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I NTRODWETTI1I O N

Tyranny and History

It 15 so difficult—at least I find it so difhicult—to understand people
who speak the truth.
Miss Bartlett in E. M. Forster, A Room with a View

T'his book began as a treatment of the image of the tyrant in
Greek authors of the fifth century B.C. and in democratic Athens.
That image was certainly complicated. When tyrants had disap-
peared from all but the remoter areas of the Greek world, tyranny
nonetheless remained an object of general fascination and horror,
The fifth century invested the tyrant with considerable ideological
force. The advocates and enemies of democracy made various uses
of him as a negative image of citizenship, while the more radical
sophists embraced him, for yet other purposes, as a positive image
of deliberately self-interested political action.! The book I intended
to write was to complement treatments of the rise and fall of tyranny
in the seventh, sixth, and early fifth centuries 8.c., such as those pro-
duced a generation ago by Antony Andrewes and Helmut Berve.? |
did not think I needed to discuss the political or social characteristics
of archaic tyranny. It was enough to show that later images of the
tyrant continued and developed the self-representations of archaic

1. For the various elements of these views, see chaps. 1, 2, and 6.

2. Andrewes 1956 and Berve 1967. Major studies since their time include Pleket
1969, Mossé 1969, and Spahn 1977. Among treatments of the language of tyranny
in its earliest manifestations and the self-representations of tyrants, see Labarbe 1971
and Cobet 1981.
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tyrants in response to the distinctive political and intellectual en-
vironment that emerged in fifth-century Greece.

What I have finally written bears little resemblance to that
project. Instead of examining the post-tyrannical ideology of tyr-
anny, | attempt to make sense of the Greeks’ experience with auto-
crats and their reactions to that experience. This change represents a
rethinking of tyranny and its political significance. I have come to
doubt whether the distinction between the “real” and the “ideologi-
cal” tyrant, which was the basis of my original project and most
studies of tyranny, does justice either to the interpretations and uses
of tyranny in the fifth century or to its appearance and collapse in
archaic Greece. These doubts require a short explanation.

Scholars have had good reasons to distinguish carefully be-
tween real tyrants, who flourished in many Greek city-states begin-
ning in the middle of the seventh century B.C., and their classical
shadows. The very interest in tyranny in the post-tyrannical period,
they argue, obscures its historical reality. H. W. Pleket expresses the
common opinion: “The historian of the archaic period is, as regards
the present subject, less handicapped by the scarcity of sources in
general . . . than by the lack of contemporary sources. In this
particular case the sources we have for a study of the Greek tyrants
are to a high degree—if not completely—coloured by the undenia-
ble aversion to the tyrant in later, more democratic times.”? The
problem allows for a single, if difficult, solution. Only by sifting
with minute precision through the large bulk of lore that attached to
tyrants and the biased assessments of those that followed them is it
possible to discover the rational basis of their support. When look-
ing for this basis, scholars have typically constructed their inter-
pretations of tyranny to explain the tyrant’s attractiveness as a ruler.
This allows for positive assessments of tyranny’s achievements that
can also account for its political deficiencies. In some interpreta-
tions, tyrants have appeared as military innovators* or entrepre-
neurs who parlayed their economic preeminence into a new form of

3. Pleket 1969, 19—20.

4. For the connection between the hoplite and tyranny, see Andrewes (1956,
31-32), who seems to view tyranny, once it establishes its political existence, as a
solution for diverse social crises. See also Forrest 1966, 88—122. For Corinth in
particular, see Drews 1972, 129—44.
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political power, or they have been stripped of historical agency and
rendered as opportunists who profited from the social and political
crises of early archaic Greece;® or, again, they are represented as
religious and cultural reformers.®

Just as they have worked to distinguish archaic tyranny from its
later representations, scholars have diligently separated the politi-
cal, social, and economic reality of tyranny from the tyrants’ own
political ideology: the religious claims that tyrants made, their
conspicuous public behavior, and the oracles, images, and poetry
that were crafted for them.” For heuristic—albeit not metahistori-
cal—purposes like those of pre-Althusserian Marxists,® tyranny
has been split asymmetrically into infrastructure and superstruc-
ture. Its rise and existence are explained in terms of the political,
social, and economic interests of individuals and social groups,
while the language with which tyranny was presented and under-
stood is treated as logically and perhaps chronologically secondary:
as if that language did nothing more than rationalize the extraordi-
nary power of the tyrant after the fact. Tyrants, we have come to
believe, might have justified their power in a number of ways; the
language and images they adopted were chosen because they were
believed to maximize the profitability and duration of individual

5. So Ure 1922. The less radical view that tyrants were mere consequences of
economic change is adopted by Roebuck (1972, 96-127) and apparently also by
Sealey (1976, 38=65), for whom “to explain why Greek tyranny first arose in the
seventh century is to explain why ostentatious splendor on a new scale became
possible then, and the answer must clearly be sought in the growth of prosperity
under oriental influence since late in the eighth century™ (58).

6. The Peisistratids have been the focus of much reexamination along these
lines; see especially Kolb 1977, 99-138; Connor 1987; Ober 1989, 65-68; and
Shapiro 1989.

7. Louis Gernet's germinal essay, “Mariages de tyrans” (1968, originally pub-
lighed in 1954), represents an important exception. Recent work by Connor (1987)
calls into question the separateness of the tyrant’s private interests, and doubts that
the cultural program of tyrants can be adequartely understood as the mere “manipu-
lation™ of their subjects. So also Veyne (1988, 84—85), who argues that “the notion
of ideology is a laudable and unsuccessful attempt to guard against the legend of the
idea of a disinterested knowledge, at the limits of which there would exist a natural
understanding, an autonomous faculty, different from the interests of practical life”
and that “it would be better to admit that no knowledge is disinterested and that
truths and interests are two different terms for the same thing."”

8. For a more complicated image of ideology, sce especially Althusser 1971.
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rule. Only by bracketing the public posture and claims of tyrants as
fictions do scholars believe they can avoid committing the histo-
rian’s worst crime: to be tricked by the subject’s own discourse.
Thus, like Forster’s Miss Bartlett, scholars have felt they can make
much more sense of tyrants when they take their words as lies.

This bifurcation of tyranny into reality and ideology, now
hardly new, still dominates our understanding of archaic Greece. Its
influence can be seen in the virtual absence of studies of the political
aspects of tyranny, that is, attempts to understand the rise and fall of
tyranny as interactions between tyrants and their subjects. Instead,
the political and rhetorical character of tyranny is typically pre-
sented as the consequence—natural, necessary, and hence insignifi-
cant—of the economic and cultural dynamics of archaic Greek soci-
ety; most especially, tyranny is the by-product of complex tensions
within the archaic aristocracy.? As a result, the gap between the
reality and the language of tyranny continues to grow. The very
tyrants who styled themselves as uniquely superior to their fellows
find themselves relocated as the temporary and dispensable tools of
forces they were unable to control or even to understand. Tyranny
itself has dwindled to an unconstitutional and private form of sub-
jugation that possessed no conceptual or institutional integrity. It
came to exist in moments of political crisis exploited by individuals
whose political language and self-representation had little to do
with their common, but hardly universal, political achievement:
displacing political power from an aristocratic elite (to which the
tyrants belonged) and toward citizens.

For all its familiarity and apparent cogency, this traditional
approach has no place in the present study. [ have attempted rather
to develop a new, less restrictive interpretive framework for tyranny
that is based on a reexamination of its distinctly political aspects and
that focuses closely on the relationship between the discourse and
the political character of tyranny. [ aim to take seriously the lan-
guage that tyrants spoke and the reception their subjects gave them.
This tyrannical discourse supports the view that despite the eco-

9. So Berve (1967) resists any explanation of tyranny as the consequence of
struggles between social and economic classes in archaic Greece. His position has
been developed most recently by Stahl (1987) and Stein-Hélkeskamp (1989).

4
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nomic, cultural, and political domination of tyrants, tyranny arose
through, and was sustained by, a complex interaction between
tyrants and their subjects, and that interaction defined tyranny’s
sources, purpose, and limits. Tyranny, from this perspective, is
political in the most elementary sense: a process of complicity, not
simple ambition, transformed one citizen into a ruler and his fellows
into his subjects.'” Yet if the self-representation of tyrants articu-
lates, rather than conceals, their power, that self-representation also
circumscribes and limits it. Tyrants, by claiming (and being under-
stood) to possess an unprecedented and unique right to autocratic
individual rule, implicitly defined that rule as untransferable and
unrepeatable. When their subjects learned about the extraordinary
powers and privileges of tyrants, they also learned that these were
terminal.

The tyrant’s overthrow seems then to be the logical conclusion
of his own self-representation, and the complicity of his subjects
contains the seed of resistance against him. Yet this resistance did
not constitute an absolute rejection of tyranny. Cities participated in
the self-representation of tyrants less because they were blind or
indifferent to its mendacity than because they perceived its co-
herence and decisiveness. Likewise, when they revolted, they did so
not simply to destroy their master’s power but to appropniate it for
themselves and to possess and wield the distinctive freedom that his
power elaborated. So, just as the city’s imital complicity with its
tyrant established a basis for resisting him, that resistance was the
basis of an enduring complicity between the polis and tyranny.

This study begins with an examination of the self-representa-
tion of the early tyrants and the attacks made on them by their
encmies, both of which are pervaded by the notions of hubris,
divine necessity, and, most importantly and conspicuously, justice
(diké). From this early dialogue there soon issued a more complex
interaction between tyrants and the poleis that were quickly learn-
ing to challenge them. This interaction 1s most evident in the emer-

10. Tyranny qualifies therefore as power in Foucault’s (1977, 26-27) precise
sense; it is “exercised rather than possessed; it is not the ‘privilege,’ acquired or
preserved, of the dominant class, but the overall effect of its strategic position—an
effect that 1s manifested and sometimes extended by the position of those who are
dominated.”
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gence of a rich series of political images of autocratic power—the
tounder, lawgiver, liberator, and tyrannicide—which answer and
criticize the tyrant’s distinctive power and offer a real or symbolic
replacement for it. All, like the tyrant’s own self-representation, are
images of power and resistance. In them is embedded the story of
the life and death of single individuals, whose achievements were
decisive for their city’s political history; indeed these images func-
tion as narrative symbols of the distinctive (albeit unwitting) politi-
cal contribution of tyranny: the sovereign polis. Tyrants were not
unaware of the significance of these new, alternative images of
autocratic power. And as their claims to be reformers of injustice
became gradually less persuasive, tyrants joined their enemies at a
costume ball of autocratic images: disguising themselves as found-
ers or even as liberators, they sought to prolong their power by
pretending to be anything but what they were.

The material that | employ to support my view of tyranny and
its reception 1s not new: I draw from the Greeks’ rich memories of
their tyrants and their inventions and legends of lawgivers, found-
ers, and the like. But the perspective I employ to make sense of this
material is less traditional. I do not try to “decode” the Delphic
oracles that variously support and castigate tyrants, the lore that
grew up around tyrants, or the poetry directed against them, in the
hope of locating social and economic causes and conditions moti-
vating and enabling the tyrants and their enemies. Instead, I attempt
to discover the power and constraints implicit in the language of
tyrants: to reconstruct the expectations and options that discourse
engendered, trace the history of its exploitation, and find the limits
it imposed on those who used it. But while searching for the
political power and historical logic inherent in these concepts,
rather than the social and economic interests concealed behind
them, I do not mean to reject the goals and methods of traditional
critical analysis, but rather to avoid its pitfalls. Thucydides will
continue to guide us in our quest to avoid the evils of credulity, to
look for exaggeration, misrepresentation, and simple error, and to
question the motives of our sources. But Thucydides’ own use of a
stringently critical methodology to puncture exaggerated claims
about the past also serves to demonstrate that historical methods

6
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and conclusions can never be completely independent.!' Critical
methodologies are certainly not immune to uncritical application.
A methodology that completely demythologizes tyranny is sure to
reduce it to a nexus of social and economic interests. To idenufy
those social, economic, and political supporters whom tyrants con-
sciously or unwittingly served, without considering their posture,
images, and language, is to doubt at the start whether tyranny
possessed political principles or made real political contributions.
Worse still, if we ignore or dismiss the discourse of tyrants and their
opponents, we risk becoming entrapped by it; for tyranny played a
crucial role in the development of the political ideas of interest,
legitimacy, and representation, concepts that also are basic to the
distinction between political reality and political ideology, with
which conventional treatments of tyranny are concerned.

Yet it 1s obvious that the great mass of material about tyranny
that comes to us from antiquity contains much that is false and mis-
leading. In particular, the Greek popular history typically shaped
the establishment of tyrannies into single coherent events bound up
with the life and achievements of single individuals. The plain
aorists Herodotus uses when he reports that Cypselus “attempted
and held Corinth” (émexeipnoé e kat Eoxe Kopwbor: 5.92&1)
confuse our efforts to recapture the founding of the Cypselid tyr-
anny, much as the newborn Cypselus’s sweet smile baffled the
murderous Bacchiads. But if the popular history of the Corinthian
tyranny distorted the memory of the Cypselids’ rise, the distortion
itself—that is, the remaking of the Cypselids’ rise into a single event
of monumental and mythic proportions—also articulates tyranny’s
political character. The point can be extended. Much of the lore
surrounding the autocratic figures of the early archaic period—
tyrants, founders, and lawgivers—belongs to the category that
Thucydides rejected as “fabulous™ (76 pvB@des: 1.22). But such

material elaborates more than it obscures the political reality of such
figures; in particular, it helps to show what drew to them the

11. Itis true for Thucydides, as for modern historians, that the demythologizer's
power springs in great part from his self-representation as disinterested, Yet that
Thucydides was no enemy of speculation is clear from his own discussions of
historical method (see 1.20-22).
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romantic elaborations of legend. If therefore it is right to take the
representation and reality of tyranny as inseparably bound, we
cannot entirely discount materials not contemporary with tyrants,
any more than we can ignore contemporary information that ro-
manticizes their power.

To read the history of tyranny as a kind of story that follows a
careful plot and gives precise roles to tyrants and their opponents,
subjects, and supporters is not, I think, to falsify it. The historical
empiricist tends to insist on the distinction between individual
mnovation and enterprise, on the one hand, and conceptual frame-
works and historical logic, on the other. To such a critic, I will likely
seem to transform individuals into causes and to read their actions as
stage directions they found in a script. But I attempt to show that the
individuals who appear prominently here—the Cypselids, Solon,
the Peisistratids, Maeandrius of Samos, the Deinomenids, and the
fifth-century Athenians—believed and wanted others to believe
that they were following a script; that is, they variously appealed to,
interpreted, and exploited a body of accepted truths and common
images that were articulated in narrative frameworks associated
with the quests and trials of particular individuals. Tyranny, from
this viewpoint, very much deserves the storied reputation it has held
since antiquity; for it was as a story that tyrants acquired power and
that the cities subjected to them appropriated it. This is not to say
that all tyrants or all cities that endured a period of tyranny behaved
in precisely the same manner. But they developed similar strategies
in response to common political problems: for tyrants, how to
define and sustain personal possession of the city; for their cities,
how to destroy tyranny without losing the extraordinarily subjec-
tive and personal power that characterized it.

The establishment and fall of tyrannies were neither intellectual
exercises nor bloodless dramas. Indeed, the archaic Greek tyrants
sometimes engaged in remarkable acts of brutality. By treating
tyranny as a political phenomenon with a distinctive discursive
character, I do not mean to deny or excuse its violence. But I reject
the notion that tyranny (or any form of political power) exists
exclusively by means of force. Rendering tyranny as primarily
rhetorical does not diminish the significance of its brutality; indeed
the violence of tyranny only then acquires meaning. It was incum-

8
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bent on tyrants to articulate their distinctive claims to possess un-
delegated and unrestricted authority in concrete terms, and their
brutal treatment of their subjects did this uniquely well. The pri-
ority of the tyrants’ claims over their actions should explain the
great attention I give to language and representation, media of
power that both actively involved and victimized the tyrants’ sub-
jects.

But I do not primarily intend to attack conventional wisdom on
archaic politics or the methodologies that sustain it. Instead I wish
to address the connection between archaic tyranny and classical
forms of political power. I focus on the tyrant as a progemitor of a
political vocabulary that anticipates classical conceptions of sov-
ereignty, and likewise on the actions, memories, and fictions by
which the polis appropriates the tyrant’s language and power. So in
this book I argue that the collective sovereignty of post-tyrannical
states was based not on the structure, function, or membership of
their political institutions—for tyrants often made few changes in
existing institutions, and the constitutional regimes that succeeded
tyrannies learned little from them here. What they learned was to
think of those who had political rights, whether the few in an
oligarchy or the many in the democracy, as collectively sharing in
the possession of the tyrant’s unfettered personal power. Behind the
change in the polis’s function from mediating legal disputes in the
early archaic period to protecting and representing its citizens' com-
mon interests in classical Greece stands a shift in the perceived
nature of power, not merely in its masters or its quantity.

From this perspective, tyranny confronts us with the funda-
mental question of how classical poleis—in different but related
ways—articulated sovereignty, discouraged the appropriation of
political power by single individuals or factions, and persuaded
their citizens that they were exercising power when they partici-
pated in their institutions and when their political bodies deliber-
ated. In effect, my aim is to argue, and to explore, a single paradox:
that the freedom of the post-tyrannical polis continued the charac-
teristic self-interest of the tyrant. This aim clearly assumes that the
classical conceptions and images of sovereignty were the great
political legacy of tyrants, and, still more important, that these
images existed as the interpretive memories, not the simple results, of

9
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historical experiences of individual autocratic power. In this sense, |
wish to revive a discourse that was crucial to the Greeks, who as
early as Aeschylus’s Oresteia identified a transformation from the
submissive acceptance of autocratic and arbitrary forms of rule
to collective and voluntary self~-domination.'* This 1s not to re-
mythologize the early Greek polis and its struggle with tyrants, but
rather to isolate and capture the elements of that struggle that made
it a principal object of the political memory of later poleis. Hence
the shape of the chapters that follow. In chapter 1, I explore the
relationship between popular images of the tyrant and founder and
the post-tyrannical city’s own distinct sense of political sovereignty.
[ argue that the popular representations of the lives of such individ-
uals reflect a considerable political investment in their memory. The
stories of founders and tyrants spring from a politics of analogy: in
the ambitions, achievements, failures, and deaths of such figures,
the polis constructs and remembers its own political identity.

Chapter 2 addresses the self-representations of tyrants in the
first generations of tyrannical power: the middle and second half of
the seventh century. There was, I maintain, no convincing prece-
dent for the extraordinary power exercised by the early tyrants and
no political framework in which it may comfortably be located. In
its rhetoric and reception, tyranny seems to have emerged through
the manipulation of contemporary conceptions of diké (justice),
which functioned in the earliest accounts of the polis as the most
pressing concern of civic action. Presenting themselves as (and
apparently believing themselves to be) responding to breakdowns
in justice, tyrants reshaped the early archaic polis’s dominant con-
cern with justice to build a foundation for individual autocratic
power. As agents of divine retribution, they assumed extraordinary
prerogatives to realize their designs and interests without answer-
ing to their cities in any conventional way. The basis of the tyrant’s
power, however, also limited its duration and suggested its end by
an.ancient lex talionis, which the tyrant could exploit but not con-
trol, and his corrective justice was itself understood to require
correction, to which he himself characteristically fell victim.

In chapter 3, I highlight the remarkable figure of Solon, the
most articulate enemy of tyranny and, as both political mediator

12. See most recently Meier 1980, 144—246.

10
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and poet, the individual best able to devise an alternative to it. Solon
understood and accepted tyrants’ claims that injustice engendered
tyranny. When named mediator in Athens, he was most concerned
to give the Athenians the tools to combat injustice and prevent the
need for an extrapolitical resolution: he opened the courts to anyone
who saw injustice in the city, established an appeal to the popular
courts, and placed strict limits on legal self-help. He corrected the
political structure of Athens in such a way as to emphasize the
opposition between sovereign laws and individual rule, and his new
laws paradoxically disallowed even the tyrantlike powers that he
himself was granted in order to institute them. Solon’s solution was
a failure: the Athenians ignored the laws that Solon gave them and
soon allowed Peisistratus to establish a personal form of justice and
a tyranny. In my view Solon failed because he undertook to resolve
a problem that no individual could solve, for it demanded a collec-
tive solution. The polis did not need to avoid tyranny but to politi-
aze it,

The character of that solution is described in chapter 4, which
considers the reality and mythology of the fallen tyranny and the
transition of autocratically consolidated political power from the
tyrant to his city. In the Greek popular sense of history, the last
tyrant of a dynasty was destined to pay for the crimes of his entire
family. Itis true that the Greek popular imagination represented this
vengeance as popular, when only a minority of tyrants seems to
have fallen to open revolts. But it is a rule without exception that
tyrants could not simply resign their powers and return to citizen
life. To explore the dimensions of this important rule, [ examine the
many personas that tyrants adopted in the later history of archaic
tyranny. | argue that tyrants’ attempts to reconfigure their power,
which were at best temporary palliatives, revealed the extraordi-
nary pressure to which they were gradually subjected. And, in this
sense, the political realities of archaic and classical Greece confirm
popular history. At the end of tyranny the roles of master and slave
were effectively reversed as the tyrant’s power was depersonalized
and reintegrated and the polis came to function as the political entity
in whose name citizens acted and to whom they were held account-
able. In this reversal lay the origins of the classical notions of
autonomy and liberty.

Chapter s i1s devoted to the oikistés (founder), the figure on

11



Tyranny and Political Culture in Ancient Greece

whom many of the Greeks’ memories of colonization were cen-
tered. Founders, like tyrants, controlled their cities as if personal
possessions; but their stories were less the products of history than
invention. Instead of attempting to locate a kernel of historical truth
in the plethora of tales that narrate the exploits of Greek founders, 1
undertake to locate and understand their narrative structures and
imagery: the wandering oikistés who escapes the stain of domestic
crime or illegitimacy by leaving his home and traveling to the end
of the known world, where he assumes tyrantlike powers to estab-
lish a new city. I argue that this image, propagated in different but
related versions by various colonies, served to enforce and preserve
concepts of collective independence and autonomy. The cults and
legends that recalled the founder’s achievements shaped his death
into his new city’s coming of age and formed the period of his
individual rule as a single, remote, and unrepeatable event. And by
remembering and honoring their founders’ crimes and quests, colo-
nies celebrated their autonomy from them and their own possession
of the autocratic power that their founders held. Thus, 1n symbol
and narrative, stories of founders captured images of collective
sovereignty very much like those that came from the experience of
tyranny.

As I have already noted, I do not consider the ideology of tyranny
in the fifth century in isolation. Yet tyranny clearly does perform an
ideological role after its collapse as a political form. This is espe-
cially true in classical Athens, where attacks against the democratic
regime were defined as tyranny—a definition that, by implication,
made the democracy synonymous with the polis itself. Yet tyranny
functions in Athens in more important ways. In the last chapter, |
undertake to make the distinctive logic of Greek tyranny specific in
a close reading of the political language of the classical Athenian
democracy. Examining the tyrant in his public manifestations, the
fifth- and fourth-century Athenian legislation that made him il-
legal, and the tragedies of Aeschylus and Sophocles that replayed
his demise, I attempt to show that the Periclean image of the free
citizen who 1s a lover (épaamis) of his city, a virtual “tyrant citizen”
who revives the language of tyranny in archaic Greece, rests on a
distinctive and coherent image of citizenship. From this perspec-
tive, I turn finally to Plato’s provocative attack on the democratic

12
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citizen in the Republic, which, while secking to debunk the freedom
(éAsvBepia) of democracy as an invitation to tyranny, actually suc-
ceeds in emphasizing Plato’s own dependence on the potential for
reform that the tyrant’s (and democratic citizen’s) freedom articu-
lates.

13



C HAPTER O N E

Tyrannus fulminatus:

Power and Praise

Quo quis loco fulmine ictus fuerit, eodem sepehiatur. Tyranni corpus
extra fines abiciatur. Tyrannus in foro fulminatus est: quacnitur, an
codem loco sepeliatur.

Whoever 1s struck by lightning must be buried on the very spot. The
body of the tyrant must be thrown outside the borders. A tyrant is

struck by lightning in the forum: it 1s asked whether he should be
buried in the same place.

Quintbian, Declamario 274

Among the rhetorical exercises preserved under Quintilian’s
name 1s a declamation entitled Tyrannus fulminatus, “The Tyrant
Struck by Lightning.” The problem of the declamation is described
above. The problem is typical of Roman rhetorical exercises in
posing an imaginary situation to which contradictory conventions
or laws can be applied with equal validity. The Tyrannus fulminatus
draws on the popular conviction that lightning is an act of Jupiter
with a definite message and purpose, and on the convention that the
city must punish its tyrant by ejecting his body from the city. To
argue effectively that the tyrant who 1s struck by lightning should
be buried in the forum, a Roman schoolboy would insist that the

Abbreviations of ancient authors and works follow those adopted by The Ox ford
Classical Dictionary. All translations are the author’s, unless otherwise indicated.
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obligation to bury the vicum of lightning where he falls carries the
weight of a divine law, which the city would ignore only ar great
risk. Yet he could construct an equally compelling argument for the
opposite position: to bury the tyrant in the forum, where even the
most worthy (optime meritus: 274.9) could not be buried and where,
in fact, only the city's greatest hero, its founder, was buried, would
be tantamount to polluting the city.

In Quintlian’s day, tyrants were fleshless creatures that came
out only in the dim light of classrooms; and even there they were
not taken very seriously. Petronius’s Encolpius (Sat. 1) and Juvenal
(7.150—51) dismissed the rhetorical struggles schoolboys fought
against tyrants as trite and valueless—a judgment echoed by the
more cautious Tacitus in his Dialogus de oratoribus (35.5). It was
obvious to all that the political life of imperial Rome reduced the
Tyrannus fulminatus to a logical quibble. But the Quintilian exercise
preserves political characters and ideas that had been altogether
crucial for the Romans in the last years of the Republic, when
Romans variously struggled to understand, support, and resist au-
tocratic power. Then Cicero, Rome’s greatest rhetorical strategist,
designed and argued elaborate declamations that brought tyrants
and tyrannicides to the fore (A, 9.4). This he did not just to amuse
himself but to prepare for rhetorical warfare: it was against the idea
and 1image of the tyrannus that Cicero measured Marc Antony in his
Philippics (13.18).' Not only the exercise’s image of the evil tyrant
fits the political atmosphere of the late Republic; the founder—the
one exception to the rule forbidding burial in the forum—is there
by implication: the Romans burned Julius Caesar’s body and buried
his ashes near Romulus’s tomb in the Roman Forum, a conspicuous
public act that answered the dictator’s own apparent interest in
sharing the title and honors of Rome’s legendary founder.?

Yet the Quintihan Tyrannus fulminatus does more than capture
the Romans’ historical struggles with individual rule; 1t replays
and renews religious and political conceptions that were borrowed
from the Greeks. Fulminatus caprured in Laun the Greek diobléros,
“Zeus-struck.” which describes the class of heroes whose deaths

1. See Béranger 1935, 84.
2. On Caesar’s interest in Romulus, see Gelzer 1968, 318.
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complete the record of their troubled lives and deeds with a mixture
of honor and punishment.”? Greek too are the human rewards and
punishments that the Roman rhetorical exercise considers conter-
ring on the fulminatus. In fact, bunal in the agora (= forum) and
expulsion outside the city’s borders mark the extremes in the polis’s
memory of its most illustrious dead. The body that was expelled
extra fines was understood as a curse on the city and a perpetual
enemy of its citizens; to be buried in the agora, on the other hand,
was to be honored as a civic hero of the first order. And, as the
declaimers must have known, these were rewards and punishments
with precise objects. Expulsion extra fines was the final vengeance
exacted from the deceased tyrant,* while burial in the agora was an
honor usually reserved for the city’s greatest civic hero, its foun-
der.® By treating tyrants and founders as deserving opposite fates,
the Quintihan exercise imphicitly recalled their roles as paradigms of
political behavior in the Greek city-state: the tyrant, whose indiffer-
ence to the constraints of political and personal morality both fasci-
nated and horrified the Greek popular imagination, stood as a po-
litical opposite to the founder, whose achievements the city might
remember as a lasting model of personal commitment to civic
ideals. But more important, the exercise tacitly focuses on‘the city
and its place in relation to its dead tyrants and founders. To answer
the problem, the schoolboy constructed an imaginary city, which
decided the rewards and punishments to which the declamation al-
ludes and that profited or suffered as a result of its decision. In this
sense, the hypothetical debate that the exercise was intended to en-
gender rehearsed the polis’s real place as the final judge over its cit-
zens—even those who once dominated it and to whom it owed its
very existence. So the Quintilian Tyrannus fulminatus through im-
plication revives and sustains a complex relationship among three

3. Sec Rohde 1925, s81-82, and Garland 1985, 99-100. Zeus characteristically
reserves his thunderbolts for those whose crimes (or achievements) challenge his
power. To be sure, in Aristophanes’ Clouds (397), the perjurer is said to deserve to be
struck by lightming, but this does not trivialize the punishment; rather it elevates the
crime above the level of ordinary misdemeanors.

4. Among tyrants whose remains were expelled when their tyrannies fell were
the Cypselids of Corinth and Hieron of Syracuse (see chap. 4).

5. On the founder's burial, see below in this chapter and chap. § passim.
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figures: the tyrant, whom the exercise represents as a curse on the
city; the founder, whose distinctive honor of bural in the avic
center the tyrant struck by lighming threatens to arrogate; and the
city, which sits in judgment over the lives and achievements of
both.

The Quintilian Tyrannus fulminatus not only flatters Greek po-
liical images by imitating them but, when imitating them, also
considerably illuminates them. Following the lead of the Tyrannus
Sfulminatus, 1 argue that the opposition between the tyrant and the
founder pervades classical political culture and articulates the polis’s
self-representation as politically sovereign. This is hardly obvious.
In stories of founders and tyrants the city appears as the vicum
of the tyrant’s self-interest and the beneficiary of the founder’s
achievements. Yet in its citizens’ individual and collective remem-
bering of the final destinies of tyrants and founders, the city exer-
cises political superiority over 1ts formative carly history and its
own political models. This narrative control over the autocratic
figures of the city’s past will emerge as a measured response to the
language of autocratic power and the threat of its return, a re-
sponse—this is most important—that was in great part prepared by
tyrants themselves. On the way to understanding this response and
its relation to tyranny, I begin with the classical image and memory
of founders, who, though creatures of political legend, possessed a
significance for Greek political language that stands in inverse pro-
portion to their doubtful historicity.

Stories of Founders

The Greeks had a great passion for legends about inventions and
immensely enjoyed recounting the origins of various aspects of
their common life, both material and cultural, as the works of single
moments and the personal achievements of single individuals. This
is particularly true of the invention of cines. Founders, whom the
Greeks called oikistai or archégetai, were credited with finding suit-
able sites for their cities, conducting large numbers of diverse colo-
nists to them, and ensuring that they began their histories as true
poleis—that s, that they preserved the religious traditions and cules
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of the older cities from which they sprang.® The tale of the foun-
der’s achievements is now a virtually forgotten genre of oral litera-
ture, which must be reconstructed from fragments that found their
way into works of history, geography, and mythography in the
classical period and later. Stories of founders were, however, im-
mensely popular in antiquity.” And it is most probable that their
origin lies before the start of the archaic age: Homer preserves a
trace of a foundation legend in the story of Tlepolemus’s coloniza-
tion of Rhodes (Il. 2.653-70). Over time, foundation legend devel-
oped into a genre whose authority was invoked and increased every
time a new city was established. As Agesilaus and Alexander used
Homer as a guide to heroic action and surrounded themselves with
aspiring poets to grace their own deeds with the dignity that Homer
gave Achilles and Odysseus, so too newly founded cities fed upon
and in turn nourished the body and stature of foundation legend.

In this sense, foundation legends were invested with meaning as
narrative models of city foundation and cannot be considered the
simple products of an innocent desire to remember the past. They
suppress more information than they preserve about colonization
projects and the social crises and political decisions that gave rise to
them. Moreover, to the frustration of historians since Thucydides,
foundanion lore identifies the early history of a city exclusively with
the founder’s personal quest; the establishment of the collective and
political entity becomes the story of the founder’s origins, his rea-
sons for leaving, and his personal tnals.

Distinctive patterns are conspicuous in these stories. As a rule,
foundation legends remember single founders. Even when cites
have alternative accounts of their origins with alternative founders,®
particular narrative versions of a city’s establishment typically focus
on a single founder. A few legends make the identification of city

6. On the historical elements of foundation procedure and the ocast’s place in
it, see Graham 1983, 25—19; Leschhom 1984; and Malkm 1987, 17-91.

7. See Pl. Hp. Ma. 285d on Spartan interest in legends of politcal ongins.
Polybius (34.1.3) notes the importance of such stories for a historian like Ephorus.
Chapter s explores the analogy between the domestic and political spheres in Greek
foundation myths.

8. Examples include Zancle, Rhegion (for the two, see Leschhorn 1984, 25),
Gela (see Thuc. 6.4.3), Camarina in Sicily (see Thuc. 6.5.3), and perhaps Thasos,
whose establishment seems to have involved two steps separated by a generation;
see Pouilloux 1954, 1:22. Older cities more commonly had muluple founder fig-
ures; Athens had several.
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foundation with a single individual into an explicit theme. Calli-
machus (Aet. 2.43.74-79) reported that the two leaders of the expe-
dition to the Sicihan city of Zancle, Perieres and Crataemenes, each
wished to be honored as the new city’s oikistés. Delphi was invited to
decide between the two and determined that the city should honor
an anonymous founder mstead of either Perieres or Cratacmenes.
Roman foundation myth offers a less peaceful variation on this
theme with the contest between Romulus and Remus for the status
of conditor (founder) of Rome. The religious honors paid founders
confirm the exclusiveness of the founder’s position in colonization
legend: no Greek colony is known to have honored two founders
equally.” The rule, one founder—one city, is followed even in the
farcical rendition of a colonization project offered by Aristophanes
in the Birds: although Euclpides and Peisetaerus jointly conceive of a
plan to quit Athens and together persuade the chorus of birds to
accept them as their leaders, Euelpides disappears in the course of
the play, leaving Peisetacrus to act as the new caty’s sole oecist.
Where there are conflicting traditions about the origins of a city and
its founder (the Rhodian story of Macar and the tales of the sons of
Codrus in loman colonization are examples), separate traditions
usually reflect competing political interests. !?

The method of the founder’s selection fits the magnitude and
uniqueness of his powers; as a rule, Delphi plays some role in
naming or confirming the founder, and foundation stories generally
abound in visits to Delphi and oracles.!! This stress on the divine

9. Malkin (1987, 254) nghtly stresses the limits of our evidence.

10, Miletus 1s an example. An oracle survives that makes Neleus the founder; on
this, see PW 2:301-2. Other accounts (¢.g., Ephorus FGH 70 F 127) give the honor
to Sarpedon or Miletus, his lover. The latter surely reflects Athenian interests. See
also below.

11. On Delphi's role in colonization, see, most recently, Malkin (1987, 17-91),
who supplements PW 1:49-81 and Forrest 1947. Oracles are particularly prominent
n the prinapal foundation stories of early colonmies. On Cyrene, see the foundanon
decree incorporated within a surviving fourth-century Cyrenean law (5 ML); on
Croton, see PW 1:68-70; on Thasos, see Leschhorn 1984, $6-60; and on Ambracia,
see chap. 5. See also Fontenrose (1978, 143-44), who argues (to my mind uncon-
vincingly) that Delphi’s involvement in colonization and the great majonity of
colomzation oracles were much later inventions. It is true that Delphi is not men-
tioned in the oldest foundation legend, Homer's account of Tlepolemus’s coloniza-
tion of Rhodes (Jl. 2.653-70), but Pindar seems to have felt a neced to correct
Homer's omission in his account in Ol. 7.32: that Delphi must be involved was
taken as given already in his nme.
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support behind the oecist’s actions is occasionally augmented when
Apollo, rather than the founder himself or his home city, is given
credit for the impulse of establishing a colony. The foundation
decree “spontancously prompted [avropariéer] Battus” to estab-
lish Cyrene.'? Similarly, Myscellus, Croton’s founder, 1s surprised
by the oracle that sends him to his new home and is reluctant to
believe 1t; he appears at Delphi in search of a solution for his
childlessness, not for support in establishing a new city (Antiochus
of Syracuse FGH 555 F 10), and he later quibbles with the site
Delphi has selected for his new city (Hippys FGH 554 F 1). The
founder’s significance is hardly diminished when his actions are
made involuntary; rather, Delphi’s spontaneity confirms the foun-
der in his role as Apollo’s agent. But it is not only when Delphi
speaks first that the founder acts for Apollo. Most of the surviving
foundation oracles are commands in which the oecist (in fact or
legend) finds a divine mandate to define his authority.

The religious dimensions of the oecist’s selection in foundation
legend suggest his polinical significance: foundation legends seem to
have functioned virtually as manuals for the establishment of cities.
This does not imply a blind devotion to the patterns evident in
foundation legend. Greek cities, particularly after colonization be-
came an important element of impenalist programs in the fifth
century, occasionally selected more than one founder. The Spar-
tans, for example, picked three to lead the expedition that settled
Heracleia in Trachis in 426 (Thuc. 3.92), unwilling, apparently, to
trust any single individual. So also the fifth-century Athenians
named ten surveyors (yeoropos) to be responsible for dividing land
among the new settlers of Brea, perhaps the most important under-
taking for the future political configuration of the colony. But while
unwilling to allow control over their colony to be consolidated in
the hands of a single founder, the Athenians seem still to have
respected and valued traditional formulas concerning foundation;
the decree establishing the colony formally names Democleides as
Brea's autocratic oecist, whom the colony was surely expected to
remember and honor as its founder.'?

12. 5 (24) ML. On adrroparifer, sce also below p, 68,

13. For the decree and discussion, see 49 ML. Democleides 1s named [avirojkpd-
ropa at line 9; the ten yeovopos (= yewvopovs) are mentioned at lines 6-8.
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Foundation legends’ unwavering attention to the founder’s quest
offered colonies a precise sense of their origins and identity. The
significance is clear in the history of interpolitical relations: the city
in which the founder began his quest was typically recognized as the
colony’s mother-city. Mother-cities and colonies were bound by a
less formal but also more enduring bond than those created by
simple treaties (owppayiat), which were notoriously subject to in-
terpretation. Unlike allies of convenience, a colony and its mother-
city were tied by religious and military obligations that were con-
ceived, as the maternal metaphor suggests, to be permanent and
irrevocable. The link is visible in the late archaic and classical peri-
ods. In 492, when Syracuse was threatened by Hippocrates, tyrant
of Gela, Corinth hurried, with Corcyracan help, to save 1t (Hdt.
7.154.3). Corinth’s remoteness did not make it indifferent to Syra-
cuse’s fate; Corinthian troops soon went to Syracuse, bringing with
them a contingent from Corcyra, which overlooked its own long-
standing hostility to its mother-city, to help. Corinth certainly did
not act entirely from altruistic motives. Had Hippocrates taken
Syracuse, he would probably have destroyed it (at least in some
formal sense) and refounded it with himself as the new oecist—as
he did at nearby Camarina (Thuc. 6.5.3). In that case, Corinth
would have lost any future benefit it might have hoped to derive
from Syracuse.

The founder’s home was honored as his new city’s mother-city
even when a number of cities participated in the foundation.'* The
most striking example of the founder’s role as a virtual symbol of
the nascent city involves Epidamnus, a colony founded on the coast
of Illyria in the late seventh century. According to Thucydides
(1.24-25), the great majority of Epidamnus’s original settlers came
from Corcyra and far fewer from Connth, but the Corcyraeans
nvited Corinth, Corcyra’s own mother-city, to send an oecist for
the expedition. Thucydides asserted that the Corcyraeans did so in
deference to an “ancient law” (mahawos vopos), although there is no

14. The Sicilian Naxos is an apparent exception. It was founded by Chalcis and
Naxos, but its founder, Theocles, was sometimes said to be Atheman (Strab. 6.2.2;
ps.-Scymn. 270-76). It is very possible, however, that Theocles’ Atheman ongin
was an invention intended to support hifth-century Athens’s interest in extending its
hegemony westward. On this, see Leschhorn 1984, 0.
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other mention of such a requirement, and mother-cities were not
always involved in their colonies’ new foundations.'> Whether or
not we follow Thucydides, the Corinthian oecist certainly figured
largely in the later dispute between Corinth and Corcyra over
Epidamnus, the prelude to the outbreak of open hostilities between
Athens and Sparta. Epidamnus illustrates the rule: conflicting attri-
butions of colonies and founders usually derived from local political
groups that supported conflicting interpolitical allegiances.®

The memories that colonies maintained of their founders were so
closely linked to their international position that if a colony wished
to change allegiances, it might be compelled to reenact its founda-
tion. The Amphipolitans did precisely that in 422 when they tore
down all civic monuments honoring Hagnon, the Athenian foun-
der, and installed the Spartan Brasidas in his place (Thuc. s.11.1).
By enacting a symbolic destruction of their city—much as Hip-
pocrates (Thuc. 6.5.3) or perhaps Nero (Tac. Ann. 15.40) did quite
literally—they were able to exert political control over their own
refoundation. If, at the other extreme, a colony forgot the name and
origins of its founder, it took the risk that a stronger city would
remember him for it or that the martter would be decided by civil
conflict. Thuri, according to Diodorus (12.35.1-3), did not have an
officially sanctioned oecist, which fed the rivalries of political fac-
tions. However real the danger, the inherent flexibility of founda-
tion narrative made a solution relatively easy: Thurii sent a delega-
tion to Delphi to ask Apollo to name the founder and the city from
which the colony had originated. Apollo finessed the question by
electing himself as Thurii’s founder.

The memory of the founder certainly also influenced the internal
political fabric of colonies, alongside their better-known interna-
tional personas. Political and social unity must have been a concern
in new cities. It was not uncommon for inhabitants of a new city to

15. Megara was involved in the foundation of Selinus by its Sialian colony
Megara Hyblaea, but the Euboeans apparently played no role in the foundation of
Leontinoi by the Euboean colony of Naxos in Sicily, and Sparta was not involved at
Cyrene, which was established by Thera, a Spartan colony.

16, Camarina, whose two ocasts were from Syracuse (Thuc, 6.5, 3), seems to be
an exception to the rule of one colony-—one founder, although Dunbabin (1957,
105) has proposed that one was Syracusan, the other Corinthian.
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derive from all corners of the Greek world. Archilochus remarked
that “the misery of all Greece ran to Thasos” (102 W), searching, in
his view, for the better life that would elude them. The obvious
attractions were political and economic: a fresh start as an equal in a
less oppressive social system, and a workable and unencumbered
plot of land (kA9 pos). It was not always possible or desirable for the
founding city to restrict participation to its own citizens. Policies of
exclusion seem to come late in the history of colonization and were
meant to keep out undesirables, not to limit participation to a select
few: Sparta, for example, excluded “lonians, Achaeans, and a few
other peoples™ from Heracleia in Trachis (Thuc. 3.92.5) but did not
invite only its own citizens and close allies. Simple safety in num-
bers was perhaps the most common reason that mother-cities in-
vited settlers from other cities. Even when colonization became a
tool of impenalistic policies, the mother-city had to maintain a
balance between its colony's loyalty and efficient use of its own
human resources: too few of its own people and the colony would
be difhicult to control, too many and the enterprise became pro-
hibitively expensive. It is most likely that the founder and his quest
for a new position of social legiimacy offered a point of identifica-
tion for the heterogeneous collection of colonists that streamed to
new cities. 7

This defines the relationship between the founder's legend and his
burial, whose importance for the city’s sense of political identity is
clearly implied in the Tyrannus fulminatus.'® Bunal in the agora
marked the founder as a avic hero, a status that was sanctioned by
his place in cult. In fact, the founder was typically considered
among the most important of civic heroes; he was summoned along
with the patron deities to the city’s annual festivals, and his aid was
sought if the city were in some way threatened. In this sense, the
founder’s legend, which was likely told and retold in a social and
cultural context defined by cult, complemented his religious status:
the city honored its founder by remembering his story—the discur-
sive equivalent of burying him in the center of the city.

