Ath. Pol., that of an officer commanding the
army. In any case Walker’s theory does not commend itself to anyone with
military experience ; for the interests of one’s own contingent are not necessarily
the interests of the army as a whole, and it is unwise to entrust both to one
officer.

Lastly, Walker’s concessive clause ‘though the supreme command was still
exercised by the Polemarch’ detracts from the term ‘General Officers’. The
Greek words orparnyds and arparyyeiv mean to be leader of the army, not
of a part of it, and to be a leader and not an officer subordinate to a leader
(dmoorparnyeiv).!

As we pass on to the second half of the sentence, we may recapitulate by
saying that on this occasion, eleven years before the battle of Marathon,
according to the Ath. Pol. the Athenians began the practice whereby the
Ecclesia so elected the commanding officers of their army that there was one
commanding officer from each tribe. The sentence continues ‘and’ (there is no
antithesis) ‘the polemarchos was hegemon of the whole force’. I translate orparid
‘force’ because that is its meaning in Ath. Pol. 19. 5, Ayxipodov améoreidar kara
OdXarrav éyovra arpatidv, where it covers naval and military forces ; and because
‘force’ implies troops in the field, which is the implication of erparid in Ath.
Pol. 37. 2 kara mjv orpariav 7y éérjyayov. The consecutive reader of the Ath. Pol.
needs no introduction at 22. 2 to the polemarchos. He is already aware from
chapter 3 that the polemarch was first instituted when a king was unwarlike,
that he was an archon or magistrate, that the official designation for one hold-
ing the office was moleuapyeiv, and that his official quarters were once the
moleuapyeiov. Already in the constitution of Draco (4. 2) the polemarch was one
of the nine archons, and military commands were in the hands of strategoi and
hipparchoi, for whom special qualifications were laid down. Next, in Solon’s
time, he and the other eight archons were concentrated in the Thesmotheteion
(3. 5). Then in 17. 2 the reader learns that the belief that Peisistratus com-
manded (orparnyeiv) in the war of Athens against Megara for the possession
of Salamis should be rejected on chronological grounds (and evidently not on
the ground that a strategia then was an anachronism). Thus the reader of the
Ath. Pol.—and I am concerned with the meaning of the Ath. Pol. at the moment
—has realized already, before he reads chapter 22. 2, that the polemarchos was
one of the archontes and not one of the strategoi; that the polemarchos did not
command the army ; and that the strategoi and the hipparchoi did hold positions
of command in the armed forces. If the reader had a shrewd suspicion that the
chapter describing the constitution of Draco was an insertion in the treatise,
he would make the same deductions from the other early chapters except that
he would drop the Aipparchoi out of the picture. When we consider not the
meaning of the Ath. Pol. but the probable facts, it seems clear that when the
polemarch became involved in civil duties as a magistrate in a growing state,
he could no longer be available to exercise sole command of Athenian forces in
the field, especially on expeditions overseas to Sigeum or even to Crisa in the
Sacred War, and that the power of command was vested exclusively in strategor,
Alcmaeon being one in the 590s and Peisistratus being one in the 560s.

1 Sophocles, 4jax 1105, puts the matter in  contrasting orparyyol xai modéuapxor with

a nutshell: dmapyos dAAwv Sedp’ émdevoas, ody  subordinate officers; and also Pl. Lg. 755 b.
SAwv orparnyds. Cf. Arist. Pol. 1322240f.
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In 22. 2, then, as readers of the Ath. Pol. we expect to find the polemarch
not exercising real powers of high command but retaining some residual power
or privilege of his traditional office, when we read that ‘he was hegemon of the
whole force’. The natural meaning of the Ath. Pol. is, as Busolt saw, that the
polemarch marched at the head of the armed forces on ceremonial occasions
and on military occasions too when they left the city; as Busolt expressed it,
‘der Polemarchos zog nach wie vor an der Spitze des Heeres aus der Stadt’.!
Thus the polemarch was fulfilling a function of the syeuovia, which had been
originally the prerogative of the king at Athens and remained the prerogative
of a king at Sparta, even if he was a minor (Hdt. 9. 10. 2 éyivero pév vov 9
nyepovin ITewordpyov Tod Aewvibéw: dAN’ 6 uév v érv mais . . .).

In order to establish this interpretation of the sentence 7ijs 8¢ dmwdons
oTparids Nyeuwy v 6 moAéuapyos, we must show not only that the word
fyeuddv may bear this meaning within the usage of the Ath. Pol. but also that the
picture of the archon polemarchus gradually and not at one fell swoop losing
his powers is historically correct. Now the word 7yeudv is used elsewhere in the
treatise of a political leader (e.g. at 20. 4 K)etoOévys 7yepdv 7y kal Tod Srjuov
mpooTdrys), and it expresses well the position of the leader in a state which had
no organized party-system as one who leads the way and not as one who
exercises command. The word 7yetrat, to which Nyeuaw v is closely related,
has of course several meanings, but the primary meaning is ‘he goes before,
leads the way’. We find this meaning in the sentence of A¢h. Pol. 61. 1 which
contains the words &s fyeirar T@v smAurdv dv éélwor : the general ‘who leads the
hoplites when they go out (of the city)’.2 This example is all the more important
because the sentence is written with a back reference in effect to Ath. Pol. 22. 2.
It occurs in the second part of the treatise in which the methods described in the
earlier stages of the constitution are contrasted with those of ‘the existing
constitution’, either expressly (often in the form mpdrepov pév . . . viv 8) or
tacitly. In this case the contrast is with 22. 2, and I quote the passages together:

o \ \ ¢ ~ \ 4 2 ¢ ’ ~ 4
22. 2. émerta TOUS aTpaTyovs Npodvto kata Pulds, €€ ékdoTns Pulis éva,
Ths 8¢ dmdoms oTpatids Nyepmv fv 6 ToAépapyos.
‘Then they began to elect the strategi by tribes, one from each tribe, and
the polemarch was hegemon of the whole force.’

61. 1. xewporovodat . . . arpariyods 8éxa, mpoTepov puév dd’ {éxdamns) pudis
&a, viv 8 é dmdvrwr: kal Tovrovs Sardrrovat TH xewotovig, éva pév éml
ToVs omAiTas, Os ﬁ‘yef‘raL TOV STANTGY, dv éflwat.

‘They elect ten generals now from the whole (electorate) but previously
one from each tribe, and these they appoint by election severally (to special

tasks), one to the hoplites who leads the hoplites when they go out.’

¥ Gr. Gesch. i. 616 ; quoted with approval
by J. E. Sandys in his commentary on Ath.
Pol. 22. 2.

2 The meaning of the passage seems to be
misunderstood by Busolt-Swoboda, op. cit.
1121, where this one general is said to have
‘commanded the army outside the boun-
daries of Attica’ (‘der das Heer auBerhalbdes
Landesgrenzen befehligte’). Such an inter-
pretation is refuted within the same chapter
in section 4 where we learn that disciplinary

powers over the hoplites were executed not
by one strategos émi r@v omArdv but by
of orparyyol. In practice too there is no
indication that only one general, one ‘Oh.r-
befehlshaber’, always commanded the hcp-
lites in a campaign outside Attica—even at
as late a date as the campaign which cul-
minated in the battle of Chaeronea (D.S. 16.
85. 2 arparnyods karéarnae Tovs mepl Xdpnra
kal Avowdéa xal mavdnuel pera Tév Smiwy
ééémepe Tods atpatidras els Ty Bowwriav).
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Thus in the manner of the treatise the significant changes are emphasized :
the tribal representation replaced by the lack of tribal representation, and the
hegemonal functions of the polemarch replaced by their allocation to members
of the board of strategi.

This chapter 61. 1 brings us to the historical development of the polemarch’s
powers. The transfer of his hegemonal functions not only to the orparyyos émi
Tdv omherdv but, as we shall see, also to the orparyyds émi tijs xdpas (in Ath. Pol.
61. 1) was due to a decline in the importance of the archon polemarchus and to
an increase in the prestige of the strategi. The time of the transfer has usually
been placed in the fourth century, but this bears no relation to the decline of
the archon polemarchus which must have taken place shortly after the lot was
introduced in selecting the archons, i.e. shortly after 487/6. A more appropriate
time is in the 470s when the prestige of all the archons was in decline and
Athens’ victories raised the popularity of her strategi and especially that of
Cimon to the zenith. The first epigraphical mention of the orparnyds émi rov
omhirdv is of a year ¢. 294/3, but this does not provide a terminus post quem
because the surviving evidence is so slight. The first literary mention of a
oTpaTnyos émi Tédv omhrdv may be in Lysias g2. 5, referring to 410/9 B.C.,
where two manuscripts read xaraleyeis 4ié8otos pera Gpacvlov Tob éml TdHV
omAurdv and the other and much more numerous manuscripts read xaradeyels
Aié8otos pera Opagvlov 7dv omhrdv. As the reading is disputed, the matter is
uncertain.! The first case in which a general acts as the orparyyds émi Tadv
SsmAerdv should act in accordance with Ath. Pol. 61. 1 s nyyeitar Tdv omArdv
av é€lwa, is In 407 B.C., when Alcibiades led the hoplites out along the Sacred
Way to Eleusis (X. HG. 1. 40. 20 7d pvoripia . . . katd yfv émoinoev ééayaywv
Tovs orpariiras dmavras and Plu. Ale. 34 lepeis 8¢ kal pvoras kal pvoraywyods
dvadaPdv kal Tois dmlois mepwcaltipas, fyev év kéouw). He had been elected
orparnyds with special honours shortly before this, and it seems probable that
he had been designated ¢ éni 7&v émAirdv and acted now as such.?

I Qur text of the speech comes from D. H.
Lysias 23f. of which there are numerous
manuscripts. Modern texts are based on
differing selections of manuscripts. For
example in 1899 H. Usener and L. Rader-
macher selected five of which only one (G)
read xataleyels Ai58oTos pera Opacvdov Tod
émi Tdv omhrdv, while in 1912 C. Hude
selected a different five of which only two (G
and T) had this reading. The editors them-
selves read respectively perd Opagivdov Tdv
éwhrdv (in the Teubner edition) and [uera
BOpacvdov] T@v omhrdv (in the Oxford Classi-
cal Text). The record of readings adopted
by some of the other editors of Lysias is as
follows: C. Scheibe and E. S. Shuckburgh
pera Opacvlov 10 éml tdv omhrdv; F. H.
Baynes, C. G. Cobet, and Th. Thalheim
perd Opacvlov [rod émi] rdv omhirav; U.
Wilamowitz-Moellendorfl [pera Opagidov
70D émt] Tdv omhrav. The lectio difficilior is
certainly pera @pacvdov Tob éml &V SmATOY,
and the sentence then has the point, not just
that the wealthy Diodotus was on the hoplite
register (e.g. xaraleyels TAv OSmhirdv, for

which Lysias in fact uses other expressions at
14. 7, 15. 7, and 9. 4), but that he was
registered for service with Thrasyllus on a
campaign outside Attica; it was this know-
ledge, then, which prompted him to make
his financial settlement. There are, however,
points to be made on the other side. I am
grateful to Professor K. J. Dover who
brought the complexity of the problem to my
attention.

2 Whatever else may have been involved
in the proclamation of Alcibiades as drdvrwy
fyepav adrokpdtwp (X. HG 1. 4. 20), this
function of hegemonia was performed by him
on the march to Eleusis. The position of
Alcibiades is discussed by K. J. Beloch, Die
attische Politik seit Perikles (1884), 286f.,
M. H. Jameson, ‘Seniority in the Strategia’
in TAPA Ixxxvi (1955), 84f, and K. J.
Dover, dEKATOXY AYTOZX in JHS Ixxx
(1960), 62. The words of Xenophon should
be interpreted in the light of the context,
which shows that Alcibiades was not sole
general but one of a board of generals and
that after this proclamation he was accom-
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Another function laid upon the polemarch by law was to fight in battle as
the right-hand man of the line, as we learn from Herodotus 6. 111. 1—a passage
which I shall discuss more fully later. ¢ yap vdpos Téte elye odrw Toiow Abnvaioiot,
Tov moXépapyov éxew képas 16 Sefudv. That was the case in 490 B.c. The law
clearly applied only to a battle in Attica, and not to any battle in any theatre of
war. We learn from the passage in Ath. Pol. 61. 1 that this function of the
polemarch was transferred to another of the strategi: éva 8¢ émi v ydpav, és
PvAdTTer, kdy moAepos év T xWpa yiyynTar, molepei odros.! It is evident too that
before the transfer to the strategos the polemarch had been responsible for the
defence of Attica, both preparatory (6s ¢vAdrrer) and in combat, and it is
likely that both these functions were taken from him at the same time. We
find the term ¢vlaxij used already in 445 B.c., when it was proposed that ‘the
strategi’ should be responsible mept puvAaris Edfoias (Tod, GHI no. 42, line 76),
an area which lay outside the province of the orparyyds énmi 7ijs xwpas.? The
function of organizing the defence of Attica must always have been entrusted
to an executive military authority, and it is difficult to resist the argument that,
when the archon polemarchus was appointed by lot and became a civil rather
than a military official, this function was transferred either to one of the
strategi or to the board of strategi.? This step cannot reasonably be dated
later than the 470s or 460s.

In the fourth century the archon polemarchus still conducted sacrifices to
Harmodius and Aristogeiton—sacrifices instituted no doubt in the decade
510—500 B.C.—and to Artemis Agrotera and Enyalius, ‘a survival of the duties
performed in early times by the Polemarch in his military capacity’, as Sandys
remarks. But not only very early times; for the polemarch Callimachus con-
ducted the sacrifice to Artemis Agrotera on the 6th of Boedromion in 490
B.c.* and the addition of sacrifices to Harmodius and Aristogeiton shows that
the polemarch was the chief representative of the state in such matters in
510-500 B.C. In this field the polemarch of 510—4g9o B.c. must have had many
sacrificial duties to perform. At a later date he has only the residual duties of
sacrificing to Artemis Agrotera and Enyalius, to Harmodius and Aristogeiton,
and to those fallen in war. When did the transfer of his other duties occur?
Again we should expect it to have occurred in the 470s or the 460s; and this
time we have definite evidence that an important state-sacrifice was conducted
then not by the polemarch but by one of the strategi. In 468 B.c. when Cimon and
his fellow generals had entered the theatre at the beginning of the Dionysiac

panied by Aristocrates and Adeimantus
npnuévor kata yiy orpatyyol (HG 1. 4. 21).
See further, p. 139 below. The privileges con-
ferred by the term adrokpdrwp did not in-
clude, or did not necessarily include,
superior command over one’s colleagues,
since Alcibiades, Nicias, and Lamachus were
all adroxpdropes (Th. 6. 8. 2), but they did
involve freedom from some routine checks
such as the émyeporovia each prytany (Ath.
Pol. 61. 2) and the dependence on the Boule
(Th. 6. 26. 1). Plu. Nicias 12. 6 summarizes
the purpose of the psephism which conferred
these powers on Alcibiades, Nicias, and Lama-
chus as émws adrokpdropes dow ol arparnyol
kdvradfa xdret, Bovdevdpevol kal mpdTTovTes.

I molepet, as in LSJ9 modepéw 1. 2.

