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XENELASIA AND SOCIAL CONTROL IN
CLASSICAL SPARTA

The Spartan custom of xenélasia, or expulsion of aliens, makes a most dramatic
entry onto the stage of history, appearing in a manner that can be rivalled by few
ancient institutions. On the eve of the Peloponnesian War, the turning point in the
life of the classical polis, none other than Pericles introduces xenélasia at a crucial
moment in the movement toward hostilities.! He alludes to it in his response to a
Spartan ultimatum, in terms that are not only aimed at the Spartans, the ostensible
recipients, who are still only potential adversaries of the Athenians, but also at his
critics among fellow Attic politicians (Thuc. 1.144.2).?

viv 8€ TovTows dmokpwduevor dmoméupwuer, Meyapéas pev 6ti édoouev dyopd
kal Apéar xpricBar, v kal Aaxedawudvior fevnlacias wy moudor wite Hudv
wiTe TV npetépwy Evppdywv (olTe yap ékeivo kwivel év Tais amovdais olre
T60€) . ..

Let us dismiss them [the Spartan envoys], now answering with these [proposals] that we shall
allow the Megarians to use the agora and harbours, if the Lakedaimonians do not make
xenélasiai [expulsions of aliens], neither of ourselves nor of our allies (for neither the former
nor the latter is prevented in the spondai [armistice]) . . .

Here Pericles is actually harking back in his remarks to the penultimate stage in the
demands from the Spartans. More recently, they had insisted quite brazenly that the
Athenians concede autonomia to their allies, by which they seem to have meant
independence from Attic directives (1.139.3, 140.3).

Yet, the Spartans had earlier demanded three concessions: that the Athenians
rescind the Megarian Decree, barring the Megarians from the Athenian marketplace
and from the harbours of the Attic alliance; that they withdraw from Potidaea on the
Pallene peninsula of the Chalcidice in northern Greece, an allied city they had under
siege; and that they grant their Aeginetan subjects, their neighbours in the Saronic
Gulf, their autonomy, as was supposedly required by treaty (1.139.1, 140.3-4; cf.
1.67.2). Pericles considered yielding to such ultimata to constitute appeasement that
would elicit further demands, while weakening Athens (140.5-141.1). For him, the
Spartan refusal to accept arbitration, as specified by the Thirty Years Peace, exposed
the unjust nature of their proposals and militated in favour of firmness in response
(140.2, 144.2).

None the less, Pericles was confronted by political opponents who had pointed to

! For further discussion of this reconstruction, see T. J. Figueira, Excursions in Epichoric
History (Savage, MD, 1993), 268-71 ~  Autonomoi kata tas spondas (Thucydides 1.67.2)’, BICS 37
(1990), 63-88, see 73-6.

2 K. M. T. Chrimes, Ancient Sparta: A Re-examination of the Evidence (Manchester, 1949), 310
misconstrues the nature of xenélasia by supposing that Pericles refers to an actual expulsion upon
which the Spartans had decided for military reasons, after they determined that Athens had
broken the spondai. See also S. Rebenich, ‘Fremdfeindlichkeit in Sparta? Uberlegungen zur
Tradition der spartanischen Xenelasie’, Klio 80 (1998), 336-59, see 352. Clearly, had war been
averted by Attic concessions, such a merely deterrent measure could be expected to be rescinded.
See also nn. 57, 59 below.
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the Megarian Decree as a minor element of policy that the Athenians could nullify
without experiencing any significant risks (139.1-2, 140.4-5). Why not make this
modest concession—his adversaries argued—and see how the Spartans might react?
Nullification was something quite different either from releasing the stranglehold on
Poteidaia, a respite that would presumably have had negative military ramifications in
the Chalcidice and encouraged dissidents throughout the Thraceward region, or
allowing ancient enemies like the Aeginetans dangerous latitude for further agitation
or even for military preparations. Hence, Pericles was careful to craft a response that
asserted Athenian rights without appearing to close the door on further negotiations.
If the Spartans paused to consider counter-proposals, the objectionable peremptory
style of their demands might be disarmed.® Thus, he offered finely calibrated counter-
terms. Athens would concede autonomy to any state autonomous at the time of the
Thirty Years Peace (144.2). Thus, Sparta would have to argue a better case regarding
Poteidaia and Aegina in order to win meaningful concessions. Or the Athenians might
grant a more sweeping variant of autonomy to all their allies, provided that the
Spartans would do the same. That approach was another invitation to negotiations on
reciprocal terms.

As has been noted, a relinquishment of xenélasia, at least as it affected the Athen-
ians and their allies, is presented as the reciprocation for cancellation of the Megarian
Decree. Why this juxtaposition seemed appropriate to Pericles and, one assumes, to
other contemporary Athenians is an important question that has received too little
attention.* In fact, xenélasia has until recently been a little-studied Spartan institu-
tion.> This paper aspires to synthesize the surviving evidence in order to understand
xenélasia as a social mechanism in structural terms. This exercise will yield some sur-
prising results, because our sources make some seemingly unanticipated, institutional
connections about xenélasia.b

3 Note that unlikelihood of a diplomatic success is not equivalent to unfeasibility (E. J.
Bickerman, ‘AUTONOMIA. Sur un passage de Thucydide (I, 144, 2)’, RIDA’ 5 [1958] 31344, see
320); cf. £ Thuc. 1.144.2: v xai Aaxedapdvior evnracias py mowdou ddvvartov adrois
dvrélnkev, 6mep éxeivor moteiv obk Mréaxovto.

4 Reflected by the three lines in A. R. W. Gomme, A. Andrewes, and K. J. Dover, A Historical
Commentary on Thucydides (Oxford, 1945-81), 1.462, and by the lack of allusion in
S. Hornblower, A Commentary on Thucydides, 1: Books I-I1Il (Oxford, 1991), 230-1. Contrast
G. E. M. de Ste. Croix, The Origins of the Peloponnesian War (Ithaca, 1972), 289.

5 See A. Krebs, Daremberg-Saglio (1912-17), s.v. ‘Xénélasia’, 5.1006-8; H. Schaefer, RE? 18
(1967), s.v. ‘xenelasia’, 1436-8. I pass over issues involving the scholarly tradition that are well
treated in Rebenich (n. 2). Another recent treatment is M. Nafissi, La nascita del kosmos: Studi
sulla storia e la societa di Sparta (Naples, 1991), 267-70.

® The following is a conspectus of the sources. For contemporary allusions: Thuc. 1.144.2,
2.39.1 with scholia including 2 Thuc. 1.77.6; Ar. Birds 1010-20 with scholia; Xen. RL 14.4; Plato
Protag. 342c, cf. Laws 950b, 953e; Arist. Pol. 1272b17; Theopomp. FGrH 115 F 178. Retro-
spective references: Dion. Hal. Antig. Rom. 2.17.1; Plut. Lyc. 9.3-4, 27.3-4; Agis 10.2-4; Mor.
226d, 237a, 238¢; Ael. VH 13.16; ZAr. Peace 623a—c; X Ael. Arist. Panegyr. 166.9-10; Suda s.v.
Siepwroéevor 8 997 Adler; s.v. (evnlareiv, € 25; also Joseph. Ap. 2.259; Olympiod. In Platonis
Gorg 44.2; Hesych. s.v. éevnlacia, ¢ 41 Latte, fevplaroivrar, ¢ 42; Phot. s.v. fevnAareiv;
Philostrat. V4 6.20, Dial. 1.28; Apsines, Ars Rhet. 356 Stengel; Ael. Arist. 46.292; Sext. Emp. Adv.
Math. 2.20; XHermog., Rhetores Graeci 4.72.9-14 Walz; Sopater, Scholia ad Hermog., Rhetores
Graeci 5.27.19-26, 30.14-21 Walz; Theodoret, Cur. 9.18, 10.34. Terminological reflection: Hecat.
FGrH 264 F 6; ZAr. Wasps 718b; XZ'1soc. Hypoth 11; Polyb. 9.29.4; Plut. Mor. 527c, 727e; Philo,
Spec. 2.27.146; Diod. 40.3.2, 4; Strabo 17.1.19 C802; Philostrat. V4 8.7.13; Martyrium Pionii
4.18; J. Chrys. MPG 50.531.22, 60.267.5, 9-10; SC 188.389; [J. Chrys.] In Synaxim Incorporalium
6.35; Themist. Or. 18.222a; Libanius, Or. 16.43; Theophylact Simocatta, Hist. 2.18.11, 3.2.7,
4.16.21; Nicephoras Grigoras, Hist. 19.2.4, 2.937; 29.10, 3.229; 33.16, 3.411.
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I. THE CONCEPT OF XENELASIA

The image of Sparta has been a compelling lure for commentators, ancient and
modern, who have been prompted to blame, to praise, and even to urge imitation.
Much of our evidence on the institutional structure of Sparta has its deepest roots in
late fifth- and early fourth-century appreciations by observers like Critias and Xeno-
phon, interested parties who reacted directly to Spartan participation in hegemonic
politics. In time such appraisals came to be incorporated into Peripatetic syntheses,
such as the ‘constitution’ attributed to Aristotle, another constitutional work by
Dicaearchus and his Tripolitikos, and perhaps the compilations of Theophrastus.’
Naturally, these writers also combed then extant historical or literary texts for any
relevant material. It is also evident that fourth-century treatises on Spartan institu-
tions, whether pamphlets or constitutional works, were sufficiently detailed and
programmatic to indicate considerable input from Spartan informants. Moreover,
from the late fourth century, there existed a whole derivative sub-genre devoted to the
Spartan politeia, as broadly construed (FGrH 584-6, 588-91, 595, 703, cf. 587).

These authorities did not speak with one voice. Not only did they bring their own
partisanship to the transmission of received evidence, but their reactions to their own
contemporary Sparta also conditioned their historiography. Yet, despite ideological
influences, anachronisms, and synchronic descriptions that distorted historical evolu-
tion, it is inappropriate to dismiss this material as a Spartan ‘mirage’, unless we are
prepared to attack particulars of the ‘constitutional’ synthesis with better contem-
porary evidence. When any Laconian institution is treated, it will be incumbent upon
us to sketch the portrait embodied in such synthetic works, even if that image will later
require ‘corrective optics’ to compensate for various causes of distortion.

Unlike Spartan messes or iron money, where the ‘constitutional’ tradition pre-
dominates almost absolutely in surviving citations, xenélasia may also be viewed from
another perspective. The practice was fundamentally alien to late fifth-century
Athenians and was viewed by them with considerable animus. Thus, xenélasia had its
place in a partisan bill of indictment against the Spartans. Much contemporary
documentation of this criticism has been lost, but its traces may be discerned in later
allusions and references of a summary nature, such as lexical glosses and scholia.

The noun €evnAacia and its related verb £evnlaréw are compounds built from
£évos, meaning ‘stranger’, “foreigner’, or ‘guest-friend’ and the verbal root present in
éladvw ‘drive’. As illustrated by the above-cited passage from Thucydides, most
attestations refer to xenélasiai in the plural.® xenélasia was a procedure that was
implemented periodically, and so usually envisaged as an aggregate of its applications.
The practice of xenélasia was not much imitated by the other Greeks.’ xenélasia was
sometimes viewed as an aspect of xenophobia, a usage perhaps derived from Athenian
polemics. Thus, the terminology of xenélasia was applied in situations only distantly

" Aristotle frs. 539-51 Gigon; Dicaearchus: FHG frs. 21-2, 2.241-2; frs. 67-72 Wehrli; Theo-
phrastos fr. 512A Fortenbaugh. Cf. T. J. Figueira, ‘Iron money and the ideology of consumption
in Laconia’, in S. Hodkinson and A. Powell (edd.), Sparta: Beyond the Mirage (London and
Swansea, forthcoming).

8 Rebenich (n. 2), 352.

° Ael. VH 13.16 on xenélasia at Apollonia in the Adriatic: 57¢ Amolwwidrar Eevylacias
émolovw kard Tov Aaxedaiudviov véuov, "Emdduvior 8¢ émbnueiv kal peroikeiv mapeiyov
7 Povdouévw. Its appearance at Lyttos in Crete (SEG 39 [1989], 974) is very speculative. Cf.
M. van Effenterre, ‘Ein neues Gesetz aus dem archaischen Kreta’, in G. Thiir (ed.), Symposion
1985. Vortrdge zur griechischen und hellenistischen Rechtsgeschichte (Cologne and Vienna, 1989),
23-7.
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comparable to Spartan circumstances, and referred to expulsion as a tool to exclude
foreign influences.!® Since the practice achieved some prominence in classical texts,
¢evnlacia and €evadaréw could be used in the sense of ‘banishment’ and ‘to banish’
when those expelled were foreign.!! These allusions do not, however, imply special
procedures dealing with foreigners, but merely describe an outcome affecting them.
Occasionally in late antiquity, this terminology becomes a picturesque way of denoting
exile.!? For example, Aelius Aristides could emphasize by using xenélasia the danger of
exiling an unprecedented number of sophists and rhetoricians from the Platonic polis,
while alluding to the Spartan procedure.'?

To get a preliminary feeling for the institution, let us start by citing several glosses. A
scholion to Thucydides offers a brief definition: 76 Tovs £évouvs édadvew ‘the act of
driving out foreigners’ (XThuc. 1.144.2). Hesychius offers two entries in his lexicon (¢
41, 42 Latte).

s.v. fevnracia: 76 pi) éav Eévous émpuiyvvobar.

xenélasia: the act of not allowing xenoi to intermingle.

s.v. éevnlarodvras: TimTeabar Tods Eévous édavvouévous.

xenélatountai: to strike xenoi being driven out [or: xenoi being driven out are struck].

The first gloss touches on the conventional openness of poleis to visitors in epimeixia
‘social intercourse’ in times of peace. The idea of beating xenoi as a part of xenélasia
is owed to Aristophanes, Birds 1013. A gloss from the lexicon of Photius is similar (¢
308 Porson).

s.v. Eevnrarteiv: Aaxedaipdvior peta mAnydv é€fdavvov Tovs Eévous.
xenélatein: the Lacedaimonians used to expel xenoi with blows.