The memory of the founder seems then to have explained and

17. On the founder’s quest, see also chap. § passim.
18. For a review of the evidence and secondary literature on cults for oecists, see
the recent study by Malkin (1987, 189—260).
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justified the institutional character of the city and 1ts international
allegiances, as though a colony’s political history were a mere elabo-
ration of its earliest moments.'” When the Greeks remembered
their early histories by analogy with their founder and crafted that
analogy into narrative, they recovered and unified histories other-
wise lost to them; the founder’s life and quest became a moving
symbol of the city itself. But if the city’s history followed from the
founder'’s own personal story, the recounting of that story was very
much the city’s possession. No one can write the ending to his own
story, because, as Herodotus's Solon tried to explain to Croesus
(1.30-32), the happiness of every mortal can be determined only
after his death. So, from the city’s perspective, the meaning of the
founder’s story—the decision about his happiness—comes, like any
narrative, only with its conclusion.?” When the city’s history was
narrated, the activity of remembering the past invariably under-
went a split between matter and form; the founder’s story became
recognizably dependent on its retelling, and the aity and its citizens
asserted their rights to judge their history. Foundation legend thus
implicitly established the city as the master of its own story at the
same time that it defined the founder as that story’s hero. This
mastery defines the enduring political force of foundation legend.
To tell the tounder’s story was both to invoke and to overcome the
dangerous model of the individual possessing tyrantlike powers. So
the city was able to remember a period of autocratic power without
affirming that power as a viable political option. In short, the city
sanctioned its past by narrating a happy ending to its founder’s story
and in so doing defined itself by implication as the heir and benefi-
ciary of his power and achievements.

Tyrannical Memories

Rewarded for his deeds with burial in the civic center, a civic cul,
and cternal fame as a symbol of the nascent city, the founder seems

19. On the haghly compressed image of political history in Greek foundation
myths, see Veyne 1988, 77.
20. So Brooks 1977, 283: “The very possibility of meaning plotted through time

depends on the anticipated structuring force of the ending: the indeterminable
would be the meaningless.”
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an obvious antithesis to the tyrant. This contrast between Greek
images of the founder and tyrant is particularly clear in the para-
digmatic narrative that accompanied the image of the tyrant: as
the Quinrihan declamation suggests, the tyrant’s story ends with
his expulsion extra fines. And the contrast gives force to the politi-
cal nightmare that the Tyrannus fulminatus claborates: that the city
should be compelled to honor its dead tyrant—that, in other words,
the tyrant should end his life happy. Happiness, in the eyes of the
Greeks, was a gift of the gods. The city did not make the founder
sacred by burying him in the agora or by recounting his achieve-
ments. Rather it recognized his happiness (1.e., his sacredness), of
which the city itself—the founder’s great personal achievement—
was lasting proof. From this perspective, the figure of the tyrannus
fulminatus utterly perverts the city’s narrative sclf-representation.
When Zeus strikes the tyrant with lighting in the agora, he pre-
empts the city’s final decision about him—whom that city tolerates
during his lifeime on the condition that it may condemn him when
he 1s dead. The city, whose tyrant is marked for honor by the gods,
finds its most elementary assumption contradicted by its most
important allies: the once quiescent gods reject its conviction that
the tyrant 1s ulimately unhappy.

Thus the rhetorical exercise points to a question that lies at the
very heart of the city’s political integnty. If, as the declamation
imagines, a tyrant were struck by hightning and buried in the agora,
his city would be unable to judge him unhappy by concluding his
story with the ultimate and extreme form of ignominy. Not only
would the sacred arcas of the city be defiled and positive values of
ciuzens negated; in such a case, the city would yield control over the
history of autocratic power and over its own sovereignty. This is
clear enough from the prior declamatio included to elucidate the
Tyrannus fulminatus, which announces that if the tyrant were buried
in the forum, “it would be better to abandon the whole place to the
tyrant’s tomb and change the place of our legal business.” The pars
altera’s argument that placing the tyrant’s tomb in the forum might
scrve, like the crucifixes of condemned criminals that lined Roman
roads, as a deterrent to tyranny strains credibility in an obvious
effort to circumvent this very problem: the tomb is transformed
nto a mark of dishonor to permit the city to exist alongside a
permanently installed tyrant.
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Most Greeks would clearly have found the idea of honoring
tyrants equally repellent, and a threat, as the Roman exercise sug-
gests, to the essentially narrative structure of the city's sovereignty.
For Greeks from Archilochus to Anstotle, the tyrant was a politi-
cally liminal and dangerous creature, over whose story the cty
maintained a difficult but vital control. And both the liminality and
the danger of tyranny sprang from the extraordinary personal bene-
fits that tyrants derived from their power. First among these in the
popular imagination was wealth. Gyges, the regicide and usurper of
the Lydian throne and a paradigmatic tyrant, was envied from
Archilochus’s day for his fabulous wealth.?' Other tyrants, such as
Croesus and Polycrates, whom the Greeks also treated as paradigms
of this form of rule, likewise stood conspicuously above their fel-
lows in their remarkable accumulation of wealth.?? The tyrant’s
wealth was not his only benefit. The Greeks thought that tyrants
were able to reward their friends and punish their enemies in any
way they wished, and that they possessed nearly unlimited sexual
freedom. Herodotus's accounts of Periander’s relations with his
deceased wife (5.92.793) and Cambyses’ incest with his sister (3.31)
perhaps represent the extension of this freedom to the grotesque.
Plato captures the full range of this freedom in his story of the
magical ring that allows Gyges “to take without fear whatever he
desires from the agora, go into any house and sleep with whomever
he wishes, kill or release from bonds whomever he wants, and do
other things that the gods do to men.”%?

21. See 19.17-21 W. Herodotus's account of Gyges' rich gifts to Delphi (1.14)
recalls this association. On the connection between freedom and tyranny, see
Connor (1977, 102), who notes that “to the tyrant his rule is a blessing; to the city it
is a curse, And in each case the reason is the same: the tyrant can do what he pleases.”
Also see Farenga (1981), who relates the image of the tyrant and concepts of
personal identity and the proper in the ages of Archilochus and Plato.

22. On the treasures of Croesus, see Hdt. 1.30; for Polycrates' wealth, Pl. Meno
90a. Solon did not become a tyrant, for he refused to be swayed by the prospect of
ploutos aphthonos (wealth free of envy and therefore unlimited: Plut. Sol. 14.6 = 20a
GP); the stress is on aphthonos: the tyrant’s wealth is not limited by the threat of
envy. Sophocles (OT 380-81, 873—74; Ant. 1056) elaborates the connection be-
tween wealth and hubris in tyranny. The connection between power and wealth
reemerges in modern clothing in Ure's (1922) image of tyrants as entrepreneurs.

23. Rep. 360b—c: éfov alrp xat éx THs dyopas abews dri Bovhotro havBavew,
katl eloweTt els Tas olkias ovyyiyveofa 6T Bovhoiro, kai aroxTewvvar Kai £x
deapdv Aew oborvas BovAoiro, kai TeAAa mpdrrew fv tois dvlpamois looleor
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Tyranny's detractors particularly chided the tyrant for the im-
moderate behavior that his freedom made possible. For Herodotus,
tyrants are enemies both of the gods and of the city and become the
common objects of divine punishment. If Herodotus appreciated
the achievements of some tyrants, such as Polycrates (3.39) and
Peisistratus (1.64), he nonetheless made good use of the image of the
hubristic ruler, the tyrant of Greece or the Eastern monarch, whose
immoderate appetites led him to violate divine law and made him
subject to an implacable divine punishment.®* This idea 1s elabo-
rated in Plato’s Republic; it1s for his unrestrained ability to realize his
desires that the tyrant must expect to face the greatest horrors in the
remotest depths of Plato’s hell (616d).

Even more self-consciously historical images of the tyrant—
Aristotle offers the best examples—do not differ in essential re-
spects.?® In the Politics, Aristotle represents tyranny as a “perver-
ston” (rapéxBaoes) that serves the personal advantages of the ruler
alone, a “despotic monarchy of the pohitical community” (1279bs-
8, 16—18), or a “despotic rule conducted according to the ruler’s
personal judgment™ (1295a16—18). “Despotic” (deamorikn) 1s the
crucial word here. For Aristotle, the tyrant establishes himself as a
master of the city and inevitably treats his fellow cituzens as slaves.
This makes tyranny illegal, for, by the distinction that underlies
Aristotle’s political theory, master and slave belong to the house-
hold, not to the polis (Pol. 1252b16—17). Tyranny is therefore a kind

ovra. In Plato, the ring itself functions as a metaphor for tyrannical power: it comes
from the gods, and it makes everything possible for Gyges. See also Plato's treat-
ment of the tyrannical state and individual in book ¢ (§62a-576b). In Herodotus's
story of Cambyses' relations with his sister (3.31.2-%), it is law rather than magic
that underlies the monarch’s extraordinary freedom: in response to Cambyses'
question whether the Persians had a nomos (law) that permitted the king to marry his
sister, the royal judges said that there was a nomos permitting “the king of Persia to
do whatever he wanted.”

24. It is not surprising that Cleisthenes of Sicyon earns the gods’ anger when he
threatens to displace Sicyon’s legendary founder: “Adrastus is the true king of
Sicyon, while you are a stone thrower,” so Apollo of Delphi tells Cleisthenes (Hdt.
5.67), who has asked permission to expel Adrastus’s bones.

25. Like Herodotus, Aristotle does not feel altogether constrained by his general
view of the tyrant; he finds much to admire in Cypselus, Orthagoras, Cleisthenes of
Sicyon (Pol. 1315bra=21), and Peisistratus (Pol. 1315b2-23; see also Ath. pol. 16.1-
s). Like his teacher, Plato, he believed that the tyrant could be educated and
reformed (Pol. 1313a34=1315b11).
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of category mistake: the misapplication of a principle of domestic
domination to the city.2¢

That the great majority of classical sources rejected the tyrant as a
pohucal anathema should not obscure the sophisticated position of
his few supporters. The hatred of tyranny did not prevent sophists
such as Thrasymachus and Callicles (at least as they appear in book
1 of Plato’s Republic) from embracing tyranny as the model and
implicit goal of all political activity. Yet the tyrant’s enemies and
friends agreed that tyranny was unlimited rule exercised by a single
individual for his own personal benefit. As the Athenian Euphemus
says in Thucydides, “For the tyrannical man or city, nothing is
unreasonable that i1s profitable.” 27

In the popular imagination, the great freedom that the tyrant
took from his power gave him a great potential for virtue. He could
be benevolent and generous. (Peisistratus, for example, forgave a
struggling farmer’s tax burden: Ath. pol. 16.6.) The tyrant might
even obey laws that apparently conflicted with his immediate inter-
ests. (Peisistratus came before an Atheman court on a charge of
murder.)® Burt it was the tyrant’s ruthlessness that most charac-
teristically articulated his distinctive freedom. Herodotus tells that
Thrasybulus, when asked by Periander’s messenger how a tyrant
best rules, walked into a nearby wheat field and, without speaking a
single word, cut down the highest stalks. The messenger was baf-
fled, but Periander understood the pantomime to mean that the ty-
rant destroys the most excellent individuals in his city as a preemp-
tive strike against potential tyrannicides (5.92¢).?” Tyrants were the
masters both of their virtues and of their vices. And although their

26. For Anstotle, the distinction between houschold and aity is a characteristic of
the Greek world. For the Greeks, “tyranny does not exist naturally, nor do any of
the constitutnions that are perversions (rapexBaces), for these run counter to
nature” (Pol. 1287bgo—42). Where the distinction between the city (wohes) and the
home (oixos) does not exist, there can be a “despotic rule according to law™
(1285b24-25). For a similar notion, see Pl. Leg. 832c.

27. Thuc. 6.85.1. Sec also Xen. Mem. 4.6.12 and Carlier 1984, 234.

28. Ath. pol. 16.8. The prosecution was too shocked by Peisistratus’s appearance
to proceed, and the case was dismissed. Herodotus also occasionally attributes
extraordinary benevolence to Eastern monarchs, to whom the Greeks often likened
their tyrants.

29. Anstotle (Pol. 1284a26-33) tells the same story in reverse: it is Periander who
teaches Thrasybulus a silent message about political rule.
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actions often sprang from whim, they were seldom believed to be
stupid. Some, in fact, were credited with remarkable wisdom.
Periander’s treatment of Arion’s kidnappers and his solution of the
conflict between Athens and Mytilene over Sigeum (Hdt. 1.23-24;
5.95) suggest that the tyrant’s cleverness matched his brutality.
Herodortus’s famous story of Peisistratus’s ruse to regain the Athe-
nian tyranny argues this for the Athenian tyrant as well. Peisistratus
and his friends formed a procession featuring a tall country woman
dressed to look like Athena and standing in a chariot, which was led
by a herald loudly proclaiming that Athena was personally wel-
coming Peisistratus to her dwelling on the Athenian Acropolis
(1.60). Peisistratus, Herodotus comments, found it easy to fool the
Athenians, although they were “the cleverest of the Greeks.” The
author of the Athenaion politeia (15.4-5) tells another story that is
only slightly less spectacular. Having taken the Acropolis, Peisis-
tratus called the Athenians to an armed assembly. The Athenians
placed their weapons on the ground to listen, but Peisistratus spoke
very quietly, and they needed to step closer to hear him. When they
did so, his men came behind them and collected their weapons. ™
Stories of this sort clung to tyrants. The common perception of
their extraordinary acuity helps explain their presence among the
Seven Sages; Periander of Corinth and Cleobulus of Lindos on
Rhodes were enshrined alongside Solon, Pittacus, and Chilon as
models of political and practical wisdom.

The tyrant possessed eleutheria in the sense that Aristotle labeled
vulgar: “the ability to do what one wishes” irrespective of the
interests of other citizens and the constraints that were imposed on
them (Pol. 1310a32-33).%! From the tyrant’s almost boundless free-
dom came the various elements of his amorphous personal charac-
ter: indifterent to the human and divine rules governing the rela-
tions between women and men and fathers and sons, the tyrant is

30. On Herodotus's story, see Connor (1987, 40—50), who makes better sense of
it than Herodotus. For Cypselus's tricks, see Polyaen. 5.31. Many tyrants were
skilled in the use of omens and the manipulation of oracles. Herodotus reports that
Penander once consulted his deceased wife by means of the oracle of the dead in
Thesprona (5.927n).

31. The tyrant is accordingly the individual who has unlimited ability to realize
his desires; in this sense, ryrannos serves often as a byname of the gods in the classical
period. On this see LS) s.v. ropawvwos L 1.
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barbarous and even bestial in his appetites and almost godlike in his
ability to realize them. In his enemies’ view, the tyrant's pursuit of
limitless pleasures leads him down a path of self-destruction as he
negates his sexual identity, his family, his humanity, and, ult-
mately, his own existence.??

Tyranny derived its popular definition as a political institution
from this image of the tyrant’s extraordinary personal freedom.
This is clear in Otanes’ description of monarchy in Herodotus
(3.80.3) as the government that “can do what it wishes without
rendering an account”—a description that was intended to apply to
tyranny no less than to the Persian monarchy. This is the defimtion
that Thrasymachus uses in his favorable account of tyranny at
Republic 1.344c¢: mjustice (dduxia). which tyranny realizes most
fully, was, he claimed, “stronger, freer, and more despotic [loxvpo-
Tepov Kai Elevlepuwrepor kat deomorikwrepor] than justice [6e-
kawoovrn].” And it 1s this noton of tyranny as the rule of a single
individual who accepts no constraints on his personal freedom that
Plato’s Republic was most determined to attack (cf. §72¢).

For all Greeks, the tyrant’s personal freedom and the political
power that gave it to him had an obvious purpose: to make him
happy. The tyrant did not, however, want simple human happiness
in greater quantity than his fellows. While intensely personal, the
happiness of the tyrant was also completely public. Tyrants did not
hoard their wealth or invest it only in private pleasure; they spent it
conspicuously.®® And they also made public the liberty they en-

32. On Plato’s treatment in Republic 8 of the perversity and self-destructivencss
of tyranny, sce Farenga 1981, §5-10. Herodotus’s portrait of Cambyses offers a
perfect complement to Plato’s theoretical account of tyranny. The reversal of
gender roles in Aeschylus'’s presentation of Clytemnestra, the wife who becomes a
tyrant and usurps the throne, and of Aegisthus, who for his support of Clytem-
nestra 1s labeled “woman” (Ag. 1625: see Zeithin 1984), and in the approprianon of
Clytemnestra to represent tyrannical abuse of power in Pindar's Pythian 11 suggests
that the association of tyranny and sexual amorphousness is sull earlier. Bushnell
(1990, 20—25) sees this feature revived in the Renaissance image of the tyrant.

33. Their conspicuous spending has left monumental traces. That tyrants buile
sanctuaries, altars, temples, avic buildings, and the hke as public demonstrations of
their wealth does not mean that these buildings did not express some programmatic
purposes; they certainly did so. On the Peisistratid building program, perhaps the
most extensive undertaken by a tyrannical regime in archaic Greece, see Boersma
1970, Kolb 1977, and Shapiro 1989.
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joyed from the constraints that were imposed on the domestic
behavior of their subjects. The conspicuous use of consorts and
illegitimate offspring was a feature common to the Cypselids, ty-
rants of Corinth, and the Peisistratnds of Athens. The elder Dio-
nysius, tyrant of Syracuse, in what was perhaps intended as an
ultimate expression of his freedom from social conventions, cele-
brated weddings with his two legitimate wives on the very same
day—only leaving to the speculation of his subjects which of the
two marriages was first consummated.* The happiness of the ty-
rant is, therefore, the happiness that looks for, and is compounded
by, a large number of admirers—who are, for the tyrant, “looking-
glasses,” as Virginia Woolf wrote of women, that have the “deli-
cious power of reflecting the figure of man at twice its natural
size.” 3 In a passage including one of the carliest known occurrences
of the word tyrannia, Archilochus compared himself to a city “never
before conquered,”™ which you, he says to his lover,

v elAes alxuy kat wey' éénpw kAEos.

KELV)S QragTde Kal Tupavviny EXE.

moAAowrt By {nhwros avlpwmwy Eoear.
(23.19—21 W)

have now taken at spear point and made off with great fame.
Rule it and hold a tyranny.
Many will envy you.

As early as the Greeks knew tyranny, a predominant form of re-
sistance to it was a steadfast refusal to acknowledge its attractions
and to envy the tyrant for his happiness. So Archilochus in another
passage:

ov pot Ta ['ryew Tov molvxpuoov pelet,
o8’ elAé mw pe [Hhos, ouvd’ ayaiopat

34. On the Cypsehd and Peisistratid bastards, see chap. 5. On the marital prac-
tices and politics of tyrants, see Gernet 1968. Gernet suggests that Peisistratus was
also bigamous, but this scems unlikely; on this, see also the discussion in chap. s.

35. Woolf 1929, 35. Completing her pun, Woolf adds that “mirrors are essential
to all violent and heroic action™ (36).

36. On the poem, see West 1974, 118-20.
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Bewrv épya, peyakns 8 ovk Epéw Tvpavvidos:
amompobey yap EoTv 6pbalpav Euav,
(19.1—4 W)¥7

The possessions of golden Gyges are nothing to me,
and envy has not yet caught me, nor do I wonder

at the deeds of gods; and I do not long for a great
tyranny, for that is far from my eyes.

This refusal to envy the tyrant would later gain a firmer basis. Not
satisfied merely to avert their eyes, the lawgiver Solon and the
political theorist Plato undertook to disprove the common opinion
that the tyrant was genuinely happy.*®

Yet this is clearly the minority position. “Everyone envies ty-
rants,” Xenophon has Simonides say in the Hieron (1.9). Xeno-
phon’s Hieron protests that the popular conception is false, but his
argument—that great burdens rest on the shoulders of the individ-
ual ruler—would have persuaded few in archaic or even classical
Greece. And to those few who denied the value of envy, Epichar-
mus gives the most effective response: “Who would wish not to be
envied, friends? Itis clear that the man who is not envied is nothing.
When you see a blind man you pity him, but not a single person
envies him.”* The enviable nature of tyranny appears prominently
in the attempt Periander makes in Herodotus (3. §2.4—5) to persuade
his son Lycophron, who 1s disgruntled by reports that his father
murdered his mother, to give up “the life of a vagabond” and take

37. Similar lines were at some point attnibuted to Anacreon, who (their author
perhaps thought) was too well rewarded by tyrants to envy them:

ov pot pEled Ta lNiryew
Tov Lapdewr araxros:
o’ aipéet pe xpuoros
ovre plové Tvpavvos.
(B.1—4 Pr)
I do not care about the wealth of Gyges,
king of Sardis,
nor does gold atcract me,
nor do | envy tyrants.

38. On Solon's reaction to tyranny, see chap, 3 passim.
19. CGF 285,
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over the tyranny and the “goods that 1 now have.” Lycophron,
Periander hopes, will relent when he learns “how much better it is
to be envied than pitied.”

With the tyrant’s great need to arouse the envy ({nAos) of his
political audience came a weakness to fall prey to resentment (¢fo-
vos), that is, to begrudge others the public display of their happi-
ness. Tyrants did not tolerate superiors or equals. Rival anstocrats
were common victims of a tyrant’s envy. And tyrants might even
murder or exile members of their own family rather than tolerate
them as partmers.* Herodotus saw resentment (¢86vos) as a charac-
teristic affliction of absolute monarchy. In the Persian constitutional
debate (3.80), Otanes, who encourages the conspirators to adopt
political equality (¢corovopia), identifies two vices in the single ruler
who cannot be held accountable for his power, hubris and resent-
ment. Hubris comes from the extraordinary status that belongs to
the absolute monarch alone; resentment, on the other hand, “is
natural to man.” The two vices make odd partners: Otanes remarks
that “having every good thing”"—which makes him hubristic—
“the tyrant should be free from resentment.” But Otanes explains
that “the exact opposite characterizes his behavior toward citizens:
the tyrant envies the best men their very hife and presence, and he
delights in the worst of the city and is the first to listen to their
slanders.” This makes the tyrant a hard man to please. “If you
admire him moderately, he 1s angered that he is not courted even
more,” though if someone courts him as he wishes, “he would be
angry at the man as a flatterer.”*! Otanes’ monarch i1s uninterested in
his subjects’ wealth, for he has every material benefit that he could
want. What he does not have is the good opinion of his subjects.
And for this, Herodotus’s Otanes—anticipating Plato*2—insists,

40. So Polycrates (Hdt. 3.39) and Cleisthenes of Sicyon (Nic. Dam. FGH g0
F 61) and, among barbanan monarchs, Croesus (Hdt. 1.92) and Cambyses (Hdt.
3.30). On the other hand, Xenophon makes his Cyrus into a model ruler by
characterizing him as willing to share praise (Cyr. 1.4.15).

41. How and Wells (1912, 1:278) compare Otanes’ image of a tyrant with Taa-
tus'’s treatment of Tiberius and his subjects (Ann. 1.12.2), who reach the height of
sclf=debasement in competing to flatter the princeps sincerely.

42. In the Republic Plato focuses on the interchangeability of freedom and slavery
in formulating his own new definition of justice. It is the eleutheria of democracy, its
greatest good, that determines its downfall, its enslavement to the rule of a single

33



Tyranny and Political Culture in Ancient Greece

the tyrant becomes a virtual slave. Demanding that his subjects
court him abjectly, and, moreover, that they do so with sincerity,
the monarch falls victim to the oxymoron of sincere flattery.

Herodotus’s constitutional debate presents Greek political con-
ceptions in Persian dress.** Oligarchy and democracy are political
forms that belonged to the Greeks rather than to the Persians; so too
Herodotus’s image of the ruler trapped by an insatiable and contra-
dictory desire for sincere praise elaborates (if also exaggerates) com-
mon Greek conceptions of autocratic rule. For Herodorus's con-
temporaries, the tyrant’s immense resources for human happiness
came at the price of considerable dangers. And if the attractions of
tyranny were obvious to anyone, no one was unaware that the
tyrant’s happiness was provisional and threatened. The dangers of
tyranny represent an answer to those, like Plato’s Thrasymachus,
who bluntly advocated it. But the realization of the dangers inher-
ent in tyranny was not first made in Herodotus’s time, and it was
not the exclusive discovery of tyranny’s enemies. The image of the
tyrant as a man whose extraordinary happiness was destined to
destroy itself stands in odd agreement with the self-representation
of archaic tyrants themselves, who portrayed the happiness that
their power gave them as conditional and fragile for the very reason
that it surpassed that of other men.

A first suggestion of the complexity inherent in self-representa-
tion of tyrants, which forms a major theme of this book, can be
found in the tyrannical odes of Pindar and Bacchylides, poetry
commissioned by the early fifth-century tyrants of Sicily that in
celebrating their athletic victories also articulated and supported the
political relations that underlay their power. The epinician, or vic-

individual (Rep. $62b—c). Democracy, it follows, fashions voluntary slaves (é6e-
Aodovhoe: Rep. 562d), out of free citizens. Nor does the tyrant escape the slavery of
tyranny himself, for he is eventually enslaved by his own intemperate passions
(Rep. §77¢).

43. On the histoncity of the debate, see the discussion in Ostwald 1969, 178-79.
Ostwald is reluctant to dismiss the debate as a simple fabrication of Herodotus or his
sources but does not give convincing reasons that the ideas Otanes expresses are
genuinely Persian. For attempts to explain the function of the debate as a literary
construct, see Evans 1981 and Lateiner 1984. Connor (1971, 199—206) suggests that
the debate reflects Athenian political beliefs in the late 430s and the following
decade.
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tory, odes of Pindar and Bacchylides addressed the problem that
Otanes noted in absolute monarchy; but they did so to profit from
it, not to solve it—that 1s, epinician pretended to offer an answer
to the problems arising from the tyrant’s extraordinary power,
wealth, and honor in order to characterize him as threatened by
hubris and resentment and, therefore, as essennally distinct from
other men. So while epinician anticipated the developed classical
image of the extraordinary happiness of the tyrant, it also located
within tyranny itself the tyrant’s Aaws and weaknesses, his depen-
dence on language and imagery that limited and rendered tempo-
rary his political power and personal happiness. For this reason, the
interaction between the epinician poetry commissioned by tyrants
and an audience deeply concerned with tyrannical power merits
close inspection.

The Poetics of Power: Pindar and Bacchylides

The short compositions that were danced and sung in honor of
their victories at Panhellenic athletic competitions were obviously
valued by Sicilian tyrants. Bacchylides’ odes 3, 4, and 5 and Pindar’s
Olympian 1 and Pythian 1, 2, and 3 honor Hieron. Pindar also wrote
Olympian 2 and 3 for Theron, who ruled Acragas from 489 to 473.
Odes composed for other Sicilians with connections to tyrants
include Olympian 6, which was written in honor of Hagesias, a close
supporter of Hieron; Pythian 6, for Xenocrates, Theron’s younger
brother; and Nemean 1 and 9 for Chromius, an in-law of the Deino-
menids. Both Pindar and Bacchylides also wrote other forms of
occasional poetry in honor of Sicilian tyrants. *

The epinician poem was a species of praise poetry, and, like all
praise poetry, it undertook to position its patron at the center of an
admiring audience; this the epinician poet did by remembering and
reenacting his patron’s moment of athletic victory. But in contrast
to the encomiastic compositions that were typically sung at drink-

44. Fragments survive from an encomion in the form of a dance in honor of
Hicron (105 SM), and another (118-19 SM) for Theron of Acragas; Bacchylides
wrote at least one encomion for Hieron (20C). On Pindar’s Sicilian connection, see
Stauffenberg 1963.
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ing parties, victory odes were presented to audiences that were
often public and diverse. The epinician poet could not assume that
he was speaking to people who were in complete sympathy with
the victor; it was incumbent on him to persuade others to share his
enthusiasm for the victor. To do this, victory odes characteristically
assert that the victories they celebrate were not the simple conse-
quences of careful preparation or good fortune, but rewards that
were given to victors by the gods for their good deeds, piety, or
illustrious birth.*® This predominant interest in human excellence
(areté) explains epinician’s generic inattention to athletic skill or the
vicissitudes of athletic contests—even when its patrons owed their
successes to extraordinary personal efforts.*¢ It also helps explain
the victory poet’s ability to praise victors who were only marginally
responsible for their victories. Among such victors were tyrants
who competed in the chariot races of Olympia and Delphi and
collected prizes without driving their own teams, and even in some
cases without leaving home to witness their victories.

To persuade an audience to find genuine virtue in athletic victory
was the epinician poet’s great challenge. How challenging it was is
proved by the characteristic indirection of his argument. Epinician
poetry typically expresses only passing interest in the thoughts and
feelings of the immediate audience, which 1t clearly intends to

45. Sec for example Pind. Isthm. 2.12-19; Bacchyl. 3.5-8 and 4.14-20. The gods
were in fact responsible for all human success: Pind. Pyth. 1.41.

46. Pindar compliments Herodotus of Thebes for driving his own team (Isthm.
1.15), but he does not make this the reason that Herodotus wins, nor is it for this
primarily that Herodotus deserves praise. See also Pyth. 5.34-39, where Pindar
praises Carrhotas, Arcesilas’s charioteer, not for skillful dnving but for remember-
ing to entrust his chariot to the gods. Bacchylides 9 is also an apparent exception:
Bacchyhides honors Automedon for his extraordinary strength, but that strength s
represented not as Automedon’s personal achievement or private possession but asa
concrete link to the mythical world with which the poet intends to connect him.

It fits Pindar's metaphor of the poet as athlete to reject the role of skill in poetry.
For the metaphor, see Pyth. 1.41-45: "All manner of mortal virtues comes from the
gods, so men are wise, mighty in body, and cloquent; I desire eagerly to praise this
man, but I hope that [ do not throw my bronze-edged spear that | brandish in my
hand outside of the field, but far outstrip my competitors with my throws." For his
rejection of the role of skill in poetry, see Of. 2.86-88 and 9.100-104. And for
Pindar’s presentation of the poet as inspired, see s2f.1-6 SM, where Pindar calls
himself the “singing prophet of the Muses,” and 150 SM: “Speak your oracle,
Muse, and | shall interpree.”
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persuade. Indeed, it directs itself in great part to an imaginary
audience, which it constructs of immortal gods, heroes, and per-
sonified cities.*” Epinician poets constantly invoke and beseech this
second, imagined audience; the poems themselves are sometimes
represented as gifts to it. This constant reference to an imaginary
audience most clearly distinguishes epinician from epic and most of
lyric. Although the epinician poet was typical in representing him-
self as the spokesman of the gods, he had a special need to remind
his audience that he derived his inspiration from a divine source; for
while the epic poet’s success did not depend entirely on the veracity
of his story, the epinician poet clearly needed to convince his lis-
teners that his assertions were true to have any hope of persuading
them to praise the victor.

There is another reason that the victory ode constructed a divine
audience. Epinician subscribed to the view, conservative already in
Pindar’s day, that areté derived exclusively from the gods. This view
1s basic to the victory ode’s mission: to discover and illuminate a
connection between the victor's achievement and the world of the
gods and heroes. Steeped in genealogy and mythical history and
skilled 1n manipulating poetic images—epinician’s version of the
Heracleian stone of Plato’s on—the poet linked the quotidian real-
ity to which his patron’s victory belonged to the gods and the
mythical past; at the end of a successful poem, the patron’s victory
emerged adorned with divine causes and mythic antecedents.

Epinician, in the words of Leslie Kurke, was a “tool finely cali-
brated for registering and accommodating the particular status of
the victor within his civic community.”** Within the chain that

47- On the distincrion of epinician’s real and 1deal audiences, see Nagy 1990, 249.

48. Kurke 1991, 224. Kurke is sensitive to Pindar’s interest in accommodating
the polinical and social aspirations of his patrons: she reads Pindar’s aristocranic odes
as aiming to reintegrate the victor into his community by incorporating the com-
munity into the poem. But she does not, 1 think, pay enough attention to epinician’s
ability to justify and affirm those aspirations; little 1s made of epimician’s power to
reshape the relationship between the victor and his community to effect a real
pohitical difference: that, at the end of the successful ode, the victor and his victory
are situated at the community's center, It is this restructuning of the relation between
patron and his city that is crucial for epinician (just as the tyrannical odes aim to
reorder the patron's relation to the world of gods and heroes). Epimician is less
concerned to assure the community that “athletic victory is not a stepping stone to
pohitical domination™ (224). On the relation between Pindar’s tyranmical odes and
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epinician constructed linking the gods and the victory, the victor, ifa
boy, could be employed as proof of the divinely bestowed areté of his
family; or if an aristocrat, his success might figure primarily to sug-
gest or represent his city. In such poems—Pindar’s Aeginetan odes
are obvious examples*”—the patron’s family line or city stands
between his victory and the gods and figures as the whole of which
the patron is a part, his link to the gods,and the immediate audience
of his achievements. Or, as in the odes honoring the Sicilian tyrants,
the epinician poet might attempt to devise a more direct link be-
tween the areté of the victor and the gods. Odes honoring aristo-
crats typically represent the city as the final link in the chain connect-
ing victory to the gods. But in odes honoring tyrants, the patron
himself often assumes this role. So the good ruler and the good city
both appear as the immediate objects of the gods’ attention and both
demonstrate the distinctive areté that comes from the gods. Thus an
important political anaology 1s made in epinician. The similar place
given to the ruler and to the aristocratic patron’s city allows the poet
to describe them in like terms. At Nemean $.47, Pindar delights that
“the entire city [of Aegina] is eager for good deeds” asif Aegina were
a single individual determined to prove its areté. And at Pythian
1.75-79, Pindar includes Hieron’s victory over the Etruscans in a
single set with the Athenians’ defeat of the Persians at Salamis and
Sparta’s victory at Plataea.

The significance of this chain is especially immediate when a

those composed for aristocrats, see Nagy (1990, 175), who challenges the conven-
tional view that Pindar and Bacchylides wrote odes primarily for aristocratic pa-
trons and that the odes wnitten for tyrants are a mere vanation of the anistocratic
ode. Epimician, for Nagy, is a genre that 1s essentially related to the position and
aims of tyrants and “quasityrants” (i.e., aristocrats who aspire to the political status
and reception of tyrants). Nagy's view of the “quasityrant” is attacked by Stoneman
(1991, 351-54), who insists (to my mind rightly) on the difference between Pindar's
tyranmical and anstocratic odes. But Stoneman himself (1984, 43-49) secems to
locate that difference in terms of poetic attitudes and diction, leaving aside entirely
the question of epinician’s complex reception and political situation. This may help
us appreciate Kurke’s achievement.

49. Secalso Ol. 13.1-35, composed in honor of Xenophon of Connth, and Kurke
(1991, 205—=7), who constructs the relationship of the victor and his city on analogy
with the Homeric relationship of the warrior and sovereign: as the warrior's success
brings glory (x080s) to his sovereign, the victor’s achievement confers a particular
power and charm on the city to which he returns.

50. As Race (1986, 101) notes, “Pindar portrayed Hieron, Theron, and Arkesilas
as model rulers; Aigina was his ideal polis."”
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human ruler serves as the link between the aristocratic patron and
the divine source of his victory. This clearly happens in Pindar’s
Olympian 6. At the conclusion of the ode, Pindar turns from Hage-
sias, whose victory the ode celebrates, to speak of Hieron:

slmov 8¢ pepuvaoba Tvpakooaar e kai "Oprvyias,

rav lépwy kabap@ okamTe dETwY,

apria pundopevos, gowikomelav

appemer Aaparpa, hevkimrmov te Buyarpos Eoprav,

kat Znros Alrvaiov kparos. advloyol BE v

AUpar podmal Te ywaakovte. un Bpacaotl xpovos 6ABov

EQEPTTWV.

ovr 8¢ gthogpoourvais evnpatols Aynoia Seéaito Kpwy.
(Ol. 6.92—-98)

| said to remember Syracuse and Ortygia,

over which Hieron holds sway with an unsullied scepter,
taking counsel for right things,

and attending to purple-slippered Demeter

and to the festival of Persephone with her

white horses and to the power of Aetnean Zeus.
Sweet-speaking lyres and dances know him.

May time, sneaking up, not trouble him, now

happy, and may he receive the victory celebration

of Hagesias with well-loved acts of friendliness.

Only gods, heroes, and divine places and things could be invoked as
present when they are absent. Pindar is careful to avoid addressing
the absent Hieron directly; he uses the third person optative (“may
he receive™) instead of the vocative. Yet he comes very close to
putting Hieron on a level with the gods. Hieron holds sway over
Syracuse; it is he who will welcome the victory celebration in
Syracuse, and it is he, therefore, who will determine the success of
the ode. Hence the ode to Hagesias ends with an appeal to Hieron,
who is characterized as a godlike force, whose potential anger and
envy the poem acknowledges as its final task.

51. The analogy that epinician constructs between the city and the tyrant sup-
ports Burnett's (1984, 42—43) suggestion that epinician praised victors in much the
same way that the pacan praised gods. Since the Greeks personified their cities as

-
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In all epinician, the poet undertakes to render to god what is
god’s: ultimate credit for victory. In this sense, the patron reaps the
victory as a return on a religious investment he has made in the
past.5? But epinician does not intend to represent the victory as a
settlement of religious accounts, for even if the gods give him
victory as a reward for his past loyalty, the victory puts him deeper
in their debt. Epinician poetry renders this complicated relationship
between the gods and the victor (or the entity whom the victor
represents) in its concern with divine envy. Divine envy and resent-
ment were, of course, important elements of the Greeks' religious
vocabulary; in fact, they are among the chief qualities the gods
share. “Envious more than others,” Calypso calls the Olympian
gods who deprive her of Odysseus’s company (Od. 5.118). Yet, in
their envy of the happiness of others, the gods were perhaps most
human. Like certain men, most especially kings and tyrants, the
gods put great value on the exclusive character of their happiness.
Disastrous consequences met those who directly challenged the
status of the gods, the Giants, or creatures such as the unfortunate
Marsyas. The same fate fell upon paradigmatic tyrants, such as
Croesus and Polycrates, whose wealth and power allowed them to
escape the common toils of mankind.>?

Epinician poets fully subscribed to the popular views of divine
envy. To praise victors the poet needed to recognize and avert its
danger. So at Pythian 8.71-72 Pindar prays:

bewy & omw
Gebovor aitéw, SEvapkes, VUETEPALS TUXALS.

I ask that the sight of the gods be unenvious
of your fortune, Xenarkes.

But these things are not really within the poet’s control; unalloyed
happiness is the exclusive possession of the gods. So while attempt-

divine entities, the tyrant, who occupies the place assigned to the aristocratic
patron’s city, is imphicitly separated from the rest of mankind.

52. Epmnician, in this respect, follows epic. See Il 23.859-83, where Teucer's loss
mn the archery contest is tacuitly attributed to his failure to pray to Apollo before
shooting. The rewards of piety are most fully elaborated in Bacchylides’ version of
Croesus's story.

53. Sec Walcor (1978, 25-26), who traces the idea to Homer. On envy in Pindar,
see Bulman 1ggz.
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ing to appease the gods, Pindar must also warn his mortal patrons
that they cannot hope to escape a measure of unhappiness. “No one
1s or will be without a share of toil,” Pindar insists at Pythian 5. 54
and also at Pythian 12.28-30:

el 6€ Tis OABos év avlpaTolry, Qe KapaTou
oV QaIVETOL EK DE TEAEVTATEL VLY MTOL TAUEPOV
Salpwy: 70 & POPTLLOY OV TAPPUKTOV.

If there 1s some happiness in men, it does not
appear without toil; a god might bring happiness
to an end today, for it 1s not possible to flee what is fated.

This same reflection prompts Bacchylides to tell the story of Hera-
cles’ encounter with Meleager in Hades, which underscores the
tragic dimensions of Heracles’ undoing: Heracles returns from the
meeting with an overwhelming pity for Meleager, which evolves
into a passion for Meleager’s sister, Deianira, the agent of Heracles’
death. Thus the hero meets a tragic end, which Bacchylides uses to
support by synecdoche his judgment on the universal condition of
mankind: “No one who dwells on earth is happy in all respects”
(s.54—55). Even Hieron, the poet implies, cannot expect that his
favored status will always bring him an extraordinary measure of
happiness.

The epinician poet’s insistence on the subjects of divine envy and
the inescapable suffering of man may seem to cast a shadow on the
victor’s otherwise bright achievements and his god-given happi-
ness. Yet the poet clearly intends to build on the relation between
the patron’s achievement and the gods, not to question the value of
that achievement. In fact, the anxiety about divine envy that de-
mands the transference of praise from the victor to the gods is best

equipped to do just that; for, just as the poet augments his praise for
the victor when he credits the gods for the victory, so too he places

his patron in a special class of men when he makes him lable to the
gods’ resentment. The threat of the gods is a form of attention,
which confirms the victor’s uniqueness. Epinician poetry thus con-
structs a close relationship between areté and phthonos. The patron’s
great virtue—most especially, the tyrant's—invites both the gods’
attention and their envy. The epinician poet lives on this problem;
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he certainly does not intend to reject or obliterate it. In fact, he will
go to great lengths to make it seem real.

This may make us wonder about the political ethics of epinician
poetry: the poet, despite his great religious and poetic claims, was
apparently willing to praise any victor, even a tyrant, who could
pay his fee. Certainly any discrimination of the worthiness of his
patron was unrelated to his role as a praise merchant. This 1s most
obvious at the very places where the poet appears to nstruct, and
not just to praise, his patron. So Pindar’s address to Hieron at
Pythian 1.81-86:

kapov el BeyEawo, moA@Y TEpaTA CUPTAVITOUS

Ev Bpayel, pelwv ETeTal Lopos avipomwy, amo yap Kopos
auBAvvet

alavns Taxelas EATidas

aorav 8§ akoa kpvowy Bupor Bapvver pakwot' éohoiot ém'’
alhoTpiots.

aAN’ Gpws, kpEoaov yap olkTipuob ¢hovos,

un mapiee kaha. vopa Sikaip mdakie oTpartor: apievdel
&8 mpos axkpove yalkeve yA@oaay.

If you speak in season, tightly weaving together many lines,

less reproach of men will follow. For persistent satiety blunts
quick expectations.

And stories especially of others’ achievements weigh heavily

upon the heart secretly.

Nonetheless, envy is better than pity.

Do not give up good deeds; guide the people with a straight

rudder,

and forge your tongue with an unlying anvil.

Pindar’s readers will look in vain for any specific political or ethical
message or any real program for reform in this passage. With poetic
images bordering on the trite, Pindar’s moral advice can do little
to moderate or direct Hieron’s political behavior. Like the semi-
fictional Timotheus in Dryden’s “Alexander’s Feast,” the epinician
poet “cou’d swell the soul to rage, or kindle soft desire,” making his
patron smile or assuaging his pain. But he did not have the power to
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alter the nature of his master’s power, and it certainly was not in the
nature of tyranny to change by degrees. From this perspective, the
poet’s advice that the tyrant should behave well, and the tyrant’s
conspicuous reception of such advice—whether he merely pre-
tended to listen or did so sincerely—did most to highlight the
tyrant’s freedom to behave just as he wished. In fact, the mixture of
praise and advice that is characteristic of epinician itself serves to
neutralize the claim, embraced by Herodotus’s Otanes and by Plato,
that the tyrant is enslaved by his huge appetite for praise.>4

Epinician poets were likely aware that they could not really
instruct their patrons; and it was not for this that they most extolled
their art. What they do well, they insist, is reward virtue, and virtue
that 1s well rewarded, they claim, is the greatest happiness available
to men. In fact, as Bacchylides insists at 3.89-92, the honor that
poets bestow on virtue may serve as an antidote for the inescapable
march of ume:

GpeTas YE pev o puvln
Bporav aua copaTt gEYYos, akla
Movoa v Tpéper.>s

The light of virtue does not wither
together with the body of mortals
but is nourished by the Muse.