2 As in the routine agendum of the As-
sembly mepi pvAakiis Tis xdpas (Ath. Pol. 43.
4), 1 xdpa is Attica.

3 Probably to one general in view of the
fact that responsibility for important financial
matters was put upon one strategus, namely
Pericles, on several occasions. Incidentally
with regard to the af ¢vdaxal in Thucydides
2. 24. 1 I disagree with A. W. Gomme,
A Historical Commentary on Thucydides 2
(1956) 81, ‘they must be garrisons outside
mainland Attica’.

4 X. Anab. 3. 2. 12; Arist. Eq. 660 f. with
Scholia.
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Festival, over which the eponymous archon Apsephion presided, Cimon
conducted the traditional sacrifice to Dionysus (Plu. Cimon 8. 8 Kipwv pera tév
ovoTpariyywy mpoeNwv els 1o Oéatpov émoujoaro TH BOed Tas vevopouévas
amovdds). We conclude then that by 468 B.c. some sacrificial duties of the
archon polemarchus had been transferred to the military officials and that some
division of functions had been made among the strategi, whether by appoint-
ment for the year or by special yetporovia on each occasion.

Another residual function of the polemarch in the fourth century was the
organization of the Epitaphios Agon with the aid of the strategi (Ath. Pol. 58. 1
and Sandys ad loc.). According to Thucydides (1. g4. 1) state funerals were
governed by ¢ wdrpios vduos and extended back before the Persian War.!
Originally the polemarch is likely to have conducted any such ceremony,
especially as he still sacrificed in the fourth century to those fallen in war, and
it was presumably he who then spoke in honour of the dead.? We learn from
Diodorus 11. 33. g under 479/8 B.c. that the Athenian state honoured the
tombs of those who had fallen in the Persian War, held the Epitaphios Agon
then for the first time, and passed a law that specially chosen orators should
deliver the encomia on those who were given a state funeral. The orator so
chosen was, according to Thucydides 2. 5. 6, a man ‘of approved judgement
and eminent reputation’. Here too we may see the devolution of a function of
the archon polemarchus, a man elected annually up to 487/6 as being of
‘approved judgement and eminent reputation’, to another person specially
chosen by the state from 479/8 onwards, when the system of sortition by lot no
longer ensured that the archon polemarchus was outstanding in the requisite
qualities.

Our study of the polemarch’s functions in the sixth and following centuries
may now be summarized. In the time of Solon the civil duties as opposed to the
military duties of the polemarch were consolidated and probably increased
when he joined the other archons in the Thesmotheteion. At this time too in
his original function of commanding Athenian troops in the field he had been
superseded by a strategos at least in operations overseas, as we have seen from
the case of Alcmaeon in the First Sacred War. During the sixth century the
polemarch voted on a par with the strategi (of whom the number is not
known) ; he conducted certain state-sacrifices, including that to those fallen in
war, and he probably delivered the encomium of such persons; in 4g9o B.c. he
conducted the state-sacrifice to Artemis Agrotera, fought in the right-hand
position of the hoplite line at Marathon in accordance with the then law, and
fell in battle, being honourably mentioned in the painting in the Poecile Stoa.
But the powers of the office were gradually declining. In 501/0 the general
command of Athenian troops passed to ten strategi alone and the polemarch
was only the titular head, the hegemon, of the Athenian army. In 487/6, if not
before,? sortition replaced election in the choice of the archon polemarchus and

' Thucydides 2. 35. 5 cites the burial at  Historia Einzelschriften 9 (1966), F 144 and

Marathon as exceptional to the (already
established) custom.

2 Such a speech was almost inevitable
among Greeks and a formalization of the
practice is attributed to Solon by Anaxi-
menes (FGrH 72 F 24) and the Scholiast to
Thucydides 2. 35. 1. The validity of the
attribution is doubted by Ruschenbusch,

PP- 46, 49, 57, but Solon was certainly con-
cerned with funerary customs. See also
below, p. 142, n. I.

3 Hdt. 6. 109. 2 indicates that the pole-
march of 490/89 had been chosen by lot;
I discuss this passage in FHS Ixxxviii (1968),
48.
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inevitably diminished his prestige. In 479/8 the delivery of the speech in honour
of those fallen in war was removed probably from the polemarch and given to
a man specially chosen for the task. In 468 B.c. we find a state-sacrifice to
Dionysus being conducted not by the polemarch but by one of the generals. It
seems likely that the polemarch’s functions of leading the hoplites in marching
out of Athens and of organizing the defence of Attica (7 ¢vdaxy Tis xdpas)
and fighting in person in Attica were transferred about this time also to two of
the strategi whom the people appointed respectively éva pév émi Tods omAiras s
NyeiTar TGOV STATOY dv €€lwat, éva 8¢ éml Ty xdpav s puAdTTer KAV TOAepos v
TH xdpa yiyvmrar, modepel obros. Thus in the decades after 487/6 B.c. the
polemarch ceased in several ways to be the hegemon r7s amdons orparids as he
had been in 501/0 B.C.

Now that we have fitted the statement of the polemarch’s position in Ath. Pol.
22. 2 into the general evolution of the polemarch’s office, it is necessary to
concentrate on the military aspects of the system whereby after 501/0 ten
generals, elected one from each tribe, exercised military command and the
polemarch was only the hegemon in certain limited respects. Such a system
seems strange to a modern mind. In 1944 mutatis mutandis Montgomery would
have been one of ten equal commanders, each chosen from the people of one
geographical division of the country, and a deputy of the crown would have
been titular head of the armed forces. This strangeness has led many scholars to
distrust both the passage in Ath. Pol. 22. 2 and the account by Herodotus of the
battle of Marathon. Yet the campaign of Marathon, as described by Herodo-
tus, and supplemented by other sources, seems to show this system of Ath. Pol.
22. 2 not only in operation but also being successful. This can hardly be due to
collusion. Shortly before the Persians landed at Marathon, Callimachus as
archon polemarchus made the state-sacrifice to Artemis Agrotera. Then when
the Persians landed, Militiades, one of the generals, proposed that the Athenians
should take provisions and march out (Arist. Rhet. 14112 émoiriocapévovs Seiv
ééiévar). His proposal was carried and the Athenian hoplites marched out in
column, led, we may suppose, by the hegemon Callimachus whom we find
positioned later on the extreme right when the army was in line.

As regards the command, the Athenians were led by ten generals (Hdt. 6.
103. 1 fyov 8¢ ogeas arparnyol 8éka). Militiades was one of the ten® (7&v ¢
8ékaros v Midtuddns), and he had been elected by the people (Hdt. 6. 104. 2
aipefels $m0 Tod Srjuov), as no doubt his colleagues had been. The ten generals
alone sat in council at Marathon and their votes being equal produced a dead-
lock (Hdt. 6. 109. 2 Toiow 8¢ Abnvaiwv orpariyyoiat éylvovro Siya ai yvdpar; cf.
6. 109. 4). The generals alone held the operational command, each having
such command for one day? (Hdt. 6. 110 ol orparnyol, ds . . . mpuravnin Tis Huépms,
Mirrud8y mapedidosav). This description bears out completely the interpreta-
tion which I have set upon the statement in Ath. Pol. 22. 2 that in 501/0 the
people elected the generals, one from each tribe, save that the allocation by
tribe is not mentioned by Herodotus. However, we find explicit mention of

t K. J. Dover, loc. cit., has shown very
clearly that 8¢karos ad7ds in such a context
means one of ten generals, and it is obvious
from the account by Herodotus that the ten
generals had equal powers. As Dover says
on p. 70, ‘Herodotus cannot mean that

Miltiades was superior in authority to the
other nine.’

2 For the other evidence on this matter,
see my article ‘The Campaign and the
Battle of Marathon’, FHS Ixxxviii (1968)
13 fl.
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tribal representation in Plu. Cimon 8. 8 where the generals of 469/8 B.c. are
described as being one from each tribe (8¢éxa dvras, dmo ¢vAijs wids €xaorov).

As regards the polemarch’s position in battle I have already mentioned the
law cited by Herodotus that he should hold the extreme position on the right
wing. This was, of course, a position both of honour and of danger, tradi-
tionally held in primitive Greek states by the king, and then by his deputy or
substitute, and it probably still had a religious significance in 4go B.c. But let us
turn to Herodotus 6. 111. 1. He has given a precise description of the Athenian
line at Marathon: évfadra 87) érdocovro e ol Abnraior s ovpuPaléovres: Tod
pév Seéiod képeos ryéeto 6 moAéuapyos [ Kadipayos]- 6 ydp vépos ToTe elye obrw
Toiou Abnvaiowst, Tov moXéuapyov éxew wépas To Seidv. 1yeouévov 8¢ TovTOU
ééedéxovro s dpifuéovro ai dulal, éxyduevar dAMAéwr: TedevTaiol 8¢ érdooovTo,
éyovres 16 evdvupov képas, Ildaraiées. The polemarch is the right-hand man,
the tribal contingents in turn come next to him, and last of all the Plataeans.
Herodotus is talking not of command but of position in a line of troops (#yeo-
wévov 8¢ TovTov éfedékovro). “The law at that time’, he says, ‘was that the
polemarch held the right-hand wing position’. We could hardly hope for better
evidence in support of the statement of Ath. Pol. 22. 2, that the polemarch was
hegemon of the armed forces in and after 501/0 B.C.

At this point I must digress in order to discuss two other cases where the
word 7jyeudv is used, because the meaning of the word at Ath. Pol. 22. 2 and in
these cases is disputed, some believing 7yeudv to mean ‘commander-in-chief”.!

In 429 B.c. the Odrysian king, Sitalces, having planned a great expedition to
which Athens as his ally was to contribute ships and troops, brought with him
an Athenian Hagnon as 7yepdv (Th. 2. 95. 3 Jye . . . kal fyepdva Ayvwra). It is
not clear in the Greek whether Hagnon was already 7yeudr or was intended to
become 7yepwv. Now it is unreasonable to suppose either that Sitalces had
resigned or intended to resign the command of his vast army to Hagnon (in-
deed Hagnon is not mentioned in the subsequent operations) or that Sitalces
intended to impose Hagnon as commander on the as yet unassigned Athenian
force, which the Athenian Assembly was proposing to vote no doubt with its
own chosen generals for the campaign. The meaning is rather that Sitalces
granted to Hagnon, or intended Hagnon to hold, a position of prestige on his
staff of generals and to act in a literal sense as 7jyeudv, leading the army of
Sitalces on the march overland to Macedonia (Th. 2. 98 indicates the route),
whereas the Athenian ships and troops were to proceed from Athens to Chalci-
dice by sea (Th. 2. 95. 3), no doubt under generals appointed by the Athenian
Assembly. The situation in 426 B.c. is very similar. The Acarnanians, having
gone to the help of the Argives and the Amphilochians against the Am-
braciotes and being in position at Argos, sent for Demosthenes (who had just
commanded an Athenian expedition in Aetolia) dwws oplow Nyepav yévnror
(Th. 3. 105. 3) and for twenty Athenian ships which were at sea under the

1 Most scholars have supposed that a
fyepdv had to be a supreme commander,
and in consequence they cannot accept the
idea that Callimachus was hegemon but Mil-
tiades was commander on the day of battle,
or again that Demosthenes was hegemon but
the Acarnanian generals shared the com-
mand with him (see, forinstance, K. J. Dover,
loc. cit. 72, who thinks Herodotus was in-

venting, and A. W. Gomme, A Historical
Commentary on Thucydides 2. 241 ‘fyepdv
implies that Hagnon was tolead the Athenian
army when it arrived’ and 2. 422 ‘Demos-
thenes was in command (107. 2) but on
a political question of this nature the Acar-
nanian leaders would certainly want to be
consulted’). For the operations in Amphi-
lochia see my article in BSA xxxvii. 128 f.
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command of Aristotle and Hierophon. In this case too it is unreasonable to
suppose that the Acarnanians and their allies intended to resign the command
of their national forces to Demosthenes or that they intended to impose
Demosthenes as commander of the twenty Athenian ships over the heads of the
generals who had been appointed by the Athenian Assembly. Rather the
Acarnanians and their allies wanted Demosthenes to become one of their
board of generals and to hold on it a position of prestige, which included the
leading place on the march and the right-hand place in the line of battle,
whereas the Athenian ships, if they came, would be under the command of
their own duly appointed Athenian generals.

My explanation of the term syeudv in these two passages cannot be tested
in Hagnon’s case, because we hear no more of him, but it can be tested in
Demosthenes’ case. The twenty Athenian ships came into the Gulf of Arta and
acted separately off Olpae (Th. g. 107. 1 and 2), while Demosthenes came,
probably overland, from Naupactus with 200 Messenian hoplites and 6o
Athenian archers and joined the Acarnanian land forces who were preparing
to engage the enemy (Th. 3. 107. 1 and 2). It is at this point that the Acar-
nanians, the Amphilochians, and presumably the Argives carried out their
intention érws odiow nyepawr yévnrar. As Thucydides says, with a vivid present
tense and a strong hiatus for emphasis,’ xal fyeudva Tod mavros Evppayikod
atpodvrar Anpocdévy pera Tdv oderépwv arparnydv: they elected him not to be
‘commander-in-chief together with the Acarnanian, Amphilochian, and Ar-
give generals’, which is nonsensical, but to be one of the board of generals and
to hold a position of prestige on the board and in the field. This is in fact what
happened. The Athenian ships operated separately at sea (Th. 3. 109. 1 and
112. 7), and they remained separate from Demosthenes in matters of policy
and booty (Th. §. 118. 6 and 114. 1-2).2 In the operations on land Demos-
thenes, once elected 7yeudv, led the allied army forward and in the ensuing
action held the right-hand position in the line (Th. 3. 107. § 6 8¢ wpocayayav
éyyvs s "OMmas . . .5 8. 107. 4 fjoav és xeipas, Anpoodévns pév 76 Sefov Képas
éxwv pera Meoonpiwv kal Abnvalwy dAiywv, 70 8¢ dAo Axapvéves s €xaarol
TeTaypévor émelyov, rkal Apududywv of mapdvres arovrioral) ; but the decisions
taken by the command were made by ‘Demosthenes and his fellow generals’
(Th. 3. 109. 1 Anpocbéver kai Tois Axapvdvwy arparnyois; 109. 2 Anpoabérns
pera T@v Evorpariiywr; 110. 1 7@ Anuootéver kai Tois Axapvdow). It is clear
from these three cases that a man can be a #jyeudv and not a arparyyds (as in
490 B.C.) ; or a oparnyds and not a 7yeudv, as the Acarnanian generals were in
426 B.C.; or a orparnyds and a 7yeudv, as Demosthenes was in 426 B.C.; or
indeed the only orparnyds and a 7yepwr as well, as Gelon wanted to be (Hdt.
7. 158. 5).

The part which Callimachus played in breaking the stalemate between the

I For Thucydides’ use of hiatus see D. H.
Comp. 12, of vivid tenses see Longinus 25, and
in general see my article in C.Q . N.s. ii. 129.