It is important here to reject an unprofitable line of analysis before proceeding. The
xenoi subject to xenélasia are not to be construed as ‘guest-friends’, as it is quite clear
that the archaic and classical Spartans shared in the culture-wide practice of welcom-
ing aliens into their midst for visits, when those persons arrived under the patronage of

10 Using xenélasia anthropologically, Strabo (citing Eratosthenes) alludes to the xenophobia
of non-Greek cultures vis-a-vis the Heracles/Bousiris myth (17.1.19 C802): ¢noi 8’ ’Eparo-
a0évys kowov uev elvar tois BapBdpois maow €fos Ty fevnraciav. X Isoc. Hypoth. 11
describes Bousiris as a £evnAdrys. In addition, the departure of the Jews (in the exodus!) and
other aliens from Egypt can be seen as xenélasia, according to Diodorus Siculus, drawing on
Hecataeus of Abdera (FGrH 264 F 6). Note Diod. 40.3.2: €0fvs odv £evnplaTovpévar Tav
dMoelvav; Diod. 40.3.4: Sia yap v Slav £evnraciav; [J. Chrysostomus], In Synaxim
Incorporalium 6.35 (Subsidia hagiographica 38). Similar also is Philo Alex. Spec. 2.27.146:
dmodedotmrdres xwpav yéuovoav dravbpwrias kai fevnlacias émrydevovoav . ..

11" Athenian police measures against those improperly claiming citizenship in a distribution of
Egyptian grain in ZAr. Wasps 718b Koster; cf. 718a ~ Philochorus FGrH 328 F 119: tis 8¢
Siavoptis yevouévns [ywouévys] Toi oitov fevnlaciov émoipoav Abnvaior, xal é&v 76
Suakpivew Tols alfiyeveis edpov ral €répovs, 8¢’ Eévous mapeyyeypaupévous. Polyb. 9.29.4
reports a speech of the Aetolian Chlaeneas before the Spartans aptly describing Macedonian
banishments under Antipater with the verb fevnlatéw. At fourth-century Antioch, note
xenélasia in Libanius, Or. 16.43, and for its non-use at Constantinople: Themist. Or. 18.222a.

12 Plut. Mor. 527¢ (n = nominal), 727e (v = verbal); Athenag. Legat. 24.1 (v) ; Philostrat. V4
8.7.13 (v.), Dial. 1.28 (n); Martyrium Pionii 4.18, p. 140 Musurillo (v.); J. Chrysostomus, De
Sancto Hieromartyre Babyla (2), MPG 50.531.22 9 (n); In Acta Apostolorum, Hom. 37.3, MPG
60.267.5, 9-10 (n); De Inani Gloria et de Educandis Liberis 28, SC 188.389 (n); Theophylact
Simocatta, Hist. 2.18.11, 3.2.7, 4.16.21 (v). See also Nicephoras Grigoras, Hist. 19.2.4, 2.937;
29.10, 3.229; 33.16, 3.411 Bekker.

3 Or 46.292: kai fevnraciav tocavTyy Tdv ‘EXMjvwv momadueba, Somy 008’ év
Aaxedaipovi 7w ovufdoav dxovouev.
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élite Spartiates.'* Naturally, religious festivals gave non-Spartans many opportunities
to visit Lakdniké.!® In good time, the Spartan community, like other archaic societies,
assumed such friendships on its own behalf. Sparta possessed proxenoi in other
cities, and prominent Spartans were proxenoi of others.' A great many artists, poets,
mythographers, historians, and sophists visited and worked in Sparta.'” However
questionable the tradition that made Tyrtaeus an Athenian, poets and probably other
prominent démiourgoi could stay for long periods (or perhaps even indefinitely) in
archaic Laconia on the basis of such élite connections (cf. [Plut.] Mor. 1134b—e). The
sojourns of Terpander, Thaletas, and Pherecydes in Laconia would have been of this
nature (Plut. Agis 10.3). In addition, Sparta welcomed political or military ‘guests’
such as the Athenian Isagoras, who probably lived at Sparta after his exile from Athens
under the protection of Cleomenes (Hdt. 5.70.1, 72.2; Ath. Pol. 20.2-4).

We are not justified, moreover, in positing a xenophobic, ‘austere’ Sparta of the late
sixth and early fifth centuries in contrast to an archaic Sparta receptive to visits by
cultural figures. Despite the spottiness of our evidence, almost every quarter-century
between 650 and 400 provides an example of a prestigious visitor.'® Furthermore, the
traditions about receptivity of archaic Sparta—including those about Attic Tyrtaeus
and Lydian Alcman—were either preserved or fabricated during the fifth century, the
very period when xenélasiai became an issue.

II. XENELASIA IN THE ‘CONSTITUTIONAL TRADITION

As to the historical existence of the procedure of xenélasia, Xenophon stands along-
side Thucydides as an important early witness to use of the process. In chapter 14 of
his Respublica Lacedaemoniorum, he is at pains to contrast traditional Spartan
behaviour with negative trends manifested by the contemporary Spartans.

Xen. RL 14.4: émiotapar 8¢ wai mpdobfev TovTov €vexa Eevylacias yvyvouévas
kal dmodnueiv odk €6y, Smws un padiovpylas of moditar dmo TV Eévwy
éumiumdawro: viv 8’ émiorapar Tovs Sokodvras mpwrovs elvar éomovdardras ws
undémore madwvrar apudlovres émi Eévns.t?

4 Some attestations of élite xenoi as ‘guest-friends’: the Spartans collectively and the
Peisistratids (Hdt. 5.91.2); Demaratos and Xerxes (Hdt. 7.237.3); Archidamus II and Pericles
(Thuc. 2.13.1; Plut. Per. 33.2); Endios and Alcibiades (Thuc. 8.6.3); Agesilaus and the son of
Pharnabazus (Xen. HG 4.1.39-40); Podanemus and Procles of Phleious and Agesilaus and
Archidamus IIT (Xen. HG 5.3.13-14); Agesilaus and Mausolus (Xen. Ages. 2.27). See the
valuable tables in G. Herman, Ritualized Friendship and the Greek City (Cambridge, 1987),
166-84; S. Hodkinson, Property and Wealth in Classical Sparta (London and Swansea, 2000),
337-52.

15 See Chrimes (n. 2), 310, n. 2, which collects the evidence. Note Plut. Ages. 29.2: érvye uév
yap 7 méAis éopTiv dyovoa kal Eévwy oloa peori yvuvoradiar yap joav dywvilopévwy
xopdv év 1@ fedtpw' mapijoav 8’ dmo AevkTpwy of v cvudopav dmayyéAdovres. The
Gymnopaediai was also the scene for the memorable entertainments of xenoi by the Spartan
Lichas (Xen. Mem. 1.2.61; Plut. Cim. 10.6). The people of Attic Deceleia had prohedria at
Spartan festivals (as well as ateleia: Hdt. 9.73.3). See also M. Aurelius, Med. 11.24.

18 For proxenoi, note Cimon (e.g. Plut. Cim. 14.4); Alcibiades (ancestral status: Thuc. 5.43.2,
6.89.2, 8.8.3); Callias (Xen. HG 5.4.22, 6.3.4; Sym. 8.39). In general, note Hdt. 6.57.3; Plato Laws
642b; with D. J. Mosley, ‘Spartan kings and proxeny’, Athenaeum 49 (1971), 433-5. For full
citations, see Rebenich (n. 2), 343-6; Hodkinson (n. 14), 340.

17 The entire list of culturally prominent visitors or immigrants is extensive. See Rebenich
(n. 2), 344-5.

% Ibid.

1 ‘T understand that previously xenélasiai had occurred and it was not permitted to live abroad
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Xenophon makes an important link, observing that xenélasiai in principle guarded
against contamination through interaction with non-Spartans. This theme of cultural
isolation is prominent in the treatments of xenélasia. Another technique ostensibly
employed for the same purpose was a prohibition on citizens (or on citizens of
military age) travelling or residing outside of Lakoniké without permission of the
ephors.?’ Linking that ban and xenélasia is attested elsewhere (Plut. Lyc. 27.3-4; Nic.
Dam. FGrH 90 F 103z.144.5; Joseph. Ap. 2.259).

For xenélasia, as for other aspects of Spartan life, Plutarch is a valuable inter-
mediary for the ‘constitutional’ tradition. In his Lycurgus, xenélasia is treated right
after Lycurgus’ inauguration of iron money (9.34).

weta 8€ To0To TWY dypioTwy Kal mepLoowy émoteiTo Texvav Eevnlaciav. ueAdov
&€ mov kai undevos éfedatvovtos ai moAdal T kowd voulopate cuvekmeoeiofar,
Sudfeow Tav €pywv ovk €xdvTwy. TO yap oudnpolyv dydyyuov ovk By TPOS TOUS
dAouvs “EXnpvas 008’ elxe Ty kartayedduevov, dote ovde mplachal 1L TOV
Eevikav kal pwmikdy Smhpyev, 008’ elaémAel pdpTos éumopiros els Tovs Awuévas,
008€é éméBawe tis Aakwvikis ob copiomis Adywv, od udvTis dyvpTikds, oy
€Tapdv Tpodels, ob xpuowy Tis, oVKk ApyUpwy kaAdwmioudTwy dnuiovpyds, dTe
87 vouloparos odx Svros.?!

A similar adaptation of the same source on this ‘Lycurgan’ legislation appears in
Plutarch’s Apophthegmata Laconica (Mor. 226d).?? The phrase r@v dypforwv xai
mepiogav émoweito Texvav Eevnlasiav ‘he made a xenélasia of the useless and
superfluous crafts’ is figurative, because only craftsmen, not crafts, could be expelled
in a xenélasia. None the less, this appreciation should not obscure recognition that
the ‘constitutional tradition’ portrayed Lycurgus as legislating sumptuary measures
that included the procedure of xenélasia and a monopoly for iron money.

The identity of this source as a Peripatetic constitutional work is substantiated by
the similar treatment in Olympiodorus (In Platonis Gorgiam 44.2.27-34).% Olympio-

on account of this, namely that the citizens not become imbued with self-indulgence [rhaidio-
urgia) from the xenoi, but I understand now that those Spartiates who are held to be leaders have
taken pains in order that they never cease to act as harmosts [governors] on foreign territory.’

% Cf. Harpocration s.v. kal yap 76 undéva v paxiuwv . . ., p. 166 Dindorf, citing Arist.
fr. 549 Gigon ~ Plut. Mor. 238e and Isoc. Busiris (11) 18; Plut. Agis 11.2, cf. 10.2. For a similarity
in Spartan and Cretan practice, note Plato, Protag. 342c-d.

2 ‘After this, he [Lycurgus] made a xenélasia of the useless and superfluous crafts. The
majority would have tended at any event (even had no one made an expulsion) to have vanished
because of the common money [nomismal), since products had no means of disposition through
sale [diathesis]. The iron money was not transferable [agagimos] for the rest of the Greeks, and
such a subject of mockery had no value [timé], so that it lacked the ability to buy anything of
foreign goods, however petty, and commercial cargo did not enter the harbours. No sophist
specializing in speaking landed in Lakoniké, no vagabond prophet, no raiser of hetairai [sexual
companions), no craftsman of gold or silver ornaments, since there was no money [nomismal.’

2 Plut. Mor. 226d: mpos 8¢ TovTois kal dmdvTwy TV Teploody Eevnlagiav émoujcaro
8lo otir” éumopos olre codioTis olTe pdvris 7 dyvpTns olTEe TAV KATAGKEVAOUATWY
Snuiovpyos elonel els Ty ZmdpTyy. 098¢ yap véuiopa map’ adrols elypnoTov elace, udvov
8¢ 70 owdnpoiv elonyfoaro, ¢ éati uva oAky Alywala, Suvduer 8¢ xaldxoi Téooapes.
Plutarch uses similar language metaphorically when he prescribes making xenélasia of useless
things before serious discussion (Mor. 527¢).

B kal dM\o 8¢ émoinaev, éunyavigaro ydp Tov mAoiTov dypnoTov elvar, ws undéva
0édew mhovTeiv: éxédevoe yap xpuoolv kai dpyvpolv véuiopa un moAireveclar, dAda
xalkobv, kai TobTo 6fel Ppexduevoy, iva orfmoiro. Aowmov odv kai fevnlaciar éyivovro:
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dorus substantiates the linkage of iron money and xenélasia by specifying that Aotmov
odv kal fevnlacior éylvovro ‘in the future xenélasiai were to occur’. Nicolaus of
Damascus offered a slightly different structuring of similar material in his Ethon
Synagogé (FGrH 90 F 103, cf. T 13, 15), as indicated by a series of excerpts in
Stobaeus, Florilegium 4.2.25. A long excerpt provides 18 observations (following the
division of Jacoby) about Spartan society and politics (F 103z [144]). Most can be
otherwise documented from the ‘constitutional’ tradition and, specifically, have
analogues in Plutarch.?* His item 5 presents a combination of the provisions on
residency: {évows 8° éuBiodv odk éfeoTw év Zmdprn 008e ZmapridTaws evitedew ‘it
is not permitted for xenoi to become settled in Sparta nor for Spartiates to live abroad’.

Theodoret of Cyrrhus in his Graecarum Affectionum Curatio has consulted an
authority in the same tradition, albeit with a much more distant filiation. He explicitly
derives his comments from authors who had written politeiai of the Lacedaemonians
(9.19). In a context describing the desuetude of Greek laws in the face of Roman
law, Theodoret supplies some examples from Sparta. In one short catalogue (9.18),
xenélasia finds its place with the douleia of the Helots, the Neodamodeis, immun-
ity for pederasty, and unconventional marriages (tas évwdpouvs eis Tovs yduous
mapavouias). Another set of examples is appended to an attack on the Delphic oracle.
In this list, headed by xenélasia, are found ‘impunity for love affairs with boys’,
‘unconventional liaisons with women’, and confounded marriage laws (10.34).

In a passage later in the Lycurgus, Plutarch reintroduces expulsion of aliens when he
notes the Lycurgan prohibition on dwelling abroad (27.3-4).
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ékaotos yap évefuueito 6mv “el évraifa pelvw xal épydowpar xal AdBw voplopara
Towadra, év 17 éuy méAer od Svvapar adrois ypriocacfar. I punctuate somewhat differently
from the standard editions, which offer kai AdBw voulopara TowaiTa év 75 éuij méder, ob
Svvapar adrois yproaclai. The reference to bronze rather than iron money seems a pure
mistake, not a variant tradition.

2 0. Gigon treats the passage as his item 143.4 F 25.5, noting its Aristotelian pedigree (p. 573).
See also F. Jacoby, FGrH 2C, 255-7.