The power that poetry possesses to combat forgetfulness comple-
ments the inherent value of virtue (“Cheer your heart by doing
things that are holy, for this i1s the greatest of profits™: Bacchyl.
3.83-84) in rewarding victors for their glorious achievements. We
may complain that epinician here praises itself in the same isolated

54. In this sense, the appeals in Pindar to the tyrannical patron's moral virtues
funcuon much like the image of Clemenna in the principate ( Res gestae 34; see Adam

1970 and the succinct remark in Ferguson 1970, 73: “Clementia 1s a reminder of the
emperor’s absolute power and his kindness in not using it™) or like the entreaties for
the ruler’s forbearance that were commonplace in the court literature of monarchi-
cal Europe. On the connection between autocratc power and clemency in Greek
political language, see the various remarks on the virtues of forgiveness attributed
to Pittacus: Diod. g.12.3; D.L. 1.76.

55. Cf. Pind. Isthm. 7.16-19; 11.13-17.
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and unpolitical terms it uses to praise its patrons. But victory poets
were not oblivious to the polincal realities of praise poetry, as a
passage n Pindar that explicitly mentions tyranny argues:

T@Y Yap e TOAY EVPLOKWY TQ LETH WAKPOTEPQ
OABw Tebakora, pEppop’ aloar Tvpavvidwy:
EvvaioL 8" ape’ apetais Térapat. glovepol 8 apivovral,
GAN" el TIs GdKpov EAwY NOUXQE TE VELOREVOS alvay DBy
ATEQUYEY, EAAVOS GV ETYATLOV
KaAAiova BapraTov OTELXOL YAVKUTRTQ YEVEQ
EVWIVLOY KTEQVWY KPATIOTAY XGPLY TOpwY.
(Pyth. 11.52—58)3%6

Believing that those citizens in the middle flourish

with the longest happiness, I find fault with tyrannies.

I reach for common virtues. For the envious are warded off,

but if someone who has reached the heights dwells there in
peace and avoids dread hubris,

he would come to a better end in black death, leaving for
his sweet offspring

the grace of a good name, strongest of resources.

Tyranny receives a striking interpretation in this aristocratic vic-
tory ode. Pindar’s “common virtues” are not common to all men;
instead, they are virtues that deserve the community’s collective
honor. Conversely, behavior labeled as “hubrnis” 1s unwelcomed
and isolated and, for that reason, entices no poet to celebrate it.
From this perspective, it makes sense that Pindar elsewhere chooses
Phalaris of Acragas as his paradigmatic pohtical villain. Phalaris, in
his hubris, roasted his enemies inside a bronze bull, and he suffers
eternal damnation as a result (“Hateful infamy holds [him]| down in
every way”) and 1s deprived of all the benefits of song (Pyth. 1.96—
98).

It 1s likely that Pindar’s mythological presentation of athletic
victory kept tyranny in the minds of his audience. If so, Pindar’s
interest in addressing tyranny explicitly is perhaps a preempuive

§6. On the passage, see Young 1968, 12-22, and Kurke 1991, 215-18.
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move. Pindar, in other words, incorporates tyranny within the
distinct conceptual framework of epinician in order to insist on a
strictly moralistic interpretation of it. Tyranny, for Pindar, 1s hubns
deserving the silence that the poet bestows just as he bestows praise.
The poet’s threat of “hateful infamy” may not seem impressive.
Like the condemnatio memoriae of the enervated Roman Senate, his
refusal to praise evil deeds seems to articulate his powerlessness;
Pindar does not speak against, but can only refuse to support,
actions that he deems tyrannical. Pindar’s powerlessness becomes
all the more obvious in his example of actions that deserve silence:
his Phalaris is a fiction with little resemblance to real tyrants. But
although—or, indeed, because—his claim to power is imaginary,
Pindar’s interpretation of tyranny offers real power to his patron.
When he asserts for himself and incorporates in his poem the final
judgment over tyranny, Pindar in fact appropriates the power of
praise from the community, his audience, and gives it to his patron.
In the hands of the praise poet, the final decision over the patron and
his victory becomes poetic. The beginning, middle, and end of his
story, which epinician narrates and sanctifies with myth, is told by
the patron’s own agent, who supports his account of his patron with
poetic proof of his credibility. The epinician poet allows the tyrant
to replace his audience, preempt its decision over him, and exercise
sovereignty over his story. The tyrant becomes a virtual narrator of
his own story, the form, as Walter Benjamin has said, in which “the
just man encounters himself”’5’—or, in which any man is able to
invent his own justice.

Of course, the epinician poet did not serve his patron just by
composing prayers, and divine jealousy did not itself diminish the
power of tyrants or the reputation of aristocrats. Danger to tyrants
and aristocrats came from their fellow citizens, the real audience of
epinician poetry.’® Although the poet’s talk about divine envy is

57. Benjamin 1977, 410: “Der Erzihler ist die Gestalt, in welcher der Gerechter
sich selbst begegnet.”

s8. Kurke (1991, 220) observes that Pindar's tyrannical odes treat the problem of
envy far more cavalierly than his aristocratic odes: “The enviers are mocked rather
than mollified.” Pindar's disdain is, 1 think, strategic: he means to suggest that the
audience’s envy of his tyrant-patron is proved to be foolish by the considerable
divine support the patron enjoys.
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indirect, it is neither incidental nor msignificant. The acknowledg-
ment and appeasement of the envy of the gods provided in fact the
unmiquely satisfactory solution to the very real problem of human
envy. This is at imes explicit: in one place, the envy of mortals is
taken as proof of the victor’s areté (Ol. 6.72-76); in another, praise,
which links mortal achievements with the gods, overcomes human
envy:

wn vur, 0Tt glovepal Ovar@y gpeEvas au@LKkpEparTal EATIOES,
UNT QPETAY TOTE TLYATW TATPOAV,
unde Tovod’ vurovs.

(Isthm. 2.43-45)

Not now, that envious hopes cling about the hearts of men,
must he ever let his ancestral virtue be silenced,
nor these songs.

Thus epinician links the victor and his divine patrons by means of
mythical narrative and the invention of a divine audience. This link
1s intended as an appeal to the poem’s human audience to honor the
victor. And the appeal is powerful for the very reason that it is
indirect. The audience that follows the music and dance of epinician
watches and participates in a spectacle that anticipates and answers
all doubts about the victor’s areté. Bacchylides makes it clear that
this aim is traditional:

xp7n 6" akabeias yapw
alvety, ¢Bovor aueoTEpaLTy
XEPTIV GTWUGLEVOV,
gl TIS £V mpaoaol Bpotav,
Bowwros dvmp 7@be pwvnoer, yhvkewey "Holobos mpomolos
Movoav, 6v év dfavarol Tipdot, TovTe
kol Bpor@v gnuay érecbat.
(5.187-94)

It 1s necessary for the sake of truth to give praise,
shunning envy with both hands,
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when someone of mortals fares well.

That Boeotian man, Hesiod, servant

of the sweet Muses, said these things:

whomever the immortals honor

should be followed with the good fame of mortals.

Thus epinician poets attempt to win honor for their patrons by
asserting that they already possess the special honor that gods give
men; some patrons, particularly rulers, possess so much honor that
they risk the gods’ envy. Because the gods have recognized the
victor, the poet’s real audience should find it easy and even neces-
sary to honor him as well. This is the sophisticated aim of the
victory poet. If he is successful, the patron emerges outhitted like
Aecacus, whom, according to Pindar at Nemean 8.8-10,

TOANOL MiTavEvOY (DELY.
GBoaTi yap Npewy GwToL TEPLVOULETAOVTWY
nlehov keivov ye welbead avaéiats EKOVTES.

many pray to see.
And unsummoned the flower of the heroes living nearby
wish, though not forced, to obey his commands,

Victory, the poet asserts, 1s the source of praise, and praise is the
source of honor, the public acknowledgment that victory comes
from the gods. With this claim, epinician seems to complete its
refutation of Herodotus’s Otanes. While in the Persian debate the
ruler’s desire for the regard of his subjects is a logical contradiction
that renders his power irrational, in epinician that regard is a neces-
sary and inevitable consequence of the divine origin of his special
arete.

The victory poet obviously needs to present the relanonship
between the victor and the gods as real. Like the student arguing the
Quntilian declamanon, his theology 1s axiomatic; the victorious
patron, like the tyrannus fulminatus, must be honored because the
gods have marked him for honor. The poet 1s not guilty of insin-
cerity. From his perspective, alétheia (truth), the opposite of con-
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cealment, 5 insists on the celebration of areté. The obligations of his
politics and poetics dovetail perfectly: the poet serves truth when
his song echoes in his audience’s praise for the victor. But the victor
also has his obligation. He must avoid the supreme impiety of
failing to acknowledge in song that the gods are responsible for the
victory. So Pindar at Pythian §.23-25:

T 0E un Aalétw
Kvpava yhvkor auel kamov "Agppoditas aebopevor,
mowrtt uev feov aitwov vTepTlEUEY.,

Therefore do not let it escape you, when you are
honored in song n the sweet garden of Aphrodite in Cyrene,
for each to hand over credit to the god.

The victor, in other words, must not forget poetry. And if the victor
is prous and the poet is successful, the result 1s a2 poem of great
power. As Pindar insists, “The song of good deeds makes a man

fortunate like kings.”®"

It is not difficult to see why Sicihan tyrants were attracted to
victory odes as a poetic supplement for the glory they won in their
wars aganst the Carthagimans, the Etruscans, and rival cities and
tyrants in Sicily.®! The epinician poet undertook to reorder poeti-
cally the relationship between his audience and his patron. Tending

59. In Pindar, sce Nem. 8.24-26 (Homer on Odysscus). In general, see Detienne
1967 and Cole 1983. Pindar’s aesthetics are hardly naive; they concur with Hesiod
and Solon (“Poets tell many lies™: Sol. 25 GP), not with Homer (“Poets are not to
blame™ for the stories they tell: Od. 1.347-48). For Pindar, the poets may lie by
revealing what did not happen, as Homer does in telling the tale of Odysseus (cf.
Pind. Nem. 7.20-21).

60. Nem. 4.83-84:

Upros de rav ayabdy
Epyporwr Barihebow oobaipora TevxEL
YT,

61. Athlenc victory and martial victory are occasionally linked in epinician, In
Pyth. 1, Pindar extends his praise for Hieron's chariot victory in 470 to celebrate hus
defear of the Etruscans at Cumae several years earlier. For the link between victory
in war and victory in games, see also Pyth. 8.25-27, where the subject, however, is
not a Sicilian tyrant but the city of Aegina.
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by nature to collusion rather than confrontation, epinician used
meter, music, and myths to draw the audience into a celebration of
the areté of the victor. For all its patrons, the celebration aimed to
translate athletic victory into civic stature. For aristocratic patrons,
it was enough that the celebration offered an image of the commu-
nity—brief but repeatable—in which the patron and his family
appeared as first citizens. But the tyrant clearly wanted more from
victory odes. Epinician attempted to bring the tyrannical patron’s
fellow cinzens, like Aecacus's, to “obey his commands willingly”
(Pind. Nem. 8.10), or, if we may gloss Pindar with Machiavelh
(Discourses 1.8), “to yield him the first place without deeming them-
selves degraded thereby.”

But was epinician successful? Performances of victory odes were
intense but also fleeting; the poet tried to convince the audience of
the gods’ immediate interest in his patron’s victory, but he could not
hope to make that conviction outlast the performance by very long.
It is not only the remoteness of modern sensibilities that makes the
victory ode now seem rather pompous and hollow. Pindar and
Bacchylides might temporarily elevate their patrons in the eyes of
their audience, but they did so by pretending to offer eternal proof
that the patron’s victory stemmed from divine areté. As masters of
mythical narrative and interpreters of the divine, epinician pocts
asserted complete control over their audiences’ judgment of their
patrons. Yet temporary success seems to have come at the price of
ultimate failure. To make the patron secem honorable, the poet also
made him seem threatened. The gods are powerful, but also fickle;
they want the victor to be honored now, but they may feel very
differently later. Every argument that epinician gives for its patron’s
distinctiveness is also an argument for his fragility. In its own terms,
then, epinician scems to question, even as it proclaims, the happi-
ness of the poet’s tyrant-patron; and its listeners, even if they are
brought to praise him, are left with the impression that the victor’s
fate 1s still very much in doubt.

If this 1s correct, epinician’s very effort to control the tyrant’s re-
ception unwittingly invokes the rule implied by the Quintilian Ty-
rannus fulminatus: the tyrant, despite all his efforts, could not exert
final control over his own reception. In turn, the declamation im-
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phes the city's obvious response to the representation that poets in-
vented for tyrants: holding the power to expel the body of the tyrant
extra fines, the city was able to replace with lasting infamy the tem-
porary honor that rulers created by their own self-representation or
purchased from praise merchants.

So read, the Quinulian exercise suggests that stories about the
tyrants and founders offered Greek cities a kind of narrative power
over their past. The lives of tyrants and founders functioned as
fables to which cities could append their own morals: burial in the
civic center made the founder’s story a happy one, while expulsion
extra fines redefined the tyrant’s entire life as miserable. By adding
its own conclusion, the polis embedded a narrative reversal in both
stories. The founder’s quest, which usually began and often pro-
gressed 1ignominiously,®® ended in complete success, while the ty-
rant lived for a short time as the happiest of men to end life perfectly
unhappy. And the narrative reversal served a political reversal. In
honoring its founder, the city, which remembered him as its maker,
honored him as its own possession; likewise, in oppressing its

tyrant with dishonor, the polis was able to spurn its onetime master
as if he were chattel that it might keep or discard at its discretion.
The honor and dishonor detailed in the declamation thus celebrate
the maturity and mastery of the city in the form of a story that
retains the founder and tyrant as both decidedly significant and
utterly finished. So Greek city-states did not need to conceal their
carly histories: when they wrote conclusions to the stories of their
autocratic masters, they rendered innocuous their debt to founders
and marked their subjugation to tyrants as forever past.

In Quintihan’s day, the Tyrannus fulminatus could only have been
appreciated for the quandary that it offered schoolboys. I have
argucd that the quandary (should the tyrant be buried in the avic
center because he died as a result of Zeus's special attentions, or
should he be cast from the city because he lived as a tyrant?) reflects
the opposition between the tyrant and the founder and the city's
mastery over their stories, both of which are basic to the polis’s
political identity and to its conception of sovereignty. But in reflect-
ing the polincal language of the polis, the rhetorical exercise also

62, On this, see chap. s passim.
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captures its distinctive political achievement: the Greek city-state
solved the very quandary at the heart of the Quinulian exercise.
Unfettered by the conventional logic that made the Tyrannus ful-
minatus a puzzle for the Roman schoolboy, poleis found ways to
honor the tyrant as fulminatus—that 1s, as marked by the gods—ar
the same tume that they utterly devalued his memory and negated
his claims, as tyrannus, to happiness.
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Justice and Power: The Language

of Early Greek Tyranny

Eviois dnypov Seopevols kal kohaoews éuBalwy 6 Beos mikpiay
TLVG TUPAVPOU BUT UELALKTOV KOl TRAYUTNTO XGAETNV GRYOVTOS, OV
mpotepov EEEIAE TO AvTobY Kal TapaTTov 1) 70 vooovr amakhaéat
Kol kabnpal.

Someumes the god applies the implacably bitter and harsh rule of a

tyrant to peoples needing a caustic and correction, and does not
remove the pain and annoyance until he has expelled and purged the
disease,

Plutarch, De sera numinis vindicta 553a

The sophist Hippias reports that tyrannos, the Greek word for
autocratic ruler (the individual who dominates a state through his
own strength and abilities rather than by perceived conceptions of
right), was first used in Archilochus’s tume, the seventh century
B.C.! In his extant poetry, Archilochus labels only one ruler a ty-
rannos, Gyges, the fabulously fortunate king of Lydia. But Archi-
lochus clearly did not see tyranny as something entirely foreign
or strange. When he drew on it to construct metaphors for love
(23.18=21 W) and greed (19 W), he was exploiting a political situa-
tion that his Greek audience must have known, although perhaps
not yet from personal experience.? If Archilochus and his genera-

1. Ct. FGH 6 F 6. On the origin and oniginal meaning of tyrannos, see Labarbe
1971.
2. For Archilochus on tyranny, sec also chap. 1.
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tion were the first Greeks to label individual rule as tyrannia, they
were certainly not the first to form 1deas about the political domina-
tion of single individuals and small groups. Homeric epic incorpo-
rates complex models of kingship that much predate tyranny. But
the political institution that Archilochus and his contemporaries
marked with a new word, was a new and very different form of
political power. To frame the political innovation that this new
word reflects and, most important, to understand its close relation-
ship with the concept of justice (8ixkn), | begin with a discussion of
kingship in Homer and Hesiod, who record the ideas and images of
political domination in the generations that saw tyranny come to
exist.

Kings in Homer and Hesiod

When Louis Gernet made his provocative suggestion that archaic
tyrants deliberately revived images of Homer's kings in order also
to recapture their privileges and power,? he was ignoring much that
Homer’s narratives offered their early archaic audiences on the
subject of kings and kingship. Tyrants could not help being in-
trigued by the godlike status of Homeric kingship, but they would
hardly have wished to resurrect its tenuous and fragile social and
political basis. The kings of the Iliad and Odyssey are, as a rule, pre-
eminent warriors who enjoy power and privileges in proportion to
their martial achievements.* The Lycian king Sarpedon suggests
this relation in Iliad 12 (310-14) when, on the verge of battle, he
asks Glaucus why their people honor them like gods, and imme-
diately defines his question as rhetorical by answering it himself
with an exhortation to Glaucus to join him at the head of the army.5

3. Gernet 1968,

4. On Homeric kingship in general, sce Carlier 1984, 165-68, Drews 1983,
Andreev 1979, Descat 1979, and Deger 1970. On the fragile nature of Agamem-
non's power as king of men (dvaf avdpav), see McGlew 1989; and on the ideology
of Homeric power see also Rose 1975 and Thalmann 1988,

5. To the question,

INhavke, 1in 8 val renqunuecfa pakuwrra
£bpy te kpéaoiv e (B whelos Sewaeoaw
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And what Sarpedon stresses by leaving unsaid—that kings live well
because they fight well—explains the peril as well as the power of
Homeric kingship. The prerogatives of kingship obligate Homer'’s
warrior-kings to face repeatedly the possibility of death in the
heroic duels that kings charactenstically fight. In this fundamental
sense, victory is the first condition of the Homeric king's royal
status.

Yet, despite the conditional nature of their power, Homer, like
Thomas More, saw kings as “the springs both of good and evil.”® A
good king ensures social harmony, while a bad or weak king threat-
ens it. And for Homer the king is necessary even if his power is
insecure and his devotion to his community wavers. The absence of
a king is an important feature of the perfectly uncivilized society of
the Cyclopes; and, although Homeric kings never rule entirely
alone, a community with too many kings, as Odyssecus suggests at
Iliad 2.204, courts political disaster. This ambiguous image of king-
ship as necessary but fragile fits the narrative demands of the Iliad
and Odyssey, which plot the fates of communities through the
personal trials of their kings, but it does not exhaust Homer’s
thoughts on the subject of royal power. Interspersed within his
stortes of the struggles of Agamemnon and Odysseus, Homer
offers occasional glimpses of a less heroic world and less heroic
forms of power, which have been thought “ordinary” from the

év Avkiy, mavtes 6€ feovs ws elcopiwat,

Kol TEpEvos vEuouerba uéya Savbowo map' oxbas,

KaAOV QUTAALT)S KO GPOVHTS TUPOGOPOLO;
Sarpedon answers:

T Yo XM Avkiowrt pETH TPUTOUTLY EOPTOS

goTaper NoE paxms kavorelpns avriBokijoar.

(ll. 12.310—16)

Why have we been rewarded most of all

with a seat of honor and meat and many goblets

in Lycia, and everyone regards us as gods,

and we dwell on a great estate by the banks of the Xanthus,
lovely in 1ts vineyards and grain-bearing fields?

So now we must go forward and stand among the first
of the Lycians and meet the raging battle.

6. More 1964, 5.
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perspective of the poet’s own world.” These glimpses, much like
Homer’s similes, were intended to frame the distinction between
the world of his heroes and that occupied by himself and his au-
dience, men who, in the language of the similes, could not lift
stones even half as large as those heaved about by his heroes. But
even if Homer turns to his contemporary world only to highlight
the stature of his heroes and their struggles, his images of his own
world offer much of value on the character of political power in the
generations before tyranny.

This 1s particularly true of the shield scene in Iliad 18, Homer's
description of the images Hephaestus etches into the new shield he
makes for Achilles. The shield scene is an elaborate microcosm that
provides dynamic and static images of the heavens, Ocean, the
worlds of agriculture and urban life, and the points of intersection
between avilized life and nature. In this world within 2 world,
Hephaestus places two cities, one of which is at war, the other at
peace. The former is simultaneously beset by two hostle armies,
while the latter enjoys weddings and feasts and witnesses the peace-
ful arbitration of a blood dispute between two citizens. The poet’s
account of the two cities is particularly terse, and details of the cities’
social, political, and economic institutions are sparse. Yet is clear
and important that Homer accords no place in the two cities to the
sort of royal power that elsewhere dominates the political, social,
and economic center of heroic society. No king is involved in the
activities of either city, while the one anonymous king of the shield
is busy tending his kingly estate at the periphery of the shield,® as if
to suggest that his remoteness from the shield’s soaal acuvities
reflects the unimportance of kingship in the world that the shicld
depicts. The absence of kings certainly does not hamper the two
cities. In the battle surrounding the less fortunate of Hephaestus's
two cities (the sort of activity that Homer’s kings would not usually
miss), the shield men are obviously able to fight to protect their city
or to destroy someone else’s without the leadership of Homeric
kings and without the heroic duels that they fought.

7. So Edwards (1988, 279—86) refers to the lhadic shield scene.
8. Il. 18.550—57. On the function of the Homeric royal estate (répevos Baoi-
Aniow), see Carlier 1984, 158-60.
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The people of Achilles’ shield are also able to solve their legal
problems without the help of kings.” In his account of the legal
dispute in the more fortunate of the two cinies, Homer relates thata
man offers a certain sum as restitution for killing a fellow citizen,
while a relative of the vicum rejects the offer. The community’s
elders listen to the arguments of the two litigants and then take turns
offering solutions, each announcing his opinion with a scepter in
hand. Although the scepter is elsewhere in Homer a symbol of
exclusive god-given power in legal matters (Pepwores: 1. 2.206;
9.99), the elders do not themselves determine or enforce the final
judgment in this case. For “two talents of gold lay in the middle”
(18.506), which the litigants,'® or, more probably, the assembled
people who also hear the hugants (18.500), award to the elder
whose “judgment is most straightforward™ (18.508). Established
legal procedures now perform the function performed elsewhere in
Homer by kings. The change i1s apparently for the better. The
orderly assembly bears little resemblance to those that Homer posi-
tions in the crucial second books of the Iliad and the Odyssey, which
prove disastrous because of the weakness or absence of the ruling
king.

Throughout the Iliad and Odyssey, Homer constructs and ex-
ploits an elaborate analogy between the worlds of gods and kings.
In the shield scene, too, theology is closely related to politics. The
role of the Olympian gods, who are otherwise prominent in Homer
as the patrons of kings, is much curtailed in this world lacking royal
power. Zeus himself does not appear, and no Olympians are pic-
tured among the immortal bodies with which Homer encircles his
two cities. Instead we are offered brief ghmpses of Athena and Ares
in the thick of battle around the city at war (18.516), fighting
apparently as patron gods of warring groups and as divine soldiers
of fortune, but not, as far as we are told, in the service of a supreme
god or as patrons of individual warriors.

Epic, which was both product and ingredient of early archaic
Greece, frames its own relation to its world as antithetical rather
than mimetc. The shield scene is obviously included in the Hiad for

9. On the legal scene and controversies, see Gagarin 1986, 26-33.
10. S50 Gagann 1986, 31. ;
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literary, not historical, purposes: it 1s an antiheroic image created by
the artist-god Hephaestus and exhibited (paradoxically) by the in-
comparably heroic Achilles. Burt that it also reflected the social
concerns of Homer’s own world is argued by the marked similarity
of the shield scene to the world described by Hesiod’s more didac-
tically oriented Works and Days. Like the shield scene, Hesiod’s
Works and Days shows little interest in the claim that kings owe their
position to their divine ancestors.'' Hesiod's kings (BaoiAfes),
again more like the elders of the shield scene than the kings who dot
Homer's battlefields, function as arbiters rather than warriors. And
the parallel extends to the gods: the Olympian gods who appear in
the Works and Days have entirely shed their roles as the personal
patrons of powerful kings.

In fact, the most important god in the lives and social dealings of
men in the Works and Days is not an Olympian at all, but Dike, a thin
personification of the principle of political order and responsibility.
Her mythological shallowness perhaps explains Dike as a relatively
new invention, but it also articulates her essence and function.
Unmotivated by anthropomorphic passions, without mortal chil-
dren, and unwilling to play favorites among men and women, Dike
1s defined by a single concern: to punish the devotees of Injustice (=
Adikia or Hybris), her antithesis and eternal enemy. Though clearly
one-dimensional, Dike is hardly peripheral: Hesiod makes it clear
that “the gift-devouring kings (BaatAfjes) who sell themselves to
the largest bidder” (Op. 36-39) keep her very busy.

Hesiod’s kings resemble Homer's in one important respect: they
are responsible for the goodwill of the gods and the prosperity of
the aity. This 1s apparent in Hesiod's image of the fates of the good
and bad aities. The good aty, where “kings give straight judgments
and do not transgress the just, fares well and the people flourish”
(Op. 225-27).'% But the evil aty, in which kings give crooked
Judgments, suffers all sorts of torments. Dike watches over men

1. See, however, Th. 96, where Hesiod, in discussing kings who listen to the
voices of the Muses, concedes vaguely that “kings are from Zeus.”

12. On Hesiod's notion of justice, see Vernant 1978, 42-79. The forsweanng of
oaths and taking of bnbes are charactenstic of injustice for Hesiod; so also in
Herachitus (B28 DK) and Alcaeus (see below, n. 31). Few would have argued with
the Orphic saying, “The oath 1s justice™ (D.L. 8.33).
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and records their transgressions, comes to the city in a mist, “bring-
ing evil to the men who drove her out™ (Op. 223-24), while Zeus,
her partner in punishment, exacts vengeance on a broader scale:
“The son of Cronus puts great trouble upon the people, famine and
plague at the same time; the people wither away; the women do not
give birth; households are diminished™ (Op. 242—44). Hesiod's ideas
of diké and adikia extend into the political sphere the religious
notions of pollution and purification.'? Injustice, like pollution,
troubles the entire community, not kings alone, although kings
most often commit the offending acts. Yet there is one clear differ-
ence between religious purification and the Hesiodic notion of
punishment; Hesiod never speaks of restoring diké by expelling or
killing an unjust individual or by designating and eliminating a
scapegoat. Only the suffering of the entire community will appease
the divine Dike: “It often happens that a whole ity 1s punished on
account of a single bad man,” Hesiod writes (Op. 240). In this
notion of justice there lies perhaps the first trace of an acknowledg-
ment of the demos’s (people’s) political nghts.

Hesiod’s kings are no less vital for the welfare of their commu-
nities than are Homer's. But while Homer’s kings, with the excep-
tion of Alcinous, seem oblivious to social and political respon-
sibilities off the battlefield, Hesiod’s are never permitted to forget
that they must maintain justice in their cities; in fact, Hesiod sees it
as his duty to remind them. The poet does not always find this easy;
Hesiod at one point compares himself to a mghtingale who pleads
for mercy from a hawk who has captured her, but the hawk says,
“One far stronger than you holds you ught, and you, though a
songstress, must go where I take you” (Op. 207-8). Hesiod's point
is perhaps less the poet's weakness than the implacable rule that
strong dominates weak: “He is a fool,” the hawk tells the might-
ingale, “who wishes to fight against his superiors” (Op. 210). Itis a
rule that Hesiod probably thought applied to kings as well, for
Zeus, who supports the cause of justce, 1s much stronger than
kings.'¥ The poet thus performs a moral duty that exceeds his social
position, and “kings who understand,” Hesiod adds (Op. 202), will

13. See Parker 1983, 257-80. For the significance of purification in the legends of
tounders, see chap. 5.

14. See Lamberton 1988, 121-22.
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avoid committing acts of injustice against him. As Hesiod insists in
the Theogony (81-93), the good king and the poet share the Muses’
attentions: the king owes his ability to make straight judgments to
the Muses (93), whom the poet also claims to serve (100).15

Epic’s idealized view of the heroic past and Hesiod's severe view
of his contemporary society offer very different pictures of king-
ship. In Homer, cities and nations are each dominated by a single
king. Homer's heroes (and his gods) are driven by a desire for honor
and vengeance, but not for diké. In Hesiod (and in the Homeric
shield scene), on the other hand, there is no one single king, no
master of the city, whose political actions articulate his personal
desires. Instead the many leaders of each community are responsi-
ble for the preservation of justice. The character of the relation
between the gods and kings changes along with the definition of
kingship. Hesiod’s gods define the responsibility and irresponsi-
bility of kings and scrutinize their behavior with great care; Hesiod
seems convinced that without divine supervision kings would glad-
ly ruin their communities to indulge their personal interests. This
transformation of the nature of the gods, and of Zeus especially, is
no less dramatic than the change in the conception of royal power.
In Hesiod, Zeus and Dike, goddess of justice, become father and
daughter (Th. 902); and in the moralistic spirit of Hesiod’s reflec-
tions on power, Zeus will soon trade in the scales with which he
measures the fates of heroes for a set that weighs the crimes and
punishments of all men.'¢

As the struggle between justice and hubris dominates Hesiod's
political conceptions, so it also pervades his view of the history of
mankind. In his tale of the history of mankind (Op. 109-201),
hubris plagues the ages of man that perish at the hands of Zeus, but
i1s clearly absent from the Golden Age and the Age of Heroes, which
Zeus honors with a measure of immortality. The notion that in-
justice cannot escape divine punishment enjoyed a long life in the

15. The Muses have a dual role: they teach the poet to “sing of the glones of
earhier men and of the blessed gods™ (Th. 100-101) to charm away his audience’s
sorrows, and they lend him authority to advise kings and the demos.

16. Scales of Justice (rakavra Aikns) appear first in Hymn. Hom. Merc. 324 and
Bacchyl. 4.11-12 and 17.24-26. For the idea, see also Aesch. Ag. 250-51 and Cho.
61.
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poets and philosophers in the centuries after Hesiod. Archilochus
insists that no injustice, no matter how petty, escapes the gods:
“The hubris and justice of the wild beasts interest Zeus” (177 W).
And, as always, fictions of divine or natural necessity serve moral
ends. In his own unique way, Archilochus transforms Hesiod’s dikeé
into a personal code of honor: “There is one great thing that [ know:
to respond with terrible wrongs to him who wrongs me™ (126 W).
Sappho adopts a similar idea of the inevitability of punishment
when she proclaims unrequited love to be a wrong for which
Aphrodite will force her reluctant lover to make amends (1.20-24
LP; 37 LP). Eventually the notion of diké would surface as a law of
nature in the lonian cosmologies from Anaximander through Hera-
clitus and, somewhat later, in the medical writers, who viewed
health as a kind of political balance ({oovouia) of the body's powers
and disease as the disturbance of such a balance (Hippoc. Arch. iatr.
14).7

Amidst the personal and cosmological extensions of diké after
Hesiod, there was also a deepening sense of the relation between
diké and political leadership and unity. The connection is particu-
larly striking in the common metaphorical representations of the
city as a ship that sails on a sea of political turmoil and is doomed to
destruction if it is without the “just rudder” of good leaders. It lurks
also in the less common representations of the city as a human body
whose parts are symbiotically linked with one another and with
their common environment. '®

But it 1s perhaps in the new form of political power that the
Greeks after Archilochus labeled ryrannia that Hesiod’s intensely
moral conception of politics is most completely preserved. Al-
though the causes and events that led to the establishment of tyr-
anny on the Greek mainland are difficult to know (not because they
have been silenced by time, but because later Grecks remembered
them as events of legendary significance in the early history of their

17. See Gentili 1972, On Sappho, see Bonanno 1973. On lonian cosmologists
and the medical writers, see Vlastos 1970 and Kahn 1979, 272-75.

18. For ship metaphors, see Archil. 105 W; Alc. 6, 208, 249 LP (cf. Heraclit. All.
5); Pind. Pyth. 1.86 ("guiding the people with a just rudder”™: Sikawv mndaiior)
and 10.72 (“steering of cities”: moAwwy xuBepraoies); or. ap. Plut. Sol. 14.4 (=
15 PW); Soph. Ant. 163; and for body metaphors, Alcmacon By DK.
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cities), a few traces of the political language and reception of early
Greek tyranny survive to allow us to reconstruct tyranny's relation-
ship with the predominant concern for justice that characterizes
archaic Greece.

Justice and the Cypselids

Both the historical value and limitations of the Greeks” memories
of their ecarliest tyrants are evident at Corninth, where Cypselus
established tyranny in the middle of the 650s.'” The popular story
of the Cypselids’ ris¢ was reported in somewhat different versions
by Herodotus and Nicolaus of Damascus, who borrowed from the
fourth-century world history of Ephorus.*” In Herodotus, the story
is told by Sosicles, Corinth's delegate at an assembly of Pelopon-
nesian states that met in the last decade of the sixth century to
discuss recent events at Athens. The Spartans intended to establish a
tyranny at Athens, and the Corinthian delegate sought to dissuade
them by recounting Corinth’s own experiences with tyranny. In his
account, Cypselus's mother, Labda, belonged to the ruling Bac-
chiad clan, while Action, his father, did not. The Bacchiads did not
generally allow marriages outside their clan; they permitted this one
because Labda's lameness left her without a Bacchiad husband. But
oracles made the Bacchiads fear the oftspring of this union. When
the news of a son’s birth came to them, they went to kill the child.
But the infant’s sudden smile stunned them, and before they could
steel their nerves, Labda concealed Cypselus in a chest (which
became his namesake). When he grew to a man, Cypselus heard
another oracle that encouraged him to make himself “king” of
Corinth, and, as Corinth’s tyrant, he executed or exiled many of the
Bacchiads and stole their property.

Nicolaus’s version also mentions Cypselus’s great fortune as a
child in avoiding the Bacchiads and the oracles that encouraged
Cypselus's ambitions, but it is less interested in miracles than in

19. For the chronology of the Cypselids, see Mosshammer 1979, 234-45, and
Servais 1969. Among recent studies of the Cypselid tyranny, see Bockisch 1982 and
Salmon 1984, 186—95.

20. Toher (1089) shows, however, that Nicolaus was more than a mere compiler.
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Cypselus's qualifications for the position of tyrant. In this account,
Cypselus begins his public career as the polemarch in the Bacchiad
administration, where he becomes famous for his justice and integ-
rity. At an opportune moment, Cypselus consolidates his support
among the Corinthians, kills the reigning Bacchiad king, and exiles
and expropriates the land of many of the Bacchiads. Although his
actions against the ruling elite were harsh, Cypselus did not appar-
ently damage his general populanity. According to Nicolaus, Cyp-
selus “ruled in a kindly manner without a bodyguard and was not
hateful to the Corinthians” (FGH 9o F 57.8).

With its extended report of Cypselus’s clouded social origins and
the miraculous smile that saves him from the Bacchiads, Herodo-
tus’s account offers a fairy tale of the tyrant’s rise to power that
implicitly classes Cypselus with the likes of mythical kings and city
founders. Like Oedipus (cf. Soph. OT 1178-81), Cypselus survives
because the ironic and irrational pity of his future victims over-
comes their own best interests.?! Here Nicolaus parts ways with
Herodotus. His Cypselus is a competent and sensitive leader whose
political opportunism cannot obscure his justice and mildness. It is
difficult to know which version the Corinthians preferred: Herodo-
tus's, which mythologizes Cypselus’s rise, or Nicolaus’s, which
prefers to stress his abilities and virtues. There is even less hope
of knowing what actually happened. This has been effectively—
albeit unintentionally—demonstrated by Stewart Oost and Robert
Drews, who have carefully combed the two accounts to arrive at
opposite conclusions about who Cypselus was and what he did to
make himself tyrant.?? Yet there 1s a crucial point of agreement in
Delphi’s involvement in Cypselus’s rise, which, though probably a
historical fiction, was likely invented in the time of the Cypselids’
rule and its immediate aftermath, when the Cypselids were sull
very much on the Corinthians’ minds. On this we will focus our
attention,

21. See Vernant 1982 and Jameson 1986. For parallels of miraculous beginnings
in Greek foundation legends, see chap. § passim. A story featuring a miraculous
survival was also told about the Sicilian tyrant Gelon (Diod. 10.29.1). Pity also
saves Cyrus (Hdt. 1.112).

22. Oost (1972) uses the reports of Herodotus and Nicolaus to show that Cyp-
selus was in reality a Bacchiad who consolidated and preserved Bacchiad rule, while

Drews (1972) uses the same matenal to show that Cypselus was not a Bacchiad or
even Corinthian.
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Delphi figures most prominently in Herodotus’s story. When
Cypselus’s father, Aetion, came on a pilgrimage to Delphi, he was
told about the son his wife was soon to bear:

'Heriwv, ovris oe tiew moAvrirov Edvra.

AaBba kver, Té€el 8" ohooiTpoxor: év BE meoElTAL

avdpaoi povvapyowort, dikawwoee b¢ Kopuwbor.
(5.92B.2)

Aection, though you deserve honor, you are dishonored.
Labda carries a child and will bring forth a great rock
that will fall on the exclusive rulers and set Connth righr.

The Corinthians heard much the same thing when they visited
Delphi to ask about another matter:

aleTOS Ev TETPYOL KVEL, TEEEL BE AéovTar

KapTepov wunomy: moAA@v 8’ Umo yovvata Aoet,

Tavra vvv ev ppalecle, Kopivbior, of mept kaAnv

Ilepnpmu olkeite kai égproevra Kopuvrfov.
(5.928.3)

An eagle conceives in the rocks and will

bring forth a lion, a mighty hunter of flesh,

who will weaken the knees of many.

Be warned of this, you Corinthians who live

around the fair Pirene and the heights of Acrocorinth.

Cypselus was given a third oracle when he visited Delphi:

GABros olros avnp 65 éuov Sopov éokaraPaived,
Kipedos "Heridns, Baoihevs khewroio Kopivfov,
aUTOS Kai Taides, Taldwy ye pLEv oUKETL Taldes.,

(5.92e.2)

Happy is this man who enters my house,
Cypselus, son of Aetion, king of renowned Corinth,
himself and his children, but the children of his children

no more,
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These oracles are the focus of most efforts to reconstruct the
ideological aura that came to surround the Cypselids’ rise, It is
certain that the oracles are not the genuine ante eventum products of
Delphi that Herodotus and Nicolaus took them to be, but it 1s
widely believed that they predate the version of Cypselus’s rise that
Sosicles used to dissuade the Spartans from establishing a tyranny in
Athens.2? There is also considerable agreement about their purpose
before they were interwoven as narrative elements in Sosicles’ tale.
Commentators take the oracles as fabrications originally intended
to create the impression that the tyranny was favored or hated by
the gods. This view pervades the attempt to assign authors for the
three fabrications: most see the first as favorable to the tyranny and
attribute it to a camp of Cypselid supporters and interpret the
second as hostile and credit it to the Cypselids’ enemies.?® The
third, which shifts in midstream from language apparently favor-
able to Cypselus to terms that seem hostile, has complicated this
method of attribution, and most scholars believe that it underwent
revision.

Yet the various disagreements about the date and authorship of
the Cypselid oracles are ulumately less troubling than the agree-
ment about their function and significance: that the oracles were the
ideological products of a regime determined to disguise its power or
the inventions of its enemies, who were equally determined to
represent that regime in the worst possible light. Are the oracles
well understood as either “favorable” or “hostile™ to the Cypselids?
Are they likely either to have helped consolidate support for Cor-
inth’s tyrants or to have justified opposition to them?

The first oracle, which is usually regarded as pro-Cypsehd, seems
most obviously to resist these assumptions. Itannounces Cypselus’s
rise as a restoration of the honor of his father, Action, who, the
oracle implies, was dishonored by the ruling Bacchiads. According
to the accompanying story, Aetion went to Delphi distressed by his

23. PW 1:116-17 makes the point explicitly.

24. So Salmon 1984, 186-87, and Drews 1972, 132 n. 11. Drews takes the first
oracle as contemporary or nearly contemporary with Cypselus's coup d’état; Sal-
mon agrees only to place it before the tyranny’s fall. Oost (1972, 18) and PW 1:116-
17 interpret the tone of both the first and the second oracle as pro-Cypselid.

25. See the discussion below.
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wife’s failure to bear a child. The oracle told him that “Labda will
bear a rolling stone that will fall upon the exclusive rulers.” The
image of the rolling stone (olooitrochos) deserves close scrutiny.
Elsewhere in Herodotus (8. 52), rolling stones (oloitrochor) are used as
weapons that are let loose from an acropolis upon a siege force; and
in a simile at Iliad 13.137, Hector 1s compared to an olooitrochos when
he rushes in the madness of battle at the Achacans. The olooitrochos 1s
an object of fear as well as a tool of destruction; it can be aimed, but
once set in motion, it is impossible to stop or control. In that sense,
the olooitrochos very much resembles the natural disasters that follow
injustice in Hesiod: famine, plague, the withering away of the
people, and barrenness (Op. 242—44). An undiscriminating, arbi-
trary, and apparently senseless force, the olooitrochos seems a perfect
archaic punishment for a breach of justice. As Solon wrote, the in-
Justice of even a single individual in the city brings forth a “common
evil” that “comes into the house of every man"—whether innocent
or guilty—passing through closed gates and jumping hedges, seek-
ing out even the man “who hides in his own room™ (3. 2629 GP).2>*
The Corinthians may well have despised their monarchoi (single
rulers), as the oracle labels the Bacchiads, and believed that they
deserved all they got, but they would have been very careful to stay
out of Cypselus’s way.