2 Gomme’s suggestion, that the men re-
ferred to in Thucydides’ words Afnvaiwy
SMywv at 3. 107. 4 ‘must be hoplites, not
archers, and very likely the epibatai from
the twenty ships’, seems to rest upon a mis-
understanding of the situation. His remark
‘that only hoplites are in question here, in

the regular line of battle’ overlooks the
mention of the drovrioral in the line of battle.
His proposal to transfer the marines from
the fleet to the land forces would not only
weaken the twenty ships which lay within
sight of the Ambracian fleet but would also
cross the lines of command, since Aristotle
and Hierophon commanded the Athenian
ships, not Demosthenes.
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groups of generals at Marathon raises some problems. The polemarch did not
sit initially on the council of generals. But when the deadlock occurred, with
five votes against and five votes for the motion to engage, and when ‘the worse
course was prevailing’ (presumably because the motion lapsed if it did not
command a majority vote), Miltiades went to the polemarch and brought
him into the council, whereupon he voted for engagement and carried the day.
Two explanations of this procedure can be offered: either the Athenians,
anticipating such a possibility (perhaps in 501/0 B.c.), had conferred upon the
polemarch a casting vote, such an eleventh vote being relevant only in the
event of the council of ten generals reaching a stalemate ; or, as an exceptional
measure, the generals at Marathon decided to overcome the deadlock by calling
in the polemarch on their own initiative. As between these two explanations
we have the words of Herodotus 6. 109. 2 to guide us.

s 8¢ dixa Te éyévovro kal évika 7 yelpwv TGV yvwuéwv, évladra, fv yap
é&vdéraros Ymdidoddpos ¢ TG kvduw Aaywv Abnraiwy modepapyéew (16 malaidv
yap Abnvaiow ouddmdov Tov modéuapyov émoiedvro Tolor arparnyoiot), Ny Oé
11 moAépapyos Kalipayos Adidvaios, mpos Tobrov éwv Mirriddns éeye
TdSE.

Those who are familiar with the idiom of Herodotean expression will see at
once that we have here a parenthesis within a parenthesis.! We may rearrange
the thought in our normal sequence as follows. At that point (évfadra) Mil-
tiades went to Callimachus; he went because the polemarch of the Athenians
was the eleventh voter and on this occasion the polemarch was Callimachus of
Aphidna ; and the polemarch was the eleventh voter because in early times the
Athenians continually made the polemarch equal in vote to the generals. It
seems to me that Herodotus’ words indicate a regular power vested in the
polemarch and not an exceptional power exercised only on this occasion by
Callimachus, so that we should conclude that under the law in and before 490
B.C. the polemarch had a casting vote but only when five votes having been
cast against five votes made an eleventh vote significant (otherwise an eleventh
vote is pointless). It seems likely, of course, that this law operative in and before
490 B.C. was passed in 501 /o0 B.c., when the position of the polemarch vis-d-vis
the ten generals was regulated according to Ath. Pol. 22. 2. The digression 7o
madawy yap Abnvaior Sudydndov Tov moréuapyov émoietvro Tobar oTpaTyoioL
within the digression is usually taken to refer to the same time, that is to the
7ére of the next sentence, 490 B.C., in which case there is no distinction between
Ymbidoddpos and Sudympos and the meaning of Sudmeos has to be restricted to
that of a casting vote only. If this view is taken—and there is one case where
Herodotus uses 76 walawdv to mean at the time of the context and before that
time (3. 58. 2 76 8¢ maawv dmdoa al vées joav wdtnhipées)—it does not con-
flict with my view of the polemarch’s role in the period from 501/0 to 490 B.C.
But my acquaintance with the style of Herodotus leads me to a different inter-
pretation. The digression within the digression indicates that 76 walawv is
written in relation to 7ére and means ‘in earlier times than then’, i.e. before
but not in 490 B.c. and preceding years; the imperfect tense then refers to
a past practice, which probably antedated the regulations of 501/0 B.C.
Again the word Sudymdos is not of course identical with évdékaros Ympidoddpos.
The meaning rather is that Miltiades went to Callimachus in 490 B.c. because

1 T have commented on this idiom in 7HS Ixx. 53 and C.Q .N.s. vi. 124 f.
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at that period the polemarch had a casting vote, namely the eleventh vote, and
the polemarch in 490 B.c. was Callimachus; and the polemarch had a casting
vote in and before 490 B.c. because in still earlier times the Athenian practice
had been to make the polemarch equal in vote with the generals. I take
opudympos to mean equal in vote in all respects and probably to include an
equal exercise of military command, because this is the meaning of the word in
Herodotus 7. 149, when Sparta offered to make the king of Argos dudymdos
with the two kings of Sparta, that is to make him one of three commanders
equal in all respects. If I am correct, Herodotus is referring to the position
which obtained before 501/0 B.c., and 76 malaidv thus marks a different stage
in the history of the polemarch’s powers. And apart from the passage at 3. 58.
2 which is mentioned above, Herodotus always uses 76 wadawdv to refer to
a period anterior to the context. Moreover, in practice 7o madadv is always
anterior to 500 B.C.!

The conclusions then to which a study of Ath. Pol. 22. 2 and Herodotus’
account of the Marathon campaign leads us are the following. In the years
before 501 /0 B.c. the archon polemarchus had equal powers of deliberation and
command with the orparnyol (their number being unknown to us) and the
position of jyeudv. In 501/o B.c. and until at least 490/489 B.c. the archon
polemarchus lost his power of command and his regular power of deliberation,
these two functions being confined to the ten generals. In 501/0 B.c. and until
at least 490/489 B.c. the archon polemarchus retained a ceremonial and mili-
tary position as nyepuwv tis dwdons orparids, and in the event of a deadlock
occurring in the council of generals he exercised a casting vote as évdéxaros
Yymdidogdpos. In and after 501/0 B.c. the ten generals, elected one from each
tribe, were absolutely equal with one another in deliberation and in opera-
tional command, and we see in this the principle of equality which gave the
Cleisthenic state its characteristic qualities of loovopia, lookparia, and loyyopia.

B. 76 {oov Tijs nyepovias (Th. 5. 47. 7)

The study of the orparyyia has been bedevilled by the modern preconcep-
tions that a board of ten generals as magistrates must have a “Vorsitzer’ or
‘chairman’ preferably with a casting or double vote, and that a group of
generals as commanders on a campaign must have an ‘Oberbefehlshaber’ or
‘supreme commander’,? and by the failure to distinguish between the systems
of command when Athenian forces were operating alone and when Athenian
forces were part of a larger group.3 There is no need to saddle Herodotus with

! Herodotus uses 76 malawdv of prehistoric
times at 1. 171. 2; 1. 173. I and 2; 7. 59. 2;
7.-89.257.91;7.129.1;7.176. 3and 8. 31;
of the dark age or the early archaic period at
4. 11. 1, 5. 88. 1, and 7. 59. 2; of the earliest
period at Naucratis probably ¢. 615-610
B.Cc. rather than ¢. 566/5 B.c. (see R. M.
Cook in FHS lvii (1937), 231, who noted the
difficulty of taking 76 walawdv to refer to
Amasis’ reign and thought Herodotus likely
to have known the early history of Naucra-
tis) ; and of the Samian attack on Siphnos
¢. 525 B.C. It appears then that he used 76
malawdy, as Aristotle later used dpyaios (see

T. J. Dunbabin, The Western Greeks 57 n. 4),
to apply to the sixth century or earlier. If 7o
malady at 6. 109. 2 does mean 490 B.C., it is
unique. In fact Herodotus writing of the
Persian Wars as his main theme thinks of
the wars as near-contemporary and not as
‘in the old days’.

2 Seep. 112, n. 1 above and V. Ehrenberg
A.F.P. Ixvi (1945) 116 f.

3 In consequence some writers limit the
study of a system of command to the latter
part of the fifth century (e.g. Ehrenberg, loc.
cit. 132 simply says with reference to the
period before 440 B.c. ‘it cannot be decided
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these modern preconceptions. He makes it clear that all ten generals held
command over the army at Marathon ; that there was no supreme commander
among them; and that the ten generals were equal in deliberation and in
voting. There are of course limits to total and simultaneous equality in action ;
it is obvious, for example, that chaos would ensue if ten men were to shout out
orders simultaneously at the start of a battle. Accordingly on a given day one
man must hold operational command. But which one? As we should expect
from the Athenian concept of equality, and as Herodotus indeed states, each
general holds the operational command in turn, a day at a time (ws ékdoTov
éylvero mpuravyin s fuépns Hdt. 6. 110) and the rotation was determined
probably not by any batting order among the generals, but either by the lot
or by the tribal order. Nor was the system of rotation peculiar to Athens.
When Argos made her offer to share command of the Greek army equally with
Sparta rfyeduevor kara 76 nuov wdons THs ovppayins (Hdt. 7. 147. 4), she in-
tended not that each should command half the allied force but that each in
turn should command the whole allied force (wdons t7s ovppayins), the
general policy having been, of course, decided in advance of each day of
operational command. When Athens, Argos, Mantinea, and Elis made a
military alliance in 420 B.c., the principle of equality of operational command
on a joint expedition was stated (Th. 5. 47. 7 76 loov Tfs rjyepovias pereivar
dmdoats Tals médeow). We probably see such a principle put into practice at the
battle of the Nemea river in 394 B.c., which occurred when the Boeotians held
the operational command in their turn (X. HG 4. 2. 18). The situation which
arose at Marathon was not unlike that which occurred later at Delium.
There was a division of opinion at Delium between the Boeotarchs ; on the day
on which Pagondas held the #yeuoria (Th. 4. 91, resembling Herodotus’ word
mpvrarnin in meaning), he addressed the troops, persuaded them to attack the
Athenians (érefle and émewoe, 91 and 93. 1), and led them to the field of battle
(Fye Tov orpardy).t

The rotating of command was only one method of ensuring equality among
the generals. When a force had to be divided, the lot decided which general

whether the election & drdvrwv was known  the hegemon should be thought of as the flag-

before Pericles’ rule, but it is not likely’) or
discuss the position, for instance, of
Themistocles at Salamis as if it concerned
Athens alone.

I Like many others, Gomme, op. cit. 3.
560 takes hegemonia to mean being president
or chairman of a board (‘presidency of the
board of boiotarchai changed regularly’);
but the Greek verb for this is émorareiv and
not 7jyeiofar (cf. Th. 4. 118. 11). He doubts
whether the change of hegemonia was made
daily and between all eleven boiotarchs;
here we must be guided by the analogies of
daily rotation, such as the cases of Marathon
and the Nemea river and at sea at Arginusae
and Aegospotami (D.S. 13. 97. 6 and 13.
106. 1 éxelvmy Ty 1uépav), and by the
analogies of equality of function among
members of a board, an idea of equality
which was inherent also in the Boeotian
system of rotating boulai. In the naval battles

officer of the day, who made the signals and
led the formation. A one-day kegemonia is not
a matter of supreme command, though the
words are often mistranslated so (e.g. in the
Loeb edition of D.S. 13. 97. 6 &5 émi 77s
fyenovias éxelvny v Huépav ‘who held the
supreme command that day’). The hegemon
of the day was normally stationed on the
right wing, as in a land battle;; D.S. 13. 97.
6 refers apparently to the day before the
battle when Thrasyllus (mistakenly Thrasy-
bulus in the text) was flag-officer, and on the
day of the battle according to Xenophon, HG
1. 6. 30, the right-wing officer was Proto-
machus and Thrasyllus came next to him.
The dispositions in Diodorus differ from
those in Xenophon; he puts Thrasyllus on
the right wing. See Dover, loc. cit. 71 on
hegemonia at Arginusae and Aegospotami,
and Jameson, loc. cit. 8o.
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should command which part: for instance, on the way to Syracuse (Th. 6. 42.
1 7pla wépy velpavres €v éxdotew éxdjpwoar), in Sicily after the departure of
Alcibiades (Th. 6. 62. 1 8Yo uépn movjoavres Tod oTparedparos kal Aaywv
éxarepos), and at Samos (Th. 8. 30. 2 Aaydvres). The equality between the three
commanders in Sicily is clear not only from these two passages in Thucydides
but also from passages in Plutarch Nicias, which have sometimes been mis-
understood. When the expedition was approved (Th. 6. 8. 2), the Athenians
voted to send 60 ships to Sicily and three orparyyods adrokpdropas (all three
being equally adrokpdropes). Now which of the three was first elected to this
mission ?' One must have been ; and that one was Nicias according to Plutarch
Nicias 12. 4 perd 16 ympicacfar Tov mélepov Abnvalovs kai orparnyov éNéobar
mpddTov ékeivov pera AdkiBiddov kai Aapdyov. Arriving in Sicily they each put
up their own plan of operations and the decision went on a majority vote
(Th. 6. 50. 1). When Alcibiades left, a disagreement between the two generals
could not be so decided and it was the prestige of Nicias which counted, as
Plutarch stresses on two occasions (14. 4 Svaus and 15. 2 péyas . . . dykos).
The position is neatly expressed in Plutarch Nicias 14. 4 (Nicias being the
subject) AAriBiddny Abnraiwy peramempapévwr els rplow Adyw pév dmodexbeis
Sevrepos fyepdv, Suvdpel 8¢ udvos v. ‘When Alcibiades was summoned for trial,
Nicias became in effect sole commander by virtue of his prestige although in
name he was one of two appointed commanders.” The use of 8evrepos is exactly
like the use of rpiros, méumros, or 8ékaros, the words indicating that a man is
one of three, five, or ten persons. We find dedrepos so used in Herodotus 4.
113. 3 when the two young men found the two Amazons waiting for them (kat
T’)‘7V 1’4./140.{61/0 €ﬁp€ BGUTGIPTIV al}T?!]V ISWO}LG’VOUO'CLV).Z

The conferment of equal powers did not always result in equality on a
campaign. We can see this clearly in Sicily. After the recall of Alcibiades
Nicias carried more weight (Plutarch supplies the reasons), he overbore
Lamachus repeatedly (dywv ¢’ éavr@), and in consequence he had all the
power (6 mdv kpdros) not de ture but by force of personallty, as Queen Atossa
had at the court of Persia (Hdt. 7. 3. 4 19 yap Aroooa elxe 10 mwav KpaTog) 3
When Lamachus fell in battle, Nicias was left as the only general ; for there was
no system of promotion in the field from taxiarchos to strategos. It was only
later that the Athenian people appointed two of Nicias’ officers to be his col-
leagues as generals (Th. 7. 16. 1) and elected two others at home to go out

* The election was a yeworovia (Plu.
Nicias 12. 5). Presumably someone nomi-
nated X and a show of hands voted him in or
out; then Y; then Z and so on to the re-
quired number.

2 The contrast between devrepos and udvos
is as in Aeschin. 2. 178 8éxaros & adrds
mpeaPedoas udvos Tas e0fvvas 88w, Plutarch
does not use adrds in the phrase Sedrepos
jyepdv because the emphasis contained in
a?d7ds is unnecessary ; for the same reason it
does not occur in Hdt. 6. 103. 1 7yov 8¢ ogeas
arparnyol 8éxa, Tév ¢ dékartos v Midriddns.
The meaning ‘one of two’ is contained in
devrepos. However, Dover, loc. cit. 73 takes
Plutarch to say that Nicias was elected com-
mander of the expedition (arparyydv éXéaba

mp@rov éxeivov) and then that Nicias had
been appointed second-in-command dmo-
Sexfels Sevrepos yeudw. This involves
Plutarch in an absurd inconsistency within
the space of a couple of chapters. Dover
thinks Plutarch committed the inconsistency
open-eyed ‘for dramatic effect’. My opinion
of Plutarch is different. The translators of
Plutarch’s Lives in 1880, A. Stewart and G.
Long, seem to me to have understood
Plutarch’s meaning correctly: ‘Nikias, who
was nominally Lamachus’ colleague, but
really absolute’. See also the discussion by
Jameson, loc. cit. 83 f.