2 ‘Wherefore he did not give permission to those wishing to live abroad and to travel about,
integrating foreign [xenika] customs [érhé] and imitations of non-acculturated lifestyles and
variant political systems. But he expelled both those crowding in for no useful purpose and
filtering into the city, not as Thucydides says, afraid lest they become mimickers of the [Spartan]
polity and discover something contributory to excellence [areré], but rather in order that they not
serve as teachers [didaskaloi] of some evil, because it is necessary that alien [xenoi] modes of
thought and discourse [logoi] enter with alien bodies and new modes of thought and discourse
[logoi] introduce new judgments, from which it is necessary that many misadventures [or
emotional conditions: pathé] come into being and preferences discordant to the prevailing polity,
just as to a harmony. Therefore he thought it more necessary to guard the city in order that it not
become filled with base habits [é7h€] than to guard against it being filled with diseased bodies
entering from outside.’
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This is one of the strongest enunciations of the contention that xenélasia was begun
to prevent cultural and political taint. The citation of Thucydides does not accurately
represent his text. In Thucydides 2.39.1, Pericles states that the Spartans sought to
protect military secrets. The assertion that xenélasia intended to forestall political or
moral emulation is an extrapolation that implies a much more favourable view of
Spartan behaviour than either Pericles or Thucydides is likely to have endorsed.

A final Plutarchean treatment implies that the ‘constitutional’ tradition on xenélasia
was sufficiently valid at Sparta itself that it could shape the appreciation of this custom
by King Agis IV himself (4gis 10.1-6).2

[Leonidas] Hpdra 1ov "Ayw €l Sikaiov dvdpa kal omovdaiov nyeitTar yeyovévar
Avkobpyov. dpodoyricavros 8 éxelvov, “mod Tolvuv” €dm, “Auxolpyos 7 xpedv
b \ b4 N 7 ’ k3 \ ’ o Q)Y @ 3 7
dmokomas €dwrev 1) Eévous ratéralev els Ty molirelav, 8s 008’ SAws évéuilev
€ 7’ \ 7’ \ 7 ’ k2] < y 5 k] ’ \
vytalvew v mAw w1y xpouévmy fevnlaociais;” 6 8’ "Ayis dmexplvato wy
Bavudlew tov Aewvidav, € tebpapuévos év vy kal memaidomomuévos éx
yduwy catpamikdv dyvoei Tov Avkodpyov, 8ti 70 pev ddeidew kal Saveilew dupa
76 voulouate cuveléBader éx Ths mélews, T 8’ év Tais moAeol Eévwy Tovs Tols
émrndedpact kal Tais Saltais dovudilovs pdllov édvoyépawe kal yap
éxelvous fAavver ol Tois owpaot molepudv, dAda Tovs Blovs adTwv kal Tovs
Tpdmous Sebidds, un ocuvavaypwvviuevor Tois modiTals Tpudrs kal padaxias kal
’ 23 ’ -~ b3 \ ’ ’ \ ’ \ ’

mAeovefias évréxwar [Hhov: émel Tépmavdpdv ye kal Odinta kal Pepexidny

’ ” o \ 3 \ -~ /’ / » \ ~
Eévous bvtas, 67t Ta adTa 7@ Avkovpyw SieTélovy ddovres kal drrocodoivTes,
é&v Zmdpry rywnbivar diadepdvTws.?’

If Plutarch were dependent on Phylarchus or Sphaerus here, that would account
for some Hellenistic touches.”® This passage couples the monetary legislation of
Lycurgus with a cancellation of debt, reflecting a Hellenistic preoccupation with
indebtedness at Sparta and elsewhere. Such debt legislation is absent in the Lycurgus.
Furthermore, the Agis is more defensive about xenélasia than the authorities used in
the Lycurgus and Apophthegmata. So the source for this interchange was anxious to
separate Lycurgus from the application of physical abuse in xenélasia. Note his care
in specifying xai yap éxelvovs fjAavver o¥ Tois cwuact molepuwv ‘accordingly he
sought to drive them out, not making war on their persons’.
These, then, are basic facets of the ‘constitutional’ tradition on xenélasia.

% G. Marasco, Commento alle biografie plutarchee di Agide e di Cleomene (Rome, 1981),
268-70.

2 ‘[Leonidas] asked Agis if he believed that Lycurgus had been a just and serious [spoudaios]
man. When Agis agreed, he said, ‘where indeed did he either grant a curtailment of debts or
classify xenoi in the citizen body, this man who truly considered that city that did not use
xenélasiai could not be healthy?” Agis answered that he was not surprised that Leonidas, who had
been reared abroad and sired children out of a satrapal marriage, was ignorant that Lycurgus had
expelled borrowing and lending from the city together with money [nomisma], and that he
[Lycurgus] was more aggrieved over those of the xenoi in the cities who could not be assimilated
in their habits and behaviours [or less preferably: was more aggrieved over those unassimilated in
their habits and behaviours than xenoi in the cities]. Accordingly he sought to drive them out, not
making war on their persons, but fearing their lifestyles and their mores lest they, spending much
time with the citizens, engender in them an appetite for luxury [truphé], softness, and arrogance
[pleonexia), while Terpander, Thales, and Phercydes, although xenoi, because they, performing
poetry and philosophizing, were achieving the same goals as Lycurgus, were honoured exceed-
ingly in Sparta.’

% Marasco (n. 26), 24-6, 41-2.
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1. Xenélasia is characteristically Spartan. Many of the scattered citations mention
xenélasia as an institution typical of Sparta. Therefore, it can be used in metaphor for
any distinctive provision of Spartan law, separating Spartans from customs prevailing
elsewhere. This idea appears in Plutarch’s Instituta Laconica, where Spartan prag-
matic literacy is highlighted by saying that they had made a xenélasia of other
paideumata ‘educational programmes’.?® At Sparta, when the Aetolian delegate
Chlaeneas wishes to dramatize Macedonian expulsions from Greece, he naturally
terms them xenélasiai (Polyb. 9.29.4). Thus, xenélasia was not merely a procedure for
dealing with individual criminals or deviants of foreign derivation.* All Greek cities
had magistrates to whose charge fell supervision of non-citizens, including the
authority to constrain and expel objectionable aliens.’! As we shall see in the case of
Maeandrius, such authority at Sparta paralleled the process by which a xenélasia was
proclaimed. Yet Spartan xenélasiai were still perceived as unique by Greek observers
because of their pervasive impact.

2. Xenelasia is a practice inaugurated by Lycurgus, according to the Lycurgus,
Apophthegmata, and Agis. Other testimonia concur.’? The Suda includes this attribu-
tion in its biography, which is Peripatetic in derivation: {évovs 8¢ dmjlace, v éx
1is émuiéias Swapbopav vpopduevos ‘he expelled foreigners [xenoi], suspecting
corruption through interaction with them’ (s.v. Avkodpyos, A 824.22-3 Adler).
Furthermore, xenélasia is characteristically Lycurgan in that it is never discussed
historically, but only as an institution springing full grown from the mind of the
nomothetes. From the foregoing discussion in the Lycurgus we learn that it belonged
to a second legislative phase, along with the creation of the system of kléroi (Lyc.
8.1).

3. In that second phase also appears the inception of Spartan iron money. Hence,
xenélasia is correlated with the Lycurgan monetary ordinances.’® Lycurgus had
demonetized gold and silver coinage and prohibited its use (as well as any possession
of precious metals). In the Apophthegmata, there is a forced exchange of coinage in
precious metal. In Lycurgus 9.1-2 an account is given of the iron money of the
Spartans. It weighed a great deal for a low value per unit and had been treated with
acetic acid to render it less useful for practical purposes. The monetary reform seems
to have laid the groundwork for the first xenélasia implied in Lycurgus 9.3. Olympio-
dorus presented the same connection, except for his mistaken reference to bronze
money.

4. Xenélasia is treated as part of an effort to isolate Spartan society from conven-
tional Greek purveying of goods and providing of services. As such, it served a wider
policy of suppressing inequality. The use of iron money struck at conspicuous

¥ Plut. Mor. 237a: ypdupara évexa Tis xpelas éudvbavor Tawv 8 dAwv Tadevudrawv
Eevplaciay émoodvTo, od udddov dvlpwimwy 3 Adywr.

30" Cf. Krebs (n. 5), 1007; Rebenich (n. 2), 353.

3' E. Berneker, RE ? 18 (1967), s.v. ‘fevias ypadif’, 1441-79, see 1462-71; P. Gauthier,
Symbola: les étrangers et la justice dans les cités grecques (Paris, 1972), 149-59.

32 Philostrat. ¥4 6.20; Apsines, Ars Rhet. 356 Stengel; Theodoret, Cur. 9.18. Sextus Empiricus
has a Lycurgan law of xenélasia borrowed from Crete through Thales (Thaletas), with specific
reference to rhetoricians (Adv. Math. 2.20).

3 Figueira (n. 7).
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consumption (pleonexia in Lyc. 9.1). The victims of xenélasia were the practitioners
of ‘useless’ crafts. Thus, xenélasia parallels sumptuary legislation. While ordinary
sumptuary legislation addresses the consumers’ end of the derogated transactions by
dictating prohibitions and limits, xenélasia attacks the ‘supply-side’ of exhibitionism
by removing the very persons who would satisfy the demand for inappropriate
consumption.

5. As noted above, Xenophon explains xenélasia as a means for excluding
assimilation by the Spartans of ‘alien’ moral and cultural behaviour.>* Even earlier,
Thucydides had placed a comment about the separation of Spartan mores from
common practices into the mouths of the Attic envoys at the pre-war conference at
Sparta (1.77.6).
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This is a critical ideological juncture in Thucydides’ history. It is the only effort by the
Athenians to discover common conceptual ground with the Spartans over the nature
of international affairs and the dictates of power politics, although, as is seen in this
passage, that attempt is intensely cognizant of the varying ‘national’ characters of the
two peoples. The manifest failure of this endeavour at rapprochement will condition
Athenian readiness to undertake policies to win the ‘hearts and minds’ of the Pelo-
ponnesians and other pro-Spartan Greeks during the Peloponnesian War. Strikingly,
the scholiast found here a reference to xenélasia in the term dupekra.
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The theme of ‘cultural isolation’ receives great stress in later allusions to xenélasia.”
Plutarch is again helpful. In both the Lycurgus and Instituta Laconica, the target of
xenélasiai is people ‘filtering in’ or ‘slipping in’ who might become corrupting
didascaloi ‘teachers’ of the citizens (Lyc. 27.3-4; Mor. 238e).%® The Agis too brings out

3 Cf. Plut. Lyc. 27.3-4; Nic. Dam. FGrH 90 F 103z.144.5; Joseph. Ap. 2.259; Sext. Emp. Adv.
Math. 2.20; J. Chrys. MPG 60.267.5-10; SC 188.389. Hdt. 3.148.2-149.1 implies a deployment of
the theme as early as ¢. 499, but vouches for its currency (at least in embryonic form) in the
mid-fifth century, when Herodotus was collecting his evidence.

3 ‘For incompatible with the other [Greeks] are the customs [nomima] you use among
yourselves and moreover each one of you going abroad neither uses these customs nor those in
which the rest of Greece believes.’

3 *For unmixed and following: for the Lacedaemonians give a share of the nomima [laws and
customs] among themselves to no xenos, but they even subject them to xenélusia.’

37 See n. 34 just above. Note these formulations: Arist. fr. 549 Gigon: odx éfeival dnow
dmodnueiv Tois Aaxedaipoviots dmws un é0{fwrvrar dAAwy vépwy elvar $idot; Joseph. Ap.
2.259 Aakedaiudvior 8¢ ral evnracias moovpevor SietTélovy kal Tois avT@v dmodnueiv
molitais odk émérpemov Sadbopav é¢ dudoiv Sdopdiuevor yeviioeabar mepl Tovs viuovs.
Note the similarity to the citation of the Sudu s.v. Avkoipyos, A 824 Adler, which contains the
same idea: Ty éx Tis em;uftas‘ Sadfopav vtﬁopwyevos

% Lyc 27.3-4: 4A)a kai Tods a6’pm§oy.evovg e > ov0evt xp'qmp.w Kal wapetopeowas els
v mAw dmlavvey, ... dAAa p.a/\/\ov Smws ,u,‘r; 818dakalo KO.KOU Twos vrrapxwaw Mor.
238e: kai éevnracias 8 elonynoato, dmws of mapetopéovres i diddokador kakob Twos
Tois moAiTaus vmdpyxwot.
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most particularly the theme of contamination from foreign mores. Its sources were
reacting more strongly to criticism of xenélasia as anti-social. A reference to xenélasia
by Aristotle shows his awareness of its role as a mechanism for cultural separation. In
the Politics, he discusses the indifferent quality of Cretan institutions, with particular
emphasis on the role of extra-constitutional measures of relief from arbitrary
authority (of the cosmoi). These would create risk except that geography has the same
protective effect as xenélasiai: Pol. 1272b16-18: dAAd, kaldmep eipnrar, owlerar Sia
Tov 7émov: fevnlacias yap T6 méppw memoinkev ‘but, as has been said, the situation
is saved through geography, for distance has accomplished xenélasiai’.

The debate over the propriety of such means of isolation could transcend a tight
focus on xenélasia. In his Laws, Plato was sensitive to this question of the appropriate
degree of intermixture a society was to allow with representatives of foreign social
orders, and his terminology gives a peculiarly Spartan cast to his prescriptions.®®
Interaction between cities (1j médewv émuefia) creates a blending of their charac-
teristics and customs (Laws 949e-950a).%’ The people who live in a superior polity risk
harm through such contaminating contact. Yet, the alternative of total isolation is
unacceptable as ultimately self-subversive through its surrender of the superior state’s
fair repute (Laws 950a-b).
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The perception that so troubles Plato is precisely the image of Spartan insularity and
misanthropy that was associated with the xenélasiai, the very characterization dis-
seminated by Athenian democrats.

Plato designs rules for his new ‘Cretan’ city that restrict travel abroad to men over
forty on matters of public business (Laws 950d-951d), including legal/philosophical
research (951b-952d). His limitations on visits by xenoi include isolation and
supervision of seasonal, commercial visitors (952d-953a), accommodation of limited
duration for thedroi in temples under priestly supervision (953a-b), public reception
for official visitors solely by high state officers (953b—), and carefully monitored and
rare stays by cultural dignitaries (953c—d). These provisions will engineer an appro-
priate outcome (953d—e).
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¥ The dubiously Platonic Hippias Maior also shows awareness of the cultural contamination
motif when Socrates teases Hippias over whether the Spartans believed that Hippias could teach
their children to be better men (283c-284d).