It does not seem that the first of the three oracles was designed to
win Cypselus conventional political support. Like the elder Cato's
remarkable rhetoric in his campaign for censorship (Plut. Car. Mai.
16.6—7; Livy 39.41.1-3), the oracles perversely argue for Cypselus
by promising that his rise to power will be extraordinarily harsh. In
fact, the oracles do not suggest that the Corinthians will benefit
from Cypselus'’s rule, and make it very clear that Cypselus's own
motives are entirely personal; he falls on the Bacchiads in order to
avenge his father. But this does not mean that the Bacchiads were
guilty only of a single personal insult. They are explicitly labeled
andres monarchoi (men ruling alone). In the political language of
archaic Greece, monarchoi are rulers who arrogate powers and privi-
leges that belong to all aristoi (the nobility) or possibly to the entire

26. Sec also Theog. 39-52; for Solon's view of justice, sce Vlastos 1946, 69; and
chap. 3 passim.
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city. In Solon (12.3—4 GP), “the demos falls to the slavery of the
monarch” through its ignorance and the injustice of its leaders, and
in Theognis (39-52), monarchia emerges from the wrongs of the
unjust. Monarchia was likewise construed as an evil in the Hippo-
cratic tradition and in the lonian school of natural philosophy,?”
which the Corinthian who narrates Cypselus’s story in Herodotus
reflects when he characterizes the Spartan proposal to establish a
single ruler in Athens as a perversion of the cosmic order.?®

That oracles announcing a tyranny should label the preceding
regime a monarchy seems incongruous; in fact, this incongruity has
fucled the suggestion that the Cypselid oracles were invented at an
early point in Cypselus’s rule, before he determined to become, and
before he was perceived as, a tyrant.?? But this suggestion is not
necessary. The notion of justice that the Cypselid oracles invoke and
that Solon and Theognis echo implies a reciprocity between crime
and punishment that makes them at times seem identical. “The city
is pregnant,” Theognis feared at 39-40, “and will give birth to an
anér euthuntér (reformer) of our hubris.” This man, who must be
one of the monarchoi Theognis mentions at 52, is both an evil and a
good: he makes the city suffer for the wrongs of its leaders, but he
also restores justice.* Conversely, good order (gvvopia) in Solon
performs many of the deeds of Theognis's monarchos, if in a far
gentler manner: good order “often chains the feet of the unjust,
smooths over the rough, brings an end to satiety, obscures hubris,
withers the waxing buds of ruin, straightens crooked judgments,”
and the like (3.32-36 GP).?! Both Theognis and Solon would have

27. For passages and a general discussion, see Vlastos 1970, §7-60.

28. Hdt s.9za.1: “The heavens will be beneath the sea, and the earth will be
clevated above the heavens, and men will live in the sea, and the fish will take the
dwellings of men, now that you, Lacedaimomans, prepare to dissolve freedom
(forokparia) and introduce tyrannies into cities. For nothing is more unjust (a8
korepov) or murderous (puuagporerepor) among men than tyranny.”

29. So Forrest 1966, 111,

30. The related ewthunos (corrector) similarly appears in Aeschylus as an executor
of divine justice, once in connection with Zeus (Per. 828) and once with Hades
(Eum. 273). For its relation to the project of Solon, the Athenian lawgiver, see the
next chapter. On diké in Theognis, see also Nagy 1985, 22-81.

j1. The antityrannical poetry of Alcacus is different, for he tailors his notions of
monarchia and diké to suit “the great contest” that s now “visible” (6.10 LP): the
tyranny of Pittacus. For the conservative Alcacus, the monarch (Pittacus) alone is
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wished “that Dike had had a share in these matters from the first,” as
Pelasgus cries in Aeschylus's Suppliants (344), for Dike is more
fearful by far when she arrives late.

This may explain the significance of dikaiései Korinthon in the first
oracle, a phrase that has been variously understood to mean “set
Corinth right” or “punish Corinth,” but perhaps means both: Cyp-
selus will set Corinth right by punishing it. This interpretation in
turn suggests that the second of the Cypselid oracles (“An eagle
conceives in the rocks and will bring forth a lion, a mighty hunter of
flesh, who will weaken the knees of many”) confirms the first. Even
as it focuses on the less pleasant side of the emergence of an agent of
diké, it defines, rather than rejects, his rule. In fact, the second oracle
makes good rhetorical sense in pretending to remind the Conn-
thians that they were once warned of Cypselus’s coming but chose
to 1ignore the warning. Cypselus’s rule 1s made to look inevitable
and is neatly described: he is the lion who will exact punishment by
catng Corinth’s evil leaders alive.*?

It seems then that the first two oracles, as religious arguments for
political power sometimes do, justify the Cypselids’ power by its
very harshness. The Cypselid oracles might in this respect be com-
pared with the oracle that was included in the story of the rise of the
Orthagorids, the contemporaries of the Cypselids who ruled the
neighboring city of Sicyon. The Orthagorid oracle, which survives
in a prose version,*? bluntly informs the Sicyonians that they will be
“ruled by scourge” for one hundred years. The accuracy of the
prediction dates the oracle to the post-tyrannical penod. But al-
though the oracle was certainly produced after the Orthagonds’

the evil that is sinking the scales of the aty (141 LP), for he himself has broken oaths
and devours the aty (129.23-24 LP; cf. 167, 200, jo6g.10-11). The city is chastsed
tor tolerating Pittacus (348 LP), but punishment must be directed primanly against
him, and it 1s the task of the exiled aristocrats to exact it (cf. 6, 70, 208 LP).

32. On the hon's significance as a polincal symbol, see the account of Hip-
parchus’s dream at Hdt. 5.56 and Anist. Pol. 1284a15~17. At 7.131.5, Herodotus
mentions the lion that Agariste dreams she will bear, when she is pregnant with
Penicles; the lion characterizes the remarkable power that the Alemaconids wiclded
in fifth-century Athens. For the lion as an image of divinely willed destruction see
also Aesch. Ag. 717-36. For late fifth-century appropriation of that imagery, see Ar.
Ran. 1431. Elsewhere (Alc. 129 LP) oméstas (cater of raw flesh) is an epithet of
Dhonysus, who, like early tyrants, was viewed both as fearful and as irresisuble.

33. Diod. 8.24 = 23 PW, cf. POxy. 1365 = FGH 105.2; Plut, Mor. 553a.
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fall, it does not represent the punishment of tyranny as unwarranted
or illegal. Plutarch (Mor. 553a) thought the Orthagonid tyranny was
sent by the gods to punish the Sicyonians for their crimes. In all
probability, the Sicyonians believed this as well.

The second of the Cypselid oracles purports to be a response to an
inquiry from the Corinthians. In this it differs from the first, which
Sosicles reports to have been delivered spontaneously to Aetion as
he entered Apollo’s temple. This is made obvious in the third oracle
(“Happy i1s this man who enters my house”); a dramatic sense of the
spontaneity of the priestess’s response is written into the text itself.
Among legendary and literary oracles, spontancous responses are
awarded to many of Delphi’'s most presugious visitors: Lycurgus
(29, 216 PW), Hesiod (206 PW), Battus (39 PW), and Ancaeus,
founder and ruler of Samos (233 PW).** Like these, Cypselus is
already known to Apollo as a man marked for exceptional deeds,
and Action, Cypselus'’s father, for bearing such an illustrious son.
The spontaneity of the second and third oracles also underscores the
significance of their messages.3> As in fictional oracles in which the
response 1s unrelated to the inquiry,* Delphi’s voice rings more
genuine and divine as it appears less influenced by the inquirer’s
question.??

In the third oracle Delphi confirms its support for Cypselus by
addressing him as “king of famous Corinth.”** But the tone of this
oracle changes in the third line (“himself and his children, but his
children’s children no more”), which predicts an abrupt end to the
Cypselids’ good fortune after only two generations. The shift from
a greeting supportive of the Cypselids to a prediction of their

34. The presuge attached to such oracles continued beyond the classical period.
Alexander the Great (270 PW) and Attalus | of Pergamum (431 PW) were also
awarded spontaneous oracles.

35. An obvious example 1s the gloomy prediction of defeat that the Athenian
deleganion is given when it comes to Delphi in search of a plan against the Persians
(Hdt. 7.140.1 = 94 PW).

16. See, for example, 37, 39, 79. 114, 160, 410 PW. In a related type (e.g.,
Myscellus’s question about his childlessness: 43 PW), the god solves the private
concern of the consultant by engaging his support for a much larger project. See
also chap. 1.

37. This was to become a literary topos (321, 514, 516 PW); see Parke 1962.

38. Oost (1972, 19) ook this as a sign that Cypselus was regarded as a king in
Connth, but see Oliva (1982, 368).
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demise complicates attempts to attribute this oracle according to its
tone; some scholars have proposed that the first two lines were
written during the family’s reign, while the final line was appended
by its encmies, at Delphi or Corinth, after the Cypschds’ fall.*

Yet this solunon does not take into account other political and
legendary oracles that show similarly mercunial shifts in tone. The
oracle that welcomes Gyges' rule but quickly announces the limit of
its duration i1s an obvious example (Hdt. 1.13 = s1 PW),* What
underlies this similarity 1s not Delphi’s indecision but a certain
ambivalence toward autocratic rule. It must have seemed to the
authors of both genuine and spurious oracles to fit Apollo’s duties as
the manager of the great gulf separating men and gods to maintain a
precise balance berween human happiness and misery. It follows
that oracles celebrating mortals and their achievements without
qualification are rare exceptions. The point of the exceptions is to
suggest that those so honored are not quite mortal—for example,
Lycurgus, whom Delphi decides 1s probably a god (29, 216 PW);
and Archilochus (321 PW), whom the oracle specifically labels
immortal (afavaros).*! In this sense, shafts from good fortune to
ruin may be seen to translate into oracular form the familiar com-
monplaces of archaic and classical thought that too much happiness
will inevitably lead to misfortune (cf. Hdt. 3.40) and that it is
impossible to know whether or not a life is truly happy before it is
over (ct. Hdt. 1.290~32).

This 1s not to attribute the entire oracle to the Cypsehid era, which
1s clearly inconceivable. Butitis to argue against the conclusion that
the oracle must have been written in two distinct stages. The ora-
cle’s concluding line does more than just negate the message of the

19. So PW 1:116-17, which 1s followed by Oost (1972, 18) and Salmon (1084,
187). Crahay (1956, 240-41) and Berve (1956, 2:522-23) treat the entire oracle as
post-Cypschd.

40. Another, addressed to Attalus | of Pergamum (431 PW), begins optimus-
vcally (“Take courage, bull-homed, you will have the office of king™) and con-
cludes very much like the last line of the third Cypselid oracle (“and the children of
your children, but the children of these no longer™). PW (cf. 431) explains the great
similarity between Attalus's oracle and the third Cypsehd oracle as direct imitation.

41. Delphi did not apparently think quite so highly of Hesiod: a spontancous
oracle (206 PW) addressed to him closes, like the third Cypsehd oracle, with a
prediction of his death. On the similanty, see Fontenrose 1978, 117.
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first two lines. Rather than reject the impression of Cypselus’s
happiness, it constructs a close relationship between the success of
the Cypselid tyranny and its demise. Much like a French leftist
daily’s succinct announcement, in an obituary for John Paul 1, that
His Holiness’s death offered further proof that all men are mortal,
the oracle closes in an obvious spirit of schadenfreude. As Apollo
bestows his blessing on the tyranny in his salutation, he marks the
limit of their good fortune by predicting their fall. So the third
oracle closes the Cypselids’ story, just as it begins it, by invoking
divine agency. From this perspective, the third oracle functions
much like the fairy tale in which all three Cypselid oracles were
embedded and preserved; it is pervaded by the same irony as the
Bacchiads’ pity for the child who will destroy them, and it appeals
to the same cosmological proposition that the gods direct human
affairs, including the rise and fall of tyrannies.*?

The question of the third oracle’s date and authorship frames a
larger and more important point. Whether the oracles’ authors at
Delphi or Corinth appended new lines to old oracles or devised
their own from scratch, they were continuing and elaborating a
genre and a method of representation whose origin was closely
related to tyrants. And even when they meant to subvert the mes-
sage of the Cypselid oracles, the Corinthians, who preserved and
apparently believed the stories preserved by Herodotus and Epho-
rus, appropriated and implicitly accepted the political language and
conceptions of political authority that the tyrannical oracles invoke.
From this perspective, the consistent presentation of tyranny in all
three oracles is more important than their date and attribution,
more important even than their value as propaganda. For the ora-
cles, tyranny rises from injustice, and the ultimate responsibility for
the establishment of a tyranny lies with the city’s leaders, not with
the tyrant’s personal ambitions and motives. The greatest enemies
of tyranny, Solon and Theognis, agree; the social ruin that results in
tyranny comes from the city’s leaders, who, in Solon’s words, “do
not watch for the holy roots of Justice, who silently knows what is

42. Herodotus's account of the Peisistrands (1. 59-64; 5. §5-65) seems also largely
drawn from local stories that attribute divine necessity to both the nse and the fall of
the tyrannical dynasty (cf. 1.62; 5.56). On this, sce Lavelle 1991, 317-24.
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and what was” (3.14—15 GP). It 1s true that Solon and Theognis
warn their cities in the hope of preventing the social chaos that leads
to tyranny, while the first two Cypselid oracles pretend to be pro
eventu warnings that the Corinthians have heard and ignored. But
this difference in rhetorical function builds upon a basic agreement:
tyranny, for its friends and enemies, comes to exist as a consequence
of injustice.

The first two oracles, though they may have been written when
the Cypselids were in power and enjoyed Delphi’s support, none-
theless stress the fearfulness, rather than the advantages, of tyranny.
If they were hardly calculated to win Cypselus the regard a popular
ruler wanted and needed, they would encourage the Corinthians to
appreciate the formidable quality of a tyrant’s rule; and fear pos-
sessed a distinct value for tyrants. A story attributed by Diodorus
(9.30) to Phalaris, the philosopher-tyrant of Acragas, tells of a flock
of doves that flees from a hawk not because the hawk is invincible,
for they could defeat it if they dared, but because of fear: no dove
could count on the support of its fellows. The Cypselid oracles
inspired a second fear that was less blatant but equally effective: that
the tyrant was not a mere man but a divine agent whom the
Corinthians could not, and should not, resist. For this reason, the
oracles are not well understood as an ideological veil that obscured
the Cypselids’ power. Even if the Cypselids manufactured the ora-
cles as part of a complex ideological program (which is unsure),
they would not entirely deserve the charges of insincerity or im-
piety that such a program might seem to invite. The Cypselids did
not need to doubt what they wanted others to believe: that injustice
was rampant in Corinth, that Apollo was personally interested
in the restoration of justice, and that it was their job to see it
through.*3

This suggestion is supported by Nicolaus's presentation of Cyp-
selus as a just man who begins his public career as Corinth’s pole-

41. So the Cypselids’ conviction reflects the complex relanonship of myth and
ideology characteristic of Greek belief systems. As Veyne (1988, 84) notes: “Like the
Dorzé, who imagine both that the leopard fasts and that one must be on guard
against him every day, the Greeks believe and do not believe their myths. They
believe in them, but they use them and cease believing at the point where their
mnterest in believing ends.”
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march (FGH 9o F 57.5). In Nicolaus, this position, despite the
military tone of the name, is a civil magistracy with judicial and
police functions.** The polemarch judges criminal cases and ensures
that the Corinthians pay public fines. He can imprison delinquents
and 1s entitled to keep a portion of the fines for himself. The job,
like a tax collector’s, must have been highly prized: the honest
polemarch could not help but make money, and the corrupt pole-
march might become very rich. The Bacchiad polemarchs, accord-
ing to Nicolaus, pursued their personal interests exclusively; they
were “hubristic and violent” (VBpiorat kai Biatot). But Cypse-
lus exercised his powers as polemarch in a “manly, prudent, and
public-minded [dnpweeAns]” manner. “He did not imprison or
enchain anyone, instead he accepted surety, or offered it himself,”
and in every case he gave up the percentage of the public fine that he
was entitled to keep by Corinthian law (FGH 9o F 57.4-5).

Herodotus, though finding miraculous events in their rise, clearly
thought the Cypselids were anything but just. But even Herodotus’s
account offers hints of the Cypselid representation and reception as
agents of justice when he casts Cypselus’s son and successor, Peri-
ander, as a perspicacious judge in the tale of Arion’s miraculous
rescue (1.23-24) and as a mediator between Athens and Mytilene in
the dispute over Sigeum (5.95).** Pertander’s judgment in this sec-
ond, more credible case must have involved a complex demarcation
of the spheres of interest of two rival cities and probably gave new
significance to Corinth’s role in the northeastern Aegean—as the
roughly contemporaneous foundation of Potidaea suggests.* Yet
Herodotus’s brief account was more concerned to capture the terms
in which the agreement was presented: according to him, “Each of
the two states kept what it originally possessed.” Periander’s judg-
ment restored an original balance, in keeping with the role of
Theognis's anér euthuntér, the monarch who ensures justice.

The oracles and stories of the Corinthian tyrants, although
among the most important sources for early Greek tyranny, offer

44. For the question of Nicolaus's rehability with regard to the polemarchy and
to the Cypsehids in general, see the discussion in Salmon 1984, 188—92.

45. Onthe latter, see Piccirilh 1973, 28=35. Alcacus seems to mention Periander's
role as mediator (peaims) in 306f, 19 LP, which is probably from a poem Alcacus
wrote to Melanippus describing the event (Hdt. 5.95).

46. On this foundation, see Salmon 1984, 211-17, and Graham 1983, 30; on the
Cypselid colonies, see also chap. 5.
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evidence that is old, indirect, and partial. We do not escape the
problems of historical reconstruction when we look at the Cypselid
stories for the language and reception of early Greek tyranny, rather
than for chronologies or formulas of social and polincal patronage.
But in defense of this reconstruction, we should note that the
tyrant’s persona as an agent of justice is not unique to the stories of
Cypselus’s rise. Other stories suggest that other tyrants courted
stmilar receptions. In a fragment of the Anistotelian Constitution of
Naxos (fr. 558 = Ath. 8.348B-C), Lygdamis starts his reign as
Naxos’s tyrant by leading a group of fellow citizens against some
aristocratic youths who had unjustly attacked a widely admired
man named Telestagoras. The theme of pumishment also looms
large in at least one version of the rise of the Orthagorids at Sicyon.
In Plutarch’s account, Delphi announces that tyranny will come to
Sicyon as punishment for the accidental killing of Teletias, a vic-
tor in the boys' race at Delphi, whom the Sicyons tore to pieces
while attempting to take him away from the Cleonaeans, who also
claimed him. For this, Plutarch says, the god told the Sicyonians
that “their city needs the whip,” which materialized in the form of
the Orthagorid tyranny. The pumishment, Plutarch believed, did
the Sicyonians good; the Cleonaeans did not receive the benefit of
such treatment (tarpeia), and, as a result “they never amounted to
anything.”4” “Sometimes,” Plutarch noted, “the god applies the
implacably bitter and harsh rule of a tyrant to peoples needing a
caustic and correction, and does not remove the pain and annoyance
until he has expelled and purged the disease™ (Mor. 553a). Plutarch’s
medical analogy implies a belief in three conditions of the body
politic: disease, treatment, and health. Health 1s a balance of all
powers (kparm) that act upon or reside in the body.** A condition of
disease exists when a single power becomes dominant to the detn-

47. Mor. s53a=b. The story 1s not found in the fragmentary accounts of Diodo-
rus (8.24) or the Oxyrhynchus papyrus (11.1365 = FGH 105.2), but it is consistent
with them.

48. Cf. Alcmacon of Croton (B4 DK); Hippoc. Arch. iatr. 14, 19.53-57. Itis this
perhaps that Heraclitus meant when he defined strife as jusuce (Bso DK; cf. Béo,
A22). Another passage (Bs8 DK) suggests that Heraclitus himself made use of
medical conceptions of disease and treatment to explain the working of diké in
nature. The same thought finds expression in Anstotle’s discussion of constitutional
change (Pol. 1307b28): “Opposites give rise to opposites, and ruin is the opposite of
safery.”
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ment of the whole. Treatment consists of isolating and removing
the source of disease. The cure is not at all pleasant, but a return to
health demands it.

As a rule in such stonies, a tyranny begins its correction of in-
justice with an act of violence against the former leaders of the
city—the monarchoi in the language of the Cypselid oracles. Nico-
laus reports in his account of the Corinthian tyranny that Cypselus
killed the last Bacchiad king, Patroclides, and gives his reason:
Patrochides was “lawless and burdensome” (rapavopos ket émay-
tms: FGH 9o F 57.6). Theagenes, Megara’s late seventh-century
tyrant, was said to have slaughtered a herd of cattle belonging to
Megara's anstocrats. *? Theagenes’ precise motive has been lost, but
it scems most likely that he understood and represented his action as
retribution, a correcting of past injustices committed by the no-
bility against himself and Megara. Aristotle seems to think The-
agenes’ act marked the beginning of his reign; if so, it must have
been intended to define the spirit as well as the fact of Theagenes’
tyranny.

Punishment and Power in Athens and Mytilene

Retribution may also have played a role in the rise of the Peisistra-
tids at Athens. According to Herodotus (1.59),5¢ Peisistratus began
his first tyranny by inflicing wounds on himself and his mules, and
then niding into the agora claiming that he had been wounded by his
enemies. Fooled by his ruse, the demos granted Peisistratus a con-
tingent of korunéphoroi (club-bearers), which he employed to make
himself tyrant of Athens for the first ime.

We might find Peisistratus’s korunéphoroi puzzling. As Plato
makes clear in the Republic (566b), bodyguards of spear-bearers were
a common mstrument for the establishment of tyrannies. But club-
bearers would obviously stand little chance against the entire citizen
body or even a relatively few hoplites. In a celebrated study,>! John

49. Anst. Pol. 1305225-26. Theagenes probably used the bodyguard that Ans-
totle (Rhet. 1357b) says the demos of Megara granted him. For a different inter-
pretation, see Legon 1981, 95—96.

$0. See also Plut. Sol. 30 and Ath. pol, 14, who repeat the story with vanations.

51. “Herakles, Peisistratos, and Sons” (1972); see also Boardman 1975. Board-
man (1978) also argues that Cleisthenes of Sicyon had a similar interest in Heracles.
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Boardman proposes to solve the problem by rendering the guard as
a symbolic tool rather than a military force. Associating the guard
and its distinctive weaponry of clubs with the Heraclean symbolism
that he takes to be fundamental in Peisistratid Athens, Boardman
argues that a bodyguard armed with clubs supported Peisistratus in
his effort to identify himself with the greatest of Greek heroes and
the darling of Athena. The bodyguard of Peisistratus’s first attempt
to make himself tyrant thus anncipates his second effort several
years later, when he was conducted by an Athena look-alike to the
Athenian Acropolis (Hdt. 1.60), like (Boardman suggests) Heracles,
who was introduced to the home of the gods by the real Athena.??

Boardman’s solution is ingenious. But it is worth questioning
whether it makes good sense of the historical function that Herodo-
tus attributed to the korunéphoroi. Herodotus does not present the
club-bearers as an ideological support for Peisistratus’s reign. In-
stead, the acquisition of the guard marks the inception of his tyr-
anny. Peisistratus’s bodyguards seem for that reason incompletely
understood as mere symbols of Heracles. 1 will suggest, to para-
phrase Freud freely, that sometimes a club 1s a club, or rather, that
the club has its own distinctive symbolic content that makes better
sense of the bodyguard’s place in Herodotus. In a simile in Homer
(1. 11.558-62), boys take a club (poraAor) to beat an ass that does
not behave as it should. Odysseus uses the royal scepter as a club
against Thersites, who behaves hike an ass in [liad 2. Thersites
suffers no great physical damage, but the welts that the royal scepter
leaves on his back will remind him of the greater punishment that
continued defiance of royal authority will bring him. As a weapon,
the club 1s neither efficient nor elegant; the soul escapes more neatly
through the hole made by a spear or a dart. The club for that reason

52. Boardman's important suggestion that Peisistratus exploited a propagandis-
tic value in religious and mythological imagery is alternately criticized (see most
recently Cook 1987, 167-69, and Connor 1987) and placed on the pedestal of
orthodoxy (so Hurwit 1985, 235). Boardman answers his cnitics; see Boardman
1984 and 1989. But he passes over the problem addressed here: how Peisistratus’s
use of religious imagery (his club-bearers, the disguised Phye) actually helped him
establish his tyranny. Shapiro (1989, 15-16) supports Boardman's interest in de-
ciphering Athenian poliucal imagery but is more cautious about the Iink between
Peisistratus and Heracles. On Peisistratus’s march into Athens with the remarkable
Phye, see Connor (1987), who explains the episode in conjunchon with the highly
ceremonial religion of archaic Athens.

S



Tyranny and Political Culture in Ancient Greece

is less fitting for warfare. It has its place rather in situations where
the intention is to correct and reform, to hurt without necessarily
inflicing permanent harm. It is true that Heracles and Theseus
sometimes club their enemies to death, but the choice of weapon in
such cases defines and justifies the violence as punishment—as the
severity of the punishment meted out to their victims defines them
as beyond reform.33

These hints about the sense and function of clubs may help clarify
Peisistratus's korunéphoroi. Herodotus says that Peisistratus asked
the demos for some protection (gvAaxn 7is), but Peisistratus cer-
tainly did not intend to use the bodyguard (nor, perhaps, did the
demos expect it to be used) for defensive purposes alone, for which
club-bearers were not necessarily better suited than for open war-
fare. It is most likely that Peisistratus took advantage of his koruné-
phoroai as a tool of revenge against rival aristocrats, who, he claimed,
had wounded him. The Athenian aristocracy seems therefore to
play the same role that the Cypselid oracles assign to the Bacchiads,
who, by dishonoring Cypselus’s father, invited the punishment of
Cypselus’s tyranny. Herodotus adds briefly to his account of the
ruse that Peisistratus used the club-bearers to take the Acropolis
(1.59.5), as if this were no more than a natural result of the acquisi-
tion of a personal bodyguard. In one sense, this may be true. The
demos’s grant of a guard of club-bearers is what most clearly sepa-
rated Peisistratus from the failed tyrant Cylon, who could afford to
equip his supporters with more serious weapons than clubs but was
casily defeated when he attempted to use them to take the Acropo-
lis.>* Peisistratus, on the other hand, seems to have encountered no

53. Pindar notes at Ol. 9. 30 that Heracles used his club against Poseidon’s tndent
at Pylos, but he quickly drops the tale, fearing the charge of impiety (Ol. 9.35-38).
Other Greeks were probably not so squeamish about the story; Poscidon’s reputa-
tion for brutish behavior made the club an appropriate weapon to use against him.
Like Heracles and Theseus, Oedipus in the OT (811) beats his father to death with a
club (oxfmrpov); the tool suggests a ratonale for the action, which Oedipus
represents as retribution (see below in chap. 6). Finally, Plutarch notes that the
enemies of Tiberius Gracchus artacked him with clubs and cudgels (pomara xai
oxvrahas: Ti. Gracch. 19.8.1). Their intention, of course, was to kill Tiberius and
his followers, not to reform them; but it is probable that they also wanted to
represent their action as civic punishment rather than civil war—hence the signifi-
cance of the clubs and cudgels.

54. On Cylon, see Thucydides' account at 1. 126. Anstotle notes at Rhet. 1357b
that Theagenes and Dionysius the Elder had guards given them by the demos.
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serious resistance. Taking the demos’s grant of a band of club-
bearers as a license to exact vengeance, he established a reign of
justice—justice as Auden describes it in his “Marginahia™: “permis-
sion to peck a wee bit harder than we have been pecked.”>> In the
club-bearers there lies, therefore, a conspicuous claim to an exclu-
sive right to retribution. Thus Peisistratus scems, like Cypselus,
Orthagoras, Theagenes, and Lygdamis, to have begun his tyranny
with conspicuous acts of retribution.

The Peisistratd club-bearers give up much of their force when
viewed exclusively as symbols. Yet Boardman is right that they pos-
sess important symbolic associations. Clubs and justice are linked
on the famous Chest of Cypselus at Olympia, described by Pausa-
nias, where on one panel Dike was pictured clubbing Adikia (Paus.
5.18.2). The same image appears again on an Athenian red-figure
neck amphora that has been dated to 520, when Peisistratus’s sons
were in power in Athens.>® By necessity, the struggle between Dike
and Adikia continues forever, for Dike can chasuise but not destroy
her rival: the existences of Dike and Adikia are ultimately insepar-
able. The club is for that reason a perfect weapon for Dike. It s of
course true that the club is also linked very closely with Heracles.
And it is not improbable, as Boardman suggests, that the distinctive
weapons of Peisistratus’s bodyguard encouraged the Athenians to
think of Heracles when they saw Peisistratus. But Heracles’ persona
as a avilizing hero probably held greater significance for Peisistratus
than his link to Athena. Pindar found it natural to use the verb
damazein (tame) of Heracles (Ol. 10.30; Nem. 3.23, 7.90), a verb he
also used to describe a tyrant’s victory over a barbarian army (Pyrh.
1.73). Elsewhere Pindar recounts that Teiresias, upon hearing that
the infant Heracles had killed Hera's serpents, predicted “how many
Heracles would kill on land and how many ignorant of justice
[@idpodikas]at sea” (Nem. 1.63). And in a famous fragment quoted

by Plato (Grg. 484b = 169 SM), Pindar remarks that the deeds of
Heracles demonstrate how nomos (law) makes violence just.>” Al-

55. Auden (1976, 591).

56. On the personmification, see Shapiro 1976, 42—48. On the vase, see Frel 1963,
Frel behieves the vase registers Athenian dissausfaction with the Peisistrauds, with-
out considening the more likely possibility that the image reflects Peisistrand self-
representation.

§7. Theseus is sometimes praised in the same way; cf. Bacchyl. 18, 38-44. where
he 1s urged on by a god to bring justice against unjust acts,
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ways packing a club for his trips, if (perhaps like Peisistratus’s
bodyguard) using other weapons as the occasion warranted, Hera-
cles civilized nature by punishing its injustice and lawlessness; as
Bacchylides wrote, Heracles “put an end to arrogant hubns by
ordaining judgments [dikas] among mortals™ (13.44-45). In this
sense, the image of Heracles certainly might help define the persona
of Peisistratid power.

Peisistratus was perhaps not the only Greek tyrant to have a
bodyguard armed with clubs. According to later sources (Poll.
3.83, 7.68; Steph. Byz. s.v. Xios), Cleisthenes, the most important
of the Orthagorids of Sicyon, also had club-bearers. Clubs and
sticks pop up in other contexts featuring tyrants. The Spartan
Cleomenes is said in Herodotus (6.75.1) to have beaten fellow
citizens with a scepter, an abuse of royal power that Herodotus
takes as evidence of Cleomenes’ insanity.>® And when they were not
busy beating their rivals with clubs, autocratic leaders sometimes
resisted the appropriation of the imagery of justice by others. Ac-
cording to Aristotle (Pol. 1311b26—-28), Megacles, Mytilene's first
tyrant, began his reign by gathering followers to overcome the
Penthilids, who were unjustly beating the Mytileneans with clubs.
There 1s a striking modern parallel to the ancient political imagery
of the club: the colossal bronze statue of Mussolini planned (but
never erected) for the Foro Mussolini in Rome was to bear in its left
hand a club to symbolize the Fascist victory over the Italian left.5?

Retribution thus appears as a dominant element of early archaic
tyrants’ political posture, so much so that Xenophon (Lac. 8.4)
grouped tyrants with officials of games and the Spartan ephors for
their determination to punish wrongdoing the moment they recog-
mized 1t. But tyrants also found other ways to articulate their inter-
est in diké. According to Nicolaus of Damascus, Cypselus made a
serious effort to correct the injustices committed by the Bacchiads
by recalling their exiles and restoring citizenship to them (FGH 9o
F 57.7). Likewise Anstotle praised the Orthagorids of Sicyon for
obeying the law and Cleisthenes in particular for his treatment of a

58. lt1s unclear whether Cleomenes' sképtron is a mere walking stick or a symbol
of Spartan royal power—and therefore unclear whether Cleomenes’ behavior per-
verts only his royal power or also the very image of Spartan royal power.

59. On the statue and its significance, see Bondenella 1987, 199.
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judge who had denied him a victory (Pol. 1315b15-22), while
Peisistratus was commended for answering a summons to appear
before the Arcopagus (Pol. 1315b23—-24; cf. Ath. pol. 16.8). There is
some evidence that tyrants were responsible for substantive politi-
cal and social reforms. Peisistratus was credited with establishing
traveling judges to increase access to Atheman legal procedures
(Ath. pol. 16.5); other tyrants, Cleisthenes of Sicyon and perhaps
the Corinthian Cypselids, instituted major changes of their cities'
tribes.® Ancient authors represent these innovations as the simple
consequences of tyrants’ interests in consolidating power. In par-
ticular, Herodotus (5.67-68) reported that the Cleisthenic redivi-
sion was intended to favor his own tribe at the expense of Sicyon's
Dorian population,®! while the author of the Athenaion politeia
(16.5) read Peisistratus’s judicial reform in connection with his new
taxes and his determination to keep the Attic peasantry busy and
away from Athens. But Herodotus and the Athenaion politeia proba-
bly confuse motive and result; centralization and consolidation do
not belong to the political language of archaic Greece. It is far more
likely that the authors of these changes drew their inspiration from
their contemporary concepts of justice and represented them as
corrections of past evils.

Justice played a particularly dramatic role in the regime of Pitta-
cus, sole ruler of Mytilene in the §80s. Pittacus was called tyrannos by
his contemporaries, but Aristotle (Pol. 1285a35-37), noting un-
characteristic features in his reign, chose to classify him not as a
tyrant but as an aisymnétés (the word Dionysius of Halicarnassus
later used to translate the Laun dictator). In classifying Pittacus as
aisymnetés rather than tyrant, Anstotle gave greater weight to Pit-
tacus’s method of acquiring power than to his way of exercising it.%?
Pittacus, Aristotle believed, was set up in a position of autocratic

60. On Claisthenes, see Hdt. 5.67-68. On the reorganization of Corinth's tribes
that may have raken place under the Cypsclids, sce Jones 1980 and Salmon 1984,
207-9, 413-19.

61. Cogent doubts are expressed by Bicknell (1982).

62. Berve (1967, 1:94) is wrong to say that Pittacus “stellt keinen eigenstindigen
pohitischen Faktor neben dem Gemeinwesen dar, er ist vielmehr dessen Beauftrag-
ter, dessen Organ, und seine Machtfiille” (“represents no independent political
presence alongside the community, he is rather its delegate, 1ts instrument and the
realization of its power™).
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power by the people of Mytilene, who were harassed by the recent
political exiles under the leadership of Alcacus and Antimenides.
Aristotle, for this reason, called Pittacus “an elected tyrant” and
gave the aisymneteia a special position between tyranny and heredi-
tary monarchy. For evidence, Aristotle offers a fragment of Alcaeus
noting that the Mytilencans “established as tyrant [éoracovro Tv-
pavvov] of the cowardly and ill-starred city the lowborn Pittacus,
praising him greatly in a single voice.” It 1s far from certain that a
definite political procedure is implied by Alcacus’s remark that
Pittacus was “established as tyrant”; the poem is obviously intended
as an attack on the Mytileneans, not as a simple description of an
event.®? Later sources (Strab. 13.2.3; D. L. 1.75) that report that
Pittacus resigned his position after ten years may indicate that Pitta-
cus was a benevolent ruler, but not that his position was regular, for
he seems to have resigned at his own discretion.

We cannot be sure that Pittacus actually employed the title aisym-
nétés, though it is more likely that Aristotle borrowed Pittacus's title
to designate his new political category than that he used a term
unrelated to Pittacus, since Pittacus is his only example of an aisym-
netes,® If Pittacus was called an aisymnétés (and this not because he
was tyrant by election), it is not entirely clear what the term meant
before Aristotle. Aisymnétés probably derives from aisa (rightful
dispensation) and mnaomai (recall, keep in mind); the aisymnétés
therefore “holds in mind what 1s due.”% This derivation is sup-
ported by the fact that aisymnétai outside Aristotle are typically
engaged in activitics appropriate for judges: for example, the nine
aisymnétai who are appointed to supervise athletic contests in the
Odyssey (8.258). The aisymnétés is not a regular political official.* So
in the Iliad (24.347), when Homer likens a young herald (Hermes in
disguise) to a kouros aisymnétér (youthful judge), he seems to imply
that the herald carries himself like a noble youth who is the measure

63. Seec Romer 1982,

64. See Andrewes 1956, 95-97.

65. So Frisk 1960—72; Chantraine (1968) notes that even if the word is foreign,
the Greek popular imagination probably associated it closely wath aisa.

66. Admittedly, Medea's nurse in Euripides (Med. 19) says Creon, the hereditary
king of Connth, “judges the land” (alovpr@ xbords), but the phrase describes his
rule; it does not suggest a title.
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of his fellows. Whether or not Pittacus’s contemporaries called him
aisymneétes, the title, with its subtle flavor of archaic justic, 15 well
suited to his activities as the sole ruler of Mytilene. Aristotle says
(Pol. 1285a35—37) that the Mytileneans appointed Pittacus as aisym-
nétés “to counter the exiles, whom Antmenides and Alcacus the
poct led.” Alcacaus’s antagonism toward Pittacus and his supporters
at Myulene argues that Anstotle 1s right.®’

Diké provides the point of intersection between the personal
ambition of the aspiring tyrant and the political expectations of his
fellow citizens. Aristotle was speaking more of the archaic period
than of his own when he noted that “constitutions and aristocracies
arc dissolved for the most part because of a departure from justice in
the constitution itself.”*® And it seems likely that archaic tyrants
used justice not only as an argument for establishing their power
but also as a program for exercising it.

In this sense, diké’s significance for Greek tyranny is perhaps
made most clear by the account that Herodotus gives (1.96-101) of
the rise of Deioces as king of the Medes. In the story, which i1s a
political essay on the nature of government rather than a historical
account (for Herodotus knew little about the Medes),*” Deloces
appears as a near-perfect tyrant. Like the Spartan Lycurgus (1.65.1—
2), Deioces is a man of unique insight and integrity in a context of
ncarly complete soaal and pohtical chaos. But unlike Lycurgus,
Deioces is not willing to forgo all personal ambition in the establish-
ment of a perfect state; Deioces, Herodotus says, is “a lover of
tyranny” (Epaofets Tvpavrvidos). Desiring to make himself sole
ruler of the Medes, he realizes his ambition by exploiting his reputa-

67. Berve (1967, 1:94) excuses Pittacus’s possession of a bodyguard on the
grounds that the demos granted it to him. But if my treatment of Peisistratus’s
bodyguard is correct, the demos’s grant of a bodyguard made its tyrant. Pittacus’s
utle of aisymnéiés 1s aptly compared o Solon’s designation as diallakeés (arbiter) n
the Constirution of Athens (5.2) and Plutarch (Sol. 14.2) by Romer (1982, 37). On the
relation between the medianon thar Solon performed in Athens and Pittacus'’s in
Myutlene, see the next chaprer.

68. Pol. 130726—7: Avorrar 8é pahworra ai 78 TOMTELOL KAl Gl GPUITOKPOTLON
Bux v év ety T ToATElg TOL Bikaiov mapexfaov,

69. So How and Wells 1912, 1:380-84, and, more recently, Helm 1981. On the
story, see also Flory (1987, 122-28), who reads it against Herodotus's presentation
of Athenian tyranny.
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tion for jusuice. Offering himself as an imparual judge in his neigh-
bors” disputes, he builds his reputation for justice to an extent that
the Medes come from all over to have him arbitrate their conflicts.
But once he had made himself indispensable, Deioces suddenly
resigns; to those who continue to seek his judgments, he replies that
“it brings him nothing to ignore his own affairs.” Deioces is sorely
missed. The Medes fall once more into a state of “pillage and
lawlessness” (apmayn kat avopia), which their recent experience
of justice perhaps makes all the more intolerable. Faced with the
choice between anarchy and monarchy,” they elect to establish a
monarchy and to install Deioces in that position. Deioces makes it
immediately clear what sort of king he intends to become. He
mnsists that the Medes give him a personal bodyguard and a palace
surrounded by a magnificently fortified city. When he has these
things, he suddenly ends all personal interaction with his fellow
Medes, instituting the practice of Eastern monarchs that encourages
their subjects to view them as beings of a different nature.
Although Deioces is for Herodotus a paradigm of barbarian
monarchy (rather than of political virtue), the historian does not
doubt the value of Deioces’ justice. Before he becomes king, Dei-
oces “alone renders straight judgments” (potwos kara 7o dpbov
dukalwr: 1.96.3), and after he is established, he remains “strict in the
observance of justice” (10 dixawov pvAdoowy xahemwos: 1.100.1).
Herodotus sees no contradicuon between Deitoces’ drive for power
and his determination to render justice: his form of justice 1s not
simply a tool of power, nor does his tyranny serve exclusively
private interests. As Herodotus observes, “Deioces did all these
things when there was much lawlessness throughout Media, for he
understood that injustice 1s inimical to justice™ (kat TavTa pévrot
Eovoms avopins moAANs ava racar v Mnbikmy émocee, Eémuwo-
TapEVOs 0Tt TQ Sikailp 70 Gdikov moAEuwor EoTe: 1.96.2). But
Deioces also understood something else: that justice and power

70. The choice seems rather typical of Greek conceptions of their neighbors. The
Persian conspirators, at Hdt. 3.80-82, make a show of deciding among monarchy,
oligarchy, and democracy for the new government of Persia. But the point of that
debate is that the ancestral laws (marpiot vopod) of the Persians, not just the mherent
defects of oligarchy and democracy, deade the question in favor of monarchy.
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(&pxm or kparos) are essentially linked.”! His experiment in justice
shows the Medes the difference between justice and injustice; his
sudden refusal to continue the experiment teaches them the second
lesson, that justice is impossible without government. Hearing
Deioces say that “it did not profit him to judge his neighbors’
concerns day after day” (1.97.1), the Medes decide that they have no
choice but to accept Deioces as their king—that is, as someone who
will benefit from making their concerns his own. Deioces has
cleverly finessed this result; now he can lay down his hand. When he
assumes the trappings of monarchy, he makes himself the super-
visor of the Medes' interests, and he makes them over into his
political subjects.

The Punishment of Tyrants

There was, however, no such thing as a perfect tyranny—at least
not in archaic Greece. Tyrants could not wall themselves up in
palaces. Their extraordinary freedom came with a real need to use
it; tyrants could maintain their position only as long as they pre-
served the fiction of its necessity. Yet although tyrants had to exer-
cise their power to justfy it, nevertheless they did so at their own
expense. Tyrants found retribution a slippery political tool. This
was perhaps inevitable. When, as Aeschylus notes in the Agamem-
non (1560—-61), “rebuke follows upon rebuke, it is difficult to dis-
tinguish” justice from injustice; indeed, even the gods, as the Eu-
menides shows, found it sometimes difficult to know one from the
other. For that reason, diké could not provide an enduring founda-
tion for individual power. In exact proportion to the tyrant’s success
in diminishing the danger presented by his predecessors, his own
acts would eventually seem arbitrary, unjust, and in need of correc-
tion. That tyrants could not monopolize the language of justice 1s

71. Protagoras makes the same point in his myth of the origin of man (Pl. Prt,
320a~322d), but, for Protagoras, justice is Zeus's gift to all men, and hence society's
very nature 15 democratic. Not only tyrants parlayed a reputation for wise arbitra-
tion into real power; the same can be maintained for aristocrats such as Themistocles
(Plut. Them. 5.6) and Aristides (Plut. Arist. 4.2; 7.1).
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the message of Hipparchus's dream, which Herodotus includes as
part of the Athenians’ story of the Peisistratids’ fall:

AN Aéwy aTAnTa mabwy TeTAnoTe Bupg.
ovdels arfpamwy adik@y TIOW OUK GOTLTEL.
(Hd. 5.56)

Endure, like a hion, the unendurable with an enduring spirit;
no man avoids paying the penalty for doing wrong.

Herodotus here employs much the same language and imagery that
is marked in the Cypselid oracles, but to a different end. Once the
tyrant’s fury in punishing injustice was lionlike; but now his lonlike
heart must prove equal to a fate that the dream’s almost unendur-
able repetition adorns with tragic pathos: that he is no more able to
escape the consequences of injustice than other men. The sparse
historical record of tyrants gives occasional indications that the
tyrant’s rhetoric could be turned against him. Alcacus freely appro-
priated the language of diké in his quest to upset Pittacus. Polycrates’
exiles very probably intended to dispute his claim to justice when
they named their new home in Italy Dicaearchia, Just Rule (Steph.
Byz. s.v. Awcawdpxewa). That, as Aristotle observed (Pol. 1312b21—
25), tyrants of the second generation were generally crueler than
their fathers probably reflects their increasing desperation to pre-
vent the same sort of political revolution as that which brought
them to power. But, like Jack at the end of Wilde's Importance of
Being Earnest,”® the tyrant suffered the terrible experience to “find
out suddenly that all of his life he has been speaking nothing but the
truth”: that the reformer’s power is invincible.