3 See W. Kierdorf, Erlebnis und Darstellung
der Perserkriege (1966), 63 f. on this passage.
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and be further colleagues. Even within this group of five equal generals the
prestige of Nicias exercised a baneful influence.?

It is important to notice that for many missions involving only their own
forces the Athenians appointed only one general. It has been suggested that
when Herodotus or Thucydides says that one general was appointed he really
means more than one but fails to mention the others.? If such a failure occurred
only once or only in back-references, as at Th. 6. g1. 2 pera Ayvwvos (cf. 2.
58. 1), it would be understandable. But otherwise it would be a most obscure
use of language. I prefer to suppose that Herodotus and Thucydides meant
what they said. The instances in which one general was appointed to a mission
with Athenian troops are very numerous. I note, for example, Melanthius (Hdt.
5.97.2 &'vﬁpa TV doTdv édvTa Ta TdvTa Sémpov) ; Miltiades (6. 132) ; Leocra-
tes (Th. 1. 105. 2) ; Myronides twice (Th. 1. 105. 4 and 1. 108. 2) ; Tolmides (Th.
1. 108. 5); Pericles twice (Th. 1. 111. 2; 1. 114. 3; 2. 31. 1); Cleopompus
(Th. 2. 26. 1) ; Nicias thrice (Th. 3. 51. 1; 3. gI. 1; 5. 83. 4) ; Phormio thrice
(Th. 1. 64. 2; 2. 68. 7; 2. 69. 1) ; Melesander (Th. 2. 69. 2) ; Asopius (Th. 3.
7. 1) ; Paches (Th. 3. 18. g); Nicostratus (Th. 3. 75) ; Eurymedon (Th. 3. 8o.
2) ; Simonides (Th. 4. 7) ; Aristides (Th. 5. 50. 1) ; Alcibiades twice (Th. 5. 52.
2; 5. 55. 4) ; Euetion (Th. 7. 9); and Thymochares (Th. 8. g95. 2). In three
cases the reason for the choice of the one general is given ; Melanthius was held
in high esteem by his fellow Athenians, and Miltiades even more so (xai
mpdrepov eddoripéwy . . . TéTe paAdov adfero) ; and Asopius, being a relative of
Phormio, met the conditions which the Acarnanians had requested. The
practice of having one general was much in use in the Archidamian War, and
the two outstanding cases in which one general commanded a large force more

1 T disagree here with K. J. Dover in his
edition of Thucydides VII (1965), p. 12. He
distinguishes between the three ‘full’ generals
and the two generals who were appointed
mid year when they were at Syracuse, and
he considers that the latter held ‘temporary
and local military command’ and were as-
sociated with the ‘full’ generals (when
Demosthenes and Eurymedon arrived) at the
discretion of the ‘full’ generals. This distinc-
tion is not borne out by the instance of
Cleon appointed mid year and his relation-
ship to the ‘full’ general Demosthenes (Th. 4.
29. 1). The sentence at Th. 7. 16. 1 éws dv
érepor Euvdpyovtes alpebévres ddikwrrar ‘until
the arrival of other fellow-commanders duly
elected’ is not, I think, a restrictive condition
of the election of Menander and Euthy-
demus but an explanation of its purpose that
in the interim Nicias should not be alone in
his illness and distress. The normal practice,
I imagine, was to elect a man general until
the end of the year and not to supersede him
except for misconduct. In practice too Men-
ander and Euthydemus are £vvdpyovres after
the arrival of Demosthenes and Eurymedon.
Thus at 7. 43. 1 Demosthenes persuades
70v 7€ Nuclav kal Tods dMovs Evvdpyov-
Tas, where the plural Tods dAlovs refers to

Eurymedon, Euthydemus, and Menander;
and at 7. 69. 4 Demosthenes, Menander, and
Euthydemus embarked as orparyyol for the
last naval battle. The report of the attitudes
of Demosthenes, Eurymedon, and Nicias to
withdrawal at 7. 49 is inconclusive ; for the
argumentum ex silentio, that Euthydemus and
Menander were not present because their
attitudes are not reported, is not a valid one.
It is in fact likely that Menander was present
and gave Thucydides the report of the
generals’ meeting, if, as is generally sup-
posed, Menander survived to serve at Aegos-
potami (X. HG 2. 1. 16).

2 So Dover, loc. cit. 64, ‘VI. By naming
one member and making no mention of the
rest’ and ‘(iii) its use is virtually certain in
passages which describe action by a member
of a board on such a scale that we cannot
believe that all his colleagues were left
behind with nothing to do, e.g. Th. ii. 31. 1
Abmvaior mavdnuel éaéBatov és Ty Meyapida
ITepuchéovs To6 HavBimmov arparyyodvros.
(iv) There are many other passages which
are similar to (ili) but permit a greater
variety of opinion on the likelihood of action
by a single member, e.g. the campaigns of
Cimon mentioned in Th. 1. g8 ff.’
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than once were Pericles and Nicias. There was some reason then for Nicias to
be described as successful above his contemporaries in his tenures of a general-
ship (mAeiora 7@v 7€ €0 Ppepdpevos év orparnyiais, Th. 5. 16. 1 and 7. 15. 2) and
as a man who commanded often on his own (v pév & 1wt Adyw kai IlepirAéovs
{&vTos doTe kdkelvw ovaTparnyfoar kal kad’ adTov dpar moMdkus, Plu. Nic. 2. 2).

In the period after the Persian Wars, whether one or more generals were
elected to a particular mission, the Assembly laid down the main lines within
which action was to be taken (cf. Th. 1. 45. 3 and 1. 49. 4). This applied even if
the Assembly made the generals adroxpdropes (cf. Th. 6. 8. 2) ; for they did not
become either absolute in powers or exempt from accountability, dvedfuvo.
Rather they were exempted from only some of the checks normally imposed
by the constitution. In an unusual case, such as the second vote which authorized
the expedition to Sicily, the exemptions were very great: Th. 6. 26. 1 éfmi-
oavTo GI,JGI‘JS al}TOKPdTOPaS GEVO.L Kal‘, TI'EP;- TﬁS‘ UTPaTL&g 7TA7;60U§ Kai ﬂ'fpi 70D 'n'G.V'ras‘
wAod Tovs oTpaTyyols mpdooew 7j v adrols Sokfj dpiora eivar and Plu. Nicias 12.6
(Plutarch, giving information not in Thucydides’ account, was clearly using
an inscription,® as he said in Chapter 1 that he would be doing), dyudorparos
. . . Ynidiopa ypdifas Smws adTokpdropes dow ol oTparyyol kdvraifa kdxel
BovAevduevor kal mpdrrovres. The occasions on which one general only was
appointed to a mission with large forces close to Athens are themselves examples
of an exemption from the normal constitutional check of collegiate office in the
actual command.? Pericles was given sole command against Euboea in 446
B.c. (Th. 1. 114. 3) and against Megara mavdnuel in 431 B.c. (Th. 2. 31. 1).
Moreover, in the latter year it is clear that he was given sole command of the
defence of Attica and in that capacity did not call an assembly despite popular
agitation: Th. 2. 21. § éxdkilov dTL arparyyds dwv odk émefdyor . . . Ilepucdijs 8¢

. éKKA'I]Ul:O.V TE Ol’JK €’7TOI:€L al’)’r(ﬁv 01386‘ gl;AAOyOV O?}SG’V& PPN TT;V TE TT(SALV €’¢1§Aal70’€.
He acted orparnyos &v on his own authority, trusting in his own judgement,
and it was he who sent out the Athenian and the Thessalian cavalry who
engaged the Boeotian cavalry.3

! Schwahn 1079 seems to me mistaken in
supposing that Plutarch’s use of orparyyds

by the Assembly to conduct the defence of
Attica does away with the need to suppose

adroxpdTwp is ‘mit Riicksicht auf rémische
Verhiltnisse gewahlt’. Cf. Dover, loc. cit. 73.

2 They are, of course, not examples of an
‘Oberkommando’ as Schwahn 1080 sup-
poses, citing Syll.2 192 = Tod, GHI no. 156
(357/6) : éXéabar aTparyydy éx TdY Kexepo-
Tovnuévwy. The Assembly chose one or more
generals from the duly elected board of
generals to undertake a particular mission
(in this case 7ov 38’ alpefévra émpeleiafar
[Av8pov]) ; those not chosen stayed at home
or were sent on other missions. We see a
similar case in 446 B.c., when Pericles went
as general with the force to Euboea (Th. 1.
114. 1) and Andocides went as general with
another force to the Megarid (this being the
usualinterpretation of IGi2.1085 = Tod, GHI
no. 41). As Jameson 64 puts it, ‘the archairesiai
and psephismata assigning a command were
complementary but separate steps’.

2 The supposition that Pericles was chosen

either that ‘Pericles speaks for the whole
body of strategoi’ or that ‘Pericles, though
with no special legal powers, yet by his in-
fluence prevailed with the boule (and his
fellow strategoi) not to call the normal
ekklesia’ (Gomme ii. 76; cf. Hignett 246 f.).
When the invasion was impending, the
Assembly had to appoint one or more
strategi to conduct the defence, including a
aTparyyds émi Tijs xwpas if the provision in
Ath. Pol. 61. 1 was then in force (see p. 142,
below), and grant some exemptions from
normal procedures under emergency condi-
tions, so that he or they were adroxpdropes in
the fifth-century sense. Political justice
pointed to Pericles as promoter of the policy
which had precipitated the invasion (cf. Th.
2. 59. 2). In Tod, GHI no. 42 1. 76-%8 ‘the
generals’ are made responsible for the
defence of Euboea (446/5 B.C.).

3 In 430 B.c. we find a similar situation:
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On the other hand there are only two cases in Herodotus and Thucydides
when all ten generals were appointed to a specific mission. One was to defend
Attica at Marathon. The other was to crush Samos in 440 B.c. (Th. 1. 116. 1),
at a time when Athens was at peace elsewhere. I have not noticed in these
authors the appointment of more than five generals for any specific mission
otherwise, and even five is rare (Th. 1. 61. 1; 3. 19; and in the final stage at
Syracuse). Three generals are quite frequent (Th. 1. 45. 2; 2. 23. 2; 2. 70. 1;
2.79; 3. 3. 2; 4. 2. 2; 4. 42 with allies present; 4. 53; 4. 75; 6. 8. 2; 8. 25. 1
with allies present). Two generals are almost as frequent (Th. 3. 86; 3. 91. 1;
3.91.4; 4. 66. 3; 4. 104. 4; 4. 129. 2; 5. 61; 5. 74. 3; 5. 84. 3; 7. 20). But all
the appointments of two, three, and five generals taken together are not so
numerous as the appointments of one general for a specific mission in the
events recorded by Herodotus and Thucydides. Indeed the choice of one
general may be said to have been the norm until the tendency to appoint
more than one grew in the Archidamian War and established itself in the
Decelean War. When this has been realized, the famous inscription which
records the preliminaries to the Athenian expedition to Sicily becomes in-
telligible (/G 12. 98 = Tod, GHI no. 77):

[ScayeipoTovijoar 8¢ Tov Sfjuolv adrixa pdda, eire Soxel éva orpar[nydv adro-
kpdropa eite Tpeis] eXéofar TUynL dyabi vovi, 6iTwe[s kTA.

Whatever words are restored (and it may be doubted whether adroxpdropa
is correct, because the number is at issue and not the powers which might need
separate definition), it is clear that a decision had to be taken at once whether
the people’s will was to elect one or more generals. This may have been a stan-
dard procedure, inherited from the time when one general was the norm or at
least very common ; or it may have been a particular procedure in this case
when a large expedition of sixty Athenian ships (these had already been
approved as the inscription goes on to show) was being sent so far away in
a period of cold war. In either event it is clear that one commander was the
first alternative stated. We, knowing the sequel, can see that the better choice
would have been one commander, and that the failure to choose one was due
to that distrust of their leaders which had increased after the death of Pericles
and was one reason for Athens’ total defeat.

C. CurRreNT IDEAS ON THE MODERN TERM orparyyds é dmdvrav

The expression orparyyds €€ drdvrwy, which is made up from Ath. Pol. 61. 1
xetwpoTovodar 8¢ . . . oTpaTiyyods 8éka mpdrepov pév dd’ {éxdoTys) PvAijs éva, viv
8’ é¢ dmdvrwv, is a convenient way of indicating that one general was elected

Pericles orparnyds dv took the same line
when the enemy invaded Athens (Th. 2. 55.
2), and he also took countermeasures,
namely the expedition to Epidaurus.
Pericles alone is responsible. Later in the
summer the forces which he used were taken
over by two of his colleagues on the board of
strategi, Hagnon and Cleopompus, who
sailed off to Potidaea (Ayvwv . . . kai
KXedmopumos . . . évorpdryyor Svres Ilepi-
xAéovs, AaBdvres THv oTpatiav fmep €éxeivos
éxpricaro éorpdrevoav €v0vs émi Xalkidéas,
Th. 2. 58. 1). Gomme, in his Commentary

ii. 165, is correct when he says ‘this—
Evarpdrnyor dvres Ilepucdéovs—implies not
only that they had been elected at the same
time as Pericles’, but I see no justification for
his further words ‘but probably that they had
also been his colleagues on the previous
expedition’. Thucydides could not have
made his meaning clearer: Pericles orpayn-
yés v ‘on the one hand’ acted as before and
‘on the other hand’ put to sea with 100 ships
[not indeed orparnyos dv Tpiros avrds], and
the two generals took over the forces which
he had used [not which they had used].
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from the entire citizen body without reference to tribal representation. It is not
used by the ancient sources for the fifth century.’ Its application by modern
scholars has been almost entirely limited to Pericles; for when he and another
general of the same tribe appear on lists of generals, it has been assumed that
Pericles was orparyyds € dmdvrwy and his colleague was arparnyos dmo dulis.
On this assumption many hypotheses have been created. Hignett summarizes
some of them: no tribe supplied more than two generals in a single year, only
one tribe at a time provided two generals, and nine tribes at least were re-
presented in any year.? And what of the unrepresented tribe? How was it
chosen? Wade-Gery produced a hypothesis that the tribal strategi were elected
one from each tribe by the whole Demos and the one with the fewest votes was
dropped. And why did the Athenians invent this elaborate system? ‘“The elec-
tion of one of the ten generals without reference to the tribes’, wrote Hignett,
expressing the communis opinio, ‘was an innovation introduced during the
ascendancy of Perikles to overcome the difficulty created by his continuous
tenure of the strategia for several years.”s And did the orparnyds é¢ amdvrwy
have special powers? ‘The prevailing opinion’, wrote Jacoby,* ‘is that one of
the ten strategoi had a higher position, was in fact the commander-in-chief,
and that this ‘‘supreme strategos’ was elected é¢ dmrdvrwv Abfnpraiwy, in conse-
quence whereof one of the ten tribes remained without a representative.’
Needless to say, it is assumed that the ‘first strategos’s was Pericles ‘during
fifteen successive years’.

