PHILIP II, ALEXANDER, AND THE TWO TYRANNIES
AT ERESOS OF IG X1I1.2.526

J. BErT LoTT

THE SO-CALLED DOSSIER of inscriptions from Eresos concerning two tyrannies
associated with the reigns of Philip I and Alexander has naturally been of great
interest to scholars.! The tyrannies date from ca 338-332 B.c., when Parmenion
led an expedition to Asia Minor, Philip died, and Alexander began his conquest
of the Persian empire. Thus they offer evidence (where other evidence is slim) for
a crucial period in the history of Macedon’s relations with the Greeks of Asia and
the islands off its coast.2 Moreover, the dossier, together with a passage of ps.-
Demosthenes 17, provides insight into the continued workings of the Common
Peace of 338 and Alexander’s (supposed) zeal for legalism.> However, the general
circumstances surrounding the tyrannies themselves remain controversial, and the
chronology especially has been a point of dissent.* The most recent full edition of
the dossier with an historical commentary is that of A. J. Heisserer, who (generally
following H. Pistorius) proposes a series of three tyrannies at Eresos each broken
by the establishment of a democracy by Philip or Alexander.’ But some of the
basic tenets of Heisserer’s and Pistorius’ reconstruction are now questioned, most
notably by A. B. Bosworth.® Bosworth doubts particularly the likelihood a priori
that Philip would have established a democracy at Eresos. However, Bosworth'’s
own revised chronology is problematic, and N. G. L. Hammond rejects it in favor
of the original chronology suggested by Pistorius. This paper will suggest that
this confusion is largely the result of the modern belief (espoused by Pistorius,
Heisserer, Bosworth, and Hammond) that there were three tyrannies at Eresos.
There is in fact ancient evidence for only two; scholars have concocted the third
in order to make Philip a champion of democracy in Asia Minor alongside his

T'am obliged to Prof. A. John Graham for his aid.

11G X11.2.526 = IG X1I supp. pp. 65 ff. = OGIS 8 = [JG 2.27 = Tod 191. For plates see Heisserer
1980. For an English translation see Harding 1985: 112.

2There are several good historical and chronological discussions of events in the Aegean and Asia
during the years in question. See Atkinson 1980: 457-458; Brunt 1976: 453-456; Heisserer 1980:
58-59. Cf. in general Badian 1966: 37-69; Hammond 1989: 209-217.

3 For an overview of the continued existance of the Common Peace of 338 see Hammond and
Walbank 1988: 571-579.

#Note especially the variant (if sometimes only slightly) chronologies in Pistorius 1913: 6066,
esp. 65, 71-75, 86—89, 120-123; Tod 191; Heisserer 1980; Griffith in Hammond and Griffith 1979:
720; Bosworth 1980: 179; Hammond in Hammond and Walbank 1988: 74.

S Heisserer 1980: 27-78 with prior bibliography. Before Heisserer, see especially Pistorius 1913:
60-66, esp. 65, 71-75, 86-89, 120-123. For an extensive review of Heisserer, see Rosen 1982:
353-362, esp. 356-358.

6 Bosworth 1988: 192, n. 8; Bosworth 1980: 179. Cf. Hammond 1989: 215.
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ALEXANDER AND THE TWO TYRANNIES AT ERESOS 27

son Alexander. I will question (following Bosworth) the likelihood of this and
offer a new chronology involving only the two securely attested tyrannies. The
starting point of any discussion of the tyrannies at Eresos must be our two
direct testimonia, the dossier itself and chapter 7 of speech 17 in the Demos-
thenic corpus. Historical analysis of these sources will provide the basis of my
argument.

1. 16 12.2.526

In its present state the dossier consists of seven documents on two stelae.”
The first stele is inscribed only on the right lateral, the second on the obverse,
right lateral and reverse.® The contents of the collection are revealed in the final
document on the second stone which is a decree of the demos of Eresos (lines
122-158):° the dossier is a compilation of the actions taken at Eresos concerning
tyrants and their descendants. The decree also provides a valuable chronological
summary which notes some of the circumstances surrounding the various actions
listed on the stelae.

We learn first that King Alexander ordered the Eresians to try the tyrants
Eurysilaos and Agonippos themselves. This explains the first two documents on
the stelae, which record the two trials. The proceedings against Eurysilaos (lines
44~75) accuse him, among other things, of seizing the citizens’ arms, confining
their daughters and wives on the Acropolis, plundering and burning the city,
its temples, and the dead, and exacting 2300 staters from the survivors.!® The
trial of Agonippos and the charges against him (the second document in the
dossier, lines 1-31) closely parallel those against Eurysilaos but include the further
accusations that Agonippos destroyed altars erected to Zeus Philippios, made war
on Alexander and the Greeks, and slandered the citizens of Eresos to Alexander.!!

71t was originally thought that the two stones were the broken halves of one large stele, i.c., that the
first stone fit on top of the second. Heisserer (1980: 31-33) proposes two separate stelae on the bases
of his own measurements and historical reasoning. I am unable to speak to the accuracy of Heisserer's
measurements or those in IG, but Heisserer does present a convincing case on historical grounds.
Heisserer is followed by Harding (1985: 112), but cf. the critical remarks of Rosen (1982: 357).