“ Laws 949e: mépuxe 8¢ 7 mérewv émpueflo méleow G0n repavvivar mavrodamd,
kawoToplas dAMjAos éumoodvrwy Eévawr Eévors . . .

41 ‘Neither for them to receive others nor themselves to go abroad anywhere is not at all a
feasible option and it would (moreover) appear to the rest of mankind savage and perverse as
though having recourse to that grievous terminology of the so-called xenélasiai and to practices
obstinate and grievous as they would appear. But the issue whether or not they seem to be good
to others or not ought never to receive a slight estimation.’
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The example of the Egyptians is to be shunned, as they expel foreigners by refusing
them participation in local religious activity (see note 10 above). Especially inter-
esting for our purposes are the kérugmata agria ‘savage proclamations’ because they
presumably evoke contemporary feelings toward Spartan xenélasiai.

This picture is reasonably consistent when polemical emphases and rhetorical elab-
orations are discounted, save for a single testimonium that does indeed come from an
important, early witness, Herodotus.** In giving the background to Croesus’ approach
to the Spartans for an alliance, Herodotus recounts Spartan successes against Tegea.
He then speaks of a time of disorder at early Sparta before the legislation of Lycurgus
(1.65.2).
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After our saturation with the traditions on xenélasia, Herodotus’ comment seems
almost counterintuitive. Lycurgan Sparta maintained its eunomia through cultural
isolation that was enforced by xenélasiai. By implication any disordered pre-
Lycurgan Sparta ought to have been awash with the presence and influence of xenoi.
Thereafter, the Lycurgan ‘revolution’ initiated a return to a truer tradition. One
explanation for this incongruity is that the theme of cultural isolation became
prominent between the time of Herodotus’ interrogation of his informants and the
composition of Thucydides’ first book. This resolution, however, overlooks the
appearance of a fear of contamination in the Maeandrius and Aristagoras episodes
in Herodotus himself (3.148.2, 5.51.2).

The term dmpdopiros is rare.® It can be entirely excluded that an obscure (and
now unknown) Laconian ‘term of art’ (‘not-opposing-admixture’?) was misunder-
stood and transformed into an improper Ionic equivalent. The better alternative is to
believe that the account in Herodotus, which manifestly rests on Spartan informants, is
already defensive in the face of criticism of Spartan insularity by the Athenians and
their Ionian allies. Herodotus® Spartan informants asserted that ‘Lycurgan’ Sparta
established principles for reciprocal visitation with other Greeks, the very sort of
diplomatic and cultural interaction corroborated in the substance of the Jogoi of
Herodotus and perhaps too in the conduct itself of his historie, for he visited Sparta.

42 ‘It is necessary under these laws [nomoi] to receive all male foreigners [xenoi] and female
foreigners [xenai] from another land and send abroad their own people, honoring Zeus the patron
of guests [Zeus Xeinius] while not making xenélasiai for [sacrificial] meats and ceremonies, as now
the offspring of the Nile do, nor by savage proclamations.’

4 Note E. Lévy, ‘La Sparta d’Hérodote’, Ktema 24 (1999), 123-34, see 131-4.

“ ‘During the time even earlier than these events, they were both the most evilly endowed with
laws of nearly all the Greeks among themselves and without social intercourse [aprosmeiktoi]
with xenoi. They were transformed to a sound constitution [eunomié] in this way: when Lycurgus
a leading man of the Spartiates came to Delphi for the oracle . . .’

4 Cf Arr. FGrH 156 F 177; Heliod. Aeth. 3.19.3; but it is also attested in the sense
‘unapproachable’ (e.g. Eustath. I/. 4.982). Dio Cass. 38.49.6 has the connotation ‘unassailable in
close combat’ (cf. Thuc. 5.72.1; Dio Cass. 40.2.4; Arr. Anab. 2.2.5 for mpdou(e)iis).
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In their turn, the Athenians portrayed a policy of cultural isolation achieved
through xenélasia as a lack of affinity for their fellow Greeks on the part of the
Spartans. Thus, implementation of xenélasiai became a subject for ideological con-
troversy during the second half of the fifth century.

III. XENELASIA IN ATTIC EYES

Let us commence our investigation of Athenian attitudes toward xenélasia by citing
an entry in the Suda. It incorporates a gloss to the Peace of Aristophanes that it
supplements with a series of negative characterizations of the Spartan treatment of
xenoi.
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The scholia to the Peace contain the same material nearly word for word.#’ The theme
of Spartan greediness was prominent in wartime Attic polemics, some of which are
transmitted through Aristophanes. That philokhrématia would destroy the Spartans
was emphasized by an oracle retrospectively associated with Lycurgus himself.
Fourth-century historiography used this response so assiduously in explanations of
Sparta’s decline that it achieved proverbial status.*® The passage annotated here is a
speech of Hermes in the Peace about the causation of the Peloponnesian War that
condemns both the Spartans and certain Attic allies (verses 619-27).4°

Another entry in the Suda also cites Aristophanes on Spartan behaviour toward
xenoi. It explains the verb fevnlaréw.

4 ‘Dieironoxenoi ‘dissembling with guests/foreigners [xenoi]: deceiving xenoi and being
deceitful with dissembling [eironeia] and hypocrisy. The Spartans [Lakdnes] among whom there
was even established a law of xenélasia. That the Spartans are greedy [aiskhrokerdeis] and
conniving after trifles [mikrologoi] the oracle reveals: money-lust [philokhrématia] will destroy
Sparta, and nothing else. And they were also inhumane [apanthrapoi] about xenoi and it was not
allowed for any xenos to enter Sparta all the time, but only on limited days.’

41 ZPeace 623a Holwerda: aloypokepdeis: 67t aloyporepdeis ral opikpoldyor . .. dAN
dpropévas npépars. ZPeace 623b: Siepwvdéevor: éfamarivres Tovs Eévous kal Pevdduevor
8. elpwreias kai fmoxp[oews. kal obdeév favpactov évraidfa émolovy, map’ ofs kal 6 Tis
fevz)\amas keitat vépos. ZPeace 623c: Siepwvidéevor: elpwvevduevor Tovs Eévous.

Flguelra (n. 7).
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T8’ anoppuﬁawes awxp(f)g ToV Ho)\ep,ov avnprra.oav | K&Ta. Taxewwv Ve KepS'q Tols
'yewp'yots W kakd: | al yap évBévd’ ad TpL'r)peLg avTiTipwpovpevar | 008€v alriwv dv dvdpav
Tas kpddas karjofiov. (And then when the cities over whom you rule saw you grown savage
and | snarling at each other, they began to contrive everything against you, | fearing tributary
payments, and they induced the greatest men of the | Laconians by money. Since they are greedy
[aiskhrokerdeis] and | dissemblers [dieirdnoxenoi], casting away this one [Peace] shamefully, | they
snatched up War. And then their profits were evils for the farmers. | Triremes from here then that
were deemed an appropriate counter-action | ate up the figs of men not guilty at all.)
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Suda s.v. fevnlateiv, ¢ 25 Adler: Aaxedaipudvior pera mAnydv ééjlavvov Tods
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Eévous. AproTodvys: 7( 8’ €aTi Bewdv; domep év Aaredalpovt fevylatodvrar kal
kexlvpvral Twes wAnyal cuyval kat’ doTv. moTé yap éxeice omodids yevouévns
Eevnracia yéyove.”

The quotation is from Aristophanes, Birds 1012-14, where Meton among other
nuisances has arrived in Cloudcuckooland. He is threatened by Peisetaerus in the
manner that has been annotated in the citation above. The last sentence in the gloss
attempts to paraphrase Birds 1015-16: . . . duofvuadov | omodeiv dmavras Tods
alaldvas Sorei ‘with one accord it’s been decided to pound all quacks’. Yet the
scholion to the Birds indicates that something has become distorted in the trans-
mission of this explanation. It cites Theopompus, who speaks of a sitodeia ‘food
shortage’ at Sparta, and not of spodia ‘pounding’ (FGrH 115 F 178 ~ X Birds 1013a-b
Holwerda; see below pp. 66-8).°! Although a specific attribution cannot be ascer-
tained, it is likely that the lexicographers and scholiasts drew their treatment from an
Atthidographer, one of the local historians of Attica.

The whole context in the Birds is even more helpful about contemporary Athenian
attitudes. Let us then consider Birds 1010-20.

MEIZETAIPOZ. 160’ 611 PLAG o’ éyud,
kapol mlduevos dmamoxiver s 680d.

METQN. T( 8’ éori Sewév;

IE. “Qomep év Aaxedaipove
EevnlaTodvTal kal kexivnvral Twes.
IMwyai ovyval kat’ doTv.

ME. Mav oraocidlere;
nE. Ma wov 4 od 697’

ME. Al 7as;

TIE. ) O,U,OOU,u,aSév

-~ 14 \ b ’ -

omodeiv dmavtas Tovs alaldvas Soxei.

ME. Ymdyoyu Tdp’ dv.

ME. N7 AP, s odk old’ dv €l
dlains v émicewrar yap éyyds adral.

ME. Oipot karkodaipwy.

IE. Odx édeyov éyw mdAay;
O 3 ke 4 \ k] \ ,AA ~ 52

Uk dvaperpioer cavtov dmwy dAAaxi;

%0 “To expel foreigners: the Lacedaemonians used to expel xenoi with lashes. Aristophanes:
[Meton] ‘What is awful?’ [Peisetairus] ‘Just as in Lacedaimon some continuous lashes expel aliens
[verb: £evnlaTéw] and get them moving out of town.” Once when there was a pounding there, a
xenélasia took place.”

' ZBirds 1013a: £evnlatoivraw: mepl s év Aaxedaluove evnlacias Oedmounds dnow
& 1) Tpity kal tpiaxootyy. 1013b: moré yap éxeice oirodelas yevouévys, Eevplacia
yéyovev, s Oedmouos év 11 AL dnoiv.

*2 ‘Pe.: You know how fond I am of you, | [so] take my advice, and sneak out of the street. |
Me.: What'’s the worry? | Pe.: Just as in Lacedaemon | they drive away xenoi [xenélatountai) and
some folks get stirred up. | Blows are common around town. | Me.: Are you involved in factional
conflict then? | Pe.: By Zeus, that’s not it! | Me.: Why then? | Pe.: With one accord | it’s been
decided to pound all quacks. | Me.: I should indeed be slipping away. | Pe.: By Zeus, I don’t really
know if | you’ll beat the deadline since those blows are right here. | Me.: Alas! Wretched me! | Pe.:
Wasn't I telling you a while back? | Won’t you measure yourself, going off elsewhere?
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This Attic picture of xenélasia is characterized by certain themes.

1. Spartan cultural and social isolation were the concomitant of hostile attitudes
toward other human beings. They were dieironoxenoi, that is, dissemblers and hypo-
crites in their dealings with foreigners. This was quite different from the philoxenia
exhibited by the Athenians, who welcomed persons from other poleis and ethné into
Attica.*® By implication, the Athenian vision of xenélasia holds the Attic institution
of the metic class as the essential alternative. Sparta was ‘peculiar’, Athens was ‘uni-
versal’.%*

2. Xenélasia was associated in Attic eyes with greed and economic exploitation. Our
sources are not explicit about the mechanisms involved, but xenélasia was seen as
a means to garner some financial advantage unfairly. The Athenians rejected the
image of an egalitarian Sparta free from luxury (zruphé) and self-aggrandizement
(pleonexia). They took no cognizance of the system of iron money. To them,
Lycurgan norms were irrelevant, inasmuch as the Spartans were clearly obsessed with
accumulating money in the form of silver coinage. They took it as axiomatic that the
utilization of xenélasia assisted Spartan greediness.

3. The process of xenélasia involved physical abuse in the form of blows aimed at
those being expelled. Again there is a contrast with Athens, where it was not appro-
priate to subject persons, even foreigners or slaves, to casual molestation (cf. [Xen.]
Ath. Pol. 1.10).

4. A final item of the Attic indictment luckily comes to us through Thucydides him-
self, as he presents Pericles in the Epitaphius making a hostile reference to xenélasia
(Thuc. 2.39.1). Spartan xenélasia could be advantageous because it shielded
military activities from the scrutiny of outsiders. His tone is understandably much
less diplomatic than that of the Attic envoys at Sparta before hostilities. These com-
ments are placed between his extolling Athenian religious activity and ‘consumerism’
(2.38.1-2) and contrasting the laborious courage attained by the Spartan agoge with
the less studied valour of the Athenians (2.39.2).

53 Thuc. 2.39.1; Eur. Heracl. 107-8; Soph. OC 260-2; Ar. Frogs 455-9; Isoc. Panegyr. [4] 41, cf.
2.22; Strabo 10.3.18 C471; Paus. 1.17.1; Suda s.v. Ilepifoidas, m 1168 Adler. Cf. Thuc. 1.2.6 with
scholia; Diod. 11.43.3; Paus. 7.1.8-9. See M. Clerc, Les météques athéniens (Paris, 1893), 318-20;
D. Whitehead, The Ideology of the Athenian Metic, PCPS Suppl. 4 (1977), 69, 141-42. Note that
the Athenians centred their protests on xenélasia, not on incorporation of aliens as citizens. Their
Periclean citizenship law represented a typical exclusivity (4th. Pol. 26.4; Plut Per. 37.3), which in
Athens, as elsewhere, was punctuated in practice by an inclusivism imposed by military and
political exigencies. Cf. Rebenich (n. 2), 339-43.

% Note the cross-cultural prevalence of institutions like the Attic metoikia. See D. Whitehead,
‘Immigrant communities in the classical polis: some principles for a synoptic treatment’, AC 53
(1984), 47-59; P. Gauthier, ‘Meteques, perieques et paroikoi: bilan et points d’interrogation’, in
R. Lonis (ed.), L'étranger dans le monde grec (Nancy, 1988), 23-46.