I take these assumptions in the reverse order. The belief that Pericles’
ascendancy was connected with his tenure of a strategia in fifteen successive
years comes from Plutarch, Pericles 16. 3. Plutarch has described the eminence
of Pericles in the days of Ephialtes, Leocrates, Myronides, Cimon, Tolmides,
and Thucydides, that is from ¢. 462 to 443 B.c., and he contrasts with it the
period of 15 years after 443 B.c. pera Ty OovkvdiSov kardAvow kai Tov doTpa-
KLopGy, ok éXdTTw TOV TevTekaidera éTwy Suprerd] kai plav odoav év Tais éviavalows
UTPG.T?]'}/[G.LS a’.px‘t‘]v Kal‘. SUVG,O'TEZGV KT’Y]O’G’,‘LLGVOS‘ e’(ﬁlﬁ/\afev éavrév &VG’.A(UTOV 15776
xpnpdrwy. ‘After the overthrow and ostracism of Thucydides he won a
supremacy and dominance which for not less than fifteen years (viz. the Attic
years 444/3~430/29 and the months of 429/8 until his death) were unbroken
and unique among the holders of the annual strategia. . . > There is no doubt that
Pericles was supreme in 443—429 B.c. and that he was in successive years one of
the ten strategi. But the conclusion that Pericles was ‘supreme strategos’ or
commander-in-chief on the board of ten generals results from a logical con-
fusion ; one might as well argue that because X was the most influential pro-
fessor in the Senate he was the Pro-Vice-Chancellor (or whatever is the
equivalent of commander-in-chief among professors). The whole idea that any
one strategos on the board of strategi had superior powers has received a
severe set-back from K. J. Dover’s excellent demonstration that the phrase

! Those who hold that the expressions
following vov 8¢ in this part of the Ath. Pol.

mediate variations or exceptions (e.g. con-
cerning the archons in 55. 1), which occurred

refer to the constitution only after 404/3
would maintain that the passage in 61. 1
rules out the election of any generals é¢
dmrdvrwy before 404/3. But the distinctions
between the past practices (mpdrepov uév)
and the present practices (viv 8¢) are broad
ones and do not always mention inter-

4599.1

between the time of Cleisthenes, for instance,
and 404/3.

2 Hignett 349.

3 1d. 352, following the view of Wade-
Gery in C.Q.xxiv (1930), 38.

4 FGrH 111 B 1. 149.

5 F. W. Lenz in TAPA Ixxii (1941) 232.
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Iepucdijs . . . orparnyos Abnvaiwy 8ékatos adrdés means that ‘Pericles was one of
ten generals at Athens’ and not that ‘Pericles was Commander-in-Chief of all
the Athenian forces’, as many scholars had supposed to be the case with re-
ference to 432/1 B.c.! Indeed, as we have shown in Section B, it is most unlikely
that any one on the board of ten strategi had superior powers by right to those
of his colleagues, because the essential principle in any board of magistrates was
70 Loov.

The next hypothesis, that the introduction of the orparyyds € drdvrwr was
an innovation due to Pericles’ continuous tenure of the strategia,? is a classic
example of arguing from after-knowledge, a common source of error in the
study of ancient history. Thus we know now that Pericles was general for
fifteen years from 443 B.c. until his death in 429 B.c., but the Athenians of 441
B.C. did not know that he was to be general successively until 429 B.c. ; and yet
it is in the Attic year 441/0 B.c. that we first have definite evidence of Pericles
and Glaucon, men of the same tribe, being members of the board of generals.
If we think consecutively and not retrospectively, we must ask the question
whether the Athenians in the elections of spring 441 B.c. could have been so
confident of Pericles holding successive generalships for many years in the
future that they introduced a most undemocratic innovation, namely the
removal of one tribe’s right of representation (as if we now in spring 1967 were
so confident of H. Wilson’s future that we should give his constituency a second
Member of Parliament and deprive, say, Wanstead of its right of representation).
In fact the Athenians of spring 441 B.c. must have realized, to use Wade-Gery’s
phrase, that ‘iteration in the generalship’ had been and was likely to be ‘not
uncommon’, that Cimon had been a serious rival to Pericles in the years
before his death in 449 B.c., that the vision of disaster in 446 B.c. had come
close to reality, and that ‘the intensity of the party struggle’ for several years
had been such as to require an ostracophoria in 443 B.c. It seems to me that the
traditional hypothesis of the introduction of the orparnyocs é damdvrav in 443
B.C. and the traditional explanation of that introduction must be abandoned.?

The view of Wade-Gery, that the tribal strategi were elected one from each
tribe by the whole Demos and the one with the fewest votes was dropped,*

I Dover, loc. cit. 76, ‘he (Thucydides)
thinks it necessary not only to inform us that
Pericles was general but to remind us that he
was not an autocrat but a member of a
board of ten generals. The insertion of the
words dékaros adrds in 1. 116. 1 and ii. 13. 1
achieve this purpose.”” For the earlier
interpretation that &ékaros adrds meant
commander-in-chief, see, e.g., Schwahn
1079-80, Ehrenberg in A.7.P. Ixvi (1945),
116, Hignett 353.

2 Wade-Gery C.Q. xxiv (1930), 38, “The
exceptions to the ““one per Tribe’’ rule which
meet us from 441 onwards are due, I think,
to this system, whose original purpose was
to allow an exceptionally eminent man like
Pericles to be elected ““from all Athens’’, and
not permanently bar preferment in his own
Tribe.” Hignett 352, ‘the choice in any par-
ticular year of a single general é dmdvrav
was simply an expedient to surmount the

difficulty created by the continuous re-
election of Pericles’; see also p. 855.

3 Wade-Gery in JHS lii (1932), 219 dates
the introduction immediately after the ostra-
cism of Thucydides: ‘the need for both
Policy and Executive to be continuous is now
recognised, and Perikles enjoys henceforth
a virtual principate, expressed constitu-
tionally by his special position amongst the
Strategoi.’

4 In C.Q.xxv (1931), 89. He supported
his view by taking as a possible analogy the
method of selecting the Exegetae in Plato,
Laws 759 d—e; I have argued elsewhere, in
C.Q.ii (1952), 4 f., that his interpretation of
the passage in Plato, Laws is not the correct
one. Jameson in TAPA Ixxxvi (1955), 66 f.
sees some of the difficulties raised by Wade-
Gery’s view. So does Staveley in Ancient
Society and Institutions (1966), 279, but I do
not find the method he proposes any more
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seems to assume that the votes of the whole Demos for each general were
counted and rated as comparable. In fact the votes, so counted, were no more
comparable than majorities in the constituencies in the election of Members of
Parliament. Thus in a tribe where two candidates were good candidates, A and
B would almost split the votes; but in a tribe in which C was the only good
candidate, although himself inferior to A and B (say Pericles and Glaucon), C
would have almost the entire vote. It would obviously be not only unfair but
also unwise to choose your most important political and military officials by
such a method. A more rational procedure would be to use a double method :
first the Assembly would elect a representative for each tribe, e.g. A rather
than B; then the Assembly would vote once again separately for each of the
ten tribal representatives so chosen, and would cancel the election of the one
who received fewest votes. Such a method no less than that proposed by Wade-
Gery would reveal the batting order, as it were, of the generals, and this seems
to me to be another very serious defect in the idea. The essence of the colle-
giate system in the Athenian boards of officials, whether archons, apodektai,
agoranomoi, or whatever, was equality among those finally selected by the lot.
Their rating might be known in a deme or in a tribe but not in the state.!
If we are to suppose that one tribe had to be excluded from representation,
I am sure that the Athenians would have decided its exclusion either by the
lot or by the system of rotation and then would have left the relative popularity
of the nine tribal strategi unknown. We have indeed an interesting parallel.
Three of the nine archons had more prestige than their fellows, and all nine
had more prestige than the secretary who made the number of offices up to
ten for tribal representation. How did the Athenians decide which tribe
should provide which? Not by a counting of votes in an election for the ten
successful candidates but by a rotation of tribes: viv 8¢ kAnpodiow feopobéras uév
Ef Kﬂ.i ‘ypa,.LIJ.CLTEICL TOl;TOLS", é’TL 8’ éfpxovra KCU‘. ﬁao‘cAe’a Kal‘; ﬂO/\é}AaprV, Ka’r& p,e'pog
é éxdons ¢vlijs (Ath. Pol. 55. 1). The rotation may itself have been decided
by lot, as it was for the tribal prytanies (A4th. Pol. 43. 2 mpvraveder 8” év puéper T@v
dvAdv kab’ 81 dv Adywow). I conclude, then, that if in any one year one tribe
had to be unrepresented, the selection of the tribe was made by lot; and that
if every year one tribe had to be unrepresented, a rotation of tribes was
arranged by lot.

Hignett’s summary of the generally held hypotheses was based on the belief
that the number of generals was always ten, although with his usual thorough-
ness he conceded that ‘it is just conceivable that there was a board of eleven
generals in 441/0’.2 The evidence on this point was published in 1941 by F. W.
Lenz, who found that the Venice manuscript of the Scholia on Aelius Aristides
had not ten but eleven names.3 Aelius Aristides Or. 46 § 225 wrote of Pericles as

probable, nor that of S. Accame in Riv. d.
Fil. Ixiii (1935).

! The view of Lenz in TAPA Ixxii (1941),
229, that ‘Pericles had Glaucon elected as his
proxy’ and the proxy acted as commander-
in-chief, if Pericles was not present, seems
incompatible with Athenian democratic
ideas; Jacoby, FGrH III B 2. 135 rejects
Lenz’s view.

2 Hignett, 355.

3 In TAPA Ixxii (1941), 226 ff. His text is
reproduced by Jacoby, FGrH 324 (Andro-

tion) F 38. Lenz saw another case of eleven
strategi in Th. 1. 57. 6 Apyeorpdrov Tob
Avkopsibovs per’ dAwv 8éxa orparnyodvros,
but the arguments for the text being un-
sound seem to me conclusive. In his com-
mentary on F 38 Jacoby supported
Wade-Gery’s proposal that the words
Aapnidns Ilepateds were alternative sug-
gestions for the corrupt word Afnvaios in
Iavkérns Abyvaios; this proposal requires
the corrupt word 46nvaios to have been
corrupt at an early date, and it assumes
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follows : ody ofros 6 undapod kalevdew édv, éml uév Zduw 8éxaros adros orpary-
y@v, dmokpUihas Tovs dAdovs dmavras oTparyyods kai deifas dvopa dMNws dvras.
. .. The Scholiast’s comment runs: émi pév Zduw 8éxaros adros orparyydv: T@v
8éka orparnydv Tév év Lduw Ta dvépara kara Avdporiwva (= FGrH 324 F 38).
Eleven names follow. They are in the official order of the Attic tribes, if the
emendation of Afnvaios to Adidvaios is accepted. When Tribe V occurs in its
due place, there are two names, Pericles and Glaucon in that order. Wade-
Gery, Hignett, and others, arguing that the text of Androtion is corrupt, have
reduced the names and demotics to ten by deleting one name and one demotic
as interpolations. Now the fact that the names and the demotics are in the
official order of the tribes is almost a guarantee of their authenticity ; for only
a scholarly interpolator would have inserted an additional name with the
demotic appropriate to the tribal order, and such an interpolator would not
be likely to have left the inconsistent 6éxa of the scholiast unchanged. If one is
to emend at all, the logical thing is to emend 8éka to évdexa on the supposition
that at some stage in the transmission «a” became corrupted to «". Indeed Lenz
gives two variae lectiones for the following words, namely r7&v oduw Ta dvdpara
and Ta dvépara T@v év oduw. Thus a corruption from wa” to ¢” is a much simpler
and more acceptable explanation than the hypothetical interpolation which
Wade-Gery and others put forward. However, I prefer not to emend because
the text as it stands is intelligible, and one can accept the possibility that the
8éka looks back to the citation 8éxaros adrds and that the names are given for
the year 441/o from the Atthis of Androtion, without the scholiast noticing the
discrepancy of number. If the text of the citation from Androtion is accepted,
then we have two points to bear in mind : that for the year 441/o the Athenians
elected eleven generals, one from each tribe and a second man (either Pericles
or Glaucon) from one tribe, and that in the first half of 440 B.c. ten of the
eleven generals were in command of operations at Samos. There is of course no
inconsistency between these two points; for the number of generals on a cam-
paign is not the number of generals on the board of strategi in almost all cases
of which we have knowledge.!

tacitly that the position of the two entries in
the consecutive order of tribes Hevopdv
Melerevs (VII), Adapmidns Hepareds (VIII),
TXavkérns Addvaios (for Abnmvaios) (IX),
Klerropav Ooparevs (X) is accidental, being
due to an alternative suggestion for a cor-
rupt word.

t There have been attempts to obtain
more precise information about the position
of the orparnyss éé dmdvrwy which I have
not discussed, as I believe in the existence of
such a strategus and yet do not think we can
obtain any precision in detail. Wade-Gery’s
bold restoration, given exempli gratia but
adopted by some, of IG 12. 114, lines 43-5
C.Q.xxv (1931), 89 imports all the words he
wants and leaves 67oo’ v doxfi—which is in
the text—unexplained. His publication and
restoration in C.P. xxvi (1931), 312, adopted
in ATL ii. 73, of the end of IG i2. 50 =Hill,
Sources for Greek History* 306 provide an-
other example of Pericles and a fellow

tribesman being generals. H. D. Westlake in
Hermes lxxiv (1956), 110f. and M. H.
Jameson in TAPA Ixxxvi (1955), 70 f. have
drawn from the story in Plu. Nicias 15. 2 the
deduction that Nicias was chairman of a
board meeting of the strategi. Now the story
goes like this. When the colleagues (owv-
dpyovres) were deliberating together in the
sirategion the poet Sophocles was bidden by
Nicias to speak first ws mpeofiraros dv @V
ovorpariiywy and replied éyw malaidrards
elut, ov 8¢ mpeofiraros. ‘I am the greatest in
age but you are the greatest in prestige.” Now
this story is told to illustrate not any power
or form of chairmanship but the unofficial
prestige—¢ dyxos—of Nicias which enabled
him to dominate his fellow general Lama-
chus; and the story is precisely in point
because it shows the prestige of Nicias being
stressed by his fellow general Sophocles in
a meeting of colleagues. Indeed the words
ovvdpyovres and ovorpamjywy emphasize the
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D. Tue HistoricAL ORIGINS OF THE SO-CALLED
O'TPGT')T}/O‘S‘ €,€ dﬂdl/‘l'(ul/