8The editors of IG thought that the remaining three sides of the first stone were never inscribed
but Heisserer (1980: 28-29) claims to have discerned “occasional letters” on the obverse. In support of
this, the text of the first stone, which closely matches the obverse of the second, picks up in the middle
of that text. This suggests that the missing portion was carved on the obverse of the first stone.

% All line numbers refer to M. N. Tod's edition no. 191 since I believe his text to be the most
readily available. It should be noted that Tod does not present the inscriptions in the correct order
(see above, n. 8).

10Tod’s text: (lege Edbpuoiraog) [maplieto t& SmA[o xai l tElexhdioe éx 10g [nd |M]og novddy,
toifg l 8]t yovonkag kol tfaig | OJuydrepag ovAAGP[wv l Apke elg Tav &xpém[opy]w xai eloénpate
l Swoyhiorg xai tpifa] |xoo-1'.ov.g orémpo<s>, talv] | 8t moMv xod t& Tpax [St]a]prdoong petd t@dv I
[AJatotav évémpnog | [x]od ovyxaréxavoe | cdpata tdv moAi[t]elv- ....

1 (Jege "Aydvinnog) . . . [xa i l oi]g "EMavag loilet[o] kol toig Bdporg é[vé'o]xa\ye t® Alog td
Phnniw, kol néAepov éﬁe[vxlx]ép.evog npdg 'AAéEavdpov xai toig “EAhavag .. ..
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These additional charges were probably made against Eurysilaos also on one of
the erased faces of the first stele. It is clear from the summary that the two tyrants
Agonippos and Eurysilaos ruled Eresos together and were both tried at Eresos
and executed and their kin exiled (lines 131-136).

Next the summary registers another edict of Alexander requiring the Eresians
to judge whether the descendants of a trio of tyrants, Apollodoros, Hermon,
and Heraios, should be allowed to return to Eresos (lines 136—140).12 The third
document in the dossier (lines 34—42) is the decree of the demos in answer to
Alexander’s edict. The summary tells us that the sentence of exile against the kin
of these three was upheld.

The final two documents in the dossier preceding the summary pertain to
dealings with Philip Arrhidaios (lines 98-101)3 and Antigonos Monophthalmos
(lines 105-121) concerning later attempts by the exiled relatives of our tyrants
to return home. Thus we have two sets of tyrants: first Apollodoros, Hermon,
and Heraios and second Eurysilaos and Agonippos. The list of charges against
Agonippos and Eurysilaos will be of great help in placing both their own tyranny
and the one of Apollodoros ez 4/. in the historical record. Note that we know of
the tyrants Apollodoros, Hermon, and Heraios only through the actions of their
descendants. The occasion of their removal is not recorded in the dossier. Since
the summary purports to record all the actions taken against tyrants ([x]dvta
[1& ypdoevio] xatd v top[dv]vev), we must suppose that the removal of
Apollodoros ez al. occurred before the chronological period covered by the dossier
and thus before the tyranny of Agonippos and Eurysilaos.

II. PS.-DEMOSTHENES 17.7

Chapter 7 of the work which has come down to us as number 17 in the
corpus of Demosthenes is our second datum. Ps.-Demosthenes 17 purports to be
an oration urging the Athenians to rise up against Alexander on account of his
violations of the Common Peace of 338. The date of its composition is somewhat
disputed and cannot be more firmly fixed than between 335 and 331. A lengthy
scholion to ps.-Demosthenes 17.1 places it prior to the destruction of Thebes.!*
However, G. Cawkwell (1961: 74) has raised strong objections to so early a date
and to the reliability of the scholiast of ps.-Demosthenes in general.’> Modern
scholars (e.g., CAH 6. 444) have connected this speech with the revolt of Agis

2The editors of IJG, followed by Heisserer (1980: 62), connect Hermesidas' and Agesimenes’
request with the Exiles Decree of 324: see Diod. 17.109.1, 18.8.2-7; Curtius 10.2.4-8; Justin 13.5.2.
Diodorus excludes murderers from the amnesty, Curtius those who had killed their fellow citizens,
and Justin those convicted of murder. Cf. Tod nos. 201, 202.

BThis is perhaps to be associated with the Royal Rescript of 319 which restored those banished
“from that time when Alexander crossed over into Asia”; Diod. 18.56.

14 Dilts 1983: 195, no. 2.

15 Note that the sections of Cawkwell’s argument which depend upon his interpretation of chapter
7 are greatly weakened by his inexact understanding of the tyrants at Eresos.
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in 331. A date as early as 335 does seem untenable since Alexander would have
had little time to commit all the crimes listed in the speech before the destruction
of Thebes. The passage in question is part of an argument that Alexander
has broken the Peace (and his own agreements with the Greeks) by interfering
in the internal affairs of member states in restoring the tyrants of Messene.®
Alexander’s justification was evidently another tenet of the Peace which forbade
member states to change their constitution from that in force when they joined
the Peace (cf. chapter 9 of the same speech). Our author counters by pointing
out that Alexander had removed tyrants from Eresos and Antissa who had been
in power when those states joined the Peace:

&AM, yaip eimotev Gv ol Tupavviovreg obtol &t mpiv Tdg cuvbiikag yevésBan Etupdvvouv
Meoofivig ot ®MidSov moideg: 510 kol xarayoyelv tov "AAéEavdpov adtolg. GAAG
xatoyéhaotog & Mdyog, Todg piv éx AéoPov tpdvvoug, olov € 'Avticong xai "Epécov,
&xPadelv bg dduchpoatog Svrog Tod ToArtedportog, Todg Tpd Tdv dpodondv Tvpavviicovtag,
&v 8¢ Meoofivyy pndev olesBon Sropépev, Tiig adtiic Svoyepeiag drapyodong.