An element of necessity seems, therefore, to lie in the evolution
of tyranny from the rule of the anér ewthunter to the most unjust
form of government.” “It is hard for a tyrant to act piously,”
Sophocles has Agamemnon admit in the Ajax (1350); for, as the
chorus says in the Oedipus Tyrannus (872), it is overweening pride
and selfish ambition (6B8pes) that “gives birth to the tyrant [gurever

72. Wilde 1965, 108.

73. As Sosicles says at Hdt. 5.92a.1, “Nothing is more unjust (a8wawrepor) than

tyranny.”
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topavvov],” not, as in the case of Herodotus’s Detoces, a profound
understanding of the working of justice. But the tyrant’s transfor-
mation into the perfectly unjust ruler is also a part of a general
change in the nature of the relation of justice and power. Where
justice and rule are virtually inseparable in the archaic period, they
are viewed in classical political thought as antagonistic or even
mutually exclusive. The requirements of justice are then perceived
as impeding the exercise of power; and the truly just man, like the
man Plato believed to be most qualified to govern his utopic state,
feels most comfortable living far from the ary’s polincal center and
dressing in the clothing of the philosopher, not the statesman.
This new view of political and moral activity appears most clearly
in late fifth-century Athens, which developed its own practical
politics of injustice while playing host to the philosophical disputes
engendered by the rift between justice and power. The new politics
of injustice are captured particularly well in Thucydides account of
the debate following Mytilene’s revolt in 428/427 (3.37-49). There
Cleon and Diodotus clash in all respects but one: they agree com-
pletely that self-interest i1s the first principle of Athenian politics.
This sort of agreement also links Cleon and Pericles, whom Thu-
cydides otherwise presents as opposites: both Cleon and Pericles
assert that Athens rules a tyranny (2.63.2; 3.37.2), and insist that the
Acthenians must therefore act accordingly to a deliberate and con-
certed plan. Thucydides’ later account of the Melian Dialogue
(5.84—113) confirms the prionty of self-interest over justice in fifth-
century discussions of political power. The Athenians force the
Melians to debate Athenian and Melian interest without any ref-
erence to justice, for the Athenians announce that self-interest will
alone determine their actions. When the Melians attempt to resort
to arguments based on divine justice, the Athenians emphatically
insist that “our actions agree with the behefs men hold about the
gods and the principles that guide their acts” (5. 105)—namely, that
the gods do what they believe benefits them most. The philosophi-
cal position that underlies the Athenians’ argument finds its clearest
expression in Thrasymachus’s rcjection of any other standard of
justice than “the interest of the stronger™ (Pl. Rep. 338¢) and in
Antiphon’s On Truth, or in the satyr play Sisyphus, with its strik-
ing image of diké tyrannis (B2s DK), the unnatural imposition of
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social convention on men.”* From this perspective, it often lies in
the ruler’s interest to seem just, but it is always necessary for him to
act unjustly. Thus a somewhat changed tyrant begins to haunt the
discussions of political power in the late fifth century. Freed from the
constraints of just action (which is a personal ethic for others but a
divine or social necessity for no one), the new tyrant defines his self-
interest in direct opposition to nomos. As Euphemus generalizes in
Thucydides (6.85.1), “Nothing is unreasonable for a tyrant or a
tyrant city that lies in their interest.”7®

The emergence of the amoral tyrannis polis and the theoretical
undressing of the anér euthuntér that accompanied it are important
aspects of the story of the “liberation” of power from justice. In its
fullest scope this liberation involves a widening of the relatively
narrow political horizons of the early archaic city: its discovery, far
beyond the concern for justice, of the enormous power and dangers
that exist in tyranny. We will begin to trace this story of the Greeks'
struggle with the idea and reality of tyranny with a discussion of the
Athenian lawgiver Solon, who was the first of the Greeks to present

a genuine political understanding of tyranny and the first to attempt
to harness its power without falling victim to its dangers.

74. The play 1s traditionally thought to be by Crinas. But Dihle (1977, 28-42)
and Scodel (1980, 124=26) attribute 1t to Euripides. The change in the perception of
justice 1s evident in Plato: justice, he insists, is seen by the many as something
“useful for the profits it brings and for one's good reputation, but which i itself is
avoided as if burdensome” (Rep. 358a).

75. Protagoras seems in this sense an exception, for, unlike Antiphon and Crni-
tias, he makes a serious effort to reunite the social and natural orders. See the recent
discussion by Farrar (1988, 117-19).
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The Lawgiver’s Struggle with Tyranny:
Solon and the Excluded Middle

Belpives kal palawat TPos akAnhovs Eudayovro. £ TOAV 8€ TTS
duaxgopas opodpuvopérns kwfios avédv kai adrovs émewparo Si-
aAvew. els B Tis T@v bedpivwr Umohafar Eon mpos avror "aAl’
MUY GrexTOTEPOY ETTaL PaXouérols v aAAnAwy Suxplapiivad 1)
cov Suahhaxrob Tvyeiv.”

The dolphins and whales were at war with one another. When the
dispute became quite vehement the anchovy rose and tried to recon-
cile them. But one of the dolphins interrupted him and said, “It
would be more bearable for us to fight to the death than to accept you
as a mediator.”

Acsop 116 (Halm)

L is impossible to consider resistance to tyranny in archaic
Greece without focusing on the political activities and poetry of
Solon, whose life spanned the years between Cylon's unsuccessful
attempt to make himself tyrant of Athens in the late seventh century
and Peisistratus’s success in the middle of the next century. Solon
made it his personal mission when named archon and mediator in
594 to insutute political reforms in Athens without assuming a
tyranny and to prevent the establishment of tyrannies by the leaders
who followed him.' Solon has been much celebrated for his per-
sonal integrity in not becoming the tyrant of Athens, but he also has
been blamed since antiquity as a political failure. As Plutarch notes

1. On the date, see Wallace 1983, 81-95.
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(Comp. Sol. et Publ. 3.3), Solon looked on helplessly as Peisistratus
swept away Solon's reformed politeia (constitution) and established
himself as tyrant of Athens. Plutarch paints a picture of Solon as a
tragic figure who was responsible in some crucial, if hidden, way
for his own fate. By leaving Athens after enacting his reforms,
Solon, in Plutarch’s view, left the Athenians without a defender, and
he compounded his guilt on his return by not resorting to armed
resistance to protect his measures against Peisistratus (Comp. Sol. et
Publ. 3.4). Plutarch’s assessment of Solon i1s complex. He agrees
with the Athenaion politeia that Solon left Athens in order to force
the Athenians to entrust themselves to his laws without his inter-
pretation (Sol. 25.4-5; Ath. pol. 11.1; cf. Hdt. 1.29), and he adds
that Solon acted in conformity with his own laws when he failed to
resist with violence Peisistratus’s attempts to make himself tyrant
(Comp. Sol. et Publ. 2.2). For Plutarch, then, Solon condemned his
reforms to failure by his very attempts to make his new laws strong
and independent. This view of Solon is paradoxical, but it can be
defended. As we will see, the lawgiver’s quest to prevent the rise of

tyranny at Athens helped in many ways to make it more possible
for an individual to establish himself there as tyrant.

Solon’s Justice

Solon fought against tyranny both as a statesman and as a poet. If
the combination of reformer and poet was new at least to Athens,
Solon’s political views were conventional in important ways. So-
lon’s ideas about the social ills that plagued archaic cities (tyranny in
particular) followed from and developed those of the poets of the
early archaic period. In a passage from a poem that was famous in
antiquity, he warns of the consequences of injustice with natural
images that are especially reminiscent of Hesiod:?

EK VEQEANS TENETOUL XLOVOS UEVOS NDE xahalns,
Bpovtn & £k haumphs yiyveTaL aoTepoTns:

2. See chap. 2.

83



The Lawgiver's Struggle with Tyranny

avbpav &' ék peyakwy wohs OAAVTaL, Es O povapyov
dnuos aibpiy dovhoovvny Emecer.
(12.1~-4 GP)

Out of a cloud comes the power of snow and hail,
and thunder comes from bright lightning;

s0 a city comes to ruin through its great men,
and the people fall to the slavery of single rule
through their ignorance.

The domination of the city by a single individual thus emerges from
the behavior of the city’s leading men. Another passage elaborates
this link between the unjust behavior of Athens’s leading men and
the punishment that the city can expect to suffer as a result:

oVl iepav KkTeavwy oUTE TL SNpooio
eedopevol kKAETTOVO W agapTayy) aAhober dAlos,
oVdE pvAhacoortal oepuva Aikns Oéueba,
M CLY@Ta OVPOLdE Ta YLYVOREVX TPO T EOVTa,
7@ 88 Xpove mavTws NABE” amoTelTopEr).
ToUT NON Taoy TOAEL EpXETaL EAKOS AQUKTOV,
£s 8€ kaxkmy Taxiws NAvle dovhoourny,
7 oTacw Euguior moheporv ' evdort’ Emeyeipet,
05 TOAA@Y EpaTny GAeTEY HAKINY.
(3.12—20 GP)

Sparing neither the goods of temples nor of the city,

in their greed, all of them steal somewhere

and ignore the venerable foundanons of Justice,

who silently knows the present and future,

and who without fail comes in time to exact pumshment;
this intractable wound is upon the entire aty,

and the city quickly comes to evil slavery,

which raises from sleep internecine strife (srasis) and war,
which destroys the lovely youth of many.

Solon paints the social evil of injustice in gloomy tones; to make
injustice appear still more fearful he adds a few lines later that not a
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single individual will be able to flee from the srasis (civil strife) to
which injustice leads, no matter how hard he may try.? Injustice
brings about inevitable and unavoidable consequences for the city:
the injustice of even a single member of the community threat-
ens every other member. Nothing remains hidden; no injustce
goes unpunished. This emphasis on the necessity and universality
of punishment proceeds directly from Hesiod. Like Hesiod, too,
Solon stresses the religious character of justice: behind dike stands
Zeus, who is vigilant and uncompromising. So in one clegy:

@Aha Zevs mavrwv égopd TENoS, Eéamivns BE
wot dvepos vegéhas aifa Sieokédaoev
NPWOS, 0§ TOPTOV TOAVKVLLOVOS GTHVYETOLO
TUOUEVa KUMoTas, YOV KaTa TUpogopov
dnunoas kaka Epya Bewy £80s almiv IKavet
ovpavov, aiflpiny &' avris Ednker ideiv,
Aaptee 8" Neliowo neEvos kara Tova yoiay
KaAOV, atap vegéhwy ovd’ Ev £7° éoTiv (Beilv.
TowavTn ZNros mEAETAL TIOLS.
(1.17=-25 GP)

Zeus sces the end of all things, and suddenly

as a wind of spring scatters the clouds,

disturbing the foundation of the rough barren sea,

laying waste fine works through the grain-bearing land,

it reaches to heaven, the sheer seat of the gods;

but then once more it makes the heavens visible,

and the strength of the sun shines beautiful over the rich land;
and then 1t 1s no longer possible to see a single cloud.

Such is the retribution of Zeus.

Hence Solon agrees with Hesiod on the not entirely obvious
point—rto judge from Homer—that men are responsible for the

3. See 3.26-29 and 1.11-25 GP and the discussion in the preceding chapter. On
Solon’s terminology, see Nagy 1983, 84. Solon uses stasis only here; the compound
dichostasia appears, however, at 3.36 GP, as the object upon which eunomia (order)
works its corrective powers.
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evils that beset them.* The gods, as Solon insists at the beginning of
his Eunomia (3.1-5 GP), seeks to protect the city from harm; and if
the city comes to harm, he warns in another poem, the Athenians
should not “blame the gods for [their] own corruption” (15.1-2
GP). Yet though Solon places blame in the same place as Hesiod, his
view of the character of divine punishment is less naive. The storms
and intractable wounds that beset the unjust city in Solon are not
meant as literal descriptions of the punishment that comes upon
injustice, but as metaphors. Diké, according to Solon, is fully as
uncompromising as the natural disasters in which Zeus deals; how-
ever, the city would do better to look for the consequences of
retribution in its social dynamics and institutional structures. The
unjust city is particularly liable to suffer stasis, which comes from
the evils that the rich unleash upon the city to make themselves its
masters (cf. Ath. pol. 5.3), and which leads inevitably to the rule of a
single individual.

Solon’s Persona as Athenian Mediator

The differences that separate Solon’s view of justice from the
views of his predecessors derive from the cruaal disunction mark-
ing Solon among archaic social commentators: he was also a re-
former. Solon did not wish to persuade his audience of its helpless-
ness against injustice; the didactic character of his elegies makes it
clear that he reviews the dire consequences of injustice in order to
persuade his listeners to prevent them.® Behind his fierce rhetoric
stand specific political aims. No one, Solon insists, can remain
unaffected by a breach of justice; it is therefore everyone’s respon-
sibility to deal with such infractions. In Plutarch, Solon accordingly
defines the best state as “that in which those who have not been
wronged denounce and punish wrongdoers no less than those who
have been wronged” (ékeivn, v ) Tov ddikovpuévaw ovx NrTov of
w1 adikovpevor wpoBakhovtal kal kKoAalovot Tovs adikodrTas:
Sol. 18.5).

4. On blame in Homer, see Adkins 1960, 10-60, and Lloyd-Jones 1983, 1~27.
5. See 3.26~29 GP and the preceding chapter.
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Solon’s conviction that the community possesses a fundamental
interest in justice played a large role in the reforms he drafted in 594
as archon and mediator. According to the Athenaion politeia (9.1),
Solon wrote a law that opened the Athenian legal system to anyone
wishing to prosecute an injustice, even if the prosecutor was not
related to the victim,® and he established a procedure of appeal to
the popular courts against magisterial decisions that were perceived
as unjust. The Athenaion politeia, looking forward to the extraordi-
nary power that the Atheman popular courts held beginning in the
fifth century, numbered these among Solon’s most democratic re-
forms. But Solon did not intend to promote the domination of the
courts by the demos.” He was also not primanly concerned to
guarantee some elementary legal rights for all Athenian citizens, for
which modern scholars celebrate his measures.® Plutarch (Sol. 18.5)
gives a better explanation when he says that Solon opened courts to
increase the Athenians’ feelings of empathy for one another. More
precisely, both this measure and Solon’s establishment of a court of
appeals seem to have been designed to promote the understanding
of injustice as a collective matter and to establish the city's unique
responsibility to rectify public and private acts of injustice. Solon'’s
restrictions on legal self-help, which disallowed private justice even
when the state was threatened by the machinations of an aspiring

6. Plutarch (Sol. 18.5) offers a paraphrase: xal yap wAnyévros érépov kai
Buaobevros i1 Bhafevros éény T dvvapeve xal Boviouévy ypageobal Tov
adcotvra kai Suoxew (" When a man is struck or violated or harmed, anyone who
15 able and willing is permitted to prosecute the wrongdoer and pursue the case™).
Solon s traditionally credited with the distinction between dikai and graphai, that is,
private and public law (see the discussions in Harrison 1968-71, 2:74-70, and
MacDowell 1978, 57. If this is correct, Solon’s own conviction that every injustice
threatens the entire community argues that the distinction was new and important
in defining and protecting a large portion of Atheman legal activity as public.

7. This 1s confirmed by the use Solon made of the aristocratic Areopagus and
his new Boule of 400, which Plutarch (Sol. 19.2) rightly explains as deterrents to
potential disturbances of the polis by the demos, and by Solon’s serious reservations
about the political role of the demos. On the Areopagus before and after Solon, see
Wallace 1985, 3-69.

8. See, for example, Rhodes (1981, 160), who, following Ruschenbusch, 1966,
explains Solon’s measure allowing anyone to prosecute injustice as a nascent form of
legal representation (those who, perhaps as a result of the crime itself, were unable
to prosecute their cases personally would therefore have some recourse to legal
retribution).
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tyrant, argue that a principal and abiding concern behind his legal
reforms was to maintain the city’s exclusive legal authority.”

If Solon’s concern with injustice and 1ts consequences, stasis and
tyranny, places him securely among archaic political thinkers, the
legal character of his measures clarifies his particular brand of politi-
cal reform. Unlike the legendary Lycurgus at Sparta, Solon did not
undertake to prevent injustice by completely overhauling the social
and economic fabric of the city.'"” He was just as concerned to
remedy injustice as to prevent it—or, more precisely, to give the
Athenians the language and legal procedures that would allow them
to remedy injustice for themselves. In this way, Solon sought with
his reforms to overcome the threat of tyranny by anticipating and
neutralizing the tyrant's strongest argument: that he possessed a
umque responsibility to correct the injustices of the city. ! Solon
made 1t clear that the good city could mamntain its own justice
through its laws.

Solon approached the problem of retorm wath surgical precision.
If he was greatly concerned to create a state in which injustice was a
universal concern, he also wished to effect reform in as economic a
fashion as possible. According to Plutarch (Sol. 15.2), Solon was
aware that the Athenians would not allow him to impose an 1deal
peliteia, and sought the best laws that they would tolerate. It was
perhaps Solon’s conservatism that kept him from solving Athens's
greatest problem, the wide disparity in wealth and power between
rich and poor. As long as the disparity remained, it might appear
that Solon’s laws were dependent on the goodwill of the rich and
powerful Athemans. But Solon denied that this was a problem.

9. For Solon’s restrictions on legal self-help, see Ruschenbusch 1966, 83. On
Solon’s law against tyranny, sce below. On the importance of legal procedure for
Solon, see Gagarin 1986, 73-74. There was one exception to Solon’s rule thar
injustice was the concern of the entire state: a husband could kill an adulterer
apprehended in flagrante delicto (sec Plut. Seol. 23.1 and Hoffmann 1990, 95—98).
Like later Athenians, Solon apparently did not beheve that individual initatives
taken against adulterers were likely to compromuse the city’s legal integnty.

10. Spartan legend confirms that Lycurgus's reforms mvolved more radical
social and economic changes by mserting elements of avic violence in Lycurgus’s
story (Plut. Lyc. 11.1; cf. Sel. 16.1) that are absent from Solon’'s. Solon enforced his
laws without suffering physical injury and without imposing physical coercion.

t1. On the tyrant as reformer (damp evdormnp), see chap. 2.
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When the visiting sage Anacharsis questioned his efforts by com-
paring laws to a spider’s web that can hold the weak but not the
strong, Solon responded that “men preserve agreements that profit
no one to violate,” and he himself “fit [@puolerar] the laws to the
citizens in such a way that they realize that just action is preferable to
illegal action” (owvlnkas avlpwmotr guharTovow, as ovdeTEPW
Avaireés EoTt Tapafaivew T@y e uEvor Kal TOUS VOLOVS aUTOS
oUTWS aPROLETAL TOLS TOATOULS WUTE TATL TOV Tapavouely BeA-
riov Emideifan 7o dukaomparyetv: Sol. §5.2—3). The story is perhaps
improvised, but Plutarch, even in improvising, is probably echoing
the language of Solon’s political poetry. The words “to fit” (ap-
polew and ovvappolew) are conspicuous in Solon’s poetic de-
fense: claiming that he “fit together force and justice” (6pod Biav te
kel Siknr Evvappooas: 30.16 GP), he announced that he meant his
laws “alike for the good man and the bad, fitting straight justice to
cach” (Beapovs &' opoiws 7@ kak® Te kayab@, evleiav els Exa-
orov apuocas diknr: 30.18-19 GP). Hoping to draft laws that
would strike the Athenians as inherently rational, Solon seems to
have tailored them to fit the existing tribal order and, despite con-
siderable economic innovation, existing disparities in individual
wealth.

But the precision and rationality of Solon’s laws tell only part of
the story of his difficult struggle with tyranny. Solon was deter-
mined to avoid tyranny himself and render it impossible in Athens,
but he could not defeat his enemy without arming himself with
similar weapons. Plutarch asserts, and his own poetry seems to
confirm, that Solon was not originally commissioned to revise
Athenian law or to design a new political structure but to act in the
capacity of a mediator—a position of considerably greater power
and one that links him closely with some archaic tyrants.'? If this is
true, Solon reformed Athens the way a tyrant ruled his city: alone
and 1n possession of extraordinary political power. If he determined
not to exercise his own powers to the limit of his mandate, this
decision was entirely his own.

Both the Athenaion politeia (s.1) and Plutarch (Sol. 14.2) call

12. On Penander’s role as mediator, see Hdt. .95, where Periander acts as a
mediator (ueaims) between Athens and Mytilene; see also the preceding chapter.
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Solon a diallaktés (mediator) and note that he was selected by the
two dominant factions of Athens (rich and poor) as a defender of the
special interests of each. While Plutarch adds that Solon was also
named a lawgiver (vopo@éms), his account of Solon’s political
struggles with the Athenians makes it clear that he was not origi-
nally commissioned to revise the Athenian laws and constitution. '?
Solon was certainly not the only mediator of the archaic period.*
He was perhaps not even the first to be selected as a mediator to
resolve Athens’s internal political disputes; the law code of his
predecessor Dracon may have come to exist as the solution of a
mediator. But Solon’s closest parallel, the only other known to have
mediated in his own state, was not at Athens but at Mytilene,
where, almost at the same time that Solon was made diallaktés,
Pittacus was installed with full discretionary power to resolve the
political crisis that Mytilene’s many political exiles were causing.
Aristotle considered Pittacus to be an aisymnétés.'> We cannot know
what he was called by his contemporaries (except Alcacus, who
called him a tyrant), but Pittacus’s status and activities seem well
described if, as seems probable, an aisymnétés in Pittacus’s day was in
some sense a judge. Pittacus probably enjoyed the endorsement of
Mytilene’s contending factions. Born an aristocrat, in his youth he
joined two of Alcaeus’s older brothers in a conspiracy to kill Melan-
chrus, who was ruling Mytilene as tyrant. That Pittacus was not
later exiled with other aristocrats suggests that he also enjoyed the
favor of Myuilene’s demos. Once made aisymnétés, he reformed
Mytilene through his own personal decisions and actions. Accord-
ing to Aristotle, he made no real changes in the constitution and
drafted only a few minor laws.'® Yet in his actions Pittacus most

13. Sec especially Sol. 16.3: “But soon, realizing the benefit of [the seisachtheia]
and giving up their pnvate complaints, they made a sacrifice in common, which
they called the seisachtheia, and they appointed Solon correcter and lawgiver of the
state [riis wolireias Swpbwriy xal vopoBémmyv]. not just of some things but
entrusting cverything to him."”

14. See Gagarin 1986, 60. Gagarin's examples include Demonax, Andromadas,
and Philolaus.

15. On Pittacus, see also chap. 2.

16. Pol. 1274b18-23. Aristotle mentions one bestowing more serious penalties
on crimes committed when drunk, which was certainly directed against the politics
and social organization of the aristoi of Myulene; on wine and the politics of the
aristoi, sce Burnett 1983, 1553,
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definitely sided with the Mytilenean demos against the other domi-
nant faction, which was composed of Mytilene's aristocrats. Al-
caeus himself gives us the best proof of this in his surviving poetry:
writing like a man who feels betrayed, he labels Pittacus an impos-
ter (kakomarpts: 75.12, 348 LP; cf. 72) and a coward (141 LP), and
he castigates Mytilene for electing Pittacus as its tyrant (348 LP). It
is very unlikely, however, that the demos perceived Pittacus as a
tyrant or regretted having made him aisymneétés, of which Pittacus’s
voluntary and peaceful return to private life after ten years in power
(something that no tyrant ever managed) was the best proof.
Solon’s position in Athens shares much with that of Pittacus in
Mytlene. Like Pittacus, Solon was invested with nearly absolute
power to solve a set of social problems caused by escalating feuds
between hostile factions. To be sure, for the Athenaion politeia and
Aristotle’s Politics, Solon was selected in part because of his connec-
tions with the Athenian “middle” (of puéood), a group of citizens
of common birth (kakotl) whose wealth separated them from the
poor.!7 This cannot be maintained of the aristocratic Pittacus. But
we may wonder if the Aristotehan tradition understands Solon
rightly. That Solon belonged to the “middle” sector of Athenian
society agrees with Aristotle’s conviction (Pol. 1297a3-5) that this
group made an important political contribution by providing medi-
ators in times of civic conflict. The Athenaion politeia (5.3) supports
its social identification of Solon by quoting from one of his political
poems. But it wrongly assumes that Solon wrote the poem n his
own voice, and, in fact, even if he had, the passage shows only that
Solon wished to disassociate himself from the injustices of the
rich.'® With its description of Solon as “among the first in birth and

17. On Solon and the political “middle™ see Anst. Pol. 1296a19—21. Cf. also
1205b34-35, where Aristotle makes his general view quite clear: §nhov apa 61 ko
1) Kowwria ) ToMTIKY apioTn 1) Sua ey péowy. Plutarch offers little help, noting
only (Sel. 14.1) that “the most sensible” (ol gpovipwraror) of Athens looked to
Solon 1n the moment of civic conflict; we cannot know whether he is referring to a
separate group or to “the most sensible” within each of the two dominant factions,
On the rise of a social and economic “middle™ in archaic Greece, see Starr 1977,
123-28.

18. 5§ GP: "Keep your great heart quiet in your breast, you who push to the
overabundance of goods, and hold your great ambition in bounds. For neither wall
we obey nor will these things behoove you™ (Dueis 8" fovyacavres évi gpeoi
kaprepov Nrop, of moAAGY dyafov és xopov NAacare, év perpiowrt Tifleabs
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reputation, but among the middle in wealth and property™ (nv 8’ 6
Yohwv T pev @Uoew kal Ty 86én Taw mpwTwy, T 8 ovoia Kal Tois
mpaypaot Ty pEowy: Ath. pol. 5.2)—that is, from a family appar-
ently on its way to becoming impoverished gentry—the Athenaion
politeia leaves unclear the exact nature of Solon’s political link to the
relatively well-off commoners who seem to have been typical of the
“middle.” The import of Solon’s reforms seems also to have been
misunderstood. The Politics (1296b3 5—36) makes the general remark
that lawgivers do well to promote the political status of the “mid-
dle,” and it celebrates the political balance that Solon achieved by
mixing oligarchic and democratic elements (1273b35-74a5). In turn
the Athenaion politeia (7.3—4) emphasizes those aspects of Solon’s
constitution, such as his redivision of the Athenians into classes
according to wealth, that weakened the prerogatives of the noble in
their relations with their political opponents (kaxoi). For the Aristo-
telian tradition, therefore, Solon avoided the exclusion of any seg-
ment of the citizen body from at least some participation in political
affairs. Burt this i1s something quite different from asserting that
Solon designed a “constitution of the middle” (wéon wohireia) that
would place the economic “middle” at the political center of the
city,'? Rather than clarifying Solon’s position in the Athenian state
and the directions of his reforms, Aristotle and the Athenaion politeia
suggest that there was confusion about Solon’s social and economic
allegiances. Solon’s contemporaries were perhaps also confused.

If not a compromise from the “middle,” then Solon, much like
Pittacus in Mytilene, was probably made a mediator because the
Athenians did not know whether he would side with the rich or the
poor, or, more probably sull, because cach of the two factions
regarded him as a potential advocate. An elegy mentioned by the
Athenaion politeia (5.2 = 4 GP) in which Solon “did battle on behalf

pEYay voor- olrre yap nueis mewrope®, oo’ vuiv dpria ravr’ Eoerad). Rhodes
(1981, 124) suggests that the author of the Athenaion politeia abbreviated and mus-
paraphrased his source, who mcluded a more appropriate poetic proof that Solon
belonged to the political “middle.” But we do not have any such passage in what
survives of Solon's poetry, and it is doubtful whether he ever wrote an unambigu-
ously autobiographical poem.

19. The Athenaion politeia’s first reference to a “constitunion of the middle” (peomn
mohereia) (13.4) comes in its discussion of the followers of Megacles after it has
fimshed wath Solon’s reforms.
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of each of the groups against the other and then mediated” between
them and “urged them to abandon their ambitions” suggests that
Solon embraced each faction’s complaints against the other without
committing himself to either political program.? Plutarch (Sol.
14.2) notes that the Athenmians were impressed by Solon’s phrase
“Equality does not make war” (76 loov moAepor ov woiel) but
understood it in opposite ways: the rich were thinking of equality in
terms of substance and virtue (&éiq kai dpery), while the poor
thought Solon was praising equality of numbers (nérpe kai apif-
p@). Solon himself claimed in a poem (29b GP) that although he did
not satisfy either rich or poor, he “fulfilled with the help of the gods
the things [he] promised” (& uév yap eima, ovv feoiow Nrvoa:
29b.6 GP). But he might not have been entirely innocent of this
confusion; one ancient scholar, Phanias of Lesbos, accused Solon of
winning support as mediator by deceiving the Athenians.?!

Even if the Athenians were not deceived in commissioning Solon
to solve their social and political problems, they were certainly
surprised at the solution he offered. The “first of his measures”
(Plut. Sel. 15.3) and his most immediate response to the crisis that
led to his selection was the seisachtheia (shaking off of burdens), the
immediate cancellation of outstanding debts on persons. The re-
form attests to the remarkable power that Solon held over the
public and private matters of the Athenians. But the seisachtheia was
not a permanent solution. It eased the immediate political crisis in
Athens, which was caused by a growing number of indebted poor,
but did not alter the economic circumstances that caused such debt.
Solon eliminated debt bondage, which protected the Athenians
from slavery but not from poverty. He did not attempt to make
debt an effective means to achieve social parity (for example, by
imposing usury laws), nor did he mingate the basic needs that

20. Some of the extant fragments of Solon’s poetry (¢.g., §—8 GP) may belong 1o
the same clegy. Passages 7 and 8 GP are placed in the past; if they were part of the
clegy mentioned at Ath. pol. 5.2, it was not, as the Athenaion politeia treats it, a poem
that anucipated political events. For Solon's remarkable manipulation of narrative
voices, see the discussion below of 29a GP, and see Will 1958.

21. Cited by Plut. Sol. 14.1 Plutarch (14.2) answers Phamias by disputing his
assumption that Solon wanted to be mediator: “Solon had at first shied from taking
on the politeia, fearing the greed of some and the arrogance of others.”
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forced the poor to contract debts (by redistributing land).** The
economic conservatism of the seisachtheia was certainly intended.
Elements of the politeia that he subsequently drafted, such as his
division of the Athenian citizen body into economic groups with
distinct political privileges,* show that Solon did not believe that
erasing the distinction between the poor and rich would itself solve
Athens’s political problems. Taking advantage of the moral termi-
nology of archaic politics, he says in his poetry that “bad and good
|i.e., poor and rich] should not have equal shares of the rich earth of
the fatherland” (ovde meipas xBovos rarpidos kakoiow éofhovs
looporpiay exew: 29b.8—9 GP).

According to Plutarch (Sel. 15.3-16.3), Solon exerted himself to
demonstrate the wisdom of the seisachtheia to the Athenians, but
they were not persuaded easily and did not remain persuaded for
long.?* What did the opposed factions want? Different things, obvi-
ously. The Athenian demos seems to have been upset by the very ex-
istence of an economically and politcally superior class and wanted
the anistocracy rendered indistinct—most effectively by a radical
redistribution of land. The aristocracy was annoyed that the demos
could threaten to use political means to extricate itself from its legal
debts. The aristocrats would apparently have liked a political guar-
antee that the poor would honor their debts; that is, they wanted the
demos reduced to political impotence. Each saw the selection of
Solon as mediator as a good risk. According to Plutarch, “many, not
excluding those of the middle, viewed change by reason and law to
be troublesome and difficult, and welcomed a single man who was
most just and sensible to direct their affairs” (moAAoi 8& kat v dux
KETOV TONT@Y, TYV VIO AOYyov Kai vopov puetafBolny opovres

22. Ober (1989, 62) stresses that the reform threatened to worsen the economic
status of the lower classes most dependent on debt by diminishing their “capital,”
although it would eventually have important implications for the defimmon of
Athenian cinzenship. In Solon's defense, the ehimination of the system of hectemors
(the Athenian version of sharecroppers) must have involved some effort to give
land to the landless, and other changes (c.g., restricung exports of foodstuffs to
olive oil and limiting ownership of large estates) helped the poorer Athenians.

23. See Ath. pol. 7.3~4; Plut. Sol. 18.1-2.

24. The Athenaion politeia (13. 3) notes that the seisachtheia became a fundamental
1ssuc in the resurgence of factionalism after Solon’s departure from Athens.,

99



Tyranny and Political Culture in Ancient Greece

Epywdn kal Yahemny ovoav, olk Epevyor Eva Tov dikaldraTov
KOl @POVLILGTATOY ETLOTNOaL Tols Tpaypaow: Sol. 14.3). Plu-
tarch believed that they could support their political argument with
religious evidence: Solon, he tells us, received an oracle from Delphi
that said, “Sit in the middle of the ship, setting straight the pilot’s
task; many Athenians will help you” (oo péonr kara ria kvBep-
mrpLov Epyov evfivwr: moAlol Tor "Abmraiwy Emrikovpor: Sol.
14.4). The image of the “straightener” (gvfvwwr) echoes the tyrant’s
persona as an anér euthuntér, Theognis’s fearful image of the reformer
of the unjust city (39—40). It is not surprising that the Athenians in
Plutarch put forth Pittacus—who was clearly a tyrant in the eyes of
his enemies—as the model of the sort of mediation they expected
from Solon.

Yet Solon refused to oblige the Athenians. In a fragment that may
refer to this period, Solon said that the Athenians “came for plunder
with hopes of wealth, and ecach of them expected to find much
happiness” (29b.1-2 GP). And elsewhere:

el yap nekov
& Tols Evarriowrw Nrdavey ToTe,
avTis &' @ ovrepol ppacaito,
TOAA@Y v avdpav 18’ Exnpwln molis.
(30.22-25 GP)

For if | wanted the things
that appealed to one group
or, again, what the others designed,
the city would have lost many men.

What the Athenians wanted from a mediator—what Pittacus had
done for Mytilene—Solon himself understood as a formula for
tyranny, that is, the “slavery of the monarch” to which injustice
ultimately leads if uncorrected (12.3—4 GP). Solon scems to have
distinguished mediation and reform: reform would remedy in-
Justice, but the mediation demanded by the Athenians was tanta-
mount to tyranny, which, though some would gladly be flayed
alive to possess it, was a mistake even for the tyrant, for tyranny is
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“a mce place to be,” Plutarch quotes Solon, “but a hard place to get
out of” (Sol. 14.5).

Solon’s extant poetry gives few details about his legislation, even
about his redivision of the Athenian citizen body according to
income. But it 1s full of his struggle with the Athenians over the
definition of reform and the nature of his political role. In his poetry
Solon often paints himself as the protector of the Athenians against
themselves. He stands among them, at one moment, “like a border
stone in the space between two armies”;?® at another, he bears
“a strong shield to protect both, not allowing ecither to win un-
Justly.”2¢ He makes it clear, however, that his position is not at all an
easy one. In another poem Solon says he is “making defense from
every quarter, like a wolf holding a pack of hounds at bay™ (30.26-
27 GP). Once a predator, he now is hunted, for the Athenians,
Solon implies, are very inclined to turn against him. At other
moments in his political poetry, Solon seems locked in a competi-
tion with the Athemans. Having spared Athens tyranny and vio-
lence, for which his enemies think him foolish, he claims, “Rather |
think that in this way I will win victory over all men.”?” He also
freely expresses contempt for his competition, the Athenians who
have different ideas of his political responsibility and their own:

VpEwy 8’ els pEv EkaoTos ahOTEKOS iKVETL PBatvet,

ovpTacy 8 Uiy xauvos EVETTL POOS®

£ yap yAwooav Opate Kal els Emn aipiiov ardpos.
(15.5-7 GP)

Each onc of you walks with the footsteps of a fox,
and the thought in all of you is frivolous,
for you look to the tongue and words of a wily man.

It 1s with an emotion very near pride that Solon says that those
“who come for plunder . . . all look to me cross-eyed as an enemy”

24. 31.8-9 GP: éya 8¢ Tovrwy domep Ev peTau)piy 6pos karearnr. On this
fragment see the important treatment by Loraux (1984).

26. 7.5~6 GP: for &' apgfalwr KPparepoyv TaKkos GueoTEpoudt, vikav &'
oUk eiar’ oUdbETEPOUS abikws.

27. 20.4-5 GP: wAéor yap wde viknoew dokéw mavras avlpamovs. That the
other Athemans do not win 1s an implication made explicit at 7.6 GP.
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(0L & 8¢" apmaryaiow nAbov . . . hofov dpbalpoio’ opaat mavTes
wote dnwov: 29b. 1-5 GP).

The Athenaion politeia and Plutarch agree that the immediate
effect of Solon’s efforts to reform Athens was to make him the
enemy of both political factions, rich and poor.?® This conclusion
was almost certainly based on Solon’s poetry and should be read as a
commentary on his self-representation, not his political reception.
Enough of Solon’s poetry survives to suggest that he deliberately
cultivated the image of himself as embattled, unpopular, and un-
appreciated. This is perhaps clearest in the remarkable poem quoted
at length by Plutarch (Sol. 14.6), in which Solon constructs a dra-
matic debate featuring a political opponent who blasts him for
refusing to accept the Athenian tyranny:

ovk Egv 2oAwr Babvyppwr ovde BovAnews avnp:
Eofha yap Oeob 8dovros avTos ovk édefaro.
mepiBalwy &' adypav ayaolels oKk ETECTATEY UEYQ
Sikrvor, Bupov 0" apapT) kKat gpevar aTorealels:
nifedov yap kev kpamioas, wAovTov dgbovor Aafov
Katl Tupavvevoas ‘Afnrav povvor nuEpar piav,
aokos varepor dedapba kamretpiehal yevos.
(20a GP)

Solon was not a deep thinker or an intelligent man,

for he himself did not accept goods offered by the god.

Though he has cast out his great net, he is amazed

and does not pull it in, failing in strength and lacking sense.

For to rule and acquire bounteous wealth

and reign over Athens for even a single day,

I would be willing to be flayed alive and have my line exterminated.

The fragment exhibits the free manipulation of narrative voice
that also characterizes Solon’s remarkable poem (4 GP) that, in
the Athenaion politeia’s account, persuaded the opposed factions of
Athenians to trust their affairs to Solon.?” In this poem, however,

28. Cf. Ath. pol. 6.3: auporepors amexfeota; also 11.1 and Plut. Sol. 16.1.
20. See the discussion above.
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Solon is yet more daring, giving (or pretending to give) a critical
voice to a position that is opposite his own. There is considerable
vigor to his imaginary opponent’s charge, for though Solon im-
plicitly belies any political justification for tyranny by stressing (and
exaggerating) the pleasures that the many and wretched (o moAAoi
Kai gavhod) saw in it, his opponent is correct that Solon refused a
tyranny that he might have had without losing his life and family,
for (as Solon’s oracle suggests) the gods had offered it to him
without cost (and not only for a single day). In the poem, the
indictment of Solon’s critic was almost certainly followed by a
response from Solon; the fragment Plutarch quotes a few lines
carlier probably belonged to this reburtal:

el 8¢ yNs épewrauny
maTpidos, Tvpavvidos 8¢ kal Blas apethiyov
oV kalmpauny, puvas Kal KeTawrYuras KAeos,
ovdev albevpar TAEOY yap mde VIKNTEW SOKEW
mavtas avlpamovs.
(29 GP)

If I have spared my fatherland
and did not take up a tyranny and violence,
polluting and shaming my fame,
I am not ashamed; for rather in this way shall I,
I think, win a victory over all men.

Solon might have answered his critic with a political explanation of
his refusal to accept the tyranny. Instead, he counters the cnitic’s talk
of the pleasure and wealth to be had from tyranny with ideas of
personal honor and shame, implying that the best things in life
come to the man who avoids tyranny. This was a cogent (and
possibly true) answer, but it was deliberately confrontational; Solon
rejects, without really answering, his opponent’s principal assertion
that tyranny is good for the tyrant. The poem shows no trace of
compromise, no reconciliation, nothing but a blunt statement of
opposing views. Indeed Solon’s accounts of the pleasure that the
average Athenian saw in tyranny and of the prizes that came to the
man who avoided it seem both exaggerated and strained. The poem
cannot be considered an exercise in political debate; it 1s less con-
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cerned to bring the dissatisfied over to Solon’s side than to mark, 1if
necessary to invent, the differences that divide him from them.

Thus Solon uses his poetry to construct for himself a solitary
position in the middle of Athens surrounded by his fellow country-
men, who need him but do not appreciate him. This is a highly
personal characterization of Solon as a lawgiver and the Athenians
as his involuntary beneficiaries, but it betrays genuine political
significance. Using the language of inclusion and exclusion that he
employs elsewhere to charactenize the human condition vis-a-vis
the gods,*® and to describe the consequences of unjust actions and
the corrective force of ewnomia (order),?' Solon draws an unflatter-
ing picture of the political unity of the Athenians, to whom his
poetry is addressed and about whom it often speaks. “Each one of you
[bpéwr & eis pév Exaotos),” Solon says, “walks with the steps of a
fox,” and “there is no sense in the lot of you [ovpmacw & vuiv]”
(15.5-6 GP), but “I expect to win a victory over all men [ravras
avBpwmovs]” (29b. 5 GP)—in each of these passages, the Athemans
are intrinsically united only by their common inability to under-
stand and act on common interests and concerns. As the existence
of man is defined by his fear of injustice and his inferior status in
relation to the gods, the political unity of the Athenians appears to
come directly from Solon, who stands in their middle, Proteus-like
in his changes in form, appearing at one moment as a common
benefactor and at the next as a common enemy. That Solon allows
no one (except himself) to escape inclusion in one or the other of the
political factions, rich and poor, confirms his conviction that the
Athenians lacked collective political insight.

Solon’s poetic invention of his political persona as 1solated was
certainly related to his perception that Athens was deeply divided
and to the aims of his reforms. Unlike a mediator of Pittacus’s mold,
Solon was not out to fool one of the two parties that joined to

30. “No man alive 1s happy, but all are wretched, whomever among mortals the
sun looks down upon” (0V8é pwaxap ovdeis mélerar BpoTos, alha mornpot Tav-
tes, ooovs fvmrovs neElws kabflopd: 19 GP), and “Everywhere the mind of the
immortals 1s concealed from men” (wavry &' afavarer aparms voos davlipa-
mowrie: 21 GP).

31. So in the Eunomia (3 GP): “The intractable wound comes upon the entire city
[raoy woked]” (17): “in every way [mrawrrws]” will the man be found out who secks
to hide (28). Eunomia makes “everything [ravra] among men fitung and wise” (39).
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support him: he apparently preferred to fool them both. He was
determined not to act as a catalyst, resolving the growing problem
of the increasing gap between rich and poor by guiding and hasten-
ing the end to which it naturally aimed, the domination of the city
by a single faction. This is what others would have done who had
possession of the goad that the Athenians had entrusted to him
(30.20 GP), and this is what the Athenians expected “who hoped to
find much happiness™ and foolishly imagined Solon “would show
himself to have a jagged mind thar prartled ghbly”™ (29b.2-3 GP).
But Solon felt compelled to disappoint them. Intent on keeping
from tyranny by restraining the demos (30.21-22 GP), he imposed a
seisachtheia and disallowed debt bondage, which prevented the abuse
of wealth not in order to erase the division between rich and poor
but to preserve it.*? Reform for Solon clearly lay less in economic
solutions than in legal reform: invalidating the laws of Dracon
“because they were too harsh and burdensome in their penalties”
(Plut. Sol. 17.1)—Dbecause, in other words, they exacerbated the
consequences of injustice rather than mitgating them—and writing
new ones, “for good and bad, fitting straight justice to each” (feo-
HovUs &' Opolws 7@ Kak@ TE Kayalb@., evlsiay £1§ EKQOTOY APUOTAS
dikny, Eypada: 30.18-19 GP).»