When we consider the historical origins of the so-called orparnyocs &€
amdvtwy we must work forwards from the system of ten generals, one from
each tribe, who were elected first in 501/0, and who are seen to have held
equal powers of command at Marathon in 490/89. Whether Miltiades com-
manded the expedition against Paros in this same year 490/89 or in the
following year 489/8," there is no reason to suppose that he was orparyyos é¢
amdvTwy, since we have also a pre-Marathon case of one general being given
command of a specific mission (Melanthius in 498 B.c.) ; and we have many
later ones. The introduction of the lot for appointing the archons in 487/6 (Ath.
Pol. 22. 5) reduced the prestige of the polemarch and enhanced the importance
of the strategi, but the successive applications of the system of ostracophoria had
a much more important result, namely the emergence of Themistocles as ¢
mpdTos amjp? by spring 482 B.G., when it is probable that Aristides was ostra-
cized (Ath. Pol. 22. 7). In the Attic year 483/2 Themistocles advised the As-
sembly to build a fleet ; he was presumably one of the ten strategi of the year,
but there is no reason to suppose that his legal powers were any greater than
those of his colleagues. In autumn 481 B.c. when the representatives of a
number of Greek states met to concert their resistance to Persia and there was
a preliminary discussion about the command of the confederate forces, the
claims of Athens were rejected and the decision was taken to entrust the com-
mand by land and sea to Sparta. It was thereby determined that Athens and
the other loyalist Greek states would have to conform with the Spartan system
of command for the year 480 B.c.3

Under the Spartan system the Lacedaemonians were led into the field and
were commanded by one man, whether a king or a regent or a deputy, who
enjoyed full powers : Baoi\éws yap dyovros im’ éxelvov mdvra dpyerar as Thucy-
dides expressed it (5. 66. 3). His authority is expressed by the verb sjyeiofa
(Th. 2. 10. 3, ApxiSapos ¢ Pacireds radv AaxeSaipoviwy domep yeiTo Tis é£88ov
Tavms; cf. 1. 89. 2; 1. 107. 2; 1. 114.2; 2. 19. 1; 2. 47. 2;2. 71.1;3. 1. 1}
3.26.2;3.89.1;4.2.1;5.33.1;5.54. 1; 5. 57. 1; 7. 19. 1) ; otherwise the
verb occurs in Thucydides comparatively rarely. When a Spartan citizen is
appointed commander of a separate task force, he is described by Thucydides
as dpxwv (3. 52. 2; 4. 31. 23 4. 38. 15 4. 39. 25 4. 57. 35 4. 69. 3; 4. 123. 4; 4.
129. 3; 5. 3. I and 25 5. 9. 9; 5. 51. 25 5. 56. 1; 5. 66. 45 6. 91. 4; 6. 93. 2;

fact that officially Sophocles and Nicias were
(equal) colleagues, and the joke turns on the
double meaning of mpeoBiraros, ‘most
august’ in years and in prestige. As regards
Nicias bidding Sophocles speak first, this can
happen in any meeting of equals with or
without a chairman ; someone has to initiate,
and it often takes the form of asking someone
else to initiate. During the war I was with
small groups of E.L.A.S. in which three men
shared the command equally; there was no
chairman. On one occasion we sat above
Kalabika and watched the Germans burn-
ing villages below because the three ‘strategi’
talked interminably, but on most occasions

it worked well—and on the basis of true
equality.

T Hdt. 6. 132 implies that the Parian
expedition came at once after the victory at
Marathon, that is in early summer 489; and
the story of the carte blanche given to him,
similar in kind to the story about
Themistocles in Polyaenus 1. g0. 6, is more
suitable to the months after the victory.

2 Hdt. 7. 143. 1 7 8¢ 7dv mis Abnralwy
avnp €s mpddTovs vewaTi mapiwy, TG otvopa wév
MW Oepiororéns.

3 See my History of Greece?, 225 for re-
ferences.
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7.2.2;7.19.3;8.5.1;8.8.2;8.10.2and 4; 8. 11. 3; 8. 23.4; 8. 24. 13
8.28. 5;8.39. 1 and 2; 8. 61. 2). When the armies of her allies come under
Spartan command, the army-commanders are described by him as dpyovres
(2.88.1;2.93. 15 3. 30. 1, AXxiba kai ITedomovimoiwy Sool mdpeauey dpxovTes Tis
oTpatids; 3. 109. 2; 4. 73. 4; 7. 2. 1; 7. 19. § and 4). The whole system of
command is neatly summarized by Thucydides in describing the campaign of
Mantinea : ‘the king, according to the law, directing every movement’ and ‘the
army consisting of officers under officers’ (Th. 5. 66. 2—-3, Ayidos Tod Bacgidéws
é’Ka.o‘Ta. €’§77')/OU,[L€’VOU KGT& TO‘V Vé,LLOV PN T6 UTPGTO’TTEaOV TOV AU.KESO.L’LOVL’(UV ({PXOV'
Tes dpxdvrwy elol). The chain of command stems from the king as commander-
in-chief and the next link in the chain is formed by the polemarchs (ibid.,
Tols pév moleudpyows avTos ppdler To Séov; cf. Hdt. 7. 173. 2). One reason
for the difference between the Spartan system and the Athenian system is that
the one served military purposes but the other served political and military
purposes together. It is significant of this difference that commanders killed in
action were replaced by pre-arranged promotion in the Spartan army, for
instance in Amphilochia and at Sphacteria (Th. 3. 109. 1 and 4. 38. 1, ad7ds
Tplros épnpnuévos dpyew kata vépov el Ti éxeivor mdayowev) but not in the Athenian
army, for instance at Syracuse, where Alcibiades was recalled, Lamachus was
killed, and Nicias became sole commander by accident.

When Sparta held the sjyepovia of the Greeks against Persia (Th. 1. 18. 2, of
Te AaxeSaudvior T&v Evpmoleunodvrwy “EXjvwy fpmjoavro), she employed her
own system of command. The Spartan king or regent or officer appointed to
the task was the commander-in-chief of the combined forces. He took decisions
and issued orders ; he was mav7ds Toi oTpareduatos Nyeduevos (Hdt. 7. 204. 1)
and he was ¢ arparyyds Tédv ‘EAvjvwy (Th. 1. 94. 1). At the same time he was
the commander of the Lacedaemonian army, as we see in the cases of Leonidas
and Pausanias (Hdt. 7. 206, 7ods dudt Aewvidny mpdrovs and 9. 53. 2, of uév
dMot dpriol foav Tdv Tabdpywv melbeobar Iavoaviy). He had under his com-
mand the commanders of the allied contingents (e.g. Hdt. 8. 49. 1, of arparnyol
676 Tdv elpnuévawv molwv, at Salamis). He summoned them to attend a council
meeting and he issued his orders to them ; and they reported or made requests
to him (e.g. Hdt. 9. 50). In accordance with Spartan practice and with the
logistics of an army drawn, for instance, from 24 states in the campaign of
Plataea, one officer commanded each allied contingent.® Thus we find one
general for the Athenians in Thessaly (Hdt. 7. 173. 2, éorparijyee . . . Abnpaiowy
Ocpiorordéns 6 NeokAéos), one for the Thebans (Hdt. 7. 205. 2), one for the
Thespians (Hdt. 7. 222), one for the Athenians at Artemisium (Hdt. 8. 42, Tov
Abnmpoiwv orparyydv, Themistocles; Hdt. 8. 22. 1, he selects the fastest ships
from the Athenian fleet), one for the Corinthians at Artemisium (Hdt. 8. 5. 1,6
KopivBios arparnyds, Adeimantus), one for the Athenians at Salamis (Hdt.
8. 75. 2 and 8. 110. 3, orparnyos ¢ Afyvaiwv, Themistocles), one for the Corin-
thians at Salamis (Hdt. 8. 59, 6 Kopivbios orparnyds, Adeimantus), one for the
Athenians at Plataea (Hdt. 9. 28. 6, A0nvaioc . . . dxrakioyidoi: éoTpariyee 8’
adrév Apworeldys & Avayudyov), one for the Athenians at Aegina (Hdt. 8. 131. 3,
Abyvaiwy 8¢ éorpariyee Edvlirmos 6 Apippovos) and at Sestos (Hdt. 9. 114. 2

I In case it is argued here that Herodotus ~ (as in Th. 1. 29. 2 and 1. 46. 2) or more
names one general but means the board of Corinthian generals, and so on for 24 states

generals, we may note that, if Pausanias had  in all, he would have had to deal with and
had to consult ten Athenian generals, five issue orders to well over 100 generals!
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and 120. 4, Xanthippus), and one for the Athenians in 478 B.c. (D.S. 11. 44. 2,
Aristides). Each commander had two functions, to represent his state on the
council of generals and to command his national contingent. We see Themis-
tocles and Adeimantus fulfilling the former function in the debate reported by
Herodotus at 8. 61. The commander’s command of his national contingent
was not restricted or divided. Themistocles and Adeimantus, like the Spartan
king ‘directing every movement’ of the Spartans, selected and directed the
units of their squadrons (Hdt. 8. 22. 1 and 8. g4. 3) and each sailed in his own
flagship (% orparyyis, Hdt. 8. g2. 2 and 8. g4. 1). Thus Themistocles and
Adeimantus were in Spartan terminology dpyovres. It is this term which
Thucydides put in the mouth of the Athenian envoys at Sparta, when they
emphasized Athens’ contribution to victory in appointing Themistocles as her
apxwv (Th. 1. 74. 1).

When and how was Themistocles appointed, and what position did he hold
vis-d-vis the Athenian board of strategi? The allies knew in autumn 481 B.C.
that each had to produce a single commander for the operations of 480 B.c.
It is likely that the nominees were needed for the next meeting of the allied
representatives in the spring of 480 B.c., for the nominees had to be approved
at the meeting as o T@v ‘EX\jvwy arparyyol (for the term see, e.g., Hdt. 9. 50).
The tenure of command for all commanders in the Greek League forces was
evidently from spring to spring, as we see, for instance, in the cases of the Spar-
tans Leotychidas and Pausanias and of the Athenians Themistocles, who com-
manded in Thessaly in spring or early summer 480 B.c. (Hdt. 7. 132. 2) and in
the islands after the Battle of Salamis (Hdt. 8. 111-12), and Xanthippus, who
commanded the Athenian squadron in spring 479 B.c. and besieged Sestos in
the winter of 478 B.c. (Hdt. 8. 131 and g. 117 f.).! Themistocles, then, was
appointed Athenian commander before the spring meeting of 480 B.c. It is
probable that the appointment was made in the seventh prytany, in late
February or early March; for this is known to have been the time of the
apyaipéoiar oTparnydv at a later date (Ath. Pol. 44. 4). There was no need for
tribal representation in the appointment. The people therefore elected him &¢
amdvrwv. In the years 480, 479, and 478 Athens elected what we may call
oTparyyol é dmdvrwy ; one in 480 B.c., Themistocles; two in 479 B.C., Aristides
on land and Xanthippus at sea; and one in 478 B.c., Aristides.?

In 480 B.c., when Themistocles was orparyyos é¢ dmdvrwy, to use the modern
terminology, there were the usual Athenian strategi at Athens, as we should
expect and as indeed we learn from Ath. Pol. 23. 1, when Attica was being
evacuated (tdv ydp orparnydv éfamopnodvrwy Tois mpdypast kal knpvEdvrwy
oplew ékaorov éavrdv). In 479 B.c., when Aristides was in command of the
Athenian army at Plataea, we hear of of orparyyol @v A6nvaiwy there (Hdt. g.
44-6) ; two of them are named, Leocrates and Myronides (Plu. Arist. 20. 1).
In 478 B.c., when Aristides was in command of the Athenian naval squadron,
we learn that Cimon served as an Athenian strategus with him in the Bosporus
(Plu. Arist. 23. 1). The relationship of the orparnyds €€ dmdvrwr in this context
to the normal orparnyol dmé $vAijs is best expressed by Plutarch when he

' For the chronology see my note in may have been Themistocles as he spoke for
Historia iv (1955), 384 n. 1. Athens against Sparta at a meeting of the

2 We do not know whether an Athenian  Delphic Amphictyony in which the Medizing
force served under Leotychidas in northern  states were under consideration, probably in
Greece in 478 B.c.; if it did, the commander 478 B.c. (Plu. Them. 20. 2).
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summarizes the conditions at Plataea.! Alexander of Macedon asked to see
Aristides himself (Plu. Arist. 15. 5); Aristides opposed the wishes of the other
Athenian generals (16. 2-3, ol dAdot arparnyol T&v x"w‘qvafwv); and Aristides
‘on behalf of the Athenians’ approved the award of the prize of valour to
Plataea (20. 3). When Aristides was asked by Alexander to keep the message to
himself, Aristides replied that he must report it to Pausanias as commander-
in-chief: éxelvw yap dvaxeiofar THv Tyepoviav (15. 5). Aristides and other
contingent-commanders in relation to the Greek League were 7yeudves (15. 2).
We may conjecture either that the Athenian assembly elected one man to
command their forces under the Greek League from spring 480 B.c. to spring
479 B.C. at a separate election and then proceeded to elect the board of
strategi to take office in July 480 B.c.; or that the assembly elected a board of
strategi to take office in July 480 B.c. and then chose one of the elected persons
to command their forces under the Greek League from spring 480 B.c. to
spring 479 B.c. It seems more likely that separate elections were held ; for the
appointments were entirely different in powers and in tenure. Even so, we do
not know whether Themistocles was at the same time commander of Athenian
forces from spring 480 to spring 479 B.c. and one of ten Athenian strategi
elected for 481/o, and one of ten strategi elected for 480/79. But we can see
that the Persian Wars led to the creation for the first time of a orparyyds é¢
amdvrwy, who exercised full and sole command of an Athenian force, who
represented his state fully and alone, and who held office for a period and with
powers different from those of the orparyyol dmo ¢uvAss.?

A new situation arose in the autumn of 478 B.c. when Pausanias was recalled
and the bulk of ‘the Greeks’ offered the supreme command to Athens (Hdt.
8. 3. 2 and Th. 1. ¢6. 1). Should she continue to use the Spartan system of
command ? Other, more ‘democratic’ systems had been tried. Until just
before the battle of Lade the Ionians had had a board of generals equal with
one another in authority and more closely dependent upon the political organ
which controlled its strategy (e.g. Hdt. 6. 7); the system had led to much
debate among the generals (Hdt. 6. 11. 1) and in the battle of Lade to much
defection. Just before the battle the Ionians had made a short-lived and
unsuccessful experiment: they appointed one general, Dionysius of Phocaea,
to be their commander-in-chief and ‘entrusted themselves’ to him (oi "Iwves
émrpémovar apéas adrovs & Awovvoiw).’ Would Athens as an Ionian state
choose the earlier Ionian system of commanding a confederate force? In fact
she continued the Spartan system of command. She accepted and kept the
syyepovia for herself. Aristides as her commander on the spot became successor
at once of Pausanias as commander-in-chief of ‘the Greeks’, as orparyyds Tdv

Athens on the war-council of the patriotic
Greeks.” So Busolt-Swoboda, 891 n. 2:
‘Themistocles Aristeides und Xanthippos

1 As Herodotus tells the story, the system
of command is not brought out (9. 44 f.).
2 Little attention has been given hitherto

to the effect of the Persian Wars and the
Delian Confederacy on the Athenian system
of command. The usual comment is that of
Hignett 247: ‘The principle of strict col-
legiality was early violated, for the needs of
the Persian War compelled the Athenians to
confer supreme authority within the board
for a whole campaign on a single general,
who then acted as the representative of

waren 480 und 479 besonders bevollméch-
tigte, ihren Amtsgenossen iibergeordnete
Strategen.’