But these champions of tyranny might urge that the sons of Philiades were tyrants of
Messene before the compact [of the Common Peace] was made, and that that was why
Alexander restored them. But it is a ridiculous principle to expel the Lesbian tyrants on
the ground that their rule is an outrage—I mean the tyrants of Antissa and Eresos who
established themselves before the agreement [of the Common Peace]—and yet to imagine
that it is a matter of indifference at Messene, where the same harsh system prevails.

Several points can be deduced concerning Eresos: first, Alexander was himself
responsible for removing a tyranny from Eresos; second, Eresos was a signatory
of the Common Peace of 338 at the time;'7 third, the tyrants Alexander removed
were already in power when Eresos joined the Peace. It would be difficult to deny
that this tyranny must be one of the two tyrannies mentioned in the dossier. We
must then consider the date for Eresos’ entry into the Peace and note some of the
circumstances which may have surrounded that entry.

Some evidence may be found in the altars of Zeus Philippios destroyed by
Agonippos and Eurysilaos (lines 5-6). The epithet Philippios clearly creates a
close relationship between Philip and the altars of Zeus, so close that C. Habicht
thought the epithet implied the deification and worship of Philip himself.!8
However, although there is still some controversy over the extent of the religious
honors Philip desired and accepted, E. Badian has shown fairly convincingly that

161t seems clear that the dpohoyion discussed in ps.-Dem. 17 are mainly those of the Common
Peace of 338 (both among the signatories and between Philip and the Greeks), and not new agreements
reached with the Greeks by Alexander in 336.

17From the text there can be no doubt that Eresos was a signatory of the Common Peace of 338.
Even V. Ehrenberg (1938: 16 ff, esp. 21) must admit this, though he denies it for the other island
cities. Pace Hammond (Hammond and Walbank 1988: 74), who seems to suggest that Eresos was
allied directly with Alexander and not a party to the Common Peace. Cf. Badian 1966: 50-52.

18 Habicht 1970: 14, n. 2.
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Philip was never worshipped as a god himself.!” Nevertheless it is true that Philip
received (and must have desired) several novel religious honors near the end of
his life. Note that in 336 Philip had his statue carried alongside those of the gods
in the procession of the festival in honor of his daughter Cleopatra’s marriage.2’
He constructed a tholos to house statues of himself and his family within the
precinct of Zeus at Olympia.?! Finally, the Ephesians placed a statue of Philip
in their Artemision at Ephesos in 335 when Parmenion liberated the city.?? In
the face of these examples, we might easily credit Philip with a policy of active
religious innovation devised late in his life to honor himself and his dynasty. (In
any event we should not be surprised to note that “Zeus Philippios” is the first
attested instance of an eponymous divine epithet.)

There are only a few later examples of eponymous (and adjectival) divine
epithets in the Hellenistic world: a temple of Aphrodite Stratonikis at Smyrna
built before 242 B.c., which still existed under Roman rule,®® a cult of Zeus
Seleukios in Lydia attested in A.D. 228/9,%* and an obscure cult of Apollo
Pasparios.® Roman examples of Caesarian and Augustan date, however, are
plentiful. In the last years of Caesar’s life the Senate voted cults of Clementia
Caesaris and Victoria Caesaris at Rome.26 Numerous cults of so-called Augustan
gods who bore the epithet augustus were founded in Rome, Italy, and the
provinces during the reign of Augustus.?’ Cicero notes that in the late Republic

19 Badian 1981: 67-71. Pace Fredricksmeyer (1979: 39-61, 1981: 145-156, 1982: 85-98), who
believes Philip did consciously pursue his own divinity; cf. in general Borza 1990: 249-250; Griffith
in Hammond and Griffith 1979: 692, 720.

D Diod. 16.92.5. Philip’s murder occurred at this festival.

2 Paus. 5.20.9-10.

2 Arr. Anab. 1.17.10-12 says that after Alexander liberated Ephesos in 334, b 8¢ &fipog & 1dv
Egeoiav ... todg 10 lepdv ovlicavtag tig "Aprépdog xal Tobg thv eixéva thv Gikinmov thy &v 1§
epd xataPardviag ... Spuncav droxteival.

B ISmyrma nos. 573, 574, 578, 723 (with bibliography), 751; Tac. Ann. 3.63; Habicht 1970:
100-101; Magie 1950: 97-98, 933.

% Nock 1928: 42-43. The Seleucids controlled Lydia in the first half of the third century B.C.
However, the connection of the epithet with the Seleucid dynasty is attenuated by the centuries
between Seleucid rule and the date of the dedication.

2 Habicht 1970: 14, n. 2; Hesychius s.v. Pasparios.

%0n Clementia and Victoria Caesaris, see Weinstock 1971: 308 ff. Caesar’s name appears in
the genitive rather than as an adjective. However, this does not greatly weaken the parallel between
Zeus Philippios and the Caesarian cults since a Latin adjective (especially one formed from a personal
name) is often interchangeable with a genitive form: e.g., Forum Augusti/Forum Augustum. See
Schultz 1904: 9 ff., 486 ff., 510, 535; Wackernagel 1957: 59 ff., 71, 73-75.