5 The scholia confirm the implied reference to the Spartans, and amplify on Spartan
deceitfulness (XThuc. 2.39.1 Hude). The presence of the term evnplaciais there suggests that its
absence in ZAel. Aristid. 46.163.16-18, quoting this passage, does not militate for its deletion in
the text of Thucydides. Cf. D. M. Lewis, ‘Toward a historian’s text of Thucydides’ (Diss.
Princeton, 1952), 104, 195; Hornblower (n. 4), 304.
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That the Spartans sought to hide their military preparations from others was a truism
in the late fifth century that, as Thucydides notes elsewhere, also made historical
investigation difficult (5.68.2). The theme of the Spartans as practitioners of deceit
has here a military valence, whereas in other negative comments on xenélasia it has an
economic sense.”” Thucydides’ Pericles stresses the status of Athens as an ‘open
society’ that is part and parcel of his claim that the city represents a paradeigma
‘example’ in political life (2.37.1) and a paideusis ‘means of education’ of Greece
(2.41.1). By implication, insular and self-doubting Sparta constitutes in this view an
institutional dead end.’® None the less, Pericles may be stretching to make his point:
Spartan measures to protect the confidentiality of policy-making (such as barring
visitors on days of deliberation) did not require xenélasia, and Greek poleis took
security measures in wartime.*® By his allusion here, Pericles reminds the Athenians
of his earlier proposal to trade the Megarian Decree for a Spartan surrender of
xenélasia. Their refusal to countenance his offer shows how high a value the Spartans
placed on xenélasia, which further heightens the opprobrium connected with the
practice. That evil reputation could help in further stigmatizing Spartan secrecy
measures.

IV. CULTURAL ISOLATION

Xenophon contrasted earlier Sparta, with its xenélasiai, and contemporary decadent
Sparta. We have seen how the ‘constitutional’ tradition, transmitted through Plutarch
and others, praised xenélasia as a weapon in the arsenal of cultural segregation. The
Hellenistic historiography lying behind Plutarch’s Agis shows defensiveness regarding
the issue. Attic political commentary is condemnatory. The care that Plato takes in
the Laws over his own rules for social separation indicates the negative atmosphere
surrounding xenélasiai.

Plato also deftly undermined positive claims about xenélasia in his Protagoras. In

% “We differ from our adversaries also in military training practices in this manner. We offer an
open city, and there is no time when we exclude through xenélasiai anyone either from learning or
viewing regarding any matter which as unhidden someone of our enemies might profit from
seeing, since we do not place our trust more in preparations or in deceits [apaté] than in our
innate good character for military affairs.”

57 One ought not privilege this aspect of the Attic critique in order to suggest that the military
function of xenélasia was prior or fundamental in terms of Spartan social structure. In point of
fact, this reference is coeval with our Aristophanic evidence. The earlier xenélasiai, implied in
Thuc. 1.144.2, cannot have been military measures, for it makes no sense that Pericles would
require the Spartans to relinquish a wartime policy in a proposal itself intended to avoid war. See
n. 2 above.

8 Plutarch or a Laconizing source in Plut. Lyc. 27.3—4 distorts Thucydides to imply that he
was charging the Spartans with a refusal to share their arete.

% For ordinary ‘police’ measures when epimeixia ‘international interrelations’ terminated,
note Aen. Tact. 10.8-10 with D. Whitehead, Aineias the Tactician: How to Survive under Siege
(Oxford, 1990), 117; cf. Hdt. 1.68.1; Thuc. 5.35.2, 78.1; Xen. HG 5.1.1. See also Whitehead, ‘The
Laconian key’, CQ 40 (1990), 268.
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the relevant passage (342c), Socrates is expounding the view that Sparta is pre-eminent
because of the cultivation there of philosophy and wisdom as well as their sophistical
practitioners. He ironically portrays this commitment as a sort of state secret, in the
protection of which the Spartans conduct xenélasiai.®® These expulsions not only
encompass various resident aliens, but also specifically include any visiting Laconizers.
Their purpose is to maintain the secret of Spartan interaction with the sophists even
from their admirers, who have only imitated the outward signs of the Laconian
lifestyle (such as dress and physical culture). Interestingly, Socrates then attributes the
ban on Spartan foreign residence to the same concern. The idea of the Spartans hiding
their devotion to sophia through xenélasiai is delightfully subversive of any defence of
the institution along the moral segregation tack. By implication, Spartan wisdom
ought only be prized to the extent that they preserved pan-Hellenic archaic moral
teachings.

This argument over the evaluation of Spartan cultural isolation was not only fought
out contemporaneously, but also replayed in later Greek thought. A series of passages
illustrates the conflict between the ostensible purpose of xenélasia in keeping Spartan
nomoi safe from external contamination and the accusation that the Spartans lacked
generosity of temperament by their curtailing so dramatically interaction with other
Greeks. This dichotomy could even lie ready to hand for Jewish apologetics. Josephus
defends Jewish separatism as approximating the measures adopted against corruption
of their mores by the eudokimaotatoi ‘most renowned’ of the Greeks, such as the
Spartans with their xenélasiai and prohibitions against citizens living abroad (Joseph.
Ap. 2.259-61). Alluding to the negative appreciation of xenélasia, Josephus asserts
that the Spartans might be taxed with duscolia ‘perversity’, unlike the Jews, whose
willingness to assimilate ‘converts’ testifies to their philanthropy and magnanimity.

A similar thematic juxtaposition is posed by Philostratus in his life of Apollonius of
Tyana. His extraordinary setting for a discussion of xenélasia is a meeting between
Apollonius and a group of Egyptian sages (V4 6.20). With his customary spirit of
wilfulness regarding tradition, Philostratus calls these wise men Gymnosophists, the
usual Greek denomination for the gurus of various Indian sects. The particular context
is a debate between Apollonius and an Egyptian savant called Thespesion. Their point
of departure for discussing xenélasia is the Spartan custom of venerating Artemis
(Orthia) by shedding blood through flogging. That was a usage supposedly patterned
on the human sacrifice of the Taurian Scythians, although with the significant
mitigation of wounding instead of killing. Thespesion questions the spirit of this
mitigation, implying that one or two human sacrifices of foreign visitors might not be
worse than a general use of xenélasia ((éevnlacia xpdpevor és mdvras). Apollonius
defends Lycurgus, since the legislator’s intention was not to foster amixia ‘alienation’,
but to keep Spartan mores sound (rod Vywaivew Tas émrndevoes; thus invoking the
cultural contamination theme). Thespesion counters that by being exposed to xenoi at
home the Spartans would have better learnt to preserve their traditional attitudes and
acquire virtues. He amplifies by noting that the Spartans had not only destroyed their

® Protag 342c: of 8¢ Aaxedaipdvior, émeidav PBoddwvrar dvédny Tois map’ avrois
ovyyevéafar codiaTais kai 40y dxbwvrar Adfpa cuyyuvyvduevor, fevnlacias molodpevor
Tév T€ Aakwri{évTwy TolTwy kal édv Tis dAdos Eévos wv émdnuion, ouyyiyvovtar Tois
godiatals Aavldvovtes Tovs Eévous . . . (Whenever the Spartans wish to spend time with the
sophists among them without restraint, and they get aggrieved at meeting in secret, implementing
xenélasiai both of the Laconizers and any other xenoi in residence, they spend time with the
sophists, while avoiding the cognizance of the xenoi . . .)
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traditional behaviour patterns while using xenélasiai, but had also become hated by the
Greeks for their adoption of Attic hegemonic behaviours (including the levying of
phoros).®! So Thespesion melds the traditional criticism of xenélasia with a position on
Spartan greed and imperialism in the spirit of fourth-century historiography.®2

The exotic setting here cannot disguise a rhetorical set-piece. Therefore, the debate
over the character of xenélasia was sufficiently well known that rhetoricians imagined
school exercises in which arguments might be marshalled for or against. Accordingly,
Valerius Apsines prescribed the correct manner to approach a denunciation of
Lycurgus for the creation of the procedure (Ars Rhetorica 356 Stengel). Sopater in
his scholia to the rhetorical treatises attributed to Hermogenes uses xenélasia as an
example in his treatment of amphisbétésis ‘disputation’. The rhetor must be able to
speak on behalf of the status of metic at Athens, but in favour of xenélasia at Sparta,
accommodating himself to the prevailing legal system (5.27.19-26, 30.14-21 Walz).
Other scholia to Hermogenes repeat the same advice (Scholia ad Hermogenis status
4.72.9-14 Walz).

The scholia to the Panathenaicus of Aelius Aristides offer a striking collocation of
motifs from this retrospective debate. The text of Aelius Aristides extols the faith-
fulness with which the Athenians discharged the terms of the amnesty of 404,
including paying the Spartans back the loan taken out by the Thirty against the démos
itself. He delicately observes that he cannot compare Spartan homonoia because they
keep their domestic interrelations secret (Panath. 166: kai ujv Aaxedaiudvior peév
omws wpldovy dAMjAois obk dv éyowuev elmeiv: éxpumTov ydp). The scholiast
explains by noting that xenoi could not attend meetings of the assembly and council
for reasons of maintaining the confidentiality of these proceedings (X Panath. 166.8).
These observations echo Pericles in the Funeral Oration in his contrast of Attic open-
ness with Laconian secrecy (Thuc. 2.39.1). The next two entries in the scholia explicitly
refer to xenélasia as an outgrowth of Spartan concerns with secrecy (2'Panath. 166.9).

The most analytically sophisticated observation generated by this debate comes
from Dionysius of Halicarnassus. Insightfully, he saw xenélasia from the perspective of
the debate on Spartan oliganthropia ‘dearth of manpower’ (Arist. Pol. 1270a32-4). He
sets his comments in a discussion of the demographic advantage accruing to the
Romans through their policy of philoxenia, inaugurated in the regal period, the ulti-
mate token of which was enfranchisement of freedmen (4R 2.17.1-2). He cites as
motivation for Greek avoidance of such measures a cross-cultural eugenic preoccu-
pation.
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62 Thespesion finally offers a series of reductiones ad absurdam, including a rule by which old
men are executed at sixty as a proof of superior courage, only to reject his whole line of analysis
as a subjecting of received traditions to destructive scrutiny. Apollonius agrees to the change in
topic, while asserting that Spartans had many arguments in favour of their institutions.
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Dionysius deserves our praise for transcending both Laconizing commendation of
xenélasia for its prophylaxis against foreign contamination and Atticizing criticism of
its exploitation and inhumanity.

V. THE FUNCTION OF XENELASIA

We must now consider whether it is possible to offer an interpretation of xenélasia as
Spartan policy that will build on this framework of the ancient appreciations of the
institution that have just been described. To do so, it is first necessary to note that the
existence of xenélasia had an ideological purpose even when there was no recourse to
it in practice. By consensus, xenélasia was the capstone of a pattern of behaviours
motivated by an impetus toward cultural or social isolation. This complex empha-
sized to the Spartans that Sparta was a special place, with rules for daily life distinct
from and superior to other poleis. Through institutions such as k/éroi, messes, iron
money, prohibition of the public ownership of precious metals, and other sumptuary
restrictions, the Spartans could claim to have suppressed hubris, pleonexia, and
truphé, the primary, cross-cultural social transgressions of aristocrats in archaic
Greece. Moreover, the same social structures ostensibly ensured that full civic status
could not be jeopardized through the vicissitudes of life experiences save for those
entailing divergence from behavioural norms. The Spartan pursuit of arezé could be
recognized as meritocratic in its own light, in that a single agogé ‘upbringing’ was
open to all Spartiates. Civic sophrosyné expressed through an austerity of lifestyle
was a foundation of Spartan solidarity from which flowed the military power of the
community.

Xenélasia reaffirmed this cohesion by ‘othering’ the rest of the Greeks, emphasizing
the bonds linking Spartans exclusively and stigmatizing certain stimuli toward finding
common ground with non-Spartans. If each possible interaction with a non-Spartan
was suspect for its risk of tainting, the impulse toward cultural segregation lying
behind xenélasia converted all such occasions into opportunities to reinforce indig-
enous behavioural norms. Even an eight- or nine-year old girl like Gorgo, the daughter
of king Cleomenes I, could be expected to be acutely sensitive to the dangers of
contagion. When Aristagoras, the erstwhile tyrant of Miletus, was attempting to bribe
Cleomenes in 498 on behalf of Spartan intervention in the Ionian revolt, Gorgo
warned mdrep, Swadlepéer oe 6 Leivos, v un dmoaras ins ‘father, the xenos will
corrupt you, unless you get up and leave’ (Hdt. 5.51.2, cf. 5.48). And this point was

 ‘When I review the practices [ethe] of the Greeks alongside these [Roman assimilation
methods], I do not know how I might praise the practices of the Lacedaimonians and those of
the Thebans and those of the Athenians who pride themselves greatly for wisdom, people, who
while they kept guarding their ethnic excellence and were not sharing their own citizenship with
anyone except for rare cases (for I omit to mention that some were even practicing xenélasiai), in
addition to enjoying nothing good from their haughtiness, they did a great deal of harm through
this. Indeed the Spartiates, stumbling in the battle at Leuktra in which they lost seventeen
hundred men, were no longer able to restore their city after this misfortune, but fell from their
hegemony in humiliation.” [The example of the Thebans and Athenians at Khaironeia is next
noted.]
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driven home again every time such a story, whether true or apocryphal, was retold (cf.
Plut. Mor. 240d).

Nevertheless, xenélasia was not merely a piece of legal symbolism; rather there were
actual instances of the procedure being used during the fifth century. One must assume
that Pericles’ reference to the procedure in his counter-offer guarantees a use of
xenélasia in the living memories of many participants that day in the assembly. The
same conclusion is valid for the audience of the Birds, and probably also for those who
saw the Peace of Aristophanes. That xenélasiai actually occurred during the fifth cent-
ury is also supported by the reference of Xenophon in Respublica Lacedaemoniorum to
earlier recourse to the procedure (14.4). Plato imagined that xenélasiai took place in
the period leading up to the dramatic date of the Protagoras in the late 430s. The
implementation of xenélasiai implies the presence of xenoi to be expelled, including
those derived from Athens and its allies. Pericles would not have demanded that the
Spartans refrain from doing something that they were not doing in the first place.

The economy of fifth-century Sparta was an unusual amalgam of archaic social
structures with the behaviours and conceptual apparatus of contemporary Aegean
Greece. As I have outlined elsewhere,® Sparta achieved considerable communal
solidarity and thereby military strength from its articulation of much of the intra-
communal circulation of goods into formulas such as those enshrined in the amount
of rent from the kléroi and the terms of the dues for the syssitia. The regularity of such
transactions fostered egalitarian feeling, by reducing opportunities for and anxieties
over economic competition. Other non-politically mediated material transactions were
mainly accomplished through barter. The barter economy was ostensibly buttressed
both by a prohibition against the usage and public possession of ordinary silver
coinage and by the establishment of an iron token currency, itself an adaptation of an
archaic quasi-monetary medium.®® The status of the pelanors, the iron ingots com-
prising the only authorized money, may have been dramatized by their occasional,
but conspicuous use in paying fines to the state. Otherwise, the pelanors were virtually
unusable because of their heavy weight and low value.