3 There is perhaps a similar implication of
unusual or excessive trust in Th. 2. 65. 4
when after their attack on Pericles the
Athenians dmep $ilel Sutdos moieiv, aTparnyoy
ellovro kal mdvra Ta mpdypara émérpedav.
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‘EMvivwv (Th. 1. 94. 1). In this capacity he played the leading part in the
formation of the Athenian Alliance (or, in modern terminology, of the Delian
Confederacy) as the administrative form adopted by ‘the Greeks’ in their
actions against Persian territory (Hdt. 8. 3. 2, iwodpevor Tov ITépany mepi Tiis
éxeivov 70n Tov dydva émoweivto). He was succeeded as commander-in-chief of
the combined forces by Cimon, who captured Byzantium from Pausanias
during the Attic archon-year 477/6 (Plu. Cimon 6. 6 ; FGrH 70 Ephorus F 191,
Kipwvos Tod MidtidSov arparyyoivros; D.S. 11. 60. 2), and Eion and Scyros
during the archon-year 476/5 (Hdt. 7. 107. 1, 976 Abnpvaiwy kai Kipwvos Tod
Mirid8ov; Th. 1. 98, Kipwvos To6 MiridSov arparyyoivros; Plu. Cimon 7. 1;
Scholia Aeschin. 2. 31 and Plu. Theseus 6. 1). Some ten years later Cimon was
commander-in-chief of the combined forces at the battle of the Eurymedon
River (Th. 1. 100. 1, Afnraiwy kal 7év Evppdywy . . . Kipwvos Tod MidridSov
aTparnyoivros) ; and again in 450 B.C. in Cyprus (Th. 1. 112. 2, vavei Staxosias
adT@v 1€ kal TV fvppdywy Kipwvos orparyyodvros). It was in his capacity as ¢
orparnyos Tév ‘Edljvwy and not as orparnyos rév Abnvaiwy é¢ dmdvrwy, to use
the modern terminology, that Cimon was described by Cratinus as wdvr’
dpioros 1dv Tlaveljvwy mpdpos (Plu. Cimon 10. 4).

Nor was Cimon the only such commander-in-chief’; for we must assume that
the office was not necessarily held by him in 466-461 and that it did not lapse
with his ostracism in 461 B.c. until its re-emergence in 450 B.C., but that it was
held by other generals such as Leocrates, Myronides, Tolmides, Pericles,
probably Ephialtes (mentioned together with Cimon as mpwredorres in Plu.
Pericles 16. 3) and Charitimides, who is mentioned twice in the conduct of the
expedition in Egypt (FGrH 688 Ctesias F 14, §§ 26-37; Th. 1. 104. 2, adrédv e kai
T@v Euppdywy emphasizes its confederate character; cf. 1. 109. 1 and 1. 110. 4).

How were these outstanding commanders, these mp@To dvdpes, to be geared
to the internal system of Athens’ ten orparyyoi dmwd ¢ulijs? Three solutions
present themselves for our consideration. First, one might abolish the system
of electing a orparyyds é¢ dmdvrwy, such as Themistocles, and appoint from
among the ten orparnyol dmé $uAfjs one man to be commander-in-chief of ‘the
Greeks’ for each operation. The weakness of this solution is that it would not be
practicable to wait for an appointment at Athens when confederate forces
might have to operate rapidly far from Athens, and it would inspire less
confidence in the confederates than the appointment of a regular commander-
in-chief.! Second, one might bring the appointment of the orparyyds é¢
amdvrwy and the appointment of the orparyyol dmé ¢udfs into line in regard to
the dates of tenure. It is indeed likely that this was done in 477 B.c., Aristides
being continued from spring to midsummer 477 B.c. and Cimon taking office
as commander-in-chief from midsummer 477 to mid-summer 476 B.c.? With

! One is apt to forget that the first ten  as well as effectiveness. The Allies them-

years of the Athenian Alliance’s history were
full of action against Persia and are not re-
presented at all by what Thucydides says in
the Pentekontaétia. It was not the sort of
sporadic activity in which Athens would
appoint now and then one or more strategi
for a specific mission; and, as we have seen
in the case of Eisenhower, continuity of
leadership at the head of combined forces is
of the first importance in terms of confidence

selves probably continued to appoint one
commander each for their own contingents,
as they had done under the Spartan system;
we have an example at the battle of Arginu-
sae where the Samian contingent fought
under a Samian commander, Hippeus (X.
HG 1. 29).

2 The prominence of Aristides in the
formation of the Alliance (Ath. Pol. 23. 5;
D.S. 11. 47) and in the critical task of
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the appointments thus in line the Athenians could have elected ten strategi,
namely one orparyyds éf amdvrwv and then, discounting his tribe, nine
otpatyyol dmé $vlijs. Under this system the commander-in-chief would be
absent very frequently from the board of strategi sitting in their capacity as
magistrates. Third, one might employ the second solution but with the dif-
ference that one would elect eleven strategi, namely one orparyyds é¢ dmdvrwv
and ten orparyyol dmd PuAis.

The evidence indicates that the second and the third solutions were both
employed. In spring 468 B.c. Cimon was one of the ten strategi who entered
the theatre (dnd vAijs wids €kaarov, Plu. Cimon 8. 8), and it was Cimon who
conducted the sacrifice, whether as orparnyds émi Tév omArdv (see p. 116,
above), or as otparnyds é amdvrwy, or by a special vote of the people. At this
time there is no doubt that he was commander-in-chief of the combined forces
of the Athenian Alliance. In the year 441/0 we find the third solution in use. For
the eleven generals of that year (see p. 132, above) are best explained on the
ground that early in 441 B.c. Pericles had been elected orparyyos é¢ amdvrwy to
be commander-in-chief of the combined forces, and that ten orparyyoi dwd dvAjs
had been elected to serve as Athenian magistrates; there were thus eleven
strategi, and Pericles acted on a par with his colleagues in some functions of the
strategia. The elections of early 441 B.c. took place before the revolt of Samos
and Byzantium, and it is possible that the fiction of confederate forces, atr@v re
kal Tév Evppdywv, was still being maintained at that time. But the dictatorial
treatment of Samos and the reduction in the number of the autonomous states
to Chios and Lesbos alone may have brought the fiction to an end. There-
after, so far as we know, the Athenian Alliance ceased to exist as an autonomous
combination of states, and the board of Athenian generals consisted of ten and
not eleven generals, except perhaps in 407 B.C.

When Athens alone went to war or alone initiated a war, the orparyyds é¢
dmdvrwv was one of the board of generals of Athens. Thus in the war against
Thasos Athens acted alone: kai vavei pév émi @doov mAevoavres of Afnvaio
(Th. 1. 100. 2, sandwiched between Abyvaiwy kai Tév fvppdywy in 100. 1 and
adTdv kal Tév fvppdywr in 100. 3); and in the early part of the campaign we
find Cimon with the naval forces (Plu. Cimon 14. 1—2) and Sophanes and
Leagros in command of the land forces at Datum (Hdt. 9. 75; cf. Paus. 1. 29.
5).! Again Cimon commanded the Athenian forces which went to Sparta on
two occasions (Ar. Lysistrata 1143, Kipwv and Th. 1. 102. 1, Kipwvos orpary-
yoivros).? Similarly in 440 B.c. Athens alone attacked Samos: mAedoavres ody
Abnvaiow és Tapov vavol Tesoapdrovra dnpokpatiav katéoryoay (Th. 1. 115. 2);
and Pericles was involved in this first stage of the affair (Plu. Pericles 25. 2,
mAevoas odv S ITepucdijs v pév odoav Sdwyapyiav év Zduw karélvoev). In the
second stage Athens acted alone at first and Pericles was one of ten Athenian

assessing the resources of the allied states
makes it probable that he was at work well
into 477 B.c. and particularly in months
when sailing was not difficult. He might
thus have continued as commander until
midsummer 477 B.c. On the other hand all
the military operations are attributed to
Cimon, and such operations must have
started, one imagines, in midsummer 477
B.C. at the latest.

t They were evidently commanding an
Athenian force which was preparing the way
for the joint colony of Athenians and allies
(Th. 1. 100. 2-3 Abnvaio. . . . adrol ékpdrnoay

. mpoeXddvres 8¢ . . . depfdpnaav). For the
fragmentary casualty list IGi2. 928 see p. 139,
n. 2 and Gomme’s comments, i. 297.

2 See my arguments in Historia iv (1955),

377f.
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strategi on the campaign (Th. 1. 116. 1, Afnvaio. . . . Teaoapdrovra . . . vavol kai
Térrapor Ilepuchéovs Sexdrov adrod oTparyyoivros évavpdynoav),! and in the
succeeding Attic year 440/39 he was one of several generals in the field (Th.
1. 116-17 mentions Pericles, Thucydides, Hagnon, Phormion, Tlepolemus,
and Anticles, and a casualty list probably of 440/39 gives a general called
Epiteles, IG i2. 928 = Tod GHI no. 48, line 4).

When the Athenian Alliance ceased to exist as an autonomous combination
of states, the function for which the orparyyds é¢ dmdvrwr had been invented
came to an end. Whether this happened soon after the death of Cimon in
winter 450-449 B.c. or with the attack on Samos in 440 B.c., the Athenian
state had by then been accustomed for a generation to elect a orparnyds
é¢ dmdvrewv. It seems that it continued to do so, at least during the lifetime of
Pericles; for after 441/o there are two certain cases and three possible cases
(depending on restorations) of Pericles and another man of his tribe being
generals in the same year, and the simplest explanation of these cases is that the
people elected Pericles orparyyds €€ dmdvrwv. It was a way of showing that
Pericles was ¢ mp@Tos dwjp in the democracy (Th. 2. 65. g). After his death
when the leaders were more on a level with one another we have no certain
case of two generals coming from one tribe, except in the year 407 B.c.? Then
Alcibiades was elected in absentia in February/March 407 B.c. to be one of the
generals for 407/6. When he came home in May 407, he was probably voted
aTpaTyyos émi T@v omhirdv (see p. 116, above), and he then had a member of his
own tribe, Adeimantus, elected as general (D.S. 13. 69. 3). It is possible that on
his return home he was elected orparnyos é¢ amdvrwv in a special election and
was vested with such powers of command as had been held in the past by
a commander-in-chief of the confederate forces, since we are told by Xenophon
that he was proclaimed at this time drdvrwv fyepwv adrokpdrwp (HG 1. 4. 20),
and by Diodorus that at this time all the forces were entrusted to him by land
and by sea, as they made him orparyyds adrokpdrwp (D.S. 13. 69. 3). If
Alcibiades became orparnyos é¢ amdvrwv, then he released a tribal strategia,
into which his fellow tribesman Adeimantus was elected to be general (i.e.
for 407/6).4

E. SumMmary oF CONCLUSIONS

In Attica, and in most other Indo-European communities, the king being
the religious and political head of the state was responsible for the safety of the
realm, sacrificed on its behalfin times of danger, led out its forces, and fought in
a position of danger. When the functions of the kings devolved upon the
magistrates (Ath. Pol. 3. 2), the archon polemarchus received these particular

I Athens seems to have summoned aid
from Chios and Lesbos by virtue of individual
treaties of alliance and not through a meet-
ing of the Allied Congress (Th. 1. 116. 1 and
116. 2 and 117. 2).

2 The casualty list gives allied casualties
elsewhere but ‘none, so far as we can tell, in
Thasos or Thrace’ (ATL iii. 109); this ac-
cords with the Thasian War being conducted
by Athens alone and not by the Athenian
Alliance. There is nothing surprising in the
large number of generals used on this very
critical campaign. In 433 B.c. Athens sent

two groups of three generals each to Corcyra
with 30 ships (Tod, GHI no. 55) and eight
generals were at the battle of Arginusae (X.
HG 1. 6. 20-30).

3 Jameson 65 f. gives a list of cases where
there were two generals from one tribe and
discusses doubtful cases, e.g. Cleophon on
pp- 86 f.

4 For this matter see Jameson 84 f. and A.
Andrewes in FHS Ixxiii (1953), 3. Adeiman-
tus goes into action at Andros (X. HG 1. 4.
21), i.e. in the Attic year 407/6.
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responsibilities. At a later date, probably after the conspiracy of Cylon,! and
before the beginning of the sixth century, the responsibility for the safety of the
realm was undertaken by a board of officials, namely the archon polemarchus and
an unknown number of orparnyol. At this time the archon polemarchus and
a strategos had equal votes on the board (Hdt. 6. 109. 2, 76 madadv yap Abyvaio
oudymdov Tév moXéuapyov émoieivro Toiot orparyyoiot). The strategi probably
commanded forces sent on expeditions outside Attica (for instance, Alcmaeon
at Crisa and Peisistratus against Megara), while the polemarch carried out his
duties as a magistrate and as a military commander within Attica.

In 501/o the system of military command was reformed in the light of
Cleisthenes’ new system of tribes. Military command was now vested ex-
clusively in ten strategi, so elected annually by the people from a number of
candidates presented by the tribes that one strategus came from each tribe. The
archon polemarchus, stripped of his military command, led out the forces of the
state as hegemon (Ath. Pol. 22. 2). In this capacity he carried out ceremonial
duties inherited from the king such as the making of sacrifices and vows for the
state, the organization of the ‘Epitaphia’ (the state funeral of those killed in
battle), and probably the delivery of the eulogy in honour of the fallen ; and he
fought in a position of danger in defence of Attica. The system introduced in
501/0 is seen at work in 490 B.c. The archon polemarchos conducted the sacrifice
and vowed on behalf of the state to Artemis Agrotera; when the battle took
place at Marathon, he fought in person in the position of danger as the right-
hand man of the line in accordance with ‘the law at that time’ (Hdt. 6. 111, 6
yap vdpos ToTe elye oUTw Tolar Afnvalowor, Tov moAépapyov éxeww képas TO Seéidv).
He was in fact killed ; otherwise it is likely that as organizer of the ‘Epitaphia’
he would have delivered the eulogy in honour of those who were buried where
the Mound now stands. The military command at Marathon was vested in
ten equal strategi or ‘army-leaders’ (Hdt. 6. 103. 1, fyov 8¢ odeas orparyyoi
8¢éxa). Their complete equality, embodying a principle dear to the Cleisthenic
system of loovoula, lonyopia, and lookpatia, almost led to an impasse. When
a proposal was made to engage the Persians, five generals voted for and five
against the motion. The proposal would have lapsed altogether, if no further
action had been taken. But the archon polemarchos was called in to vote together
with the generals, and he voted for the motion.