7 E.g., Apollo Augustus (CIL 6.33), Pax Augusta (Res Gestae 12; Insc. Ital. 13.2 404-405), Venus
Augusta (4E 1980 54), Diana Augusta (CIL 6.128, 129), Mars Augustus (IRT" 301), Mercurius
Augustus (CIL 6.34, 6.283 = AE 1980 54; CIL13.1769 = ILS 3208), Volcanus Augustus (CIL 6.802 =
ILS 3306), Ops Augusta (Insc.Ital. 13.2149, 191, 493), Stata Mater Augusta (CIL 6.802 = ILS 3306;
CIL 6.764), and Aesculapius Augustus (CIL 6.12 = ILS 3837)—and this list is far from complete.
I know of no secure example of Jupiter Augustus from the reigns of Augustus or Tiberius, but a
glance through the indices of ILS shows numerous subsequent or undated cults of Jupiter Augustus
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it was common for eastern provincials to establish cults of the virtues of their
Roman governors.?® One might find the inspiration for Cicero’s cults in a cult
such as that of Zeus Philippios on Eresos. And Cicero’s cults seem a sure
model for the Caesarian and Augustan ones. Likewise, Caesar’s well-known
imitation of Alexander may have brought the altars of Zeus Philippios to his
attention.

The Roman evidence provides a further argument 4 foriori that Zeus Philippios
was not a deified Philip: neither Caesar or Augustus was considered an incarnation
of the gods who bore their names. D. Fishwick (1991: 455) suggests that the
Augustan gods might sometimes act as the comites and protectors of the emperor.
While there is some evidence for this in the case of Victoria especially, it seems
the reverse of the usual situation. Clementia Caesaris did not protect Caesar;
rather, she brought mercy to those in need of it, Caesar’s enemies. Pax Augusta
effected peace for the citizens of Rome, not for Augustus himself (who was rarely
at peace). Dedications in Rome to Stata Mater Augusta for stopping fires surely
gave thanks to the goddess for her assistance; the favored were those whose houses
were saved,?? not Augustus. It was Augustus’ and Caesar’s role in delivering the
blessings of the god that occasioned the epithet, not their receipt of blessings:
Caesar provided pardon and Augustus created a fire watch. Likewise we may
suppose that Zeus aided the Eresians through the intervention of Philip. We will
find later that the action of Zeus through Philip which occasioned the altars was
likely the establishment of the first tyranny at Eresos.

The eponymous epithet certainly suggests that Caesar, Augustus, and Philip
were in a unique position as the emissaries of Clementia, Pax, and Zeus. This
in turn must have given them a holy character as the only link between the gods
who bore their names and mortals. If one accepts this comparative analysis and
the probability that Philip himself gave the Eresians the idea for their new cult,
then we find Philip again stopping just short of declaring his own divinity while
still appropriating some of the trappings of cult to increase his own holiness and
uniqueness. In the case of Clementia Caesaris we have good evidence that the
cult statue was to be a group of Clementia Caesaris and Caesar shaking hands.*
If we keep in mind that Philip’s statue was carried in the pompe and placed in the
Artemision at Ephesos, then it seems possible that the altars of Zeus Philippios
at Eresos stood before a statue group of Zeus and Philip.

throughout the empire. On the Augustan gods in general see Fishwick 1991: 446-474; Nock 1925:
90-93; and now Lott 1995.

B OFr 1.1.31: qua re quoniam sn istis urbibus cum summo imperio et potestate versaris in quibus tuas
virtutes consecratas et in deorum numero conlocatas vides . . . . Cicero is warning his brother, who is about
to take up a governorship, about the practice.

P Stata Mater with and without the epithet Augusta was a favorite patron of compital societies
who had charge of fire control in Rome for much of Augustus’ reign. See CIL 6.76, 761, 763765,
802.

%0 App. BC 2.106.443; Dio 44.6.4; Plut. Cacsar 57.4.
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Two chronological points can be made about the altars. First, they must have
been built while Philip was still alive since Alexander did not honor his earthly
father. Moreover, if the eponymous epithet notes that Zeus acted through Philip,
then it would have little meaning if Philip were dead. Second, the altars must
have been dedicated late in Philip’s life. All of Philip’s novel religious honors
occur at the very end of his life. We may then with some certainty connect the
altars with the tyrants of ps.-Demosthenes 17.7 who ruled Eresos when the cult of
Zeus Philippios was evidently founded. Heisserer (1980: 33) offers the attractive
suggestion that the altars were in fact erected upon the occasion of Eresos’ entry
into the Peace. One might connect the altars with Philip’s statue placed in the
Artemision at Ephesos when Parmenion captured that city and suggest, then,
that Eresos joined Philip and the Peace in 336. However, there is no evidence for
naval action in the Asian campaigns of 336-335, and thus no plain opportunity
for Parmenion to have intervened at Eresos.

In any event, the tyrants at Eresos of ps.-Demosthenes 17.7 (who raised the
altars of Zeus Philippios) were in power mpd 1@®v dpohoyiwv. This may mean
before the inception of the Peace in 338 (of which Eresos was a party) or before
Eresos swore the oaths and joined the (pre-existent) Peace. The former must be
correct since the author of ps.-Demosthenes 17 clearly recognizes the difference
between the foundation of the the Peace (at dpoloyial, ol cuvBfikai) and the
addition of further members at a later date (81e Tobg Sprovg Todg mept thig elpfivng
dpvvcav). Thus npd t@v duoloylwv should mean before the inception of the
Peace in 338, and therefore that Eresos was a charter member of the Peace and
the tyrants of ps.-Demosthenes 17 came to power in or before 338.3! Thus they
came to power during Philip’s lifetime and remained in power until Alexander
removed them.