This economic dispensation had been thoroughly compromised by the late fifth
century. By then the Spartan government conducted all sorts of dealings in its foreign
policy and military activities in terms of coinage.’® Elite Spartiates not only avidly
sought monetary enrichment through political activity and dealt in terms of coined
money abroad, but they maintained stocks of precious metals (in coins and bullion)
hidden within their 0ik0i.®” By the early fourth century, the Spartiates seem to have
conceptualized all economic phenomena in monetary units. Monetary calculations
would eventually infiltrate the evaluation of mess dues by the mid-fourth century at
the latest.®® As we shall note shortly, a market in grain seems to have existed by the late
340s, and difficulties in that market triggered the only specifiable xenélasia. The final
citadel of the traditional economy was under assault in the Hellenistic period when

% T. J. Figueira, ‘Mess contributions and subsistence at Sparta’, TA PA 114 (1984), 84-109; id.
(n. 7).

% Cf. e.g. Xen. RL 7.5-6: Plut. Lyc. 9.1-5; [Plato], Eryxias 400a-b; Polyb. 6.49.8-10.

% K. L. Noethlichs, ‘Bestechung, Bestechlichkeit und die Rolle des Geldes in der Spartan-
ischen Aussen- und Innenpolitik vom 7.-2. JH. V. Chr.’, Historia 36 (1987), 129-70; Hodkinson
(n. 14), 167-76.

¢ Cf. Posidonios FGrH 87 F 48; [Plato), Alcib. 1.122D-123B.

8 Plut. Lyc. 12.3; Dicaearchus FHG 2.242, fr. 23 = fr. 72 Wehrli; cf. Athen. 4.19, 141C; ZPlato
Laws 633a.
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even the Helots began to accumulate assets from monetary income (Plut. Cleom. 23.1;
Macrob. Sat. 1.11.34).

Notwithstanding differences in the degree of differentiation of labour, in techno-
logical circumstances, and in levels of productivity, late fifth- and fourth-century
Sparta was analogous to modern command economies. The latter allocate the majority
of productive inputs and resultant output through bureaucratic decision, while, at
Sparta, custom and legal formula dominated economic activity. Against the artificially
valued money of the command regime, one may place the artificially valued quasi-
monetary iron pelanors of Sparta. In both cases barter thereby became disproportion-
ately prominent and resistant to supersession by more advanced market forms. That
was because the mandated transactional media inefficiently transmitted needed
information about the status of markets. Both the modern command economy and
the Spartan economy could experience an infiltration of more credible monetary
instruments, whether hard currencies like dollars, Deutschmarks, and yen for the
former, or, for the latter, Aeginetan ‘turtles’ and Attic ‘owls’.%

Individuals with affiliations with external economies are valuable in each setting,
both for their role as intermediaries with more efficient markets and for the mental and
behavioural apparatus they might import and ‘naturalize’ from abroad. Immigrants
were drawn to Sparta to conduct craft or commercial activities exploiting pre-existing
skills and connections, and were less inhibited by local custom in doing so.” Their
presence was not necessarily opposed by the Spartiates, acting individually. As the
controllers of most assets in the local economy, the Spartiates had the most to gain
from greater efficiency among their sources for goods and services. We have few data
on practicalities amid growing illicit monetization. Accumulations of assets in the
form of coins were probably remedying various imbalances in the traditional system of
political redistribution of output. Most significantly, money may have eventually been
used for hiring labour to offset shortages in the Helot workforce and supplementing
deficient production from the allotments in order to pay mess dues.”! Immigration into
Lakdniké may not have been a phenomenon of great magnitude, but, by the same
token, not many immigrants were needed to affect the non-traditional sectors of the
Laconian economy.

Naturally, foreigners dwelt in the shadows of the old political economy.”? Some of
the evidence on xenélasia reveals the disabilities under which they laboured, although
these limitations were permanent, while xenélasia itself was applied intermittently. The
Attic source tradition associated xenélasia with a restriction concerning which days
xenoi could enter Sparta (Sudu s.v. Sietpwvdéevor, d 997 Adler; ZPeace 623a).”3 The
implication garnered from Thucydides 2.39.1 is that no foreigners could enter Sparta
itself when the assembly was in session and perhaps during the days when the gerousia
conducted regular meetings. That conclusion might be clinched if X'Ael. Arist. Panath.
166.8, with its explicit testimony to that effect, could be trusted. It is possible that this
restriction was also intended to seal off the agora. Unfortunately, our only evidence
derives from Xenophon’s account of the denunciation of the insurrectionist Cinadon

% Cf. G. Grossman, ‘Gold and the sword: money in the Soviet command economy’, in
H. Rosovsky (ed.), Industrialization in Two Systems: Essays in Honor of Alexander Gerschenkron
(New York, 1966), 204-36; S. Pozo, Price Behavior in Illegal Markets (Aldershot, 1996), 51-68.

" Nafissi (n. 5), 269-71.

' Cf. Figueira (n. 64), 104-9; id., ‘Population patterns in late archaic and classical Sparta’,
TAPA 116 (1986), 165-213, see esp. 193-97, 2034, 209-10.

2 Cf. B. Dallago, The Irregular Economy (Aldershot, 1990), 61-88.

> The days certainly included the days of public festivals. See Krebs (n. 5), 1007.
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in 399. Cinadon was quoted as enumerating the participants in the agora without men-
tioning xenoi as possible participants in his uprising (Xen. HG 3.3.5). That occasion
may have been a special market day, because a king, the ephors, and the gerontes were
all present. As for the duration of licit residence for xenoi, a scholion to Hermogenes
implies one lunar month (Scholia ad Hermogenis status 4.72.13-14 Walz). Had such a
rule been enforced stringently in individual cases, Sparta would have had no need for
xenélasiai. In contrast, Athens did not need to use mass expulsions to force immigrants
to register as metics and pay the required tax.

It was inevitable, however, at Sparta that a significant discontinuity would exist
between the economic behaviour promoted by individual choice and the imperatives
of the traditional normative order of their society. In our Spartan evidence, xenélasia
is correlated with austerity, sumptuary restrictions, and exclusion of conventional
money. Daily life created niches for immigrant xenoi to make a living. Yet their
presence provided a spontaneous challenge to the social order because they had no
defined status within it, and no naturalization process for incorporating them had
‘Lycurgan’ authority. Furthermore, xenoi were carriers of deviant economic conscious-
ness as persons acculturated within a monetary economy. Traditionalists could
interpret their presence as threatening a form of behavioural contagion. That would
explain the emphasis on cultural isolation in ‘constitutional’ tradition on xenélasia.
The effect of xenélasiai was to impede periodically any advance toward the emergence
of a more typical Greek monetary and commercial economy at Sparta. In a manner of
speaking, implementation of a xenélasia sought to reset the ‘Lycurgan’ social order
back to its default settings.

None the less, recourse to xenélasia sacrificed the demographic contribution that
might be made by immigrants. In the state of contemporary technology, exporting
population negatively affected economic output and military capacity. At Sparta, civic,
economic, and social status boundaries coincided to a greater degree than in most
other archaic and classical poleis. The highest, fully civic class of the Spartiates faced
particular challenges in its exposure to military casualties, in experiencing stimuli
toward family limitation, and in its pursuit of familial status. Infiltration of xenoi into
Laconia was not only a symptom of the demographic crisis, but also a manifestation
of spontaneous or autonomous self-correction. Along with the relatively impermeable
boundaries between classes, xenélasiai contributed to oliganthropia ‘dearth of
manpower’ (Arist. Pol. 1270a32—-4) through abnegation of mechanisms for the external
recruitment of Spartans or Spartiates. The defeat of Athens should not obscure that
the Athenians—despite crushing battlefield losses—weathered the Peloponnesian War
demographically better than the Spartans because of the availability of naturalization
to supplement natural increase.”

Rather than signifying a re-establishment of ‘Lycurgan’ disdain for a money
economy, the Athenians contended that xenélasiai illustrated Spartan philokhrématia.
That is a subtext in Aristophanes and direct statement in Atthidography, as reflected in
the Suda and the Aristophanic scholia. Discounting exaggeration, we can readily
understand the other elements of the Attic indictment, for instance why they thought
xenélasia reeked of hypocrisy, inhumanity, abusiveness, and anxious secrecy. But what
is the reason for their insistence that xenélasiai demonstrated greed?

An episode in Herodotus may help us understand how a xenélasia was initiated. The

™ Figueira (n. 71, 1986), 199-206.
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Samian Maeandrius came to Sparta and attempted to bribe Cleomenes 1. After the
king rebuffed him, Cleomenes then went before the ephors (Hdt. 3.148.2; cf. Plut. Mor.
224a-b).
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This action ought not to be envisaged as constituting a xenélasia, as only Maeandrius,
a specific and identifiable individual, was affected as far as we know. Nevertheless, it
is striking that Cleomenes’ request to the ephors plays on the fear of contamination
by an alien corruptor using monetary means. The ephors responded by banning
Maeandrius through a kérux ‘herald’. Accordingly, it is probable that the ephors had
the power to initiate xenélasiai and also that the first stage in the expulsion was a
herald’s public announcement.”®

The expulsion was probably implemented by the Spartans themselves. That is
precisely the predicament of Meton in the Birds, when Peisetairus announces that a
xenelasia has been ordered in Cloudcuckooland. Therefore, xenélasiai would have
caught many immigrant xenoi by surprise, forcing them to leave with only the property
that they could arrange to be carried at short notice or be held in safekeeping. All the
Spartans to whom the xenoi had any obligation would presumably levy compensation
on the spot. As for what was coming to them, the xenoi would be grossly dis-
advantaged in receiving their due. So individual Spartans might profit from an ability
to settle debts and discharge transactional responsibilities more favourably. Therefore,
to hostile eyes, the implementation of a xenélasia provided an opportunity for petty
cheating and gouging. The grievances of the expelled were disseminated by the very act
of forcing them out.

In the politicized economy of the Spartans, collective and individual evaluations
of interests were (I repeat) unusually discrepant. However, group interest and personal
opportunism dovetailed in xenélasiai. The Spartiates could perform in public their
adherence to ‘Lycurgan’ contempt for money-making and their resistance to social
deviance, while reaping an advantage from the xenoi. Hence they probably co-operated
in the pragmatic details of a mass expulsion. Hypocritical to their Athenian contem-
poraries, their behaviour might more neutrally be described as characterized by
cognitive dissonance.

VI. A XENELASIA IN PRACTICE

Theopompus gives us our only actual attestation of the conduct of a xenélasia, which
is dated to the period covered by his thirty-third book (FGrH 115 F 178 apud ZAr.
Birds 1013a-b; see Jacoby, 2B 35977).

5 ‘Going before the ephors, he said that it would be better for Sparta that the Samian xenos
depart from the Peloponnesus [my emphasis] in order that he not persuade himself or any of the
other Spartiates to become kakos [bad]. They listened to him and expelled Maeandrius from
Sparta through a herald’s proclamation.” Cf. Rebenich (n. 2), 348-9.

™ N. Richer, Les éphores: études sur I'histoire et sur I'image de Sparte (Paris, 1998), 464-5.

" See also G. S. Shrimpton, Theopompus the Historian (Montreal and Kingston, 1991), 61-2,
243.
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The thirty-first book and following of Theopompus’ Philippica dealt with the period
after the Peace of Philocrates of 346, so that this xenélasia might have occurred
during the late 340s.” In that case, this xenélasia comes late in the sequence attested
by earlier authorities such as Thucydides, Aristophanes, Xenophon, and Plato.

The precipitating factor for the xenélasia was a sitodeia ‘dearth of grain’. Except for
this instance, no other evidence associates Spartan xenélasiai with food shortages,
although expulsions of immigrants were an obvious way to lessen the number of
consumers.®® It is likely that the decision to attempt a restoration of the ‘Lycurgan’
order might often be triggered by some episode of stress such as this. A consideration
of food production in Lakdniké shows that such a reaction to a sitodeia is congruent
with our hypothesis about the interaction of xenoi with the traditional politicized
Spartan economy. In principle, the agricultural economy of Lakoniké operated
without recourse to a money market in foodstuffs. The Spartiates were supported from
the kleroi from which the rents were designed to be sufficient to underwrite their
families’ subsistence and a payment of their mess dues. The remaining production of
the kléroi supported the Helot labourers. I have previously postulated the existence of
a mechanism for the recirculation of food to the Helots through the messes.?! The
Perioikoi were autourgoi whose communities were supposedly self-supporting (cf.
Thuc. 1.141.3-5).

Such a system should have confronted bad harvests in an autarkic manner.
Lakoniké was relatively fertile, so the Spartiates had an appreciable ability to
accumulate grain from good years, storing it either in individual oikoi or in the messes.
Besides tapping the reserves of their local community, the Perioikoi could probably
draw upon the Spartiate surplus either through barter or by the channels of reciprocity
or patronage (mainly with the élite). The main burden of a natural shortfall should
perforce have fallen entirely on the Helots, but a maximum levy of 50 per cent on the
kleroi may also have been a protection for them (cf. fr. 6 West; Paus. 4.14.4-5; Ael. VH
6.1). The Helots would normally store grain, and, because of ordinary self-interest as
well as in anticipation of shortfalls, they were strongly motivated to divert some of
their production as a reserve. In any event, Spartans, either singly or collectively, could
never have casually contemplated the risk of starvation among the Helots. Really dire
conditions might stimulate the flight of young male Helots, the very workers that the
Spartans could least afford to lose.®? In my hypothesis, the messes were employed to
fine-tune the mechanism for recirculation of foodstuffs to the Helots in order to
maximize social control.

The recourse to a xenélasia during a sitodeia reveals a different picture. By expelling

™ ‘Concerning xenélasia in Sparta, Theopompus says in the 33rd book: for once when there
was a dearth [sitodeia] there, a xenélasia occurred as Theopompus says in the 33rd.’

™ The date of the famine, however, is not certainly established, because Theopompus may have
digressed on the earlier history of Sparta and Messenia (cf. F 171 from book 32), when discussing
Philip’s rapprochement with the Messenians. The following analysis renders a deep foray into the
past unlikely.