The decade which followed the battle of Marathon brought innovations and
problems. The prestige of all the archonships was severely injured in 487/6 by
a reform whereby the nine archons and their secretary were selected by lot, one
from each tribe, from candidates elected by the demes (Ath. Pol. 22. 5). It is
indeed possible that the archon polemarchos had been selected in this way since
501/0.2 In any case when the choice of a man to be polemarch depended not
on the people’s vote but at least in part on the lot and on the need to fit in with
tribal representation, it is clear that less importance would be attached to the
holder of the Polemarchia and to the magistracy itself. Some devolution
of its functions is to be expected in the years after 487/6. But much more

! Thucydides 1. 126. 8 states that, when in existence. 7d7e 8¢ 7a moAda 7@V mOMTLKDY
Cylon’s supporters were holding the Acro-  of éwéa dpyovres émpacoov. Herodotus 5. 71. 2
polis, the Athenians entrusted to the nine mentions of mpvrdres T@v vavkpdpwy as
archons 7y ¢vdaxijy. As this was normally taking Cylon and his supporters from the
a responsibility of the strategi, it seems altars.
likely that the board of strategi was not yet 2 See p. 118, n. 3, above.
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revolutionary was the effect of several ostracophoriae held in the years 487 to
482, which brought forward by repeated acts of deliberate choice by the whole
people ¢ mpdTos dvjp, Themistocles, to lead the state in peace and in war.
Officially, we may presume, he was one of ten equal strategi in 483/2 ; but the
ostracism of Xanthippus in that year meant the final and complete triumph
of Themistocles as the leading citizen. The major problem arose in autumn
481 B.c. Then those Greek states which had sworn to unite against Persia,
having rejected the claims of Athens, charged Sparta with the supreme com-
mand of their combined forces by sea and by land. The problem was how the
command of the Athenian forces was to be fitted into the Spartan system of
command.

The problem was solved by Sparta in the light of her own experience with
the Spartan Alliance. The states of the Greek League, Athens among them,
were each to provide one commander for one year ; the resulting commanders
were then to form an advisory committee of generals, o orparyyol Tév ‘EX-
Mjvwv. While each general commanded his national contingent, the Spartan
commander-in-chief commanded the combined forces, making his own decisions
and issuing his orders to the national commanders. The nominee of each state
had presumably to be presented at the meeting of the Congress of the Greeks
in the spring of 480 B.c. Athens chose her commander for the year from the
whole body of the state, that is, to use a convenient abbreviation, é¢ drdvrwy,
and the choice was Themistocles. The election was probably made soon after
the decision was taken whether or not to hold an ostracophoria, and it therefore
fell approximately in the seventh prytany, i.e. in February/March, the date at
which we have later evidence that the elections of military officials were held
(Ath. Pol. 44. 4)." The election of Themistocles as orparyyds é¢ dmdvrwr was
followed by the election of perhaps ten orparnyol dmd ¢uAijs. The ten strategi
had different functions to perform and a different period of office, namely
from midsummer to midsummer. The Congress of the Greeks confirmed the
appointment of Themistocles in the spring as a orparnyos rév ‘EAjvwr, and
he commanded the Athenian forces in Thessaly, at Artemisium, at Salamis,
and at Naxos in the period spring 480 to spring 479. His successors were
Aristides on land and Xanthippus at sea in 479/8, and Aristides at sea in
478/7, each being appointed to hold command from spring to spring. When
the change of hegemony from Sparta to Athens occurred in autumn 478,
Aristides became commander-in-chief of ‘the Greeks’ de facto and helped to
create the new organization which came to be known as the Athenian Alliance,
or in modern terminology the Delian Confederacy. There can be little doubt
that Athens continued to use the Spartan system of command. One Athenian
was appointed to be commander-in-chief for the year, and he controlled the
combined forces of the Alliance. For the first ten years Cimon was elected to
this position; he won the confidence of the Allies and he was held in high
regard as wdvr’ dpioros 7&v ITaveAjvwv mpduos.

In the year of transition 478/7 it is likely that Aristides stayed in the field
beyond spring 477 B.C., as he was engaged in assessing the resources of the
allied states and developing the central organization, and that Athens took the

! Before the discovery of the Ath. Pol. it Persian Wars and the need to produce a
was thought that the archairesiai were held in  commander in the spring may have caused
the ninth prytany. It is surprising that they  the date of the elections to be put in the
were in fact held so early ; the occasion of the  seventh prytany.
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opportunity to bring the period of office of the orparyyds é¢ dmrdvrwy into line
with that of the arparyyol dmo dvlijs. At this time too he may have been in-
cluded among the ten strategi, so elected that each tribe had a representative ;
this was the case anyhow in 468 B.c. (Plu. Cimon. 8. 8). But there was no blink-
ing the fact that the orparyyds é§ amdvrwr was the pre-eminent man, ¢ mpdros
dwip, in the state. On the other hand, the archon polemarchos had lost prestige.
It seems that he was stripped further of his duties. In particular a law was
passed that the eulogy of those who had fallen in the Persian Wars should be
delivered by a speaker chosen for the occasion (D.S. 11. 33. 3); it seems likely
that under this law the polemarch came to be replaced by ¢ mpdTos dwjp, who
owed his position partly to being a good speaker. Perhaps Aristides spoke late in
479 B.c." The sacrifice to Dionysus at the Great Dionysia in 468 B.c. was con-
ducted not by the polemarch but by Cimon, presumably the orparyyds €€
amdvrwv of that year. It may have been at this time or later that some functions
of the polemarch were transferred to the generals. The function of leading out
the hoplites was given to one general, 6 orparnyds émi Tédv omhrdv, and that of
defending the safety of the realm and of fighting in person in Attica was given
to another general, ¢ arparnyos émi tijs ywpas (Ath. Pol. 61. 1). The polemarch
no longer held the right-hand position in battle at the time when Herodotus
composed his account of the battle of Marathon ¢. 455-445 B.C., because he
stated that ‘the law then’, i.e. in 490 B.c., gave the polemarch that position
(6. 111. I 6 yap vépos T6Te elye oUTw TolGL AOnvaLozm) The law must have been
revoked in the interim. Three duties of a military kind were left with the
polemarch : he remained organizer of ¢ émrdios dywv (itself first established in
its classical form at the conclusion of the Persian Wars; D.S. 11. 33. 3), sacri-
ficer to Artemis Agrotera in memory of Marathon, and maker of offerings to
those fallen in war and to Harmodius and Aristogeiton (4tk. Pol. 58. 1). It
looks as if these residual functions of the polemarch became fossilized as from
this time, that is as from the Attic year 479/8.

After the battle of the Eurymedon River ¢. 467 B.c. Athens relaxed her
activities against Persia (Th. 3. 10. 4) and conducted operations of her own
against Thasos and in defence of Sparta. Between 466 and 461 we can see how
she used her board of strategi. At least three strategi seem to have been sent
to Thasos and Thrace. One of them, Cimon, was tried in court. On the other
hand only one general, Cimon, was sent in command of the hoplite forces
which went twice to Sparta, and it is possible that Ephialtes and Pericles each
had a separate naval mission in these years (Plu. Cimon 13. 4). Thus one or
more generals were appointed ad hoc to command a particular mission. It is
probable that the Assembly now, as later, made each appointment by xetpo-
rovia (e.g. Plu. Nicias 12. 5). Meanwhile the orparnyyds é€ dmdvrwy continued
to be appointed year by year. In most years he was probably active as
commander-in-chief of the combined forces, especially in Cyprus, Phoenicia,
and Egypt, and his usefulness continued after the death of Cimon in Cyprus

1 'W. Kierdorf, Erlebnis und Darstellung der
Perserkriege (1966), 83 f., makes a strong case
in support of Diodorus against Jacoby in
JHS Ixiv (1944), 55, supported in ATL iii.
109-10. But he changes the date of the law
from after Plataea to after 478 B.c., because
he considers that the ‘Tatenkatalog’ of the
Amazons, Adrastus, and the Heracleidae is

more appropriate to the propaganda of the
opening years of the Delian Confederacy.
I am inclined to keep the date as in Diodorus,
because the law is probably cited originally
from a dated psephisma, and because the
greatest occasion for the glorification of fallen
patriots was in 479 rather than, say, in
475 B.C.



STRATEGIA AND HEGEMONIA IN FIFTH-CENTURY ATHENS 143

and probably after the conclusion of peace with Persia. Between 466 and 443
the orparyyia é¢ dmdvrwv was held evidently by several mpwrevorres—Cimon,
Leocrates, Myronides, Ephialtes, Pericles, Tolmides, and Thucydides (Plu.
Pericles 16. 3)—and then, when Thucydides had been ostracized, by Pericles
for many years in succession. It is possible that during some of this time the
orparnyia é amdvrwy was separate from the ten orparyyior dmo duAfs. In the
elections for 441/o eleven generals were elected: of these Pericles seems to
have been the orparyyds é¢ dmdvrwr, and the other ten were representatives of
the ten tribes. The revolts of Samos and Byzantium may have ended the fiction
of the Athenian Alliance (or Delian Confederacy) as a free association of states,
and the post of commander-in-chief of the combined forces may have ceased in
440 B.c. The Empire was now tightly held by the dominant state, and her
subjects were under the orders of Athens and the Athenian magistrates. But the
practice of appointing one orparyyds € dmdvrwy seems to have continued
during the lifetime of Pericles.!

We know of only one occasion later when the people wished to pay special
honour to a military commander, namely to Alcibiades in 407 B.c. He led the
hoplites to Eleusis as 7yeudv either in the tradition of the polemarch or as ap-
pointed o7paryyds émi Tév omhirdv, and he was given command of all the forces
at Athens’ disposal, probably in the tradition of the orparyyds é¢ dmdvrwr as
commander of the combined forces of the Athenian Alliance. It was an un-
happy revival of the past; and its failure revealed one of the weaknesses of the

post-Periclean democracy, an inability to trust a single commander.?

University of Bristol

! The evidence for this lies in the pre-
sence of Pericles and a fellow tribesman on
the board of strategi perhaps in 439/8
(doubtfully restored), perhaps in 435/4 (re-
stored), certainly in 433/2 and 432/1, and
probably in 431/o.

2 Two matters which lie outside the fifth
century have sometimes been used by
students of the strategia and need brief
discussion. The first is the phrase with which
Herodotus described Cleisthenes’ first reform
before Isagoras called in Cleomenes: §éxa Te
87) dvddpxovs dvri Teoaépwy émoinae (5. 69. 2).
Some, including LSJ9 s.v. II, have seen these
¢vdapyor as commanders of the cavalry pro-
vided by each tribe, and others, as noted by
How and Wells ii. 36, have perceived strategi
lurking ‘under a strange name’. The defects
of the first view are that a fully organized
cavalry force, based on the new ten tribes,
cannot have existed in 508/7 before Cleo-
menes intervened (it is doubtful if such a
force existed even at the time of Marathon),
and that the words of Herodotus must refer
to major officials and not to subordinate
commanders of one part of the armed forces.
The defect of the second view is that Hero-
dotus speaks elsewhere and often of Athenian
strategi as orparyyol and had no reason to
call this military flower by another name.

N. G. L. HamMmonD

Now the sense of what Herodotus says in this
passage 71ds Pulds perwvipace kai émoince
mhedvas éf élaoadvwr. 8éka Te 87 Puldpyovs
avti Teooépwy émoinoe is paralleled in the
expressions in Ath. Pol. 8. 3 ¢vlal 8¢ foav &
kafldmep mpdrepov, kai duloBacidels Térrapes
and in Ath. Pol. 41. 2 els Tds térrapas
oweveprinoar ¢uvddas kal Tods ¢duvdofacidéas
katéornoav. In each case the Greek manner
is to mention first the tribes and then the
major tribal official, whether he is a $vAapyos
or a dudoBacilevs. I take it then that Hero-
dotus means by ¢vdapyor at 5. 69. 2 the
major tribal officials. This is indeed the
general meaning of ¢vdapyos, for instance, in
Xen. Cyr. 1. 2. 14 and Arist. Pol. 1301P23.
Herodotus then referred to the major tribal
officials of the ten new tribes in 508/7 and
not to military commanders of the army or of
tribal contingents, as has been supposed by
some and most recently by E. S. Staveley in
Ancient Society and Institutions (1966), p. 276
and p. 284.

If, then, the ten strategi are not to be pro-
jected back to 508/7 under the cover of
Herodotus’ word ¢uddpyovs, how was the
army organized in the years 508/7-501/0?
In the first place the meaning of the entry
in Ath. Pol. 22. 2 under 501/o0 is that the
change in the higher command during
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Cleisthenes’ acts of reform came then and not
earlier. Why did it come about so late?
A glance at military events provides one
answer, namely that the years in which
Athens was at war with Sparta, Boeotia,
Chalcis, and Aegina and was so hard pressed
that she tried twice to gain the alliance of
Persia, were not years in which one would
change radically the method of choosing the
higher command and perhaps also of or-
ganizing the forces ; but by 501/0 the dangers
had largely passed away. If we ask how the
army was commanded in 508/7 to 501/o, we
can only say that at a time which followed
some thirty-six years of tyranny and three
years of stasis we do not know what was done
but that the Assembly is likely to have
elected é¢ dmdvrwy Afnvaiwv one polemarch
and several generals. It has been suggested
by Staveley, loc. cit., that in these years ten
strategi were elected ‘by the ten separate
tribal assemblies’; for this I see no evidence
nor indeed much probability as the new
tribal assemblies cannot have started with
a sufficiently intimate knowledge of their
members for the purpose of making so im-
portant a choice. They took time to shake
down, and the new Boule came into action
probably in 504/3 (Ath. Pol. 22. 2) because,
as Sandys remarked, ‘the reforms of Cleis-
thenes may have taken three years to get into
complete shape’.

The other passage is Ath. Pol. 61. 1
XetpoTovodou 8¢ kai Tos mpds TOV moAepov dpxas
amdoas, aTparyyods déka, mpdTepov pév dp’
{éxdarns) Pvlis éva, viv 8¢ é¢ dmdvrawv. The
meaning is that the ten strategi are elected
‘now’ from all Athenians and, as Sandys re-
marked, ‘without the distinction of tribe’,
which had existed ‘previously’; the fuller
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expressions €f dmdvrwy Afnvaiwv and €€
Abnvalwy drdvrwy are used at Ath. Pol. 56. 3
and 57. 1, in each case in contrast to election
from a subdivision of the people. The up-
ward definition of ‘now’ is uncertain in the
context (our knowledge of lists of generals
suggests a possible terminus post quem in 335/4
or 329/8), but the downward definition is
certain, that is in 327-324 B.c. (cf. J. Day
and M. Chambers, Aristotle’s History of
Athenian Democracy 195 f.). As regards the
statements of the Ath. Pol. on contemporary
conditions we may quote Sandys’s words:
“There can be no question as to . . . the
completely trustworthy character of the
Second Part’; and if anyone suspects cor-
ruption in é¢ dmdvtwv at 61. 1 we have the
words in the citation of Pollux 8. 87. As it
happens six generals are known for the next
year, 323/2. Three of these are from one
tribe, and this illustrates the operation of the
contemporary system of electing orparyyods
8éka . . . é¢ dmdvrwy. If I am correct in my
interpretation, this passage does not cast any
new light on fifth-century practice, and I am
therefore unable to accept the view of
Staveley, loc. cit. 282, that reference to his
supposed fifth-century system of electing one
or more candidates who polled 8o per cent
or more of the votes as é¢ dmdvrwv and the
rest of the ten at one a tribe (i.e. dmé dvAds)
‘is contained in the words of Ath. Pol. 61. 1’.
Those who look to Plato’s Laws for analogies
to Athenian practice will note that the three
strategi of the ideal state were elected with-
out distinction of tribe on straight votes ols
av 1) mAelaTn xewoTovia ylyvyrar (755 d), and
the twelve taxiarchs or tribal commanders
with distinction of tribe were elected on
straight votes likewise.
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