III. HISTORICAL ANALYSIS

Leaving the tyrants of ps.-Demosthenes 17.7 unnamed for the moment,
we find that the chronology of the second group of tyrants from the dossier,
Agonippos and Eurysilaos, who medized and opposed Alexander, poses no
problem. In 333 Darius’ admiral Memnon began a naval counter-offensive off
Asia Minor during which he took control of Tenedos, Chios, and Lesbos, except
for Mytilene, which he besieged.*? Diodorus tells us that the cities of Lesbos
(except Mytilene) joined the Persians without a fight.33 Memnon then established

31 Pace Badian 1966: 51; Ehrenberg 1938: 21.

32 Arr. Anab. 2.1.1: #x 8t tobt00 Méuvav 1od te vavtikod navdg fiyepdv éx Baothéag Aapeiov
xeBeotrix kol v ‘BEAGSa dmootpéyayv tov néhepov, Xiov pbv AopBdver npodooiq EvBoBeicav,
EvBev Bt énl AéoBov mhedoag, g od mpoceiyov abtd ol MitvAnvodon, tég Ahag ndhewg The AéoPov
mpoonydyeto. tadtog 8t mapactiodpevog xai mpooxdv T MitvAfvy Ty méhv ... éxpdter od
xohendg.

33 Diod. 17.29.1-2: &ni 8t todtav Aapeiog ypnpdrav TARB0g ¢Eénepye 1§ Mépvovt xod 10D moAépov
navtdg dnédebe orparnyév. & 8t wobopbpev mAfbog dBpoisag xal tpraxosiag vadg mAnpdoag
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oligarchies and tyrannies in the cities which he had captured. Arrian notes by
name Aristonikos at Methymna and Diogenes at Mytilene.3* If Agonippos and
Eurysilaos betrayed the city to Memnon in 333 and were then given forces to
hold the city (as was done at Chios), it would match the charges from the stelae
that they made war on Alexander and the Greeks and disarmed and robbed
their own populace. Memnon died during or soon after the siege of Mytilene
and Alexander sent Hegelochos and Amphoteros to regain the lost islands. In
332 Lesbos, Tenedos, and Chios returned to Macedonian control. Again, the
cities of Lesbos except for Mytilene switched sides without a fight.3% Hegelochos
brought his prisoners from Lesbos and Chios, including specifically the tyrants
of Methymna and Chios, to Alexander in Egypt. Alexander then returned all
the tyrants &g 10g moAewg xphoacBor Srwg [ol noAerg] 0éAorev. This parallels
the summary which tells us that Alexander commanded the Eresians to try
Agonippos and Eurysilaos themselves (lines 127-130). Eurysilaos’ presence in
Egypt is confirmed if we emend Curtius, who says that Alexander returned
Aristonicus and Ersilaus (si) of Methymna to their own cities for trial, to read
“Eurysilaus.”® Furthermore, Agonippos was charged with slandering the demos
of Eresos to Alexander. A meeting in Egypt would have provided an opportunity
for this. The fact that Eresos changed sides so easily can be taken as evidence
of factional strife within the city between those who supported Persia (led by
Agonippos and Eurysilaos) and those who supported Macedon (in this case, the
democrats).

The sequence of events prior to 333 is much less secure. The reconstructions
of Heisserer and Pistorius both accept that Philip and Alexander each replaced
a tyranny at Eresos with a democracy prior to Memnon’s capture of the city
in 333. This of course requires that there 4e two tyrannies prior to that of
Agonippos and Eurysilaos. Thus Pistorius (followed very closely by Hammond)
and Heisserer suggest a second, unattested tyranny for either Apollodoros ez a/.
or Agonippos and Eurysilaos.” (For various reasons Pistorius prefers Agonippos
and Eurysilaos, Heisserer Apollodoros, Hermon, and Heraios.) Parmenion’s
retreat and Memnon’s counter-offensive in 335 provide the occasion for the fall
of the democracy established by Philip. Memnon must have taken the island

tvepydg Sidxer 1& xard TOV néAepov. Xiov pév odv mpoonydyero: mAedoog &' émi AéoPov *Avricoav
pév xol MABupvav xal [Hppav xoi Epeccodv pedlag éxeipdoato, Thy 88 MurvAfivyy peydAny odoav
... elhe xatd kpérog,

342.1.5,3.2.4. Cf. Curtius 4.5.19.

35 Arr. Anab. 323-7: & ot Ot xal ‘Hyéhoyog xaréndevcev elg Afyomtov xoi &moryyéAher
"Ahe&avBpe Tevedlovg te dnoctdviag Iepodv ogio npocBécOan, xai Xiwv S1 81 Sfpog Ennydyeto
o9dg Big @V xatexévrav ... xal MuwvAfvny 8¢ Xdpnta Exovto St dgelheto xoi tdg dAhag Tig
&v AboBo méherg xail adudg dpoloyig mpoomydyeto ... kol Todg pév EAlovg Soor alyuddwrtor Ayev
‘Hyéhoyog, PapvéPalog 8t anédpa tv K Aabav todg gdhaxag. "AAEEavSpog S Todg Topdvvoug pév
Tobg &k v néhewv & thg ndAerg néumer ypHoacBon Snag ¢6éAotev .... Cf. Curtius 4.5.14.