8 Hence Themistius, Or. 18.222a envisages the cure of a xenélasia as more damaging than the
underlying food shortage. That explains its absence from Constantinople. Cf. Suet. Aug 42.3; Dio
Cass. 55.26.1-3.

8 Figueira (n. 64), 96-8, 107-9. 8 Tbid., 104-6.
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xenoi, the Spartans attempted to reduce the persons consuming grain in Lakonikg,
thus making a larger amount available for consumption by the indigenous population.
This intention betrays the existence of a single market for grain. That market probably
encompassed all the less privileged classes of resident (Perioikoi, Hypomeiones, and
Helots), because their inferior access to the grain supply made them more vulnerable to
a shortage in the first place. Moreover, they hugely outnumbered the Spartiates at this
time. Of these, the xenoi (at the least) were probably using coined money to acquire
food. The traditional partitions had broken down, those separating the Laconian
economy into different, politically defined compartments interconnected by stereo-
typical transfers of goods. By removing the xenoi from the pool of customers for grain
through a xenélasia, the Spartans engineered less demand for the available stock of
grain and probably lowered its price.

The choice of this remedy points up the peculiarities of the Spartan economy. Other
poleis at this time had developed an arsenal of techniques in sitonia ‘grain procure-
ment’, such as compulsory purchases, accumulating public reserves, price controls, and
incentives to merchants.®® But all these devices were the tools of a monetary
marketplace in foodstuffs. Merely to expel foreigners was not only a crude adminis-
trative ploy, but destructive, for it sacrificed the contribution to production of the
persons expelled. In Sparta’s ideological and politicized economy, the natural ‘reaction’
was ‘reactionary’ (to use a loaded term deliberately), an attempt to reset the demog-
raphy of Lakonike to its ‘Lycurgan’ state. Furthermore, choosing xenélasia over more
subtle measures may well have been motivated by a willingness to exploit the xenoi, the
most vulnerable participants in the economy.

Thus, the actions of the Spartans in the xenélasiai are not dissimilar to those of
certain African governments over the last thirty years in expelling ‘foreign residents’,
often of very long standing, at moments of economic hardship or social tension. One
thinks particularly of the mass expulsion (two to three million in two weeks) by the
government of Nigeria of Ghanaians and other west Africans in 1983.34 At that time,
the Nigerian authorities also encouraged private individuals to coerce the targeted
group into departing amid great hardships that included property seizures.

VII. THE ORIGIN OF XENELASIA

It is fairly certain that the custom of xenélasiai can make no particular claim to
great antiquity when viewed from the standpoint of Pericles in 431, despite the claims
of the ‘constitutional’ tradition. We have already seen how international visitors
could have been accommodated in archaic Sparta through the mechanism of xenia.
Most immigrants to archaic Lakoniké arrived in groups, such as the fugitives from
Argolic Asine and Nauplia who were welcomed by the Spartans and settled in
Messenia in the eighth and seventh centuries.3> Mythological forerunners for groups

8 Cf. P. Garnsey, Famine and Food Supply in the Graeco-Roman World (Cambridge, 1988),
70-86, 137-49; L. Migeotte, ‘Le pain quotidian dans les cites hellénistiques. A propos des fonds
permanents pour ’approvisionement en grain’, Cahiers du Centre G. Glotz 2 (1991), 19-41.

8 0. Aluko, ‘The expulsion of illegal aliens from Nigeria: a study in Nigeria’s decision-
making’, in G. O. Olusanya and R. A. Akindele (edd.), The Structure and Processes of Foreign
Policy Making and Implementation in Nigeria, 1960-1990 (Ibadan, 1990), 421-45; E. E. Osaghae,
Crippled Giant: Nigeria since Independence (London, 1998), 155-62.

8 Paus. 2.36.4-5, 3.7.4, 4.14.3,4.24.4, 4.27.8, 4.35.2. See J. Christien, ‘L’étranger & Sparte’, in
R. Lonis (ed.), L’étranger dans le monde grec (Nancy, 1992), 147-67, see 148-54 for incorpora-
tions of immigrants on Cape Taenarum.
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of immigrants existed in the Aegeidai from Boeotia who were supposedly assimilated
during the Return of the Heraclids.®¢ The continued viability of this line of policy is
indicated by the fate of the Aeginetans, who were established by the Spartans in the
Thyreatis after their expulsion from their island by the Athenians in 431.%7

In early Laconia, a few individual immigrants might be suppliants, in which case
Spartan authorities would decide whether to accept them and to what status they
might be assigned.®® The two alternatives were presumably rank as a Homoios or as a
Perioikos, both of which presumptively immunized them against xenélasia. Some
other élite sojourners may also have been protected through relationships of xenia with
the kings, gerontes, and other influential Spartans (above pp. 47-8). Yet the class of
similarly situated persons must always have been tiny. Significantly different was an
infiltration of Lakdniké by individual immigrants without élite sponsorship in numbers
sufficient to warrant a procedural response. Dating this development is difficult.

One approach is to ask when more settled conditions in the Aegean were accompanied
by the emergence of a larger pool of displaced or transient persons. A threshhold in
classical demography was crossed with the creation of the fifth-century Attic arkhe.
This huge political entity was more integrated economically than any large segment
of the Greek world previously. Attenuation of political compartmentalization and
Athenian economic vitality, coupled with safety of the seas, attracted free immigrants
to Attica. Greater affluence, fuelled by silver mining and the profits of empire,
produced an influx of slaves, many of whom would eventually be manumitted. In
contrast, Lakoniké appears lower on a hierarchy of places attractive to mid-fifth-
century immigrants. Hence the number of transients drawn to Sparta was perhaps not
that great, at least compared with an ascending number of Attic metics or with the
total complement of settlers enlisted for Athenian colonies®® Yet so many people in
movement are likely to have generated a spillover effect even in economically peri-
pheral areas, and some chattel slaves in Laconia had no better alternative than to stay
after manumission. Crystallization of the status of metic at Athens (465-50) perhaps
represents a terminus ante quem for xenélasia. This same terminus, however, could also
be intuited from Pericles’ remarks in 431, since an occasional recourse to the practice
over several decades was needed to familiarize an Athenian audience to xenélasia. To
set an upper boundary for this period of inauguration of xenélasia, one possibility is
495-90, inasmuch as the suppression of the Ionian revolt displaced numbers of eastern
Greeks.”

A little more help can be drawn from the debate over the establishment of a public
treasury at Sparta after the defeat of Athens in the Peloponnesian War. We pick up the
story after Gylippus, who had been acting as an aide to Lysander in conveying surplus
funds back to Sparta, was caught with embezzled coins, tried, and convicted. Our
fullest account is contained in Plutarch’s Lysander 17.1.

8 Hadt. 4.147, 149; Pind. Isth. 7.14-15 with scholia 7.18a—, Pyth. 5.101; Arist. fr. 539 Gigon;
Ephorus FGrH 70 F 16; cf. Androtion FGrH 324 F 60.

8 Thuc. 2.27.2, 4.56.2; Diod. 12.44.3; Paus. 2.29.5, 38.5-6. See Figueira (n. 1), 293-9;
Christien (n. 85), 163-7.

8 The Spartans accepted the conventional host/guest protocols, as indicated by their cults of
Zeus Xenius and Athena Xenia (Paus. 3.11.11).

% T. J. Figueira, Athens and Aigina in the Age of Imperial Colonization (Baltimore, 1991),
201-17.

% Rebenich sees xenélasia as fifth-century: (n. 2), 355-6, 358-9; id., Xenophon. Die Verfassung
der Spartener (Darmstadt, 1998), 138.
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Note that this request for the removal of coinage from the city is lodged with the
ephors. The ephors then brought the issue before the gerousia or assembly. It is
unclear whether this specific outcome was not owed to the intensity of the dis-
agreement over policy more than to limits on the ephors’ discretion. The opponents
of Lysander were proposing ‘to banish ritually all gold and silver [money] as though
imported curses’, in what may be accounted a ritual purification of Sparta aimed at
removing gold and silver money. The infinitive dmo8iomopumeiofa. clearly denotes
such an act of religious cleansing.”?> Moreover, the term is appropriate tonally to a
heraldic pronouncement. It is an attractive hypothesis that this language reflects the
legal formula for initiating a xenélasia.’® Xenélasia and the prohibition on the use of
money are strongly correlated in the ‘constitutional’ tradition.

Plutarch quotes both Ephorus and Theopompus here, since they differed over
the identity of the leader of the anti-Lysandrian forces (FGrH 70 F 205, 115 F 332).
Therefore, he may derive the details of the language used in this setting from one or
both of these good contemporary sources. The visualization of threats to economic
equality as k9pas may well be traditional diction. In the speech in which Cleomenes
III announces his programme to a Spartan assembly, he describes 7as émeiocdkrovs
ths Aakedalpovos khpas ‘the imported curses of Lakedaimon’, as truphai ‘luxuries’,
poluteleai ‘extravagances’, khrea ‘debts’, and daneismoi ‘loans’ (Plut. Cleom. 10.4). He
goes on to mention ‘older evils than these’, that is, penia ‘poverty’ and ploutos
‘wealth’ %

It would have been legally feasible for the anti-Lysandrians to demand that
the ephors propose legislation ordering complete disposition of funds in the treasury
(through dedication, allocation as booty, civic expenditure, or return to their grantors).
They could even have insisted that the ephors rigorously enforce the traditional rules
against possession of precious metals. Taken in isolation, these would have been
difficult demands, not withstanding the ‘Lycurgan’ prejudices against money. Mani-
festly, Sparta owed its victory over Athens to the adoption of a conventional fiscal
administration for its forces. Hence, returning unconditionally to the status quo ante
bellum in which Sparta had no permanent treasury would jeopardize the city’s
hegemonic status. Therefore, the anti-Lysandrians chose instead to facilitate their
‘hard sell’ by appealing as well to another ‘Lycurgan’ preoccupation, fear of alien

! “The most sensible of the Spartiates frightened not least by this case over the power of
money on the grounds that it was not affecting just ordinary citizens, both reproached Lysander
and lodged requests with the ephors to banish ritually all gold and silver [money] as though
imported curses.’

°2 Plato, Laws 854b (dmodiomdumnois) with scholia, 877, 900b; Epic. Diss. 2.18.20. Suda s.v.
Anodomopmeiabar, a 3297 Adler: aitiatikyj. dmoméumeofar wpds Tov mpooTpdmatov dia kal
olovel kalaipecfar 7 iAdokealar (cf. Sromopmeiofar, & 1189). See also ZPlato, Crat. 342e;
Hesych. s.v. dmoSiomoumeicfar, o 6304 Latte; sv. Aépvn feardv, A 691: Phot. s.v.
Anodiomopmeiafar, a 2483). Hence its use for Sulla’s order to remove a satyr his forces
encountered in Macedonia (Plut. Sulla 27.2). For metaphorical usages, cf. Plato, Crat. 346e;
Athen. 9.64; Plut Mor. 730d; ZPind. Nem. 10.132c; ZAr. Ran. 1340 ; ZTheocr. 7.127a.

9 Schaefer (n. 5), 1437.

% The paean of Isyllus of Epidaurus has Asclepius describe himself as rois Aaxedaiuoviows
xoAemas dmo kijpas épvéas (v. 74 Powell ~ IG IV2.1.128).
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contamination. They activated the potent conceptual complex associated with cultural
isolation and xenélasia. That they chose to personify to some degree the source of the
cultural contamination is also striking.

The Attic tradition insisted that a xenélasia was accompanied by targeting those
being expelled for physical abuse. The scene between Meton and Peisetairus in the
Birds treats this feature as common knowledge. The defensiveness of the remark
attributed to Agis in Plutarch that Lycurgus was not warring on the bodies of the xenoi
was probably intended as mitigation for an accepted belief that blows were meted out
in a xenélasia.”> That would not be surprising if xenélasia is to be envisaged as a ritual
procedure in origin, the very thing that the proposal made after the conviction of
Gylippus implies. Greek rituals for expelling a scapegoat (in Greek a pharmakos or
katharmos) are well attested.” They involved expelling the person who had been made
the repository of pollution, often with physical abuse. Attested rites involve ‘beggars’,
slaves, criminals, and, in an interesting fictional composite, foreigners (Diod. 2.55.3).
Several passages in Aristophanes also imply that some pharmakoi at Athens were
characterized as foreign (Ar. Knights 1404-5; Frogs 732-3). At Abdera, the pharmakos
seems to have been purchased from abroad.

Just like scapegoats, the xenoi in Lakoniké, as receptacles of contaminating alien
attitudes, were stigmatized with physical expressions of the community’s rejection of
their presence and of any assimilation of what they might embody. Strikingly, the term
dmodiomoumeiafar can denote the removal of a tainted person as scapegoat.’’ They
could be rightfully treated so, for they were «jpas émaywyiunovs ‘imported curses’, like
the coins that aroused the ire of the anti-Lysandrians. That phrase also seems to be
related to scapegoat ritual.®® Thus the physical abuse included in a xenélasia was not
just violence that was added gratuitously to legal coercion, but a fully symbolic gesture.
The herald’s proclamation called on the Spartans to assist in escorting away—if the
verb dmodiomopmeiofau is the relevant term—resident xenoi. In assisting, they enacted
their adherence to the Spartan normative order by demonstrably rejecting alien mores
with acts of ritualized abuse.*®

% Agis 10.3: ... 00 Tois odpaot moreudv, dAda Tovs Blovs adTdv kal Tods Tpémovs
dedus . . .

% See C. Bérard, ‘Pénalité et religion 4 Athénes: un témoinage de I'imagerie’, R4 (1982),
137-50; J. Bremmer, ‘Scapegoat rituals in ancient Greece’, HSCP 87 (1983), 299-320; W. Burkert,
Greek Religion (Cambridge, MA, 1985), 82—4; D. D. Hughes, Human Sacrifice in Ancient Greece
(London and New York, 1991), 139-65. The documentation is rich: e.g. Hipponax frs. 5-10 West
(Colophon?); Ar. Frogs 732-3; ZAr. Eq. 1136a—; Suda s.v. Kdfapua, x 36 Adler; Papuards, ¢
104; Pappaxovs, ¢ 106; (Athens); Helladius apud Phot. Bibl. 279.534a; Harpoc. s.v. Pappards,
cf. Lys. 6.53 (Thargelia); Callim. Aetia fr. 90 Pf. with Dieg. 2.29-40; Ovid, Ibis 467-8 with scholia
(Abdera); Strabo 10.2.9 C452 (Leukas); Serv. In Verg. Aen. 3.57 with Petron. fr. 1; Lactantius
Placidus, ZStat. Theb. 10.793 (Massilia); also Diod. 2.55.3; Plut. Mor. 693e-f; Hesych. s.v.
dapuarol, 181 Latte; Phot. s.v. ITepiymua, cf. Suda 7 1355.