Solon therefore construed reform as a matter of imposing laws on
all, which he contrasted with pressing the will of one faction on
another. Solon’s was asolution that balanced restraint and retribu-
tion, solving the problem caused by the injustices of the rich with-
out inviting their vengeance. It realized politically the ennomia that
Solon captured metaphorically when he described it as “often chain-
ing the feet of the unjust, smoothing over the rough, bringing an
end to satiety, obscuring hubris, withering the waxing buds of ruin,
straightening crooked judgments,” and the like.** As an 1mper-

32. Sce the remarks above.

33. Cf 29.3-5 and 29a.5—-7 GP.

4. 3.32—36 GP:
kat fapa Tois adixots apperibno Tedas:
TPaxEa AEWalveL, ToveL Kopor, UBpwr auavpot,
avaivel & amms avflea pvopeva,
evbuve 8€ dikas axolwas vmepnpava T Epya
wpavver, Tavel 8 Epya SiyooTaoins.
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sonal and enduring replacement for the mediator's brief and self-
interested expression of his will,» Solon's laws were not nomoi (a
word that Solon does not use) but thesmoi, which Marun Ostwald
has defined correctly as things “imposed by a higher power upon
those for whom the authority of the imposing agency makes the
feorpos an obligation.” His laws, as Solon implies in his assertive
“I wrote laws for good and bad alike” (30.18-19 GP), were born
from the power that the Athenians had invested in him, owed their
validity to his authorship, and were beyond the Athenians’ power to
revoke. 7

Nevertheless Solon could change his own laws. According to
Plutarch (Sol. 25.4~5) and the Athenaion politeia (11.1), when the
Athemans were confused by the new laws or annoyed with them,
they pestered Solon to interpret them or tried to convince him to
make improvements. Solon found the role the Athenians were
forcing on him as the supervisor and interpreter of his laws to be
intolerable (&romos: Plut, Sol. 24.5); both Plutarch and the Athe-
naion politeia say that he wanted neither to change his laws nor to
incur the enmity of the Athenians for refusing. More cogently,
Solon wanted, as lawgiver rather than tyrant, to place his laws
beyond change—that is, to endow them with a power of their own,
so that they would provide straight justice and a political center for
Athens. It was not enough for him to refuse to explain his laws; he
needed also to vitiate his own power over them. To do this he
removed himself from Athens; on the pretext of conducting trade
abroad, he embarked on his long and famous voyage through the
lands of the eastern Mediterranean (Arh. pol. 13.1; Plut. Sol. 25.5).

Solon's achievement, then, was essentially dramatic: he acted out
in his own person a solution to the political dilemmas he saw
in Athens. The history of his reform of Athens was therefore in-

35. The Athenaion politeia (7.2) and Plutarch (Sol. 25.1) say the laws were to be
valid for a century, which is also the period for which the Orthagond oracle (Diod.
8.24 = 23 PW) predicts that the Sicyonians will be “ruled by the scourge™ of
tyranny. But Herodotus (1.29) imits the authority of Solon’s laws to a period of ten
years.

36. Ostwald 1969, 19; cf. 1-8.

37. See Hdt. 1.29: “The Athemans themselves were not able to do this [ie.,

change or annul the laws), for they were bound by great oaths to use Solon’s laws
for ten years."”
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herently biographical (as also inherently poeric); Plutarch shaped,
touched up, and added his own distinctively moral flavor to Solon’s
story, as the Athenaion politeia abbreviated it—but neither missed
the principal lines of its plot: Solon’s attempt to prevent tyranny by
establishing law (feogpos) in the place he himself had held as the
mediator/lawgiver of Athens. Solon’s achievement required him to
gain possession of the same sort of discretionary power that tyrants
and mediators wielded, but also to alienate that power from him-
self. Thus Solon offers and dramatizes a solution to the problem
that underlies his efforts to combat tyranny: how to win without
becoming a tyrant. The remarkable insight in Solon’s political solu-
tion 1s apparent in his poetic self-representation and his biographer's
commentary on the major chapters of his story, his selection as
diallaktés of Athens, the ambivalence of his relationship with the
Athenians, and his renunciation of autocratic power. It serves as a
sort of confirmation of the reality of the problem and significance of
Solon’s solution that his political maneuvers reverberate elsewhere.

The conspicuous act of self=removal that concluded Solon's ten-
ure as lawgiver was a prominent feature of the stories of archaic
lawgivers.*® Admittedly, many of these stories differ from Solon’s
in that they spring from the collective imagination of their cities. If
there was a core to which legends have adhered, it cannot be
known. But this amounts to a difference in authorship, not n
pohtcal significance: Solon molded his own political persona, as
those of lawgivers were molded by the generations of citizens who
celebrated and followed their laws, in response to the same need to
establish and maintain the integrity of their thesmoi.

The theme of the lawgiver’s self-removal dramatizes the auton-
omy of the laws, which comes to exist only when they assume the
political authority of the individual who has drafted them.?? It
provides narrative support for the Greeks' conceptions of the au-

38. For the patterns and significance of lawgiver legends, see Szegedy-Maszak
1978. Szegedy-Maszak views the patterns, which he ingeniously discovers, as
fictions that are valuable “because they illustrate so clearly the transformation by
and into myth” (200). Perhaps because he views the lawgivers' stones purely as
myth, Szegedy-Maszak does not recognize their relationship wath Solon’s poetic
self-representation.

39. So Szegedy-Maszak (1978) notes.
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thority of law. As a rule, the Greeks customarily claimed they were
adhering to their legal tradition, even when they were not. The
Athenians continued to believe that they were operating on the
foundation of Solon’s laws. The Locrians prided themselves on
having left Zaleucus's laws virtually unchanged for 200 yars. The
Spartans apparently viewed their laws, their rhétra (verbal contract)
with Lycurgus, rather than their assembly, kings, ephors, or their
land, as the principal object of their loyalties. The immutability of
laws appears as a first criterion of the stability of the state in both of
Plato’s literary visions of the state, the Republic and the Laws. Law
possesses compulsive power and for that reason could represent an
alternative to individual rule. Comparing laws and rulers, Aristotle
maintained that laws were free of the personal element (10 mafmri-
kov) that marks the commands of the king, who in restraining the
natural desires of men was likely to earn their hate (Pol. 1286a18).
Plato’s representation of the laws in the Crite as living, speaking,
and reasoning beings takes this conception of law to its natural
limit.

The lawgiver himself represents an implicit danger to the auton-
omy of the laws he has created. ** He may yield to political pressure
to change them; or if he disregards them himself, he effectively
vitiates their force. As long as the lawgiver is alive, his laws are
regarded as his creation, and he (rather than the laws themselves) is
sovereign. Plato stresses in his Seventh Letter (337a) that the success
of laws depends on the willingness of the laws’ makers to exercise
personal self-control. The legendary lawgiver brutally solves the
problem by obliterating the threat atits source. Lycurgus, lawgiver
of Sparta, for example, forced his countrymen to swear obedience
to his laws until he returned; he then left Sparta permanently, and in
some versions committed suicide. The story of Charondas, law-
giver of the Chalcidian cities of Sicily, is still more graphic. When he
was accused of violating his own rule that forbade bearing weapons
within the city, Charondas plunged the knife that he forgot to leave
at home nto his own heart. The accuser’s point was presumably
that the law should not be applied without regard for circum-
stances. But Charondas was determined to prove his laws to be

40. See Szegedy-Maszak 1978, 207.
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inviolable and absolute.*' The Romans had the comparable story of
Brutus’s execution of his sons, who had conspired to return the
Etruscans to power in Rome: in Livy’s highly dramatic version of
the story (2.5.5-10), Brutus himself supervises the execution of his
sons, thus acting as the responsible agent of his own family’s demise
as he is responsible for the birth of the new Republic.

Like the founder and tyrant, the legendary lawgiver does not
render account to the city. His greatest personal achievement, his
self-destruction, is a purely voluntary action. In this sense, the
lawgiver holds an intermediate place between founders and tyrants.
Unlike the founder, the lawgiver is seldom buried within his city;
unlike the tyrant, his removal is itself a mark of honor rather than
dishonor. The Greeks recovered the remains of a number of legend-
ary founders but were less interested in lawgivers, as if, while
importing Theseus gave new strength to Athens, returming a Ly-
curgus would weaken the autonomy of Sparta’s laws. So the law-
giver's (and tyrant’s) death scems crafted by legend very differently
than the founder’s. While the founder, as a hero, in some way
survives his death as a personal force that is acknowledged and
invoked by his city, the lawgiver lives on only in his impersonal
laws,

The self-restraint that looms large in Solon’s self-characterizaton
was cchoed in the stories of a second semilegendary group that
counted Solon as a member: the Seven Sages. Consider once more
the passage quoted above (29 GP) in which he celebrates his moder-
ation. By reversing the popular view of the desirability of tyranny
(which he seems deliberately to exaggerate),*? Solon made himself
an example of his new ideas of civic virtue. This becomes the theme
of the popular, albeit chronologically impossible, story of Solon’s
encounter with the Lydian king Croesus. Yet its thematic origin is
n Solon’s own poetry:

mohAot yap whovtevot kakot, ayablot ¢ mEvortTar
@A’ Npels avrois ov Swapeniopeto
41. See Szegedy-Maszak 1978, 206. Philolaus (Arnist. Pol. 1274a42-43) scems to
be an exception to the rule.

42. Solon was certainly not the first to hate tyranny. For Archilochus on tyranny,
when tyranny was new to the Greeks, see chap. 1.
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TS QPETNS TOV TAOUTOV® ETEL TO UEV EpTeEdoV alel,
xpnpera &' avlpomwy GAAoTE GANOS EXEL.
(6 GP)*

Many bad men are rich, many good men are poor,
but we would not exchange with them
virtue for weath. For virtue stands fast,
while money changes hands frequently.

A similar motif dominates the charter legend of the Seven Sages,
which is preserved in Plutarch (Sol. 4.13) and Diogenes Laertius
(1.27-33). A golden ornament (or a tripod, bowl, or cup in the
versions Diogenes presents) was designated for the wisest of the
Greeks. It was first presented to Thales, who accepted the prize but
passed 1t on to another whom he decided was wiser yet than him-
self. This second sage likewise found a more worthy recipient, and
onward the prize traveled until it reached Thales a second time (or,
in some versions, Solon), who dedicated it to Apollo. Those who
had received and passed on the prize became members of the group,
which was constituted by its members’ rejection of self-delusory
claims of wisdom and the transitory honor of material gain as a
condition of permanent fame. The sages do not reject honor; like
Solon, the mediator who made himself a lawgiver, they redefine
it.‘”’

Understanding tyranny as the result of injustice, Solon undertook
to render injustice a matter of procedure and thereby to demystify
it—to make sure that its punishment remained a political rather than
an extrapolitical matter. But Solon knew that tyranny involved a
displacement of political power from the hands of the socioeco-
nomic elite to the demos,* and, moreover, that when tyranny

43. Cf. also 29b.1-2 and 29a GP.

44. The theme intrudes mto Plutarch’s Life of Solon at other points. Plutarch
(12.4-6) reports that Epimenides, who 1s sometimes included among the Seven
Sages (D.L. 1.42-43), was invited by the Athenians to solve their political prob-
lems. The Athenians were impressed with his reforms (which anticipated Solon’s)
and offered him much money and many honors, but Epimemides asked for “noth-
ing more than™ a branch of the sacred olive tree of Athens, rejecting the expedient
honor for the eternal.

45. Solon suggests a link between tyrants and the demos at 3o.21-25 and 31.6-
10 GP.
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displaced political power it also consolidated it, personalized it, gave
it a location, and made it something that belonged to someone.
Although Solon was hostile both to the tyrant’s monarchia over the
city and to the typical byproduct of that monarchia, the unleashing of
the demos’s power, his response to the displacement of power
inherent in tyranny was more complex. As much as he wanted to
avoid the dangers of tyranny, he also wanted to exploit its political
strength. To neutralize the tyrant’s persona as a mediator and a
corrector of injustice, Solon took on this very persona, canceling old
laws and imposing new ones no less autocratically than Pittacus or
any tyrant. As Nietzsche succinctly remarked about Solon in Men-
schliches, Allzumenschliches (1886), “to be a lawgiver is a sublimated
form of tyranny.”*¢ More important still, when Solon’s laws and
politeia were no longer dependent on him, they retained some of the
more important aspects of the tyrant’s power: his demand for un-
questioned obedience, his authority, and his exclusive hold on polit-
ical matters. In Solon’s laws, the Athenians found a master who,
though impersonal and not self-interested, demanded fully as much
as any tyrant. According to Herodotus (1.29), Athens was bound to
Solon’s laws by “great oaths,” which, according to Plutarch (Sol.
25.2), were sworn by the Council and the incoming guardians of the
laws (Peopobérac).

Solon as Political Failure

In exact proportion to the credit we give Solon for his insight into
tyranny, we must also seek to understand why his conceptions of
law and government proved failures—why, in other words, his de-
parture from Athens was followed within a decade by further out-
breaks of stasis and anarchy, and why Peisistratus, while Solon still
lived, found it relatively easy to establish himself as tyrant (Ath. pol.
13—14). The answer offered here will absolve Solon of some blame
but will also in part implicate him. On one hand, Solon wanted an
enduring sovereignty of law, which was impossible for one man to
achieve—unless he were godlike Lycurgus. Yer Solon must also
share some blame, if not that tyranny came to Athens, nonetheless

46. Nietzsche 1069, 1:606: “Gesetzgeber sein ist eine sublimierte Form des Ty-
rannentums.”
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that it came so soon. What Solon did to accelerate tyranny’s arrival
should become clear when we consider how Solon actually thought
tyranny might be prevented—when, in other words, we examine
the specific laws Solon designed to protect his constitution from the
fate to which it quickly fell. We know of two: one outlawed the
establishment of tyranny itself, and a second forbade neutrality in
periods of stasis.

The Athenaion politeia refers to the first law briefly and some-
what imprecisely when noting that the Areopagus, along with its
other duties, “tried those conspiring to put down the democracy,
for Solon had established a law of impeachment concerning these
things” (Tovs émi karaA\boeL TOU HNWUOV TUVLOTOREVOVS EKPLVEY,
2ohwros BEvros vopov etoayyelias wept avtwv: Ath. pol. 8.4).
Solon did not share the concern of later Athenians for the political
status of the demos, which did not in Solon’s day exercise an active
control over the state, and which he clearly did not wish to make
sovereign. Here the Athenaion politeia is using an abbreviation based
on later laws against tyranny, which equated the dissolution of the
demos with the establishment of tyranny. It 1s very nearly certain,
however, that the Athenaion politeia here refers to a Solonian law
against tyranny, and thar that law estabhished a procedure for im-
peaching tyranny. It was not the first law against tyranny; that there
was an earlier one is implied by a passage in Plutarch (Sol. 19.3) in
which Solon 1s said to have amnestied all Athemans convicted of
crimes before his time except those whom the Areopagus, the
ephetai, or the prytaneum had convicted for homicaide or tyranny.
On the basis of historical probability, this earlier law has been
attributed to Solon’s predecessor, Dracon.*7

The exact provisions of neither law are known. The Athenaion
politeia explains the rise of Peisistratus with the suggestive note that
“all the laws concerning tyrants were mild at this ime and especially
that referring to the establishment of a tyranny; for there was this
law: ‘these are the laws [@éopwa] and customs [warpua] of the
Athenians, if some rise to rule as tyrant or if anyone joins in setting
up a tyranny, he and his family are outlawed.”"** Although the

47. See Ostwald 1955, 10§-0.
48. Ath. pol. 16.10: Hoav §€ kai Tois "Abmraiots ol Tepl TGV TUPGYIGY POROL
TPOOL KAT EXELVOVS TOUS Kapovs ol T aAAow kal 87) kad 6 poakwrra kathxwy mpos
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Athenaion politeia seems to present the quotation as the text of an
archaic law, the reference to “laws [feouia] and customs [rarpia]”
suggests that the passage was taken from a later inscription of an
archaic law.*” Scholars,*” assuming that the Arhenaion politeia has
incorporated a single archaic law in its entirety—"If some rise to
rule as tyrant or if anyone joins in setting up a tyranny, he and his
family are outlawed”—have argued that the passage could not refer
to Solon’s law against tyranny, for it notes a precise punishment for
tyranny but says nothing about the impeachment procedure (etorary-
vehia) that the Athenaion politeia (8.4) attributes to Solon. But
the inscription may not have rendered its archaic precedent either
literally or completely: if the procedures for prosecuting tyranny
were no longer used, they would hardly be included. In any case,
taking Athenaion politeia 16.10 as an exclusive reference to the pre-
Solonian, and presumably Draconian, law against tyranny seems to
require rejecting Plutarch’s notice (Sol. 27.1) that Solon repealed all
of Dracon’s laws with the exception of his laws on homicide; for
how could Dracon’s law agamnst tyranny be in force in Peisistratus’s
day if Solon had dismissed it?>!

If the Athenaion politeia 1s referring principally (though not pre-
cisely) to Solon’s law against tyranny when it describes the mea-
sures in effect in Peisistratus’s day, we must find puzzling Aristotle’s
remark that the law was mild. The declaration of atimia (outlawry)
deprived the aspiring tyrant and his family not merely of citizen
rights but of all nghts due to citizens, aliens, or even slaves. The
atimos was a virtual nonperson, who could be killed by anyone
without legal penalty.3? Yer if the pumishment is the harshesc that

™V TS TUPaVPibos KaTaaTaoiy. PORoS yap avrols Ny 66e- " Béo e rade "Abn-
paiwy Kal TarTpue, Eav Twes Tupaveiy Eramorartal £ Tvpaviibl] % ovykab-
Wty TE Tuparvida Griuor elval avTov Ko yévos.”

49. See Wallace 1984, 23 with n. 73.

50. See Ostwald 1955, 106, and, for objections, Wallace 1985, 23-24.

s1. It is probable that Solon's legislation incorporated many clements of earlier
law codes, including Dracon’s, and only Dracon’s homicide law was recognized as
pre-Soloman. But even if Solon's law against tyranny preserves much of some
earlier law, it survived because of its place in Solon's legislative package.

52. 1 take Solon's atimia as the older, harsher variety. Recently, Manwville (19080
and 1990, 147-48) has argued that Solon imitiated the younger and milder form of
atimia (loss of political rights) as a logical consequence of the new and much more
significant form of cinzenship for which Manville gives Solon credit. | agree that
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the city could give, the law 1s indeed mild in one very crucial sense.
Solon clearly wanted to criminalize tyranny in the same sense in
which he sought to criminalize virtually all forms of injustice: to
render it an offense in such a way that its correction was a matter of
legal procedure. An individual suspected of aspiring to tyranny was
protected by the law until he was convicted. Plutarch (Comp. Sol. et
Publ. 2.2) is explicit about this: “If someone should undertake to
establish a tyranny, [Solon] imposed a penalty on him after he was
prosecuted.”

This marks the main difference between Solon's law and later
Athenian laws against tyranny, that proposed by Demophantus in
the fifth century and a second by Eucrates in the next century.??
Both describe penalties consistent with those noted in Solon’s law.
But while Solon gave responsibility for the prosecution of tyranny
to the Areopagus, the later laws mention no legal procedure. Indeed
both call for actions against the aspiring tyrant extending beyond
the procedural boundary that Solon established by according every
citizen an implicit right to prosecute and punish the “dissolution of
the democracy.” In the fifth-century decree, “the man who kills him
who does these things [dissolves the democracy] and whoever
counsels him shall be holy and blameless” (6 8¢ amokreivas Tov
TOUTR TOLTarTa Kal ovuBovAevoas 6ows kat evayns: Andoc.
1.96).

Plutarch took the legal protection that Solon’s law gave the pro-
spective tyrant as proof that Solon did not hate tyranny as much as
he should have. For this reason, the Roman Publicola offers Plu-
tarch a better model of antityrannical behavior than Solon; for, like
the Athenians, who made laws against tyranny in the fifth and
fourth centuries, “Publicola made it legal to punish the tyrant be-
fore trial” (Comp. Sol. et Publ. 2.2). Plutarch’s criticism is essentially
correct. As an extrapolitical form of power, tyranny could not be
eliminated by political means, since a man whose success proved

Solon was likely responsible for changes in the nature of criminal justice in Athens,
but 1 think those changes lay primarily in the procedural safeguards that Solon
imposed, not in the softening of the punishments themselves.

53. On the decree of Demophantus, see Andoc. 1.96-98, where the law is
quoted; for Eucrates’, which was found in excavations in the Atheman Agora, see
SEG xu 87. Ostwald (1955, 110-28) discusses the two in relation to earlier legisla-
tion agamst tyranny. On the Athenian legislanion against tyranny, see also Rhodes
1981, 220-22,
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him guilty of the charge of tyranny was not likely to allow the
Areopagus to prosecute him. Solon’s law therefore undercuts itself.
It follows from Plutarch’s analysis that since the failure of Solon’s
law against tyranny meant the collapse of his entire legislative
package, the Athenians cannot alone be faulted for Peisistratus's
rise. Trusting in his new laws to protect Athens, Solon seems to
have thought it unnecessary and unwise for anyone to possess
sufficient power to protect the laws themselves.

But Plutarch’s judgment of Solon was based in the political con-
ceptions of a very different period, which were greatly influenced
by the political developments of the later sixth and fifth centuries.
Solon should not be blamed for failing to anticipate these develop-
ments, particularly since he wished to avoid the most important of
them, the Athenians’ actual experience with tyranny. We can be
sure, however, that Solon did not leave his laws without adequate
defense because of mere oversight or overconfidence. To appreciate
(as Plutarch does not) Solon’s determination to force his laws to
stand alone, we may turn to the second law Solon seems to have
designed as a defense against tyranny, his law against neutrality in
periods of stasis.

In the paraphrase presented at Athenaion politeia 8.5, Solon de-
creed that “when the city 1s in conflict, whoever takes up arms with
neither side shall be disenfranchised and have no share in the city”
(0s av oracwlovns s moAews un Mrac Ta omha unde ped’
ETEpwY GTIOV ELVaL Kl TT)S TONEwS wi) pweTéxew). Ancient schol-
ars were bafHed by the law. The Athenaion politeia believes that 1t
was intended to encourage civic involvement, but Plutarch (Sol.
20.1), labeling it “peculiar” (i8tos) and “paradoxical” (rapadofos),
thought it was more likely to promote stasis. Diogenes Laertius
noted that the law was not at all in keeping with Solon’s own
behavior. Repeating the basic construction of the law as the Athe-
naion politeia records it, he noted that “when there was stasis in the
city, Solon sided neither with those of the town nor those of the
plain nor, again, with those of the coast.”5*

s4. DL, 1.58: dhha ko Ti)s OTGTEWS YEVOREVT)S 0UTE pETa TAv £ AUTEWS
OUTE RETG TRV TESLEWY AN’ 00E peTa Tev Tapakwy grayfm. The three regional
factions appear also at Plut. Sol. 13.1, but they are not discussed as part of the
Athenian political landscape before Peisistratus in Solon’s own poetry or in the
Athenaion politeia.
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Modern scholars unul recently have exonerated Solon of sedition
and inconsistency by rejecting the law as inauthentic. The strongest
arguments have been based on Lysias 31,5 which the orator wrote
to dispute the eligibility for political office of a certain Philon, who
had avoided the cival war that shook Arthens in 404/403 by moving
across the northern border of Attica to Oropus. This would seem to
violate Solon’s law against neutrality. But Lysias does not mention
Solon’s law; n fact, he remarks (31.27) that lawgivers of Athens
never imagined a crime as enormous as Philon’s. Scholars have
therefore concluded that the law that the Athenaion politeia in the
fourth century attributes to Solon was invented sometime after the
end of the fifth. Recent studies,® however, have neutralized this
argument by noting that the special circumstances of the speech (as
a dokpaoia) did not require Lysias to prove that Philon violated
specific laws, and that the political circumstances (the amnesty
proclaimed for crimes commirtted during the civil war of 404/403)
made it unwise for Lysias to make the attempt.>”

But if Lysias’s failure to mention the law at 31.27 does not cast
doubt on the authenticity of Solon’s law, how is Solon to be saved
from the crime of inciting the sedinion, or, at the very least, of
violating his own law? Common opinion now reconciles Solon’s
law against neutrality with his determination to avoid stasis and
tyranny by construing it as a political expedient that Solon drafted
at a moment when his popularity and the appeal of his laws were at
a particularly low ebb.5® In this view, the law was to attract the
political support of the Athenian “middle,” who, by the same view,
“immediately profited” from Solon’s reforms and whom Solon

55. See Hignett 1952, 27, and Masaracchia 1958, 174, with the extensive bibli-
ography supplied in Goldstein 1972, §38-45.

56. See Goldstein 1972 and Bers 1975, 493-98.

57. Goldsten (1972, 542—43) argues that the similarity between Lysias's descrip-
tion of Philon's crime and the language of the law argues for the law's existence
(even though Lysias pretends to know no such law). The argument 1s interesting
(though not conclusive) and deserves more credit than Bers (1975) gives it

s8. See Bers 1975 and von Fritz 1977. Goldstein (1972) 1s more concerned to
defend the law than to explain it. But in arguing that “Solon could well have hoped
to force the non-militant ‘decent citizens’ to take a stand against mihitant subver-
sives” (538), he seems to share the view of Bers and von Fritz that the law was
intended to create or support a politically engaged new faction in Athenian politics.
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would naturally expect to “support him expressly.”5 This inter-
pretation saves Solon from the embarrassment of inconsistency, but
it 1s speculative: rendered as a temporary expedient, the law 1s made
to occupy a unique status among Solon’s laws, which, according to
Herodotus (1.29), the Athenians swore to obey for ten years, and,
according to the Athenaion politeia (7.2) and Plutarch (Sol. 25.1),
were intended to be valid for a century. It is no wonder that one
proponent of this view suggests that the law was not inscribed on
the ofhicial record of Solon’s legislation but was drafted later and
published elsewhere.®

There 1s a still more pressing objection. The Athenaion politeia’s
rendition of the law (“When the city is in conflict, whoever takes up
arms with neither side shall be disenfranchised and have no share in
the city™) makes it very difficult to interpret the law as an attempr to
pohucize the Athenman “middle.” In casugating the citizen who
allies himself “with neither side” (unde ued’ érépwvr), the Athenaion
politeia’s version acknowledges just two factions with opposing
interests, presumably the arnistocracy and the demos. We cannot
circumvent the problem by treating the Athenaion politeia’s wording
as inexact; every other mention of the law in antiquity similarly
implies that Solon meant the law to force the Athenians to partici-
pate in one of two factions.®! It is possible that the Athenaion politeia

59. Von Fritz (1977, 247) believes that Solon saw the need for such a drasuc
measure to increase his support at the end of his period as a reformer.

60. Sec von Fritz (1977), who finds some support (which he wrongly takes as
absolute proof) in the fact that the Athenaion politeia considers the measure near the
end of 1ts discussion of Solon’s political reforms. Plutarch msists (Sol. 25, 1) that all
of Solon’s laws were published on the tnangular and wooden tablets (kurbeis and
axones) which made up the official record—a statement, however, that 1s not
confirmed by the Ath. pol.

61. Cf. Plut. Sol. 20.1: &ripov elvac Tov év arace. undetépas pepidos yevo-
uevor; Mor. §soc: mapaloyararov 5 16 rov Lohwros, &ripov elvad Tov v oTaces
wohews pnbeTEpq nepibt wpooBépevor undé cvoracararra; Mor. 823F: drypor
sitvan Tov v oracer molews undetepows mpoohépevor: and the Latin translation of
Gell. NA 2.12.1. Admattedly heteros may be used of many alternatives (see LS] s.v.
érepos 11), but 1t is difficult to believe that every other mention of the law would
repeat the Arh. pol.'s impreasion. Eder (1986, 293) 15 alone in taking the Athenaion
politeia as referring to just two factions. It is obvious that Athens and other archaic
poleis experienced relatively constant discord among various anistocratic groups;
but the law scems to reflect a particular concern with the political consequences of
civil discord that bifurcated the aty and mvited, therefore, the sort of mediatnion
that Solon himself was asked ro perform.
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completely misrecorded the law, and that other accounts repeated
the mistake. But believing (as did his alter ego, Anstotle) that Solon
had a close relationship with the Athenian “middle,” the author of
the Athenaion politeia would not make the suggestion lightly that
Solon had suddenly discarded his political base. As he records it, the
law allows no place either for Solon’s own political activity or for a
middle faction that he might lead. To make sense of the law, schol-
ars have proposed that Solon intended, like some ancient version of
Richard Nixon, to discover and politicize a “silent majority” as
ballast against extremists. But this is just what the law seems to
have been designed to prevent.

The force of “whoever does not take up arms” (os av . . . un
TibnTae Ta 6mha) presents further complications for the common
view of Solon’s law. Some have thought its military language must
have been intended as a metaphor for conventional political sup-
port.5 But for this it is a very unsuitable metaphor. Stasis results
when civic conflict turns brutal; by employing the language of
warfare, Solon seems ro communicate a belief that political strug-
gles naturally follow a path to violence. If Solon had wanted the law
to garner him conventional political support, he would surely have
found more appropriate language.

So the best efforts of contemporary scholars have done little to
dispel the sense that Solon’s law against neutrality stands at odds
with his own political position. Condemning the cinzen who fights
“with neither faction” (undé ped’ érépwr), the law implicates Solon
himself, who refused to offer unconditional political support, let
alone his arms, to either rich or poor. But the law’s ngorous exclu-
sion of a mediating faction in a ime of crisis, which ancient authors
condemned as inconsistent and modern scholars have tried to render
harmless, may provide the key to Solon's intention. That Solon
acted in violation of his law does not mean that he wished to

62. So Develin 1977, s07-8: “What Solon's law says 1s that each man should take
a stance 1n a state of oraos; there is no reference to actual military or paramilitary
involvement, but the setting up of one's position 1s a borrowing from the military.”
Goldsten (1972, 543—44) tnes to neutralize Solon’s military language by explaining
the phrase “whoever does not take up arms™ as a sort of techmcal term for pohitical
activity. But his arguments are also unconvinang. 1 follow Eder (1986, 293), who
takes Solon's military language hiterally.
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promote stasis or to radicalize the Athenians by pressing them to the
extremes of the political spectrum. It does not seem that the law was
ever enforced;® and it 1s hard to believe that it was intended to be
enforced. Indeed, Solon’s law makes more sense if we understand it
as offering an image of political disharmony rather than proscribing
a partcular activity as illegal. On this view, although the law speaks
of military support in times of internecine strife and pretends to
invent a new form of criminal behavior, it was more concerned with
Athenian political vocabulary. If this is correct, the law could have
only one purpose: to upset the Athenians’ conviction that mediation
was a solution of political crisis. It belongs to the law’s rhetorical
strategy to prescribe what Solon saw as fact and to criminalize what
he judged to be impossible. The Athenians were wrong to trust to
mediators in Solon’s view, because that very hope accelerated the
chain of events linking political conflict with stasis and tyranny.
Solon did not therefore wish to force the Athenians to fight to the
death, as Aesop’s whales and dolphins chose to do, but like Aesop’s
creatures, they should learn to distrust upstarts who offer them-
selves as mediators. That Solon should wish to purge the idea of
mediation from the politcal vocabulary of the Athenians is consis-
tent with his frequent warnings (cf. 30.21-5 and 31.6-10 GP) that
the Athenians were very fortunate to have chosen a mediator as
impartial as himself and with his determination to force the Athe-
nians to look to laws rather than to mediators to solve their prob-
lems. This resolves the question of Solon’s inconsistency: that the
law contradicts his status as diallaktés is explained by the fact that he
took the redefinition of this status as his principal task—thar is, he
undertook to draft stable laws that would render his job unneces-
sary. In effect, then, the law against neutrality was aimed to realize in
legal form Solon's view that sovereignty must rest with law.

With his measures against tyranny and political mediation, Solon
marked the firm boundaries of his political geography. In the mid-
dle of the city, serving effectively as sovereign, were the laws,
which were obligated to protect the city from injustice and them-
selves from usurpation. No one individual, no political faction,
should occupy this place. If the laws fail to prevent the rise of stasis,

63. See Goldstein 1972, 538, and Bers 1975, 493.
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the politeia itself must fail. It is obvious that Athens'’s pohucal his-
tory followed a very different course than that outlined by Solon.
With Cleisthenes, who reformed Athens neither as a tyrant nor as a
lawgiver, the middle was occupied not by laws but by the demos
itself, and Athens began to eliminate opposition to the demos's
power. But the different course Athens followed was the result, not
the cause, of Solon’s failure.

The cause, as Plutarch implies in his Comparison of Solon and
Publicola, lay in the personal character of Solon’s achievement.
Solon’s method was by necessity consistent with his aim: deter-
mined to define laws as uniquely autocratic in the same way that he
was autocratic, he enacted Athens’s reform in his own person,
transforming and alienating the power that the Athenians entrusted
to him by wrniting laws, by retiring from Athens, and (tragically) by
both acknowledging his laws as supreme and allowing them to fail
when he refused to use force against Peisistratus. In all this Solon
acted alone; his politics implicitly gave the Athenians the same role
as audience that his poetry assigned to them exphicitly. The Athe-
nians became spectators of a drama that they seem to have appreci-
ated very little. And since they were not centrally involved in the
creation of Solon’s laws, the Athenians seem to have perceived little
interest in their survival. The Athenaion politeia (13.2—5) demon-
strates this in 1ts sketch of the years following Solon’s archonship:
the year of anarchia (i.e., the failure to elect an archon) after Solon’s
laws had been in force for a mere five years and, after another five
years, Damasias's attempt to retain the archonship indefinitely;
following these signs of incipient demise, the rapid emergence of
new political factions and the gradual failure of Solon’s politeia to
respond to reemerging economic disputes. No account of this pe-
riod gives any indication that the Athenians put much faith in the
ability of Solon’s laws to circumvent political conflict. Plutarch
suggests (Sol. 29.2) that “though the city still made use of [Solon’s|
laws, all were looking forward to revolution and anxious for a new
constitution, not hoping for equality, but rather to gain through the
change and make themselves masters over their opponents.” It was
only much later that the Athenians began to value Solon’s laws, and
then they were not recogmized as thesmoi that owed their authority
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to their archaic maker but as nomoi that were revalidated by the
decree of the sovereign demos.

Solon’s problem was not merely to make laws but to make the
Athenians obey them. The former was a great challenge; the latter
proved impossible. Of course, other cities (e.g., Sparta) remained
faithful for decades and even centuries to the laws they attributed to
their archaic lawgivers. But precisely because his laws and his story
were the product not of memory but of history, Solon was less
fortunate. Both Solon’s story and the legends of other lawgivers
constructed the sovereignty of their cities’ laws by dramatizing their
makers’ voluntary alienation of autocratic power, but Solon's story
was a product of his self-representation, not of popular legend. A
Lycurgus could succeed where Solon failed because Lycurgus ex-
isted in the collective imagination of the Spartans, who celebrated
the reality of their own political achievement, their collective aliena-
tion of personal and immediate control of their affairs, when they
remembered Lycurgus's essentially fictional story. In this sense,
Delphi was literally correct that Lycurgus was more than a mortal
man. If he had been anything less than a god—that is, if he were not
the imaginative construction of the entire city—his task would have
proved impossible. Any political figure could write his own story,
as Solon did more deliberately than most, but none could himself
make that story into a collective possession.

The collapse of Solon’s personal venture to devise a legal sov-
ereignty explains the rapid replacement ofhis politeia by tyranny, the
form of government Solon most wanted to avoid. As a personal
success and a political failure, by avoiding tyranny but not replacing
it, Solon created a political system orniented around a sovereign who
did not exist; and the very failure of Solon’s laws announced the
need for an autocratic center. It is therefore more accurate (albeit less
sympathetic) to say that Solon prepared Peisistratus’s road to tyranny
than to say that he merely foresaw it. In fact, Peisistratus could find a
script for the successful establishment of tyranny by reading be-
tween the lines of Solon's legislation for what the lawgiver most
feared. As though following such a script, Peisistratus demolished
Solon’s fragile political edifice story by story. He first obscured the
lawgiver’s political vision of two balanced factions by establishing a
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third, which, though it had a regional origin, attracted the support
of the Athenian demos (which was indifterent to the limits Solon
had placed on 1t).%* Then, with the demos as his accomplice, he
effectively replaced the legal mechanism Solon had established for
punishing (and politically neutralizing) injustice with his own more
personal and remystified form of diké. It would seem that Peisistra-
tus understood Solon’s reforms even better than Solon knew tyr-
anny.

Yet in Plutarch, Solon also understands Peisistratus; indeed, the
lawgiver completes his personal tragedy by providing a commen-
tary on the tyrant’s rise. Plutarch’s Solon was the only Athenian
able to perceive Peisistratus’s thirst for power beneath his magnani-
mous persona (Sel. 29.3). And Solon alone recognized the request
for a bodyguard of club-bearers for what it was, a first step toward
tyranny (Sol. 30.1-2). Solon upbraided Peisistratus for his avarice,
and the Athenians for their stupidity and cowardice.®® But only
when he was too old and the tyranny was too well established did he
admit that Pesistratus should be met with force. In fact Solon
gradually lost his interest in criticizing political events along with
his ability to change them. Remaining in Athens after Peisistratus
had secured the tyranny, Solon was swayed by the attentions the
tyrant paid him and impressed by his show of obedience to those
laws that he did not, as tyrant, implicitly violate. According to
Plutarch, Solon voluntarily served the new master of Athens as a
confidential advisor in the last years of his life (Sol. 30.4-31.2).

Plutarch probably shaped his description of Solon's last years to
strengthen his view that Solon was not quite the enemy of tyranny
that he should have been, and thereby to explain Solon’s political
failings by reference to his personal character. But if he is right that
Solon eventually accepted tyranny, it may be that Solon did so not
because his vanity proved stronger than his hatred of tyranny,
Perhaps Solon learned from his experience as a lawgiver and as a
subject of a tyrant that a city could profit more from the tyrant’s
political self-indulgence—if it could eventually overthrow him—
than from the lawgiver's selfless alienation of power in the form of

64. On the significance of the Peisistratid bodyguard of club-bearers as a sign of
the Athenian demos's support for his rule, see chap. 2.
65. See also Ath. pol. 14.2.
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laws. This scems to be suggested by Solon’s remark after Peisistra-
tus made himself tyrant of Athens: “It is relatively easy to avoid
tyranny, but more glorious and illustrious to destroy it once 1t 1s
established and formed” (Plut. Sel. 30.5). The glories that belonged
to cities that overcame established tyrannies are the subject of the
next chapter.
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Master and Slave:
The Fall of Tyranny

Ad generum Cereris sine caede et vulnere pauci
descendunt reges et sicca morte tyranni,

Few kings descend to the son-in-law of Ceres

except by slaughter and wounds, and few
tyrants die bloodless deaths.
Juvenal 10.111-12

I the third book of the Histories, Herodotus narrates at great
length the story of the Samian Maeandrius, who was the gram-
matistés (secretary) and, after 522, the successor of Polycrates, the
illustrious tyrant of Samos. Herodotus apparently found Maean-
drius interesting because he struggled against an overpowering fate;
Macandrius, Herodotus says, “wished to be the most just of men,”
but “it did not turn out so” (3.142). This makes him a peripheral
member of a significant group of figures in Herodotus—Croesus,
Astyages, and Cambyses are among the more prominent—who
vainly resist unfortunate fates. But Maeandrius was a distinctive
member of this group, for, unlike the others, he struggled vainly
not to hold on to his power, but to renounce it. Maeandrius's un-
successful attempt to divest himself of the Samian tyranny, which
he claimed he did not want, elucidates a principal characteristic of
archaic Greek tyranny: when a tyranny came to an end, it was not,
as a rule, the tyrant’s peaceful return to private life that ended it, but
his murder or banishment at the hands of his former subjects. This
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rule was significant both for tyrants and for the collective govern-
ments that replaced them. In fact, hberation—the forced removal of
a tyrant by his own city, by another city, or sometimes by another
tyrant—was a political action that both destroyed and preserved the
tyrant’s distinctive power,

According to Herodotus, Polycrates was lured to Asia Minor
by the Persians, then summarily murdered.” When Maeandrius
heard that Polycrates was dead, he marked out the boundaries of a
sacred precinct (Téuevos) on the outskirts of the city of Samos and
placed an altar in the middle of it to Zeus Eleutherius. When he was
finished with this task, he called an assembly of all the Samians and
made a formal end to tyranny in Samos. There he announced that
he could rule Samos as a tyrant but did not in fact approve of
Polycrates’ behavior and had no intention of doing what he did not
think another man should do. Therefore, he proclaimed, he would
establish political equality (dorovouia) in Samos and give the Sa-
mians their freedom (éAevfepiar). But he wanted something in
return for his sacrifice: six talents of Polycrates’ great wealth and a
hereditary priesthood of the new sanctuary of Zeus Eleutherius that
he had himself established.?

The offer, Herodotus goes on, did not appeal to the Samians.
An anstocrat named Telesarchus rejected the offer on behalf of the
entire city: “You are certainly unworthy to rule over us, for you are
lowborn and a bane; you make sure you can account for the money
you have handled.”* Maeandrius determined to do the exact oppo-

1. See Roisman 1985, 257-77. Shipley (1987, 103) speculates that Polycrates fell
to a conspiracy in which Macandrius was involved. This is certanly possible;
Macandnus’s claim to be Samos’s hiberator seems to suggest that he played some
part in Polycrates’ death.

2. In his words (Hdt. 3.142.3-4): éuod, ws lore xai Vpels, oxnmTpor Koi
Siwapis maoa 1) [ohvkpareos émirétpantal, Kai pwot TapeEXEL vV VLEwy ap-
XEW" £yw 8& Ta T@ WEAQS EMTANCTTW, UTOS KATG DUPRULY OU TOUTTe” OUTE yap
pot Hohvxpdrns fpeoxe beomilwr drlpor duolwy Ewvrg olre GAhos 60Tis
rowavra wowgee. llohvkparns pév vy EEéminoe poipay v éwvron, Eye 8¢ és
péaror v apyxne Tlels ioovopiny Yply Tpooyopese. TooabEe PEVTOL Sika
YEpea Epewury, £x pev ye rav [odvkpareos ypmudrer ééaipeta £€ rahavra pot
yevéabat, iepooiurmy 88 mpos TOUTOUTL GLPEVLOL ELOL TE QUTE KOL TOLOL QT EUED
el ywopevourt Tou Aws tov "Elevlepiov, T avrds Te ipov ibpvaauny xai Ty
ExsvBepiny vuiv TepiTifnu.

3. Hdt. 3.142.5: AL’ 008" Gios els 00 YE Nuéwr GPXELY, YEYOMWS TE KAKDS
ki Eav Ghefpos, dAha wahhov dxws Adyor Swoews TGV WETEXEPLOaS XM UaTwY.
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site. Frustrated in his attempt to give away the tyranny on his own
terms, Maeandrius decided to keep it. He did this by summoning
Samos’s leaders to him one by one on the pretext of presenting an
account of Polycrates’ funds, and putting them in chains. A httle
later when Maeandrius fell ill, and his brother Lycaretus, who had
sights on the tyranny himself, took charge, the imprisoned aristo-
crats were all put to death.