3%4.8.11. Cf. the helpful comments of Atkinson 1980: 371-372.

37 See above, n. 3.
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and replaced the democracy with a pro-Persian tyranny. Thus the chronology of
Pistorius and Heisserer (and Hammond) is as follows:

1. Tyranny at Eresos removed by Philip and a democracy established. Pistorius
dates the removal to ca 343. Heisserer prefers 336 during Parmenion’s
expedition to Asia Minor.

2. Memnon establishes a second tyranny in 335 during his offensive against
Parmenion. The tyrants are either Agonippos and Eurysilaos or Hermon,
Heraios, and Apollodoros.

3. Alexander removes this second tyranny, probably in 334 after the battle of the
Granicus and the fall of Ephesos.

4. Memnon establishes the tyranny of Agonippos and Eurysilaos in 333 when he
recaptures Tenedos, Lesbos, and Chios.

5. Hegelochos retakes the lost islands and Alexander orders the demos of Eresos
to try Agonippos and Eurysilaos in 332.

There are, however, several problems with this reconstruction. First, it seems
unnecessarily complex. Second, there is no hint at all in the dossier of a second
tyranny for either group of tyrants. (It seems unlikely that the dossier omits a
third group of tyrants since the summary document, which is intact, was clearly
intended to be comprehensive [lines 123-127].) Third, Memnon’s campaign in
335 appears to have been conducted solely on land.*® Memnon does not appear
as Darius’ admiral until Alexander disbands his fleet after the fall of Miletus.*
So a Persian capture of Eresos in 335, necessary to Heisserer’s and Pistorius’
reconstructions, is also unlikely. Fourth, if the tyrants of ps.-Demosthenes 17.7
had medized in 335 before their removal by Alexander, the argument of ps.-
Demosthenes would have no force (see below, 36). Finally, Bosworth suggests
that it is @ priori improbable that Philip would have established a democracy at
Eresos between 343 and 335.% This point is important enough to be examined
fully.

There is no question that Philip meddled in the affairs of other states and
supported factions loyal to himself.! Pausanias tells us that he supplied money to
the oligarchs at Elis to help them in their struggle against the democrats. This was
evidently successful since Demosthenes reports the overthrow of the democracy
there in 343 accompanied by a massacre.*? In the same year Demosthenes accuses
a certain Megarian oligarch, Perillos, of twice visiting Philip in Macedon and of

38 Note his march across Mt. Ida to attack Kyzikos. Further Diodorus, who mentions the forces
given Memnon, makes no mention of ships or crews.

39 Arr. Anab. 1.20,2.1; Diod. 17.29.1: éni 8¢ todrav (333/332) Aapelog xpnpdrav tA{Bog EEénepye
3 Mépvovt xai 10D modépov mavtdg dnéderle orparnydv.

“0Bosworth 1988: 192, n. 8.

1 Griffith in Hammond and Griffith 1979: 496.

“2Paus. 4.28.4; Dem. 19.260, 19.294. This oligarchy was still in power and supporting Philip two
years later: Dem. 9.27.
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returning from his second trip with aid to help his party gain control of Megara.**
In this case Philip was thwarted by the Athenian strategos Phokion who came
to the democrats’ defense.** Moreover, Philip intervened militarily in Euboea
no less than three times between 343 and 340. At Eretria Philip overthrew the
democracy and installed the tyrants Hipparchos, Automedon, and Kleitarchos.
Twice more troops were required to keep these tyrants in power, and on the
second occasion Parmenion toppled the democracy at Oreos and installed a small
oligarchy there as well.** Finally, after Chaeronea, when Philip controlled all of
Greece, oligarchies replaced democracies in Akarnania, Ambrakia, and Thebes,
and probably in Troezen as well. This was certainly done with Philip’s blessing if
not his active help.*

Finally, it is inferred from ps.-Demosthenes 17 that the Common Peace of
338 forbade tyrannies in member states.*’ This is a complex point which cannot
be fully discussed here, and which a better understanding of the Eresian tyrannies
will help to clarify. However, a few examples from ps.-Demosthenes 17 show
that the Peace of 338 did not categorically forbid tyrannies. There were tyrannies
in the member states of Messene and Antissa.*® The author of ps.-Demosthenes
17 does not accuse Alexander of restoring tyrants per se but of meddling in the
internal affairs of a signatory of the Peace, and worse, of effecting a change in its
constitution.*

Given the pattern, without explicit evidence we should not expect that Philip
would establish a democracy at Eresos. (It is true, however, that Parmenion
restored the democracy at Ephesos in 336. I can only suggest that here Parmenion
[and Philip] were obliged to the democrats for betraying the city.)*® E. Badian
(1966: 44-46) points out that it is in fact only under Alexander that we hear of the
wholesale restoration of democracies in Asia or the Aegean by the Macedonians.
Bosworth notes that there is no reason to suppose that the two attested tyrannies
were separated by a period of democratic rule at all. In order to remove the
unattested second tyranny of Agonippos and Eurysilaos or of Hermon, Heraios,

“ Dem. 19.295.