" An excellent contemporary parallel in Lys. 6.53: viv odv xp7) voullew Tyuwpovuévous kal
amaldarropévovs Avdokidov v moAw kabaipew wal dmodiomoumeiofar kal apparov
dmoméumew kal dArnplov dmaAddrrecfar, ws év TovTwy 09Tds éoTi. See also Dio Cass.
37.46.1; Plut. Mor. 73d.

% Suda s.v. BiAwv, B 86 Adler; Kiipas, x 1531; Hesych. s.v. kijpas, « 2536 Latte. Plut. Mor.
860e says in criticism of Herodotus’ treatment of Isagoras, apropos of the contention that his
family worshipped Carian Zeus (Hdt. 5.66.1): efpvfuds ye xal moAirikds & puvkTip T0b
ovyypadéws, els Kdpas damep els képaxas dmodiomoumovuévov tov leaydpav. Cf. the
expression 8vpale Kapes/ripes (Suda 6, 598 Adler; Photius s.v.; Zenobius 4.33, CPG 1.93;
Diogen. 5.24, CPG 1.255; Apostol. 8.94, CPG 2.459; Paus. Attic. @ 20 Erbse).

% The extension of the terminology of ritual purification to describe a cultural purge can also
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As far as we know, scapegoat rituals did not target whole groups of victims. The
relation between human scapegoat and those expelling him often encompassed a
considerable degree of complicity.'® For the criminal, the religious offender, or the
slave, expulsion as a pharmakos might be preferable to the alternative. In a fine example
of what Finley called reinstitutionalization, a Spartan practice that evolved in a
religious or symbolic sphere was adapted to a different mode of operation to meet a
new problem, that is, the greater presence of immigrants in Lakoniké. For such an
evolution to have occurred, our conjectured scapegoat ritual would have been tempor-
ally unattached to a specific festival. Rather it had been a procedure to be implemented
at any moment of communal stress, just as attested at Massilia and for one Attic
tradition (XAr. Eq. 1136c). Hence, it is again understandable that our sources often
refer to the plural xenélasiai.'”' Moreover, it is now difficult to determine whether any
complicit element of the underlying ritual was then discarded. Did the hard-headed
personal interest of the victim of xenélasia in his previous business activities replace
the survival instinct of the archaic pharmakos?

For Pericles, Spartan limitation of xenélasia was reciprocation for rescinding the
Megarian Decree.'” The Megarian Decree(s) had an origin in the judgment that the
Megarians had sacrilegiously cultivated the Hiera Orgas, land sacred to the Eleusinian
goddesses along their boundary with the Athenians.!®® Thus, the Athenian reaction,
barring the Megarians from the harbours in the arkhé and the Attic agora, was
grounded in religious scruple, but also levied grave secular harms upon the
Megarians.'™ In general, the tendency toward sacralization of border-lands fuses
pious sentiment and political calculation as a means of provoking hostility toward a
potential enemy. While it would be unfair to dismiss Attic policy toward Megara in 432
as mere manipulation, the Megarian Decree(s) in context transcended levying
punishment for Megarian asebeia in manner parallel to the way in which xenélasia had
passed beyond its origin in scapegoat ritual to serve policy goals.

VIII. CONCLUSION

Let us return in conclusion to Pericles’ usage of xenélasia in crafting his response to
the Spartan ultimatums in 431. In the first instance, both the Megarian Decree and
xenélasia had a religious dimension. More prominently, Pericles’ gambit made good
sense as propaganda. He was targeting an institution that was quintessentially
Spartan and ‘Lycurgan’. Thus he reminded the Athenians and their allies that the
Spartans were not only imminent military adversaries, but also cultural opponents,
who exploited xenoi in times of peace. Athens headed an alliance of which the origins
in large part lay in Ionian alienation from Pausanias, the Spartan commander of the

be documented by Plutarch’s description of M. Porcius Cato’s reaction to the acclaim received at
Rome by the embassy of the philosophers in 155 (Cato Maior 22.5-6): éyvw per’ edmpemeias
dmodiomoumioactar Tods $rlooddovs mdvras éx Ths mélews. Notice the concern for public
and international opinion expressed by the word euprepeia. Compare also the rhetoric of the
Thirty in deciding on a purge of rich Attic metics (Lys. 12.5).

1% Bremmer (n. 96), 307-8; Bérard (n. 96), 146-9.

101" Cf. Rebenich (n. 2), 352.

192 Thuc. 1.144.2, cf. 139.2, 140.3—4; Diod. 12.39.4 ~ Ephorus FGrH 70 F 196; Ar. Ach. 536-38,;
2Ar. Pax 605a; Suda s.v. Aomacio w4202 Adler; Plut. Per. 29.4.

103 Thuc. 1.139.1; ZAr. Ach. 532; Pax 605a, 606a; Plut. Per. 30.2. Also see de Ste. Croix (n. 4),
254-6.

194 Pace de Ste. Croix (n. 4), 259-89. Thuc. 1.67.4, 139.1; Diod. 12.39.4 ~ Ephorus FGrH 70 F
196; Z'Ar. Ach. 532, Pax 605a; Suda s.v. Aomacia = 4202 Adler; Plut. Per. 29.4.
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Hellenic League in 478, whose arrogant behaviour toward the Ionians was con-
ditioned by his ethnic prejudices toward the eastern Greeks (cf. Thuc. 1.95.1-2).
Whatever the deficiencies of the Athenians as hégemones, they had at least created
mechanisms like sumbolai for regular social intercourse with other Greeks, in which
each player knew the rules (cf. Thuc. 1.77.1-3). Although the champion of classical
oligarchy, Sparta refused to play by the rules of oligarchy, for xenélasia heaped
uncertainty, unpredictability, and petty exploitation on those who had already ‘voted’
by their presence to accept a role of submission and marginality.

Sparta was dangerous to Periclean Athens because its fear of Attic dynamism could
not be quenched through normal diplomacy. Thus, Spartan sensitivity to Corinthian
and allied agitation transcended the specific issues that might be addressed either in
arbitration or through the give and take of reciprocal concessions. In 431, a majority
of the Spartans seemed incapable of visualizing any measures of deterrence or
pre-emption, short of total war, that could assuage their perception of the Athenian
menace. Hence they rejected overwhelmingly the suggestions of their king Archidamus
to prepare cautiously for a war that they might still endeavour to avoid (Thuc.
1.79.2-86.5). That decision to fight actualized the Lycurgan ideology, and it was
entered upon with wholehearted confidence in a quick victory.

Crude historical analysis on the causation of the Peloponnesian War has tended to
emphasize Attic ‘imperialism’; subtler exploration has examined Athenian activism or
polypragmosuné and its exploitation by (among others) the Corinthians. It is worth
considering whether the introduction by Pericles of xenélasia does not challenge us to
invert this investigation, so that Spartan fear becomes our main focus for the outbreak
of war: it cries out for analysis because of its deviance from contemporary norms of
behaviour. Whether any Athenian appeasement at this time could have defused
Spartan anxiety is unknown. Pericles and the Athenian majority evidently concluded
that it could not. The offer to rescind the Megarian Decree was probably not taken
with any great confidence that it would be accepted. Pericles concedes that neither
party had the right to demand such a concession from the other. The immediate value
of the Athenian concession was surely greater. It brought considerable direct economic
relief to the Megarians and settled the only outstanding grievance provoking their
agitation before the Spartans and the other Peloponnesians. On the surface, all the
Spartans were asked to do in return was to promise to refrain from an act in an
indeterminate future that they might or might not have taken otherwise.

Sparta would have been relatively far down anyone’s list of ‘magnets’ for emigrants
during the mid-fifth century. Pericles sought immunity from xernélasia only for
Athenians and their allies. There is no evidence about the number of such residents in
Lakoniké who would be subject to a xenélasia. Not covered by his stipulation would
have been the foreigners of Peloponnesian, Cretan, western Greek, and heterogeneous
extraction. The Spartans also held some chattel slaves. Many of them were in due
course manumitted, and some probably tried to stay on as freedmen. It is indeed
difficult to believe that there were many Athenian citizens living in Lakoniké. Some
allied citizens, perhaps from the Dorian islands, the Hexapolis, or the Megarian
colonies, might have come to Sparta to practice a craft or to trade. With so many
chattel slaves bought, worked, and manumitted in the Aegean basin, a certain
proportion of arguably allied freedmen might have been willing to search for a means
of subsistence almost anywhere. Even in default of real data, however, the onus of
proof must lie with anyone trying to argue that the persons covered by Pericles’ waiver
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for xenélasia encompassed more than a few hundred at the very most, even counting in
dependants.

Consequently, Pericles was most restrained in formulating his counter-offer,
considering that his Attic opponents had assured the démos that a rescinding of the
Megarian Decree might be enough to avoid war. Pericles did not match the Spartans in
hyperbole by demanding unrealistically a change as radical as their demand that the
Athenians give autonomia to their allies. His approach was consistent with a generation
of Athenian forbearance from a direct insistence that both the Greeks in general and
even the Spartans would be better served if Sparta copied Athenian-style democracy.
Rather, in asking for an amendment in the application of xenélasia, he merely required
of Sparta that it evolve toward a more ordinary oligarchy. It is even arguable that this
new Spartan oligarchy might be a more powerful adversary than contemporary
Sparta. That more conventional oligarchy, however, might also feel less threatened in
the face of Athenian dynamism, and that trade-off was something most earnestly to be
desired in 431.

None the less, xenélasia was profoundly integrated not only into a complex of
ideological tenets that justified Spartan life, but also functioned as a pragmatic device
in the management of the atypical Spartan economy. Relinquishing xenélasia (if only
in part) was a first, significant step in ‘normalizing’ economic interaction in Lakonike.
That the Spartans were unprepared to take it consciously will surprise no one who has
considered their fitful efforts at developing a strategy to combat the Athenians and
their later incapacity to counteract their manpower dilemma.!%

Rutgers University THOMAS J. FIGUEIRA
figueira@rci.rutgers.edu

195 In December 2000, a version of this article was presented before the faculty and students of
the programme in classics of the Graduate Center, City University of New York. The author
would like to thank the audience for their stimulating discussion and helpful comments, and
especially Professors Sarah B. Pomeroy and Dee L. Clayman for their invitation and hospitality.
Thanks too are owed to Professor Nicolas Richer of Strasbourg for his useful comments. I should
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journal.



	Article Contents
	p. 44
	p. 45
	p. 46
	p. 47
	p. 48
	p. 49
	p. 50
	p. 51
	p. 52
	p. 53
	p. 54
	p. 55
	p. 56
	p. 57
	p. 58
	p. 59
	p. 60
	p. 61
	p. 62
	p. 63
	p. 64
	p. 65
	p. 66
	p. 67
	p. 68
	p. 69
	p. 70
	p. 71
	p. 72
	p. 73
	p. 74

	Issue Table of Contents
	The Classical Quarterly, New Series, Vol. 53, No. 1 (May, 2003), pp. 1-326
	Front Matter
	"Iliad" and "Aethiopis" [pp.  1 - 14]
	Homeric Excuses [pp.  15 - 31]
	The Judgements of Paris and Solomon [pp.  32 - 43]
	Xenelasia and Social Control in Classical Sparta [pp.  44 - 74]
	Critical Studies in the Cantica of Sophocles: III. Electra, Philoctetes, Oedipus at Colonus [pp.  75 - 110]
	Interventions and Citations in Xenophon, Hellenica and Anabasis [pp.  111 - 123]
	Sessions of Nomothetai in Fourth-Century Athens [pp.  124 - 129]
	Demosthenes' Areopagus Legislation: Yet Again [pp.  130 - 134]
	Taste, Touch, and Temperance in "Nicomachean Ethics" 3.10 [pp.  135 - 140]
	Porphyry's Rhetoric [pp.  141 - 166]
	Basil of Caesarea on the Meaning of Prepositions and Conjunctions [pp.  167 - 174]
	The Lot-Drawing Scene of Plautus' "Casina" [pp.  175 - 183]
	'Romanitas' and the Latin Language [pp.  184 - 205]
	The Catullan Corpus, Greek Epigram, and the Poetry of Objects [pp.  206 - 221]
	Eqvester ordo tvvs est: Did Cicero Win His Cases Because of His Support for the Eqvites? [pp.  222 - 234]
	Evidence and Rhetoric in Cicero's "Pro Roscio Amerino": The Case against Sex. Roscius [pp.  235 - 246]
	Lucius Postumius Megellus at Gabii: A New Fragment of Livy [pp.  247 - 259]
	Dido, Aeneas, and Iulus: Heirship and Obligation in "Aeneid" 4 [pp.  260 - 267]
	Cassius Dio and the Chronology of A.D. 21 [pp.  268 - 285]
	Claudius' Grant of Cilicia to Polemo [pp.  286 - 291]
	Shorter Notes
	The Relationship between Achilles and Patroclus according to Chariton of Aphrodisias [pp.  292 - 295]
	Things Are Not What They Are: Agathias "Mythistoricus" and the Last Laugh of Classical Culture [pp.  295 - 300]
	Six Notes on Livy 36-40 [pp.  301 - 302]
	Crete in the "Aeneid": Two Intertextual Footnotes [pp.  302 - 308]
	The Cerberus-Like Function of the Gorgons in Virgil's Underworld (Aen. 6.273-94) [pp.  308 - 309]
	Propertius 3.4 and the "Aeneid" Incipit [pp.  309 - 311]
	Ovid, "Fasti" 2.585-616 and Virgil, "Aeneid" 12 [pp.  311 - 313]
	A Lost Allusion Recovered: Tacitus, "Histories" 3.37.1 and Homer, "Iliad" 19.301-2 [pp.  313 - 315]
	Drusilla Regina [pp.  315 - 319]
	The Execution of L. Salvius Otho Cocceianus [pp.  319 - 322]
	Three Problems in Late Latin Texts [pp.  323 - 326]

	Back Matter