Maeandrius, in Herodotus’s account, is clearly surprised when
his offer 1s not accepted. From his perspective, the offer benefits the
city as well as himself. He would be delighted to avoid the ani-
mosity and danger that tyrants typically faced without losing all the
wealth and fame that tyranny offered; the Samians, he seems to
have thought, would consider six talents to be a small price to pay
for their liberty. But there is nothing simple about the arrangement
Maeandrius proposes. Maeandrius's declaration begins by making
three related points: Polycrates possessed the scepter at Samos,
which is a somewhat antiquated and unpolitical symbol of legiti-
mate power;* the scepter has passed to Maeandrius; and (therefore)
Maeandrius can claim power in Samos. But Maeandrius takes an
abrupt turn when he asserts that Polycrates deserves blame for
ruling as an equal over equals and that he will do nothing that he
finds blameworthy in others. The contradiction 1s striking: if Poly-
crates had a real claim to his power, if he had a scepter (a sign of
power that came from the gods), he surely was not an “equal
lording 1t over equals.” And if Maeandrius is Polycrates’ heir, he can
do what others should not do: exercise autocratic rule at Samos.

So Maeandrius seems confused. He claims both that he has a
right to tyranny and that no man has such a right. His actions appear
likewise muddled. Before Maeandrius calls the assembly, he dedi-
cates a sanctuary and altar to Zeus Eleutherius, who would later be
known on the mainland in connection with the deliverance of

4. There is no other evidence of a tyrannical scepter at Samos; and scepters are
rare as symbols of royal power in archaic Greece (although Cleomenes may have
had one: seec Hdt. 6.75.1). But if Maeandrius was not speaking metaphoncally (as
Xerxes must be at Hde. 7.52), 1t would seem most possible that Polycrates was the
first to import this ancient image of divinely commissioned power to Samos. For
the scepter as a sign of divine favor in Herodotus's ume, see Aesch. Eum. 626
(BuoarBora axfymrrpe); for the image of a tyrannical scepter, Aesch. PV 761,
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Greece from the Persians. Maeandrius clearly meant Zeus Eleu-
therius to be a divine patron for the city’s new liberty and auton-
omy. The dedication was a striking piece of persuasion, for it
imphied that the gods had already approved Maeandrius's proposal,
and the religious celebration of Samian liberty was ready to begin.
But this sort of dedication was unusual for private individuals in
Macandrius's day: tyrants often dedicated sanctuaries; common citi-
zens apparently did so only very rarely.® If there were any doubts
about Macandrius’s actions, his attempt to install himself in a posi-
tion as hereditary priest would have erased them. This too was an
occasional practice of tyrants,® but hardly de rigueur for private
citizens. In effect, Maeandrius was crossing the border to tyranny at
the very moment that he was offering Samos isonomia and eleutheria.

Telesarchus, in his brief response, seems no less confused than
Maeandrius.” His “You are not worthy to rule over us” prefers to
ignore Maeandrius’s proposal in order to counter what Maeandrius
had already rejected. Moreover, Telesarchus's remark that Maean-
drius was ill-born and ruinous for Samos was neither constructive
nor particularly accurate: Maeandrius's family was almost certainly
beyond reproach.® In his defense, Telesarchus's contempt is directed
primarily against Maeandrius's occupation, rather than his character
or birth. Before Polycrates was killed, Maeandrius had served a

5. Themistocles built a temple to Artemis Aristobule at Melite that, according
to Plutarch (Them. 22.1-2), annoyed many of his fellow citizens; the new epithet
that Themistocles' temple imposed on Artemis boasts of his good counsel to the
Greeks; see Garland 1992, 64-81. At some time after Polycrates’ death, Maeandrius
also gave the decorations in Polycrates’ dining hall (dvdpewr) to the Hereion (Hdt.
3.123.1).

According to Plutarch’s Life of Pericles (14), Pericles answered the Athemans'
reluctance to finance the restoration of the Acropolis by offering to pay for the job
himself. The offer was disingenuous but clever. The Athemans could no more allow
any single individual to pay for the restoration than any single individual could
actually afford it.

6. See Burkert 1985, 96. On the Deinomemids’ prniesthood of Demeter, see van
Compernolle 1957, 474=79. For Cyrene, see Chamoux 1953, 136—59. The priest-
hood must have had a particular attraction for Maeandrius; the position would
certainly have protected him from reprisals at the hands of his political enemies.

7. See also Roisman 1985, 266—67.

8. For the epigraphical record of its accomplishments, see Shipley 1987, 104-5.
Roisman (1985, 248) 1s right to doubt the veracity of Telesarchus's remark, but he
undervalues its significance in treating it as “hostile political propaganda.™

§27



Tyranny and Political Culture in Ancient Greece

tyrant, and, as Sophocles wrote (873 P), “Whoever approached a
tyrant, even as a free man, became his slave.” That the job of
secretary gave Maeandrius great power and made him Polycrates’
successor (in default of sons) meant nothing to the Samians. For
them, it lay in the nature of his position as Polycrates’ secretary that
he was responsible for his actions; and the Samians, as Telesarchus
makes clear in his response, had every intention of holding him
responsible, as had Polycrates, his former master. This is the sub-
stance of Telesarchus’s rejection of Maeandrius’s offer: the Samians
believed that no private individual could stake a claim to the whole
or any part of Polycrates’ legacy. The Samians were Polycrates’
heirs; Maeandrius was not. As a result, Maeandrius did not even
have the right to dissolve the tyranny. This may explain why
Telesarchus does not dispute the first, logically more dubious part
of Maeandrius's implicit argument: that Polycrates possessed a valid
claim to tyranny in Samos. Telesarchus does not reject Polycrates’
credentials perhaps because he needs them to reject Maeandrius’s.
The substance of Telesarchus’s response helps uncover the con-

siderable subtlety beneath Maeandrius’s apparently illogical pro-
posal. Maeandrius did not want to see tyranny end at Samos quite as
much as he wanted to be the person who ended it. His speech
constructs a necat opposition between Polycrates, Samos's tyrant,
and himself, its liberator. Polycrates was unjust; Maeandrius 1s just.
Polycrates had his moment but has now fulfilled his destiny, and it is
Maecandrius’s turn. Polycrates had a night to the tyranny; Maecan-
drius has the same right but will free Samos instead. Yet in opposing
the tyrant and the liberator, Polycrates and himself, Maeandrius
also construes them as close parallels. The liberation from tyranny,
in Maecandrius’s view, belongs to someone, as the tyranny once
belonged to someone: Polycrates had the tyranny; the liberation
will be his own. So it becomes clear that tyrant and liberator are
both positions of wealth and privilege. The tyrant is far richer, but
the liberator profits from the respect of his fellow citizens. His
speech locates Macandrius at a personal crossroads between tyr-
anny and liberation. Samos would no doubt benefit from his deci-
sion to free it rather than possess it as a tyrant, but all of the credit
and a healthy portion of the profit would go to Maeandrius himself.

Some recent scholars find evidence in Telesarchus's remarks
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that the Samans rejected Macandrius’s offer for its arnistocratic
spirit.” But Herodotus's account does not support this interpreta-
tion. There 1s nothing particularly aristocratic in his account of
Macandrius's proposed isonomia, while there 1s obvious aristocratic
pride in Telesarchus’s insulting accusation that Macandrius 1s “low-
born™ (3.142.4). In fact the Samians seem to respond on a less
obvious, but more important level: how Macandrnius charactenizes
himself when he makes his proposal. Telesarchus counters Macan-
drius’s choice of hberation or tyranny with a very difterent one:
Macandrius, he implies, may plead that he acted as a mere servant to
Polycrates and obey the Samians as he obeyed his former master
(presumably buying his lite but certainly rehinquishing all claims to
Polycrates” wealth and the priesthood of Zeus Eleutherius), or he
can claim the tyranny as his own and risk his life to enjoy 1t. In either
case the hberty and equal nghts of the city—if and when it achieved
them—would be its own, not a tyrant’s gift. In short, Telesarchus
insists that a tyrant by any other name is sull a tyrant.

But 1if the Samians reject Macandrius's plan as a spurious form
of freedom, what does one make of Herodotus's remark that the
Samians “were not interested in freedom™ (3.143.2)? Graham Ship-
ley argues that Herodotus blamed the Samians for not accepting
Macandrius's ofter and taking advantage of him to unite agamst the
threat posed by the Persians.'" There may be some truth in this.
Herodotus could not help but be exasperated with the Samians,
who, at the moment of Polycrates’ death, had their one good oppor-
tunity to gain control of their political destiny. Not only was the
end of tyranny n sight, but just then Samos (thanks to Polycrates’
cftorts) commanded the economic and military presence and the
political unity necessary to maintain its independence. It never did

9. See Mitchell (1975, 86), whose position 1s taken over by Shapley (19%7, 103~
5), tor whom Macandrius 1s “a facuonal aristocrat.” Yet other scholars, such as
Ostwald (1969, 107-y), who pronounces Macandrius’s isonomta “a democrate form
of government,” and La Bua (1975), who sees Macandnus as a man from the lower
classes (53=36) determined to introduce social and pohinical reform (61-62), are no
closer to the truth.

10. Shipley (1987, 104), who clsewhere (105) attnbutes Herodotus's remark that
Macandnius wanted to be just to the "bias of his mformants.” But Macandnius's
action 1s certamly just in secking to resolve an mequiry and imbalance i his aity (on
this nonon, see chap. 2).
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again. While Maeandrius was making his extraordinary proposal,
the Persians were preparing an attack on the island and, when it
materialized, the Samians were so absorbed in their internal prob-
lems that they hardly noticed that the Persians had come. When
Samos finally escaped tyranny and Persian domination forty-five
years after Maeandrius had attempted to put an end to tyranny,!!
Samos’s freedom was due more to the efforts of the mainland
Greeks than to the Samians themselves, whose great contribution
to the Greek effort was to give the Persians unreliable help.'? From
that moment of Samos’s liberation, it became a fixed element of the
growing Athenian hegemony in the Aegean, a hegemony that the
Athenians justified by claiming to be both the founders and the
liberators of the Samians and their lonian neighbors.

Yet it Herodotus was exasperated by the Samians, it was not
their refusal of Maeandrius's offer that most annoyed him. Rather
their mistake was doing nothing to keep Maeandrius from taking
up the tyranny himself. Rebuffed but sull powerful, Macandrius
found it easy to rationalize a revision in his original proposal: he
would become a tyrant rather than a liberator, for, as Herodotus
says, he realized that “if he resigned power, someone else would rise
up as tyrant in his place” (3.143.1), which would have negated the
value of his persona as Samos's liberator. Herodotus apparently
agreed with Maeandrius, and although no friend to tyrants, he
seemed to think that the Samians got what they deserved: if they
had been “willing to be free,” they would have come together to
the Acropolis as soldiers determined to expel Maeandrius or kill
him, not singly, like accountants intending to liberate Samos with
ledgers and pens. In the end, the Samians accomplished nothing
more than to make Maeandrius honest.

11. 1 am passing over the short interruption of the Samian tyranny brought
about by the lonian revolt; see below.

12. According to Herodotus (9.99.1), Leotychides, who was the Spartan com-
mander of the jont expedition at Mycale, neutrahized the lomans’ value for the
Persian side. Borrowing a trick from Themistocles’ repertoire, he exhorted the
lonians to betray the Persian cause and fight for their liberty. The Persians’ fear that
the lonians would mutiny compelled them to disarm the Samians and send the
Milesians clsewhere, which weakened their forces considerably.

13. The Athenians made their first explicit claim to hegemony over the lonian
cities as their founder at the counal held at Samos after the close of the first
campaign against the Persians in lonia. On this, see Hdt. 9.106. 3 and Meiggs 1972,
413-14.
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We may wonder what kind of metal might be mined from
Herodotus’s story. It is clearly one of his many political essays. That
Herodotus or his Samian sources could have known the details of an
assembly that took place over two generations carlier is casy to
doubt. But the story has been questioned in a more serious way.
Kurt Raaflaub has suggested that Herodotus was misinformed—
perhaps by a surviving member of Macandrnus’s family—about the
sanctuary of Zeus Eleuthenus, which, in Raaflaub’s view was dedi-
cated not by Maeandrius in the late s20s but by the Samians after
479, when their city was liberated from the Persians.’ Raaflaub’s
objection to the dedication stems from his conviction that the con-
ceptual opposition between freedom and tyranny emerged from the
Greceks’ experience in the Persian Wars, long after Macandrius's day.
There are, however, serious objections to the redating of Maean-
drius’s sanctuary that is required by Raaflaub’s view of the develop-
ment of Greek pohitical language. Herodotus knew Samos and 1ts
monuments particularly well,’® and not, in all probability, from a
single, interested source. Even if Herodotus had been a virtual
stranger in Samos, it is difficult to believe that he could be per-
suaded to disassociate an important Samian monument from a
major recent chapter of Samos’s history and link it to a rather
obscure and thoroughly unhappy event that had taken place over
forty years earlier. The difficulties in redating the sanctuary of Zeus
Eleutherius require us to reexamine the larger question implied by
Maeandrius’s dedication and elaborated in the exchange between
Maeandrius and Telesarchus: Does the language of political libera-
tion characteristic of the classical polis first emerge not from the
experience with Persia but out of the death throes of tyranny, when
the tyrant's pretense to justice was exhausted and when his subjects
focused on wresting his extraordinary power from him?

There are clear parallels for the sort of behavior Herodotus
expected of the Samians in response to Maeandnius. The most
famous was the destruction of the tyranny of the Cypsehds at
Corinth. According to Nicolaus of Damascus (FGH 9o F 60.1),
who borrowed from Ephorus, the tyranny fell in a wave of general
resentment and revenge. Nicolaus does not report the immediate

14. RaaHaub 1985, 139—40; Raaflaub 1981, 249.
15. This was shown long ago by Cole (1912).
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cause of the Corinthians’ anger, or what end Psammetichus met,
but he 1s clear about its course: the Corinthians joined together to
“destroy the houses of the tyrants, confiscate their goods, destroy
their tombs, and ¢ject the bones of Cypselus and his ancestors.”™ ¢

The fall of the Deinomenids in Sicily at the end of the archaic
period presents a much elaborated version of the same picture.
According to Diodorus, who borrowed from Timaecus, 7 the last of
the Demnomenids was Thrasybulus, who came to power when
Hieron died in 467 and stayed there for eleven months. Thrasybulus
carned the wrath of the Syracusans for his policy of random banish-
ments, executions, and confiscations, which were undertaken to
raise funds for his mercenaries. Getting rid of Thrasybulus was not
very difficult. His own family had given him up as a lost cause, and
while a good many Sicilian cities were anxious to see the Deino-
menids fall, Thrasybulus had, besides his mercenaries, the support
of only the small city of Aetna, which his brother Hieron had
founded and where he was buried with civic honors. Seeing that his
plight was hopeless, Thrasybulus negotiated a quick exile into
southern [taly. Thrasybulus's departure did not, however, com-
pletely exhaust the Sicihans' rage against the Deinomenids and their
legacy. The returning inhabitants of Catana, whom Hieron had
exiled when he founded his Aetna on the same spot, retook the city
and destroyed Hieron's grave much as the Corinthians destroyed
the Cypselids’ graves at Corinth (Diod. 11.76.3; Strab. 6.2.3).

A much greater challenge faced the Syracusans after Thrasy-
bulus’s exile, for a large portion of Thrasybulus’s mercenaries (some
seven thousand) remained in Syracuse, having been invested with
citizenship by the Deinomenids. To drive them out and purity the
city of all traces of the tyranny, the Syracusans decreed that public
office was limited to citizens who predated Demnomenid rule. This
was courageous, for the Syracusans had sent home the armies of

16. Plutarch (De Herod. mal. 21 = Mor. 859c~d) maintains that the Spartans were
nvolved in bringing tyranny to an end in Corinth. The notice 1s difficult to accept
tor several reasons, nor least of all because Herodotus was apparently unaware of it
(if he had been, he would surely have included it in the speech of Sosicles at 5.92,
which has the very purpose of convincing the Spartans that their reputation as a
force against tyrants prohibits them from reinstalling a tyrant in Athens). So also
Salmon 1984, 229-30, and Cartledge 1979, 139-40.

17. Diod. 11.67.5=68.7, 72, 73, 76.1=2. On the Sicthan historical traditions, see
Pearson 1987, 125—46,
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their neighbors who had come to help, and the action could only
bring about open revolt. The mercenaries acted as expected and
were vanquished only after costly battles both on land and at sea.
The Syracusans celebrated therr revolution with the dedication of a
colossal statue of Zeus Eleutherius and estabhished a yearly fesu-
val, the Eleutheria, which included sacnifices of thanksgiving and
games, '™

But tyrants were not killed or banished every day. Most impor-
tant tyrannies of archaic Greece, including the Cypsehds of Cor-
inth, the Orthagonids of Sicyon, and the Pesistrauds of Athens,
lasted longer than a single generation and survived without great
difficulty a transference of power from the tyranny’s founder to his
successor. Theagenes, tyrant of Megara in the late seventh century
B.C., and Lygdamis of Naxos, a contemporary of Peisistratus, are
exceptions, although Lygdamis did not apparently fall vicum to
internal pressures alone.'” Yer if strong tyrannies could as a rule
endure safely the transfer of power from father to son, or from
brother to brother, nonetheless no tyranny, with the possible excep-
tion of the Orthagorids of Sicyon (whose chronology 1s very con-
fused).”” made it safely through a second such transference. Those
untortunate individuals who undertook to assume a tyranny atrer
two predecessors—Psammetichus of Corinth and Thrasybulus ot
Syracuse are examples—were besieged from the very outset of their
reigns. Even strong tyrants of the second generation seem to have
felt some anxiety about their position. It was said in antiquity that
second generation tyrants were harsher than their predecessors. 2! It

18, Diodorus does not say that the Syracusans, after overthrowing Thrasvbulus,
tounded the sanctuary and the worship of Zeus Eleutherius. and it must be consid-
ered possible that the Demomenmids (or pre-Demomenid Syracuse) established the
cult, and the Svracusans later redetined it in celebratng their hberanon from
fvranny.

19. Plutarch’s assertion (De Herod. mal. 21 = Mor. 85yc—d) that Sparta deposed
Lygdamis of Naxos 15 usually accepred: see Bernhardr 1987, 263.

20. For a recent attempt to make some sense of Orthagond chronology, sec
Leahy 1968,

2. Cf Anst. Pol. 1312b2i—-25: so Perander; Hippias: Thrasydacus, son of
Theron; Hieron, brother and successor of Gelon; and Dionysius the Younger. On
Penander’s cruelty, see Nic. Dam., FGH go F s8.1; for Hippias, see Hde, 5.62.2-3;
Thuc. 6.53.3. 6.59.2; Ath. pol. 19, 1; tor Thrasydacus, Diod. 11.53.2; for the escalat-
ing cruclty of the Demomemds atter Gelon, see Diod. 11.67.3-5; and on [Dionvsius
the Younger, see Pl Ep. 348a—49b.
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is certainly likely that tyrants found it necessary to use larger and
larger doses of violence to pacify their subjects. It is also probable
that the Greeks saw the violence of tyrants as gradually less justified
as the dynasties became older.

But if most individuals bold enough to assume a tyranny were
confident they could overcome their subjects’ resentment, Maean-
drius was not the only tyrant to try to change the character of his
power. In fact, a substantial number of tyrants, particularly in the
later archaic period, pretended to resign or concealed their tyranny
in one of several ways. Although none seem to have returned to
private life, the striking changes that later tyrants underwent in
their elaborate efforts to disguise themselves provide perhaps the
best indication of the increasingly sophisticated responses of the
tyrants’ cities to their rule.

Tyranny and Liberation

Maeandrius’s closest parallel is perhaps Cadmus, the tyrant of
Cos. According to Herodotus, Cadmus received the tyranny of
Cos as a gift from his father, Scythes, who gave it up after 500 to
venture west to southern Italy, where he ruled for a nme over
Zancle as the agent of the ambitious Hippocrates, tyrant of the city
of Gela. After a ime, Cadmus “put the power in the middle out of
his own volition, there being no pressing need but his own sense of
Justice.”??* Cadmus, like Maeandrius, wanted to be just; the desire
expressed itself, as did Maeandrius's, in his perception that there
was an imbalance in the state—namely, his own tyranny—that he
needed to correct.?? There was, however, this difference between
the two: while Maeandrius promised a transition between tyranny
and freedom that would play itself out in his own soul, Cadmus
seemed to understand that the end to tyranny required the tyrant’s

22, Hdt. 7.164: 6 8¢ Kabpos ovros mporepov rovrwy mapadefapevos mapa
marpos rvpavviba Kpwrv e Befinkviav, éxav te elvau kai Sewod émiovros ovde-
vos AN’ Umo Bukawoatims és péuov Keowrt xarafeis v apxnv olxero és
Zucehiny, Evla mapa Tapioy Eoxe te kai karolkmae wokw Liyxhny ™y és
Meoonpmy peraBalobaar 7o odvoua.

23. On this, see chap. 2 passim.
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removal. Herodotus indicates this when he notes that shortly after
he put “the power in the middle [rnv apxmv és péoov],” Cadmus
left Cos for Sicily. It is perhaps better to attribute to Cadmus an
acute sense of self-preservation than the altruism of lawgivers, who
removed themselves after drafting their law codes.?* In any case,
Cadmus did not end his career as a tyrant when he made his escape
from Cos. When he arrived in Italy, Cadmus took possession of the
city of Zancle, which his father had also governed for a time, and
ruled 1t as a tyrant.®® Yet he could still impress for his justice and
integrity: it was this that recommended him to Gelon, who sent
him to Delphi with a large sum of gold to hand over to Xerxes in
the event that the Persians defeated the mainland Greeks (Hdt.
7.163-64).

Perhaps the most important member of the distinctive class of
tyrants who pretended to resign was the ingenious Aristagoras,
who, together with Histiaeus, orchestrated the unsuccessful Ionian
revolt of 499-494. According to Herodotus, one of Aristagoras’s
first moves in preparing his revolt was to give up his formal power
in Miletus as Histiaeus’s regent and set up a government based on
equal rights (loovouia), a procedure he followed in the other lonian
cities as well. *® Herodotus does not treat Aristagoras very fairly. He
oversimplifies in painting Aristagoras as an adventurer (Yvymv ovk
axpos) who initiated the revolt to further his own personal ambi-
tions and abandoned it when he perceived that he could not win.2’
And it seems arbitrary of Herodotus to dismiss Aristagoras’s resig-
nation as a mere pretense,”® when he 1s quite willing to credit
Cadmus and Maeandrius with a genuine interest in justice. Yet

24. On the self-elimination of the lawgiver, see chap. 3.

25. See Valler 1958, 3141.

26. Hdt. §.37.2: xai mpara pev Ln-_vq:r HETELS TNV rr.rpctwl.&u loovopiny EmoiEE
™M Mk, as av éxovres mrrq: ol MiAvowow ovvamworaiaro, pera dé xai v 1y
d@AAp lwrip Tevro robro Emoiee.

27. Hdt. 5.30.3, 124.1. On the episode, see Tozzi 1978, Lateiner 1982, and
Wallinga 1984, and on Aristagoras’s motivation, Manville 1977. On the patterning
that went into Herodotus's presentation of the lonian revolt, see Lang 1968, 24-36.
Herodotus was not so troubled by Maeandrius’s cowardice (3.146), but Maean-
drius, to his credit, was not responsible for directing Persia’s attention toward
Samos.

28, Ostwald (1969, 110) forces Herodotus's language when he insists that Aoya is
to be taken with pereis ™y Tupavviba but not with ioovopiny émoiee.
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Herodotus 1s certainly correct that Aristagoras dissolved the tyr-
anny of Milctus in such a way that he remained supreme in the city.
Arnstagoras’s revolt created a situation in which his new position as
stratégos (general) closely paralleled his carlier position as tyrant.
The revolt from the Persians was Miletus's primary concern as long
as 1t lasted, as Persia’s domination had been primary before the
revolt. As a tyrant before the revolt, Aristagoras was identified
with the Persians, and as a general during it, he identified himself
with their overthrow. Though we may question Herodotus on
Aristagoras’s motives, we can sce his logic in continuing to call
Arnistagoras “tyrant of Miletus” (0 MiAnrov Topavros: ¢.g., 5.49)
cven atter his nominal resignation.

Although Aristagoras's resignation as tyrant hardly signaled an
end to his power, there is hittle doubt that it deserves to be consid-
ered—as Herodotus himself seems to consider it—as a crucial first
step of the revolt. Aristagoras ventured from his city in search of
allies more freely than other tyrants, for, unlike other tyrants, he
did not fear leaving his army unsupervised at home—in fact he
departed on his diplomatic missions to Athens and Sparta imme-
diately after liberating Miletus and the other lonian allies (5.38.2).
The second element of Aristagoras’s suppression of tyranny in other
loman cities was likewise fundamental for the Tonian revolt. Arista-
goras united the lonians by expelling the tyrants by means of whom
the Persians kept them fragmented. Yet Herodotus might have
reason to regard this act too as a nominal change; for, having nd
them of their tyrants, Aristagoras had each of the lonian cities select
a general to replace the tyrant he had suppressed (5.38.2). The new
generals must have exercised many of the powers that the exiled
tyrants had held. More important still, the allegiance that the new
stratégoi felt to the war (and to Aristagoras, who had initiated it)
preserved, while it redirected, the loyalty felt by their predecessors
to Persia. Arnistagoras secems therefore to have reduplicated in cach
of the allied lonian cities the transformation that took place in his
own person at Miletus. The Ionian city=states were permitted to
select their own generals, perhaps by popular vote, but isonomia
meant something more in archaic Greece than the right to select
one’s autocrat,

Anistagoras’s resignation therefore was a step in his self-transtor-
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mation from tyrant to autocratic general. Yet a public resignation
could also mark the transformation of a military into a civilian tyr-
anny. This was the achievement of Gelon, the first of the Deinome-
nids, tyrants of Syracuse. In Diodorus’s detailed account (11.26.5—
6),?? Gelon called an assembly of the Syracusan demos after his
extraordinary victory over the Carthaginians in 479. Appearing be-
fore this assembly unarmed, he rendered an account of his achieve-
ments (@mehoyloaro ey mept TavTos Tov BlOvV Kol TOY TETPAY-
HEVWY aUT® T Pos Tovs 2upakoaiovs) and offered himself to anyone
who wished to exact vengeance from him. To be sure, Gelon's offer
to quit was not quite so sincere as Cadmus’s or even Maeandrius’s—
perhaps a better comparison is Tiberius’s pretense of refusing the
principate of Rome (Tac. Ann. 1.11). Gelon certainly intended to be
shouted down, and the Syracusans did not disappoint him: in re-
sponse to his offer to quit, they proclaimed him in a single voice
their “benefactor, savior, and king” (evepyéms, cwmp, Baoik-
gvs).

It was not beyond the talents of Gelon, whom Diodorus called
“preeminent in both generalship and cleverness” (11.20.3), to plan
this entire scene. But it is also not inconceivable that the affection
was genuine; everyone knew the significance of his victory over
Carthage, and many at the assembly were also indebted to Gelon
for their Syracusan citizenship.?' Even those whose enthusiasm was
not entirely genuine may still have agreed to play Gelon’s game,
thinking it better to give away the control of their city voluntanly
than to lose it by force. In any case, it would be difficult for Gelon's
most implacable enemy to take advantage of the opportunity Gelon
pretended to offer. Unarmed and, as Diodorus says, nearly naked,
he was not at that moment a tyrant but a servant, who by rendering
accounts was implicitly conceding his responsibility to his master.
Gelon was clever with disguises: before the assembly began, he was

29. Seealso Ael. VH6.11.13.27; Polyaen. 1.27.1. On the credibility of the story,
which is usually traced to Timaeus, see Berve 1967, 1:147; Berve 1953, 546—48.

30. Evepyémns and owrip have a clear place in the language of Hellenistc
kingship (see Habicht 1970, 156—59). Diodorus (or rather, Timaeus) perhaps ap-
plied them anachronistically, as Pearson (1987, 139) has recently argued. Burt thereis
no reason to doubt the historicity of the assembly itself.

31. See Hdt. 7.155—36. The older segment of the Syracusan citizen body proba-
bly remained the majority, but Gelon’s supporters may have crowded the assembly.
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Syracuse’s tyrant; in the course of it, he transformed himself into
Syracuse’s subordinate; and he left it as Syracuse’s king. **

Gelon was not merely seeking to confound the Syracusans; rath-
er, he was attempting to avoid the distinctive danger that always
accompanied tyranny. In the Politics (1312b17-21), Aristotle makes
the hatred that arises from the ruler’s hubris and the kataphronésis
(contempt) instilled by his self-indulgence the principal causes of
the single ruler’s fall. A aity, Arnistotle seems to suggest, overthrew
its tyrant by gaining control of his reception. The city felt kataphro-
nésis when it was able to measure the disparity between its tyrant’s
acts and standards of legitimate behavior. By that measurement, the
tyrant’s actions were labeled as hubris, and the city understood itself
as his vicim. Alcacus may have intended to promote this sort of
political criticism in Mytilene when he attacked Pittacus as “ill-
born™ (kakomarpes);** the insult tells Mytilene that Pittacus was
unworthy of its regard or fear. This is likewise what Macandrius
implied in blasting Polycrates “for ruling over his equals,” or, again,
what Telesarchus meant to accomplish in insulting Maeandrius as a
fraud: he was unworthy to rule because he was lowborn.™ In a
remarkable move, Gelon’s announcement in the Syracusan assem-
bly anticipated this sort of insult in the hope of neutralizing it.
Perceiving, like Antlochus after the chariot race in Iliad 23 (s70-
611), that he might lose the prize he wanted, Gelon “voluntarily”
gave up his autocratic power in Syracuse (as Antilochus gave up his
prize), insisting that the Syracusan demos was his superior. The
demos, hke Menelaus in the famous Iliadic scene, when it heard-
Gelon disingenuously proclaim it to be his superior, was undone by
its desire to play the benefactor and handed Gelon what he most
desired, lifelong autocratic power in Syracuse. To be sure, the
Syracusans deserve some credit for their behavior in the assembly.
Like the Samians who rejected Macandrius’s offer, they seem to

32. Even this is too simple; Gelon seems also to have cultivated the persona of
Syracuse’s second founder (otkwrm)s), a honor to which his repopulation of the aity
atter transferring his tyranny to Syracuse perhaps entitled him in the eyes of the
Syracusans (Hde. 7.155-56). On the Sicihan tyrants’ self-representation as the
founders of the cities they dominated, see chap. 5.

33. Alc. 75.12 LP; cf. 348 and 72.

34. Herodotus (see chap. 2) relates the extraordinary lengths to which Deloces
went to keep his people from seeing that he was no different than they, On the
significance that fear had for tyranny, see chap. 2.
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have understood that their eleutheria would be meaningless if it
came as a tyrant’s gift. Unlike the Samians, they also recognized
some value in subtle differences. If Gelon's offer did not give them a
real chance to gain their freedom, it nonetheless presented an oppor-
tunity to make their tyrant into a mild and beneficent ruler. By all
indications, this 1s what Gelon became.

Hicron, Gelon's brother and successor, also occupies a chair in the
gallery of tyrants who toyed with the image of the hiberator, al-
though he did not pretend to liberate Syracuse, the seat of Deino-
menid power, but two cities that were oppressed by a rival tyrant.
Diodorus notes (11.53.4—5) thatin the latter half of the 470s, Hieron
was attacked by Thrasydacus, tyrant of Acragas and Himera. The
unprovoked and unexpected attack caused Hieron some dithiculty,
but it was in the end repulsed, and Thrasydacus himself was torced
into exile to Megara, As soon as their tyrant was exiled, the aitizens
of Acragas (and, presumably, the Himerans as well) established a
democracy in the place of Thrasydacus's tyranny and sent an em-
bassy to Hieron, who accepted their terms for peace.™

Hicron's benevolence 1s surprising. Diodorus (11.53.4) pomnts
out that Thrasydacus’s force consisted not only of mercenaries but
also of citizen armies from Acragas and Himera. To punish the two
cities might yield long-term rewards. If Hieron captured Acragas
and Himera, he could establish faithful dependents as local tyrants
in place of the newly established democracy and secure their place
in Demomemd Sicily. This was the method the Deinomenids used
to control Gela, which Gelon entrusted to Hieron when he took
over Syracuse and which Hieron, when he assumed the tyranny n
Syracuse, left to Polyzalus. Hieron's decision to accept the terms
offered by Acragas, rather than take the cities by force, was a virtual
concession of liberty to the city. Hieron's respect for the freedom
and autonomy of other states might seem odd. Moses Finley cer-
tainly thought so: “The notion of Hieron as a protector of democ-
racy,” he commented doubtfully, “is pretty remarkable.”*” But
Hieron's attitude toward Himera and Acragas does seem consistent

35. On the benevolent character of Gelon's rule, see Diod. 11.67.3 and Plut. Mor,
$52a.

36. On this important episode in Himera's short but dramanc history, see Meier-
Welcker 1980, sy—60, and Wilamowitz 1922, 304-6.

37. Fnley 1979, 9.
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with the achievements Pindar celebrates in his magnificent Pythian
1: Hieron’s foundation of Aectna and establishment in it of “god-
made freedom™ according to the ancestral laws,* and his splendid
defeat of the Etruscans at Cyme in 474. About the latter Pindar
Wrote:

Aooopar vevoor, Kpoviwr, nuepor
oppa kat' oikov 6 Poiné 6 Tvpoavar T° ahakatos £x7).
vavaioTovor UEpw dwv Tar mpo Kiuas.
ol Tvpakoaiwr apx® dapaclévtes wabov,
WKVTTOPWY QATO vawy 6 oLy v movtw Baked alikiav,
‘EANGS' é€éAkwr Bapeias SovAias.

(Pyth. 1.71-75)

I beg you, son of Cronus, make a sign

so that the Carthaginian and the war cry of the Etruscan
remain quict at home,

having seen at Cyme that hubris is ruinous for ships;
such great things they suffered, tamed by the leader

of the Syracusans

who threw their youth from quick ships into the sea,
dehvering Greece from burdensome slavery.

Scholars have also raised questions about this language. It was usual
for tyranny to be represented as a struggle against hubris,* though
here the hubris belongs to the barbarians, not, as the mainlanders
said, ™" to the city’s former leaders. And Pindar’s claim that Hicron
“saved Greece from slavery” has not always seemed fitting language
for the praise of tyrants. In fact, to explain the prominence of eleu-
theria in Pythian 1 Wilamowitz felt it necessary to postulate that the
poct and his patron were not quite getting along.*! But the sugges-

8. Pind. Pyth. 1.60-62: dey’ Emeet’ "Avrvas Baodhel gikwor Eéevpaoper uvor- |
Tw oA kewar Beodpate ovr Ehevlepie | 'YAABos orabipas "lépar fv vopots
extwra’, It s, admittedly, a strange 1dea of freedom on which Hicron modeled
Aetna: he made his son, Deinomenes, king.

39. The struggle 1s usually commissioned by a divine patron. Hicron's 1s no
exception: so at Pind. Pyth. 1.56: "May the god be the preserver of Hieron for the
coming time.”

40. See chap. 2 (Hesiod) and chap. 3 (Solon).

41. Wilamowitz 1922, 304.
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tion 1s unwarranted: tyrants were hardly allergic to the language ot
eleutheria. Eleutheria, according to Aristotle’s Politics (1310a32-33),
“the ability to do what one wishes,” does not entail the recognition
of anyone else’s rights. Needing to acknowledge no human author-
ity beyond himself, the tyrant, from his own viewpoint, would be
very pleased to regard himself as umquely elentherios; ** and he could
best prove that he possessed freedom by bestowing it conspicuously
on others. Freedom thus fits tyranny much as the theme ot clemency
pervades the opera seria of eighteenth-century Europe: the monarch
proves his power most convincingly when he uses it sparingly. *?
This may help explain Pindar’s advice to Hieron in Pythian 2 to use
his wealth “with a tree mind™ (EAevBepa gpevi: §7), which is praise
thinly disguised as admonition. In the same spirit, Pindar compared
Hicron's victory over the Etruscans in Pythian 1 (76-80) to the
Athenians’ victory at Salamis and the Spartans’ at Plataca, and even
to the achievements of Philoctetes, “who defeated Troy and put an
end to the woes of the Danaans” (50—-55), thus likening Hieron, the
liberator, to great cines and heroes. In sending their appeal to
Hicron, the citizens of Himera and Acragas probably hoped for
nothing more than to deflect his anger by disassociating themselves
from Thrasydacus. But whatever their intentions, their request
seems to have dovetailed exactly with Hieron's interest in represent-
ing himself as the liberator of the pohtcally suppressed cities of
Sicily.

42. By the same logic, "no one 1s tree except Zeus” (Aesch. P17 52). See Hde
1.80, where, i the famous debate on government, Otanes detines monarchy as the
government that “can do what it wishes without rendermg an account.”™ See also
chap. 1.

43. On the theme of clemency in classical representations of tyrants, see above
P 43 1. 54,

44. ltas possible that Hieron was parucularly mterested n grantung hberty o
Himera as a pohucal monument o the Demomemds’ glorious victory over Car-
thage, which had taken place near Himera in 480, Unfortunately we know less
about Hieron's intervention in Italian atfairs a tew vears on behalt of Locri: Hieron
apparently sent Chromus, his brother-in-law and agent, to Rhegion to warn ott
Anaxilas, who had designs on Locn (cf. schol. ad Pind. Pyth. 2.36=38; Just. 21.3.2
and Stauffenberg 1963, 215). Pind. Pyrh. 2.18-20 gives some wdea of the terms an
which he wished the event to be known. At 2.20 (b Tear dvvapwy dpaketa’
aaeahes), the schohast glosses dpaxeto’ aopakes with EAevlepor BAemovoa: the
freecdom of the Locnan marden s theretore made to seem consistent with the power
of the tyrant. If the scholum to Pyth. 1.991s correct, the event was dramauzed by
Epicharmus i his comedy lsands, which may have been intended to make Anaxalas
look like a tool.
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It is a rare piece of good luck that we can look at the newly won
liberty of Himera and Acragas through Pindar’s short Olympian 12,
which was written about this time for a certain Ergoteles, who was
a new citizen of Himera. This little ode begins with a hymn to the
patron of the recently liberated city of Himera:

Aiooouar, Tat Znvos 'Elevlepiov,
"luépav evpvobeve’ aupimolet, ocwtewpa Tuxa.
TV yap v worte kvBeprvaTar ool
VAES, EV XEPT @ TE ANawmpot ToOAeUOL
Kdaryopat Bovhagopol. al ye peEv avdpov
7oA @vw, Ta 8’ av kaTw
Yevdn peTapuwvue TapuvolTal kvAivbort éAmides:
avpforov & ov mw Tis Emiyfoviey
mOTOV Gl Tpaéos Eoooudras evpev Beolber
T@r 88 PEANOVTWY TETUQAWYTOL Ppadal.
(Ol 12.1-9)

I beg you, Tyche Soteira, daughter of Zeus

Eleutherius, take charge of wide-ruling Himera,

for, with your help, swift ships are steered in

the sea, and on land quick war and council-bearing
assemblies. For the hopes of men are tossed at one moment
high, at another low, cleaving through false vanities.

For no mortal has yet found a sure sign

from the gods of coming events;

for intimations of the future are dim.

The ode makes use of the popular archaic metaphor of the ship of
state. Tyche Soteira 1s taken from her usual province as the patron
deity of sailors at sea and set into place as the guardian of the city’s
maiden voyage on the sea of political autonomy. With her new role
comes a new parentage: once the daughter of the remote sea-god
Oceanus (Hes. Th. 360), she is now introduced as the offspring of
Zeus Eleutherius, the universal patron of political liberty.*5 As she

45. See Aesch. Ag. 664 for her more convennional persona. In Soph. OT 8o-81,
she 1s more loosely associated with good luck. Ziegler (1948, 1649, 1652—53) argues
that Pindar invented the connection he makes between Tyche Soteira and Zeus
Eleuthenus.
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guides ships, so she 1s asked to help the Himerans navigate the
straits of “council-bearing assemblies.”#* Men and cities can never
be utterly sure of their success, so it 1s natural, perhaps even neces-
sary, for Pindar to warn his audience of the vanity of human hopes
while celebrating Himera's polinical autonomy. But Pindar takes
this cliché to greater lengths than convention requires, encasing it in
an extended image of a troubled sea that tosses a helpless ship up and
down with utter abandon. To strengthen his pomnt that human
hopes are vain, Pindar thereby contorts the metaphor of the ship of
state into an image of a threateming sea, which from Homer sym-
bolized social and political chaos.*” Pindar’s audience, it it tollowed
his kaleidoscope of poetic images, might now remember that Tyche
Soteira, before her recent adoption mnto the house of Zeus Eleu-
therius, was the daughter of Oceanus, a faceless and unpredicrable
deity who was virtually indistinguishable from the vast watery
expanse he ruled. * Is political freedom, Pindar seems to ask, a mere
whim of fortune, like the momentary calm of the sea?4”

Pindar cannot be blamed for suggesting that Himera'’s new pohiti-
cal situation was tenuous; after all, Himera and Acragas owed their
liberty to Hieron's generosity, and Hieron surely had no intention
of allowing them any real say in Sicilian politics. But the practical
limits on their autonomy did not completely prevent Acragas and
Himera from acting in their self-interest, and they found a chance
to vahdate their hberty only six years later. When news came to

46, “Councl-bearing assembhes” (ayopat Bovhagopad) recalls (probably by
mtention) Od. g, 112, where they are among the deticiencies of the unaivilized and
unpohtical Cyclopes.

47. The metaphor reemerges at Ol 12, 11— 12 (aapais avrikvpoartes [okais).
On Homer's use of sea similes, see McGlew 198y, 290. On the related nonion of the
ship of state, see chap. 2.

48. The name of Fortuna, Tyche's Roman double, was later virtually synony-
mous with storms at sea; see Patch 1974, 107.

4u. The discomtort caused by making Tyche Soteira patron of the new lhiberated
city would have been heightened it the Demmomemds anucipated the Himerans as
devotees of Tyche. Diodorus names the Syracusan suburb Tyche in the context of
the revolutionary overthrow of Thrasybulus (11.68. 1 with the accepted emendation
of the manuscnipts’ irvsme to Toxme), and Cicero (Ferr. 4.119) remarks that the
suburb had an ancient temple of Fortuna (= Tyche): hence it s commonly accepred
that the suburb was established at the nme of Gelon's refoundanon and expansion ot
Syracuse i 484. So Herzog-Hauser 1948, 1689-93. Sce, however. the skepuical
remarks by Drogemaller (1973, 835-36), who nsists (to my mind unconvincingly)
that Tyche was not honored with a cult before the tourth century.
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them that the Deinomenids were in trouble, they joined forces and
marched together on Syracuse to help the Syracusans to expel
Thrasybulus, Hicron’s successor (Diod. 11.68.1). Thus, although
Himera and Acragas missed their chance to kill Thrasydacus, they
did the next best thing: they helped destroy their liberators,

This striking ingratitude on the part of the Deinomenids’ chent
states gives further support to the simple rule that Juvenal cites in
the epigram, “Few tyrants die bloodless deaths™ (10.111-12), or,
rendered more exactly, that tyrants did not leave power voluntarily;
rather, they were banished or killed. There was no mystery in this
to the Greeks; tyranny, as we have heard from Solon, “was a great
place to be, but a hard place to get out of” (Plut. Sol. 14.5). A
popular tyrant like Gelon could vary at will the face of his tyranny
and prolong his family’s rule for several years, but even he could not
change himself into a private citizen, nor could he pass on to his
successor the cloak of legitimacy that the Syracusans gave him. As
Periander, reincarnated as a sage, noted in Diogenes Laertius (1.97),
there was great danger for the tyrant both in being deposed and in
resigning voluntarily. Cadmus got rid of the Coan tyranny by
getting out of Cos. In this respect, his retreat differs lictle from
Thrasybulus'’s escape from Syracuse or Hippias's from Athens. Of
course, Cadmus decided when and how he would leave; but that he
had to go came with the job.