“4Plut. Phokion 15.

4 Dem. 9.57-58; 19.87-89.

% Akarnania and Ambrakia: Diod. 17.3.3; Troezen: Lykourgos In Leocr. 42; Hyperides 3.29-35.
Cf. Hammond and Griffith 1979: 613; Roebuck 1948.

7 Ryder 1965: 151. Heisserer (1980: 69) states, “participation in the League [of Corinth] entailed
the banishment of all [tyrants and oligarchs] and the establishment of a pro-Macedonian democratic
regime.” Cf. also Griffith in Hammond and Griffith 1979: 623 ff.; Hammond in Hammond and
Walbank 1988: 571-579; Dobesch 1975.

“8Ps.-Dem. 17.4-7; Dem. De Cor. 295; cf. Polyb. 17.14.

4Ps.-Dem. 17.10: &n’ &AAo Bt dixonov Epyopon TdV xatd TG cvvBixog. ot Ydp yeypoppévov,
&4 tiveg tdg moMtelag Thg mop’ Exdororg ooag, Ste Tobg Bprovg Todg mepi Thg elpivng Bpvusay,
xoradbowot moAepiovg elvan ndot Toig Tiig elpfivng petéyovorv.

59Perhaps it was the continued loyalty in the face of a Persian garrison which in 334 suggested to
Alexander his policy of restoring the democracies of Asia Minor.
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and Apollodoros, yet keep the evidence of ps.-Demosthenes that Alexander
removed a tyranny which had been in power under Philip, Bosworth suggests a
single long tyranny for Agonippos and Eurysilaos lasting from ca 338 until 333.5
Thus Agonippos and Eurysilaos would have directly succeeded Hermon, Heraios,
and Apollodoros—a change in dynasty, not a change in constitution. Agonippos
and Eurysilaos supported Philip, joined the Peace, and raised the altars to Zeus
Philippios. Then when Memnon captured the island in 333, they medized,
oppressed the citizenry, and threw down the altars which they themselves had
constructed. Then they were captured by Hegelochos in 332, sent to Egypt, and
returned to Eresos for trial by Alexander.

While this reconstruction is attractive in some respects (i.e., it does not posit
a democracy established by Philip) it does present several, I believe insoluble,
problems. First it is unlikely that Memnon would allow Agonippos and Eurysilaos
in 333 to simply turn their coats, join the Persians, and remain in control of
Eresos. Such an extreme change of loyalties would surely have been suspect. If
Agonippos and Eurysilaos were in fact the tyrants of ps.-Demosthenes 17.7, then
they had brought Eresos into the Common Peace of 338 and raised the altars
to Zeus Philippios. Note that in the three instances where we know Memnon’s
settlements in 333 he replaced the existing government with new pro-Persian
rulers.? Moreover, one would expect treachery to be included in the list of
the charges brought against Agonippos and Eurysilaos if they had betrayed the
Greek cause. Second, if Agonippos and Eurysilaos were the tyrants of both
ps.-Demothenes 17.7 and 333, then the argument of ps.-Demosthenes would
have no force. Surely the author could not object to Alexander removing tyrants
who had medized and made war on the Greeks, whether they had been in power
in 338 or not? Finally, it was the demos of Eresos who tried Agonippos and
Eurysilaos, not Alexander, as ps.-Demosthenes implies about the tyrants of 17.7.
It would be difficult to construe allowing a city to try and remove its own tyrants
as a violation of the Peace.

Thus we must accept that Alexander removed a tyranny at Eresos separate
from and prior to the tyranny of Agonippos and Eurysilaos and that the tyrants
of this tyranny are those of ps.-Demosthenes 17.7, who joined the Peace and
erected the altars of Zeus Philippios. Alexander in effect altered the constitution
of a member state of the Peace and removed a regime which had been loyal to his
father. The only attested candidates for this earlier tyranny are Hermon, Heraios,
and Apollodoros. There is no chronological problem with this conclusion since
the summary (lines 135-140, see also lines 34-42) implies that Hermon and
Heraios were still alive in 324 when their grandsons asked to return home.

The removal of Apollodoros e# al. must fall after Philip’s death and before
Memnon’s counter-offensive in 333. It seems unlikely that Alexander would

51Bosworth 1980: 179. Cf. Hammond in Hammond and Walbank 1988: 74,n.2.
52 Diogenes at Mytilene, Aristonikos at Methymna, and Autophradates and Pharnabazos at Chios.
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have acted so boldly before his position was secure, and thus not before the
destruction of Thebes, and probably not before he had secured a foothold in
Asia Minor. Arrian reports that following the victory at the Granikos and the
recapture of Ephesos (where a democracy was re-established) in 334 Alexander
sent Alkimachos from Ephesos to the cities of Aiolis and those under Persian
control in Ionia, with instructions to destroy the oligarchies everwhere and
establish democracies.’3 Alexander’s stay at Ephesos perhaps provided the first
opportunity for him to consider what was to be done with the Asiatic Greeks,
and, as Badian (1966: 44-46) points out, this is when Alexander first exhibits
any inclination towards democracy in Asia at all. The mention of Aiolian cities
in particular strengthens the possibility that Eresos was included in Alkimachos’
itinerary. Eresos does not exactly fit within Alkimachos’ mission as defined
by Arrian since it was already in Macedonian control. Nevertheless Alexander
might well have decided to replace all Greek constitutions in Asia Minor with
democracies as it became evident that democrats were more likely to support him
against Persia.** In any event, Arrian’s passage focusses on the institution of
democracies and he might well be inexact as to the nature of the governments
removed.

If we accept that the tyranny of ps.-Demosthenes 17.7 (i.e., Apollodoros,
Hermon, and Heraios) lasted from at least ca 338 until 334, then we may again
deny that Memnon captured Eresos in 335. In 333 Agonippos and Eurysilaos
destroyed the altars to Zeus Philippios which were erected prior to Philip’s
death. Thus the altars remained in existence from their dedication until 333.
Presumably, if Memnon had established pro-Persian tyrants at Eresos in 335,
he would have ordered them and not, as actually happened, Agonippos and
Eurysilaos to overthrow the altars.

One final question remains, when did the tyranny of Hermon, Heraios, and
Apollodoros removed by Alexander come to power? Pistorius cites three possible
times for Macedonian intervention at Eresos, all prior to 338:%5 during unspecified
_ activities at sea in 350 or 343 and as part of the campaign waged against Perinthos
and Byzantium in 340.5¢ However, the connection between Apollodoros e al.
and the altars of Zeus Philippios suggests that the date should be much later, ca
338. It is tempting to place the rise of Apollodoros e al., Eresos’ entry into the
Peace, and the foundation of the altars in a single year. The eponymous epithet

53 Arr. Anab. 1.18.1-2: *Adxipayov Bt tov "AyoBoxAéovg éni tég AloAiSag te méAerg Ebv Suvdyer
obx EAdrrovt EEénepye ol Soar Tovirod drd tolg BopPdporg Er foav. xai tdg piv dAyapyiog nav-
Tox0d xatardew éxéhevoev, Snpoxpariag St [te] dycabiordvon kel Tobg vépovg Tobg oedv Exdotorg
dmododvan, xai todg @bpovg dveivan Soovg Tolg BapPdpoig dnégepov.

54 Note Ephesos and probably the voluntary surrenders of Magnesia and Tralles in 334; Arr. Anab.
1.18.1: év 100t 8t & Moyvnolog te xal Tpddheav nop’ adtov fixov dvBiBévreg tig noAerg,

55 Pistorius is of course thinking of the overthrow, not the establishment, of a tyranny.

56 Dem. 4.34, 7.15. For various reasons Pistorius prefers 343; Hammond and Griffith (1979:
appendix 6) accept Pistorius’ possibilities but prefer 340,
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suggests that Philip did something for the tyrants which could be construed as a
blessing from Zeus. Most likely he helped the tyrants seize power (with money,
soldiers, or threats) and then enrolled Eresos in the Peace. Out of gratitude the
tyrants (probably with some direction from Philip himself) founded a cult of Zeus
Philippios.

1IV. CONCLUSION

Thus the historical circumstances of the two tyrannies of the dossier are now
much clearer. Hermon, Heraios, and Apollodoros came to power ca 338 with
Philip’s aid (or at least his blessing). They erected altars to Zeus Philippios and
entered into the Common Peace of 338. In 334 Alexander removed these tyrants
from power along with other oligarchs and tyrants. The later hostility of the
Eresians towards the descendants of the three shows that their rule had not been
pleasant, and thus Alexander’s actions were perhaps calculated to endear himself
to a people clearly torn by faction. Plutarch relates that Theophrastos, a native
of Eresos, had twice convinced Alexander to rid his city of tyrants.’” Plutarch
must mean that Theophrastos spoke with Alexander on behalf of his patria.
The removal of Hermon, Heraios, and Apollodoros must be the first of those
instances. Alexander must have recognized the possibility that given a chance
Eresos might join the Persians and tried to secure the city’s loyalty by switching
his support to the democrats (who it was becoming clear were to be his true allies
in Asia Minor) at the urging of Theophrastos. It is not surprising that the cult
of Zeus Philippios did not cease when Alexander removed its founders: the new
democracy remained loyal to the son of Philip.

His efforts were in vain and Eresos did in fact join Memnon in 333 and
receive a new set of tyrants. Agonippos and Eurysilaos threw down the altars
and suppressed the pro-Macedonian democrats. However, in the end they were
captured and given over to the loyal Eresians who sentenced them to death. While
in Egypt Agonippos attempted (unsuccessfully) to implicate the demos of Eresos
in his crimes. It is here that Theophrastos must have spoken against tyranny
for the second time. Alexander surely needed no urging to remove the medizing
Agonippos and Eurysilaos. Perhaps Theophrastos refuted Agonippos’ charges
against the demos.

Philip’s support for a democracy at Eresos and Memnon’s capture of the city
in 335 are both modern fictions. Rather, Philip advanced a tyranny at Eresos
to membership in the Common Peace and died with that tyranny still in place.
The kin of the tyrants who had supported Philip later petitioned Alexander

57Plut. Mor. 1097B, 1126F. Phanias, also a native of Eresos, appears in the first passage as well.
Heisserer (1980: 75) rightly dismisses Aelian Var. Hist. 4.19 which makes Theophrastos a friend
of Philip, not Alexander; pace Pistorius 1913: 120~122. Also note Heisserer’s (clever) reading of
Diogenes’ Life of Theophrastos 5.27.
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(lines 34—42) and Philip Arrhidaios (lines 98-101) that they be allowed to return
home.
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