[f tyranny, for the tyrant, was the greatest form of happiness, his
fellow citizens viewed it from the first as subjugation.>” This is
implied in the first occurrence of the word ryrannos in Greek, when
Archilochus compares a man'’s all-consuming passion for a woman
to the tyrant’s power over his city.®' The personal character of the
tyrant’s power made him as much the city’s master as its ruler. It
follows that removing a tyrant was a matter of taking his mastery
over the city away from him. The city might win its power over
isclt—its isonomia and eleutheria—from the tyrant, even if it could
not accept its freedom as his gift. The argument contirms the close
relationship between liberator and tyrant that 1s evident in Hero-

50. See chap. 1 for Anstotle’s views. For carlier sources, see Raaflaub 1985, s—68;
Raaflaub 1981, 193.
st. 2318 W; see above i chap. 1.

144

Copyrighted Material



The Fall of Tyranny

dotus’s story of Maeandrius: that the caity that liberated itself from
tyranny or the individual who liberated a city retained essential
clements of the tyrant’s position and power. The Samians might
permit Maeandrius to throw himself on their mercy; but they were
no more willing to accept him as their liberator than to adopt him as
their tyrant. Hieron, if had he lived so long, might have been
shocked by the ingratitude of Himeras and Acragas, as Maecandrius
was surprised by the Samians’ reaction to his proposal. But he
should not have been. Hieron granted Acragas and Himera peace
and autonomy as the most efficient way to control them in the way
he needed to—as allies in his Sicilian ventures. That the hiberator
and tyrant were unstable metals was also the experience of those
who genuinely wished to keep them apart. Consider the unfortu-
nate experience of Dion, who freed Syracuse from the younger
Dionysius in the hope of replacing him with a just and stable
oligarchy (i la Plato). But he failed. However pure his intentions
and great his integrity and sense of justice, Plato’s friend found 1t
impossible to avoid taking up the tyranny that he had devoted a
good part of his life to put down.52

The close link between tyranny and liberation was understood
and exploited not only by isolated individuals. Cities used the
connection as well. Fifth-century Athens is the obvious example of
a state that created allies by “liberating™ them. But Sparta may have
anticipated Athens in this respect. Admirtedly, Sparta did not de-
serve its great reputation in antiquity for deposing tyrants.>? Yet
some part of it must be true. There is no doubt that Sparta under-
took to liberate Samos from Polycrates and Athens from Hippias.
There can also be little doubt about the Spartans’ conviction that
liberating Athens from tyranny gave them the right to determine
Athens’s political future.3* Sparta returned to this policy, with vari-

52. See Plutarch’s Life of Dion and Westlake 1969.

$3. Seec the recent examination by Bernharde (1987, 257-89), who explains
Sparta’s reputation as the enemy of tyrants as a justification for the power that
Sparta acquired in the fifth and fourth centuries by less subtle means.

4. There may be some historical basis for Sparta’s role in deposing the Ortha-
gorids at Sicyon: see Griffen 1982, $8-59, and Cartledge 1979, 140. Bernhardt
(1987, 260) seems right to doubt that the Spartans were motivated by a simple desire
to eliminate tyranny but wrong to insist that the Spartans gained no influence over
Sicyon as a result of their actions. Sicyon's virtual disappearance from the historical
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ations, in its long war with Athens in the fifth century. With fewer
economic resources than the Athenians, the Spartans had a corre-
spondingly stronger need to secure the goodwill of both old and
potential allies. This need makes sense of the third and final ulu-
matum that the Spartans sent to Athens before the commencement
of open hostilities in 431, that the Athenians should “free Hellas”
(Thuc. 1.139), a demand that was not a desperate last attempt to
bring the Athenians to abandon their impenialistic ways but a first
salvo in the ideological war that would accompany the inevitable
military conflict. Thucydides (2.8) notes the success the Spartans
had claiming that they were fighting to liberate the Greeks from the
slavery imposed by the Athenians (they need not have questioned
this themselves). But the best evidence comes from the remarkable
campaign Brasidas waged against Athenian territories in northern
Greece in the late 420s with a tiny army but a huge understanding of
the language and behavior befitting a liberator. 35

Greecks were not alone in liberating their neighbors with the
intention of dominating them. Herodotus (6.43.3) notes that the
Persians, after the lonian revolt, deposed the tyrants of Asia Minor
and replaced them with democracies, much as Aristagoras had done
at the outset of the revolt. The change in the Persians’ policy toward
the Greeks may reflect a new distrust of individuals like Arista-
goras, who used a tyranny to liberate himself from Persia, but they
perhaps also learned from him that at times a more effective control
1s exerted over a city by liberating it than by imposing a tyrant over
it.

The political principle linking the destruction and preservation of
tyranny is perhaps best confirmed by the behavior of those cities,
such as Corinth and Syracuse, who owed their liberty to their own
efforts. Cities that liberated themselves, like individuals thart liber-
ated cities, gained considerably more than the satisfaction of seeing

limehight after the fall of the Orthagorids suggests that by liberating Sicyon, Sparta
rendered it impotent as an independent force in the Peloponnese. Sicyon's eventual
incorporation into the Peloponnesian League (when 1t actually took place is not
known) was already determined from that moment,

§5. On Brasidas’s remarkable diplomacy, see especially his speech to the Acan-
thians: Thuc. 4.85—88.
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free citizens; they also retained much that the tyranny had achieved.
This is obvious in the case of the most conspicuous benefits of
tyranny, its economic and military gains. The Corinthians main-
tained the diolkos, the device attributed to Periander that carried
ships and cargo between the Saronic and Corinthian gulfs, and they
apparently reasserted claims to the northern colonies, most notably,
Ambracia and Potidaea, that Cypselus and Periander had estab-
lished, even allowing the provincial members of the Cypselid fam-
ily to remain in power as Corinth’s agents.>® The city’s preservation
of the gains of tyranny, as Eduard Will remarked, made it very
difficult to draw a distinction between the tyrant’s and the city's
financial affairs.3” Corinth was likely an example of a city that so
consistently followed the financial policies of its fallen tyrant that, as
Aristotle implies in the Politics (1276a10-13), 1t assumed his debts.
But the Corinthians’ interest in preserving the Cypselid legacy
was not limited to military and financial matters. The Corinthians
wanted to take over Cypselus’s treasury at Delphi and the golden
statue that his family had dedicated at Olympia, and asked permis-
sion at the sanctuaries to rewrite dedications.>® Most important, the
Corinthians had no intention of negating the greatest achievement
of the Cypselids, the effective elimination of the Bacchiads as a
political force. It has long been thought (though evidence is not

§6. On the date, function, and purpose of the Corinthian diolkos, see Salmon
1984, 116—19. On the Cypselid colonies and continued Corinthian domination in
them, see Graham 1983, 30—-31, 118—53), and Wemer 1971, 19—73. On the founda-
tion of these colonies, see chap. §. It is possible that the ejection of the Cypselids
from Corinth brought about a temporary end to Corinth’s relations with the
Cypselid colonies, but we have no evidence of this nor any trace of a reestablish-
ment of relations before Plataea, when the Cypselid colonies fought against the
Persians very possibly on Corinth’s behalf (on this, see the next chapter).

57. Will 1955, 488 n.1: “ll ne nous parait pas possible de distinguer rigoureuse-
ment les finances des tyrants de celles de la polis.™

s8. Plut. De Pyth, or. 13 = Mor. 4ooe. The Delphians granted the Corinthians’
request; the official at Olympia did not (which deeply offended Corinth). An
archaic inscription found on the site of the Corinthian treasury at Delphi may
belong to the rededication; see Daux and Sala¢ 1932, no. 153. It 1s probable that the
Cypselids’ responsibility for the Corinthian treasury at Delphi (where the Corin-
thians’ attempt to have the treasury rededicated in their name was accepted) was
generally forgotten; Herodotus seems to want to remind his audience of this at
1.14.1.
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abundant) that the tribal constitution of classical Corinth was put
into place under the tyranny.5” If there was such reform, it was
perhaps intended to suppress the Bacchiads or to promote other
Corinthian tribes. To continue these mnovations was only reason-
able and expedient: it would certainly be more remarkable if the
Cornthians had rejected the benefits of tyranny. But what made it
possible for the Corinthians to preserve the legacy of Cypsclids
without fear of compromising the integrity of Corinth’s collective
government was surely their conviction that they were themselves
responsible for the Cypselids’ demise.

Events at Syracuse present a similar picture. When the Syra-
cusans threw out the Deinomenids, they began, much like revolu-
tionary France, to export their newfound success against tyranny to
the neighboring cities that were still under the dominion of ty-
rants.” This was the basis of Syracuse’s quick recovery from its
tyranny; transformed from an oppressed city to a liberator, Syra-
cusc was able to maintain the political and military prestige it held
under the Deinomenids. There is no doubt that the Syracusans
sincerely hated tyranny. Yet it is difficult to distinguish their be-
havior from that of the tyrants they displaced: both saw Sicily as
their sphere of interest, and both expressed this interest by assum-
ing a paternalistic role among Sicily's Greek cities. So the Syracu-
sans paradoxically realized their new resistance to the Deinomenids
most fully as they were establishing themselves as the Deinome-
nids’ political and rhetorical heirs.

Classical Corninth, Syracuse, and Athens all linked eleutheria and
autonomia (the autonomous action of a community in realizing its
own interests)®! mn a way that exhibits the continuity between
tyrannies and the collective governments that followed them.%? The

59. For the traditional view, see Dunbabin 1948, 55. New epigraphical evidence
has comphicated the issue of Corinth’s tribal structure without clarifying its origins.
See now Jones 1980 and Salmon 1984, 413-1y.

60. On Syracuse’s actions, see Diod. 11.68. 5.

61. Eleutheria and its cognates are commonly applied to cities n the classical
period; and when they are, they are virtually synonymous with autonomia and its
cognates. Eleutheria and autonomia are also frequently linked in a sort of pleonasm; in
Thucydides, see, for example, 2.71.3, 3.10.6, 3.46.5, 6.77, and 8.64. 5.

62. Raaflaub’s (1981, 258) disagreement 1s based partly on Solon: “Iie Unter-

suchung der Begnffsverwendung bei Solon hatte ergeben, dall man mit cimiger
Wahrscheinhchkeit im ersten Drittel des 6. Jh. in Athen zwar einen mit der Tyranms
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collective destruction of the tyrant marked the crucial first step in
the assumption of a collective identity based on the ability to act in
pursuit of a single goal, to make the polis, in Gernet’s words, into
“un pouvoir sui generis.”* Both the establishment and the destruc-
tion of tyranny are crucial moments in the political history of the
Greek city-state. The rise of tyranny signaled the demise of the
simple aristocratic polis of archaic Greece (even when the aristoi
remained politically powerful); the elimination of the tyrant gave
the polis the political equipment to rule itself. Despite its violence
and spontaneity, the overthrow of tyranny was a politically creative
moment. What it created was the autocratic polis, in whose name
citizens acted and to whom they were accountable. This gives a
particular political sense to Solon’s remark that it was “more glori-
ous and illustrious” to destroy a tyranny “once 1t is established and
formed™ (Plut. Sol. 30.5).

We know this best at Athens. The Athenians institutionalized the
overthrow of tyranny by making their own constitution the princi-
pal object of their collective energy. Insisting (logically) that power
could remain in the middle (év pweow) only if citizens were true
political equals and if the polis were formally i1dentified wath the
demos, the Athenians maximized the numbers involved in all state
actions and subjected magistrates to the scrutiny of the popular
courts. Inclusive and univocal by nature, the assembly and popular
courts demonstrated and justified the definition of the polis as a
collective will whenever they exercised the powers that that defini-
tion gave them.® For the Athenians, the process of radicalizing
democracy was closely related to the possession of an empire.®s
Empire and democracy seem to have been bound in a process of

verbundenen pohuschen Knechtschaftsbegniff, aber noch nicht den entsprechenden
Fretheitsbegriff verwendete,” But what is true of Solon is not necessarily true of the
Athenians or of the Greeks generally, for Solon acted to escape and replace tyranny,
not to effect a hiberation from it—which he likely feared as much as he feared
tyranny itself. See the treatment of Solon in chap. 3.

63. Gernet 1968, 344.

64. On the sense of democracy at Athens, see especially Meier 1980 and Farrar
1988,

65. The criticism that Bdelycleon makes in Anstophanes’ Wasps (656—70) of
Athenian state expenditures of funds that come to Athens in great part from its
empire (that less than 10 percent goes to jurors) may reflect a common Athenian
sense that the empire was intended to help achieve economic equality in Athens.
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political apperception; the polis defined itself as a subject as it re-
made the world into its objective field. So the Corinthians thought
when they complained to fellow Peloponnesians that a “tyrant city
has established itself in Greece against every aty alike, ruling al-
ready some, intending to rule others.”* The empire gave Athens,
as a tyranny gave an individual ruler, a source of great power and
also of great danger. The Athenians themselves made the com-
parison in just these terms; as Pericles told the Athemans, “You now
possess something like a tyranny, which was perhaps unjust to take
on but is dangerous to give up.”%” Athens was certainly not immune
to the excesses that plagued tyrants. Thucydides traced the self-
destruction of Athens in part at least to its ruthless exploitation of
allied cities in pursuit of its self-interest. He was perhaps right. Yet
fifth-century Athens realized, more than it perverted, the promise
oftered by liberation from tyranny.

But were the Athenians responsible for their liberation? The fall
of the Peisistratids, which in the fifth century was a subject of
serious historical controversy, seems to offer an exception to the
rule that liberty was real only if it was won. Yet this is, as we will
see, an exception that proves the rule, for the Athemans rewrote
their own history to believe that they, like the Corinthians and
Syracusans, liberated themselves from tyranny.

Athens and Its Tyrannicides

According to the historical tradition represented (with some vari-
ations) by Herodotus, Thucydides, and the Aristotehan tradition,
the Athemian tyranny was assumed after Peisistratus’s death by his

66, Thuc, 1.124.3: kat ™r kafeornrviar év ) "EAAade mohw mopavvor . . .
ETL WA OR0lws KaBeaTavar, GOTE TOr WEy 101 apxew, Tov 8¢ Suavoeiobad.
We cannot know to what extent the conclusion the Cormthians draw from therr
observations about the nature of Athenan power (mapaormooueta Emefovres,
Kol aUTol TE GKwbivws 70 Aoumor olkwper Kal Tovs vor SedovAwpevovs "EAAngras
edevbepwowper)—so redolent of Atheman impenal language—shows that they
wished to imitate the Athemans. On the meaming of the tyrant aty, see Connor
1977.

7. Thuc, 2.63.2: ws Tupareviba yap 76m ExeTe avmmy, Ny AaBeir pev adikor
doket elvat, ageival 8¢ fmkivdvvor. Compare Penander’s remark (D.L. 1.97; of.
the discussion above) that there was danger for the tyrant both in being deposed and
n resigning voluntarily.
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sons, Hippias and Hipparchus. After a time Hipparchus was killed
by Harmodius and Aristogeiton in retribution for a personal act of
hubris, while Hippias continued to rule until he was deposed by the
Spartans on orders from Delphi, which was influenced by the
Alcmaeonids. Thucydides makes it clear (1.20.1; 6.53-59) that the
majority (76 wAnfos) of Athenians had a very different story; Athe-
nian popular tradition ignored the role of Sparta and the Alcmae-
onids and gave honor for the liberation of Athens solely to Har-
modius and Aristogeiton.

Herodotus (6.123.2) makes the point that Harmodius and Aristo-
geiton left the job of freeing Athens half finished: “By killing
Hipparchus, they roused up the rest of the Peisistratids and did not
at all stop them from ruling as tyrants.” The Athenians, from this
perspective, share the faults of the Samians, who refused Maean-
drius’s gift of liberty but allowed him to reestablish the tyranny.
This commentary agrees with Herodotus's observations elsewhere
concerning the Athenians’ timidity toward the Peisistratids—for
example, their attempt to auction off Peisistratus’s property during
his exile. If it had worked, Peisistratus would have had nothing in
Athens to return to, but the Athenians were not equal to it: only
Callias offered bids when Peisistratus’s goods came on the block
(6.121.2).98

Thucydides treatment is more detailed. He argues at length that
Hippias, not Hipparchus, was the tyrant of Athens in §14. More-
over, he explains the tyrannicides’ motivation as entirely personal:
Hipparchus, unable to win Harmodius’s attentions, was killed after
he insulted his rival, Aristogeiton.®” The deed itself Thucydides

68. The Athenaion politeia seconds Herodotus when it states (16.8—g) that the
Athenians’ timidity made it easy for the Peisistratids to rule for a long time and to
return to power from exile. Solon in Plutarch (Sol. 30.2-3) notes the Athenians’
mability to enforce their natural wisdom with deasive action in resisting Peisistra-
tus’s tyrannical aspirations. To Herodotus’s account of the timid Athenians, it is
worth comparing Livy’s account of the Senate’s decision, after the failed plot of the
disgruntled Roman youth, not to confiscate the property of the kings but to offer it
to the plebs to plunder. Livy pragmatically explains this as an attempt on the
Senate’s part to alienate the plebs permanently from the Tarquins (uf contacta regia
prafda spem in perpetuum cum eis pacis amitteret: 2.5). However, the Senate at the same
time ensured that the first collective act of the Republic would appear to take place
not only at its center but also at its periphenes.

69. Aristotle (Pol. 1311237-b39) agrees, though he tells the story somewhat
differently. On the various versions, see the recent account by Thomas (1989, 238-
B2).
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sees as nothing more than an act of reckless stupidity (ahoywrros
ToApa) that invited Hippias to implement a far crueler tyranny until
he was deposed by the Spartans, who came to Athens through the
machinations of the exiled Alemaconids. The Athenians, Thucydi-
des seems to have thought, tried to persuade themselves that Har-
modius and Aristogeiton liberated Athens, but they knew deep in
their hearts that they owed their liberty to Sparta. They were so sure
that they had failed the test of tyranny that they were suspicious of
strong leadership even when they most desperately needed it—the
pertinent example being their treatment of Alcibiades in 415.

Thucydides’ treatment of the killing of Hipparchus exaggerates
and oversimplifies the distinctions between personal and politi-
cal motivation and interest. When Pausamas in Plato’s Symposium
(182¢) praises the love of Harmodius and Aristogeiton for the part it
played in the demise of the Athemian tyranny, he presents a position
that was more sophisticated and probably more widely believed.
Although they responded to a personal insult, Harmodius and
Aristogeiton almost certainly intended to depose the Peisistratids;
their quest for vengeance could end with nothing less. But what
Thucydides says otherwise about the conspiracy could hardly have
shocked the average Athenian, who must have known that Hip-
parchus was less powerful than Hippias and that the tyranny was far
worse for Athens after Hipparchus’s death than before it. Thu-
cydides clearly wanted to correct the Athenians’ confusion about
their history. Yet the status that Harmodius and Aristogeiton en-
joyed as the liberators of Athens was based not on confusion but on
a dehberate rejection of history.

In this sense, the tyrannicides are creatures of political and re-
ligious myth rather than of history. The historical facts that Thu-
cydides somewhat pedantically revives had been neutralized already
long before by the powers of such myth. The Athemans celebrated
the deed of Harmodius and Arnistogeiton with a cult supervised by
the state and with a statue that had been commissioned by the ciry
and was placed in the agora (an unheard-of honor). Popular songs of
the fifth century compared Harmodius and Aristogeiton to Achilles
and Diomedes and proclaimed that their great achievement (“kill-
ing the tyrant and establishing isonomia in Athens”) would win them
cternal glory and the immortality of heroes. The Athenians also
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decreed special privileges to the descendants of Harmodius and
Aristogeiton, such as meals at the city’s expense in the Athenian
Prytaneion.”

The honors paid to Harmodius and Aristogeiton made them into
civic heroes much as founders were regarded as heroes in cities
of relatively recent onigin.”! Like founders, the tyrannicides were
symbols of civic identity. The celebration of their glorious achieve-
ment was also implicitly a celebration of isonomia. The symbolic
signitficance of the cult of the tyranmicides may explain Xerxes'
decision to take the first statue of the tyrannicides with him when he
left Athens: he satisfied his wrath by stealing the image of Athenian
eleutheria and isonomia.”? And Alexander (or a successor) probably
for the same reason returned the group to Athens a century and half
later, thereby establishing his credentials as a guardian of Athenian
liberty.

Thucydides is obviously sensitive to the misrepresentation of
history, and the popular story of Harmodius and Aristogeiton, as he
makes clear at the outset of his history (1.20), i1s a particularly
egregious example. But Thucydides’ own report of Amphipolis in
422 (5. 11.1) shows the serious political significance that might come
from rewriting history, as the Athenians did with their tyran-
nicides. Amphipolis, as we noted earlier, was a city that Athens had
founded a decade and a half earlier under the leadership of Hagnon,
whom the Amphipolitans honored as their founder until they tired
of their obligations to Athens. Then they simply tore down all
monuments honoring Hagnon and established a new founder in his
place, the Spartan general Brasidas, who had recently died fighting
the Athemians for control of Amphipolis. That Sparta and Brasidas

70. On the cult, statue, and popular songs celebrating the Athenian tyrannicides,
see Fornara 1970, Brunnsiker 1971, Taylor 1981,and Garland 1992, 94—96, 199.

71. The usual interpretation makes the tyrannicides a special case of the Athe-
nians’ honors to their war dead, but Clairmont (1983, 1:14—13) is probably right to
make the cult of the tyrannicides an antecedent of the Athenian custom of public
honors for the war dead. On the cult of founders, see chap. 5 passim.

72. So Taylor 1981, 46. In much the same spirit the Carthaginians destroyed the
monument of Gelon at Syracuse (Diod. 11.38.5), and L. Lucullus removed the
statue of Autolycus, founder of Sinope, which had been made by Sthennis of
Olynthus from Sinope: see Pape 1975 and Waurick 1975. To be sure, Xerxes
probably took the Water-Bearer that Themistocles dedicated in Athens (Plut. Them.
31.1) out of pure spite.
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had had absolutely nothing to do with Amphipolis’s foundation did
not bother the Amphipolitans in the least. The most expedient way
to change their international allegiance was to name a new foun-
der.”?

History 1s malleable, and the Athenians had a serious reason to
alter it. They could hardly give credit for their liberation to the
Spartans, who had, after all, made it clear that they believed that
expelling Hippias gave them the right to install a Spartan puppet in
his place. Of course, even in the popular tale, the Atheman demos
played no part in the conspiracy that killed Hipparchus, and the
tyrannicides’ motives were obviously personal. But this probably
did not bother the Athenians any more than the fact that the con-
spiracy failled. When they treated Harmodius and Aristogeiton as
civic heroes, the Athenians embraced the private actions of the
tyrannicides as public and secured themselves from the contradic-
tions revealed by the historian’s logic. Much like Brutus in Rome or
the heroes of Greek foundation lore whom we will meet in the next
chapter, Harmodius and Aristogeiton acted in Athens’s collective
memory both to exact a personal revenge and to free all Athenians.

It is not likely that the heroizing of Harmodius and Aristogeiton
detracted from the political aspirations of the Alcmaeonids, who
persuaded the priestess of Apollo to incite the Spartans to depose
Hippias.” The Alcmaeonids were interested in political ofhice, not
in free meals; they presumably knew that the political climate of
fifth-century Athens did not permit them to flaunt the title of
Athens’s liberators. Cleisthenes, Athens’s greatest democratic re-
former, was himself neither a liberator in the manner of Maeandrius
nor a lawgiver like Solon. Instead, he introduced changes to the
Arthenian political system by “befriending the demos” (mpooerar-
pileTar Tov dnpov: Hdt. 5.66.2), that is, by winning political sup-
port—the method required by the character of his reforms and by

73. On Amphipolis, see also chap. 1. The parallel with founders may also explain
why the Athenians were not much bothered by the stories that Harmodius and
Aristogeiton acted as the consequence of a love affair; many young cities happily
linked their origins to the domestic troubles (often thoroughly sordid—incest and
parricide) of their beloved founders (see chap. § passim).

74. So also Fornara 1970,
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the model of political leadership in the fifth century.”® Perhaps more
attention should be given to the suggestion made years ago by
Victor Ehrenberg, that the Alcmaeonids themselves introduced the
cult of Harmodius and Aristogeiton.”® Cleisthenes’ great idea, to
reinvent Athens’s tribes, employs the same suspension of historical
disbelief that is involved in crediting Harmodius and Arnistogeiton
with the liberation of Athens. Some evidence puts the identification
of Harmodius and Arnistogeiton as the liberators of Athens very
soon after Hippias's expulsion: Pliny the Elder (HN 34.16—17)
makes the first statue group contemporary with the hiberation of
Rome from the Etruscans, an event traditionally dated to 509. If we
can take this seriously, the heroization of Harmodius and Aristo-
geiton seems to belong to the same historical moment as the rejec-
tion of the Spartan puppet Isagoras and the military victory over
Cleomenes’ forces and seems to function, like the celebration of a
cult of Zeus Eleutherius at Syracuse, as a symbolic corollary to
these events.

Athens thus gained from cult what history did not quite allow
it—the conviction that it held full control over its own eleutheria and
isonomia. The Athenian heroization of Harmodius and Aristogeiton
itself answered Herodotus'’s criticism of the Athenians’ passivity
toward the Peisistratids, for it completed the Peisistratids’ destruc-
tion no less thoroughly than if the Athenians had indeed deposed
the tyranny themselves. Thucydides’ analysis of the liberation of
Athens in the context of fifth-century Athenian politics should also
be reversed: it 1s hardly true that the Athenians made poor use of
leaders such as Alcibiades (whose case brought the tyrannicides to
Thucydides’ mind) because they knew that they had been unable to
rid themselves of tyranny; it 1s more probable that the designation

75. Cleisthenes, like Solon, left Athens after making his reforms (Hdr. 5.72), but
he did so in response to the Spartans’ insistence that the pollution of the Alcmae-
onids be expelled, not in order to allow his reforms to assume an independent torce.
It follows that the difterence between the demagogue and the tyrant lay not in the
amount of power but in the character of its expression: the demagogue concealed his
power; the tyrant exaggerated his—or, from a political perspective, the demos
tolerated the demagogue as an advisor but viewed and accepted the tyrant (and the
lawgiver) as essentially separate from 1tself.

76. Ehrenberg 1956.
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of Harmodius and Aristogeiton as the liberators of Athens gave the
Athenians the confidence to trust their leaders. Thucydides’ own
account of the Athenians’ suspicion of Alcibiades, the exception to
the rule, actually supports this. When Alcibiades was summoned to
trial in 415, he was not accused of forming personal alliances with
foreign states or of arming his supporters for an attack on the
Acropolis, the methods for establishing tyranny that Peisistratus
had used a century and a half earlier. What sparked the Athenians to
recall Alcibiades were far more serious fears that he had ridiculed
the cults and religious symbols of Athens—that, in other words, he
threatened the Athenians’ collective possession of the very focused
kind of power that they inherited from their tyrants.
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Narratives of Autonomy:

Greek Founders

Nach dem “Vatermord™ an seinem Vorgianger Ulbricht im Jahre 1971
machte sich SED-Chef Honecker unabsetzbar. So sorgte er dafiir, dafl
sein System seine eigene politische Existenz nicht Gberleben konnte.

After his “patricide” of his predecessor Ulbricht in 1971, Honecker,
leader of the SED, secured chat he could not be succeeded. Thereby,
he made it impossible for his government to survive his own political
existence.

Die Zeit, 11 October 1991

In crediting the tyrannicides’ killing of Hipparchus for Athens’s
liberation from tyranny, the Athemans followed the Corinthians
and anticipated the Syracusans in linking civic violence and political
autonomy. The nature of this link is elucidated in Greek foundation
legends. The interest these legends take in the passions, crimes, and
sordid origins of founders may seem incongruous among the trea-
sured political memories of Greek cities, but the legends actually

translate into narrative form the same political lessons and imagery
that Greek cities learned from their difficult experiences with ty-
rants, and, in particular, the need Greek cities came to feel both to
destroy and to preserve the power and freedom of their autocratic
origins. In fact, foundation legends served much the same purpose
as the popular Athenian tale of Harmodius and Aristogeiton: by
inventing and retelling foundation stories, cities helped secure their
collective and autonomous political existence.
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The founders of Greek legend were creatures of political begin-
nings; their stories belonged to the popular history of the polis and
its public life and political interaction.! As political inventors and
innovators, the protoi heuretai (discoverers) of Greek cities,? legend-
ary founders reflect an interest in attaching the names and individu-
ality of particular makers to insttutions and cities. Their force, in
the words of Paul Veyne, is the “affirmation of the personality of
cach city”: they construct the rudiments of the new city’s history
from the personal quest and achievements of its founder.?

In this sense, the foundation legends preserved by historians,
geographers,and poets since the fifth century narrate local history as
analogy: the history of the city is rendered in the personal trials and
achievements of its single founder. The analogy is often complex.
The political achievements of founders are characteristically repre-
sented as the result of personal and domestic crises in which found-
ers are intimately involved. In rare instances the founder is an
innocent victim: Croton’s founder, Myscellus, went to Delphi to
ask about his childlessness and left with orders to depart for ltaly
(Diod. 8.17). More often his own crime against his family or his
illegitimate social status forces his departure. The urgency of the
founder’s quest reflects the seriousness of its cause; at its conclusion,
the founder discovers not only a new city but also a new personal
existence: a position of power and prestige that erases the crime or
bastardy that stained his former life.

Quests for Purification and Legitimacy

The most famous act of domestic crime 1n ancient foundation
legend is Romulus’s killing of his brother Remus, a story that the
Romans were careful to preserve along with Romulus’s name and

1. See chap. 1. Despite their popularity in antiquity, foundation legends have
interested few modern scholars, Exceptions include Prinz (1979) and three disserta-
uons: Schmid (1947), Strosetzki (1954), and Gierth (1971). A new direction is taken
by Veyne (1988), who includes foundation stories in his essay on Greek myth.

2. On the Greek antribution of ideas and insttutions to the achievements of
single individuals, see Kleingiinther 1933.

3. Veyne 1988, 8o,
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the memory of his divine origins. But even a partial list of crimes
against brothers, sisters, mothers, and fathers in Greek foundation
legend suggests that the Romans did not invent this feature. Perhaps
the most productive fratricide in Greek foundation legend was the
work of the Heliadae, sons of Helios and Rhodes. According to a
legend preserved by Diodorus (5.56—57, 61), the seven brothers
were the best men in their time, but they were not all alike; for his
outstanding cleverness, Tenages, the youngest, was hated by his
brothers. Macar (sometimes Macareus), Triopus, Candalus, and
Actis joined to kill him, and when their crime was discovered, they
were forced to flee Rhodes. Macar became the founder of Lesbos,
Triopus of Triopium in Caria, Candalus of Cos, and Actis went
south to Egypt, where he established Heliopolis.* This is not the
only account of Macar; others make him a son of Acolus or Cri-
nacus. These accounts also sometimes include domestic crime: in
one, Aeolus’s son is guilty of incest with his sister, Canace (Hyg.
Fab. 242).

The story of the Carian Leucippus, who comes also from Asia
Minor, combines the two most serious domestic crimes, incest and
patricide. Having angered Aphrodite, Leucippus is made to con-
ceive an uncontrollable passion for his sister, and when he threatens
to kill himself, his mother allows him to gratify his desire. But his
father (Xanthius) discovers the two, kills his daughter, and 1s imme-
diately killed by his son. Having compounded incest with patricide,
Leucippus flees, wandering in his search for atonement to Delphi,
where, for his punishment, he is instructed to serve as the leader of a
band of uprooted Magnesians. With these he returns to Asia Minor
and establishes Magnesia on the Menander.>

Patricide figures as well in the story of Althaemenes, the founder
of Cameirus in Rhodes. Althaemenes, who is the son of Catreus,
hears of oracles foretelling his father’s death at the hands of one of

4. Frammade hkewise plays a role in the legends of Telamon and Peleus, who flee
after killing their brother, Phocus. As it turns out, they do not become founders but
instcad marry the daughters of the kings in their new homes (Apollod. 3.12.6-7;
Diod. 4.72.6).

5. Parth. s; the source is Hermesianax. Leucippus's crimes against his family are
left our of the official record of the foundation of Magnesia on the Menander; see
Kern 1894. On the political significance of incest and patricide, see Detienne 1977,
144, and Moreau 1979.
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his children and escapes Crete to ensure that he does not unwit-
tingly fulfill the oracle. But Catreus longs for his son and travels to
Rhodes to find him. There Althaemenes mistakes him for an enemy
and kills him. When the error comes to light, Althaemenes is
overwhelmed with grief, and, in one version, he prays for the earth
to envelop him, while, in another, he spends the rest of his life
hiding from mankind. The Cameirians did not forget him; Althae-
menes was honored as a civic hero in the city he founded (Apollod.
3.2.1-2; Diod. 5.59).

A few founders are guilty of matricide. Orestes was regarded by
some as the leader of the Aeolic colonization of Asia Minor from
Amyclae (Pind. Nem. 11.34) or tfrom Arcadia (Tzetz. ad Lycoph.
1374), and by others (Strab. 7.7.8) as the founder of Argos Oresti-
cum in the rugged northwest.® Alcmaeon, in one version of his tale,
kills his treacherous mother, Eriphyle, and consequently is pursued
by the Erinyes; when he reaches Acarnania, he founds a new Argos
(Strab. 7.7.8, 10.2.26). In another version, presented by Apollo-
dorus (3.7.5) and Pausanias (8.24.8—-10), Phegeus, king of Psophis,
purifies Alcmaeon, who then marries the king’s daughter. But the
stain of his act continues to plague Alcmacon; he flees the Erinyes to
Achelous, who purifies him a second time and gives him his daugh-
ter in marriage. At this second wife’s bidding, Alcmaeon returns to
Psophis to recover the necklace that Eriphyle accepted as a bribe to
betray Amphiaraus, but 1s killed by Phegeus’s sons. Alcmaeon’s
own sons by Achelous’s daughter avenge their father’s murder by
killing Phegeus and his family. From Psophis’s perspective, these
are bastard offspring, and their act is a domestic crime. They follow
their crime by fleeing; one, Acarnan, becomes the eponymous hero
of Acarnania.

Founders are sometimes accused falsely of crimes against their
families. Tenes, the son of Cycnus of Colonae, was wrongly ac-
cused of seducing his stepmother, Philonome. Acting on false infor-
mation, Tenes’ father packed him in a box, which he dropped into
the sea. With the help of the gods, Tenes drifted alive to an 1sland,

6. That Orestes was believed to be buried at Tegea not Lesbos (Hdt. 1.67-68)
suggests that these stories were not widely accepted. In fact, there are other versions
of the Aeolic colonization of Lesbos. In one that must have been more popular,
Orestes sends his bastard son, Penthilus, instead of himself (see below).
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which he named Tenedos and where he established a city. There,
according to Diodorus, he was honored with a cult long after his
death.”

Other founders committed domestic crimes of yet difterent vari-
eties. Elephenor, founder of Amantia, murdered a grandfather (Ly-
coph. 1034-46; Tzetz. ad Lycoph. 1034); Althaemenes in Apol-
lodorus (3.2.1-2) killed his sister; and Poimandrus, although he
managed to reach Poimandria without incident, soon corrected his
omission when, while building the walls of his new city, he inadver-
tently killed his son Leucippus (Plut. Mor. 299c¢).

Domestic conflict of a different sort is involved in the departure
of Archias, the Corinthian founder of Syracuse. According to Plu-
tarch, Archias was banished from Bacchiad Corinth for murdering
his lover, Actacon.® We do not know what crime Archias’s fellow
Corinthian Chersicrates committed. But he must have done some-
thing wrong, and after the Corinthians stripped him of his political
rights, he ventured north and established Corcyra (Timaeus FGH
566 F 80). Better explained is the exile of Miletus, who was loved
simultaneously by the three sons of Zeus and Europa—Sarpedon,
Minos, and Rhadamanthys. Offered a choice among the three,
Miletus took Sarpedon; in revenge, Minos exiled him from Crete.
His flight took him to Caria, where he founded the city that bore his
name.” A version mentioned by Apollodorus (3.1.2) makes the
story about Atymnius, who suffered the same fate to become the
founder of Tymnius. A free variation on the theme of domestic
crime involves Diomedes, whom Aphrodite punished for wound-
ing her at Troy by alienating the affections of his wife, Acgileia.
Aegileia plotted to kill Diomedes soon after his return, and he was

7. Diod. 5.83. Paus. 10.14.2—4 (who writes Tennes) tells the same story but
does not mention the cult, Cf. schol. ad Lycoph. 232 and Apollod. Epit. 3.23-25.

8. See Plut. Mor. 772e—=773b and, for different versions, Andrewes 1949 and
Zorner 1971, 68—70. The story has been variously mterpreted; see Malkin (1987,
42—43), who believes it must be separated from the account of Archias’s consulta-
tion of Delphi, which he sees as historical.

9. As the son of Apollo and a mortal woman, Miletus also falls into the category
of bastard founders; on these, see below. In Herodotus (1.173.2), Sarpedon, forced
out by Minos (without mention of sexual intrigue), lives as an exile in Lycia;
according to Ephorus (FGH 70 F 127), he founded Miletus. On Minos's various
infatuations, see Sergent 1984, 227-31.
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forced to flee to save himself. In ltaly Diomedes founded Argyrippa
(Arpi: Strab. 6.3.9; Lycoph. 592-613).

There is no reason to treat the themes of crime and punishment in
foundation legends as reflective of early Greek colonization. As far
as we know, founders, as Irad Malkin puts it, “came from the
highest orders of society and usually acted as the representatives of
their states.” ' Foundation legends are myth. They narrate a single
hero’s movements from the center to the margin, from a secure city
surrounded by Greek neighbors to the wilds and dangers of an often
unknown and uncivilized hinterland. It 1s therefore appropnate that
the individual whose journey foundation tales narrate 1s himself an
outcast, whose story often begins with an account of his social
alienation and follows his quest—often by way of Delphi, the
earth’s geographical center—to establish a new city on the margins
of the physical world.

This applies as well to bastard founders, who are almost as
common in Greek foundation legends as criminals. ' Half noble but
also often half slave, the nothos (bastard) of Greek legend often
harbored ambitions that were inconsistent with his social position.
When this happened, he usually found himself at odds with his half
brothers, the legiimate heirs, or with their mother, who undertook
to protect their interests. As an internal threat to his own family, the
nothos was often expelled and forced to find a home elsewhere. But,
like the criminal founder, the nothos founder 1s not a simple victim;
his social marginality defines a distinct political potential.

Homer tells us much about the bastard’s social position. In Iliad 2,
he reports that Philoctetes, the rightful ruler of Methone, Thau-
macia, Meliboea, and Ohzon, was still on Lemnos, and that Medon,
the bastard son of Oeleus and half brother of Ajax the Lesser, was
leading (koounoev) the troops in Philoctetes’ stead (726~29). Kos-
mein stresses the function of commanding independently of the
commander’s inherent superiority and his right to command (&p-
XEw or fyepovevew); in this case, kosmein is used instead of archein

10. Malkin 1987, j0.

11. The famihal and civic status of the Athenian bastards has received consider-
able attention in recent years. For a careful treatment and full bibhography, see
Patterson 1990. There 15 as yet no comprehensive study of nothoei outside Athens.
For indications in this direction, see Hannick 1976, Latte 1936, and Vernant 1974.
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to imply that Medon is a temporary substitute.'> Homer explains
Medon'’s exile when he narrates his death in a duel with Aeneas in
book 15 (335-37): Medon was compelled to leave his home after
he killed the kinsman (probably the brother) of Eriopis, Oeleus’s
legitimate wife. The cause of the dispute is not noted, but there was
undoubtedly a potential for conflict between Oeleus’s bastard son
and a man whose position in Oeleus’s household was directly re-
lated to his sister’s status as the legiimate wife.!?

The elaborate story that Odysseus invents for Eumaeus in Odys-
sey 14 (192—-359) brings into closer focus the potential for conflict
between the legitimate and illegitimate sides of a single family. To
explain his presence on Ithaca, Odysseus relates that he was born
the bastard of a wealthy Cretan, who honored him no less than his
legitimate sons, although his mother was a slave (Od. 14.203). But
when the father died, the legitimate sons divided up the family
wealth among themselves and gave their half brother only a little
land and a hut (14.208-10). Reduced to poverty and to the status of
a servant, he resolved to test his fate in exile.!*

The respect that the Cretan bastard in Odysseus’s story enjoyed in
his father’s household was not unusual. Antenor loved his bastard

12. Kosmein has a similar sense a few lines earler (Il. 2.704), when Homer
remarks that Podarces stands at the head of the contingent from the neighborhood
of Phylace instead of the recently deceased Protesilaus. Protesilaus was clearly more
suited for command (he was “older and better™: Il. 2.707), although Podarces is
Protesilaus’s full brother (efrokaoiyrnros: Il. 2.706) and not, like Medon, a bas-
tard. Elsewhere kosmein describes the activity involved in commanding, when that
activity is something separate from the right to command; see Il. 2. 554, where the
poet notes that Menestheus was not only the (rightful) commander of the Athenians
but was also extremely good at the actual job involved in leading troops.

13. Prnz (1979, 59—60) explains the similarity between Medon and Teucer as a
case of reduplication and suggests that either Teucer or Medon was originally a
bastard, but not both.

14. The noble bastard’s treatment at the hands of his legitimate half brothers re-
sembles the reward Eumacus receives for his loyalty at the end of the Odyssey: a wife
and a small house near Odysseus’s own (21.214-15). It is worth noting that Odys-
seus promises to treat Eumaeus as Telemachus's brother (kaoiyimros: 21.216),
which recalls Odysseus'’s claim that he was treated like the legitimate sons (loov
tbayeveeoow: 14.203) in the Cretan family he invents for Eumacus. In Homer and
probably also in early Greek society, the status of the nothos was squeezed between
that of the legitimate son and the servant; the treatment the illegitimate son could
hope to receive represented a real improvement for the domestic slave.
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son, Pedacus; and Theano, Antenor’s legitimate wife, honored her
husband by raising Pedacus as though he were legitimate (11, 5.69-
71). Megapenthes, the illegiimate son of Menelaus, 1s hkewise
treated with considerable honor in the Odyssey when his father
marries him to the daughter of a local man of some standing (Od.
4.10—12). Yet the Cretan should not have been surprised at his
change n fortune when his father died. The legitimate wife in
Homer might well disapprove of her husband’s philandering and its
results; sometimes she was able to restrain him: Anticlea, for exam-
ple, kept Laertes from sexual relations with Euryclea (Od. 1.431-
43)- Post-Homeric legend 1s full of legitimate wives attempting to
prevent the illegitimate elements of the family from arrogating their
own and their children’s rights.'® This concern stands behind the
commonplace of the hostile stepmother represented in tragedy by
the Sophoclean Idaea, who was the wite of the Thracian Phineus and
stepmother of Plexippus and Pandion (704 P), and the Euripidean
Creusa, Phaedra, and Ino (Hyg. Fab. 4). Even Penclope, whom
Greek myth offers as the 1deal image of the faithful wife, could be
thought capable of contriving to bring about the death of her
husband’s illegitimate progeny.'®

The bastard’s troubles might well begin before his father’s death
gave the legitimate wife and children free rein to enforce the pre-
rogatives of their status. While his father lived, the bastard was
often pressed into service as the personal attendant for his more
fortunate brothers. Nothoi in the Iliad conduct their more illustrious
brothers to and from battle in chariots: Isus drives Antiphus to
battle (Il. 11.101-3), and Cebriones conducts Hector (1. 16.738).17

15. How important the wife considers this 1s evident from Eunpides’ Hippolytus
(305-10), where the lovesick Phaedra 15 dissuaded from smacide by the nurse’s
warning that if she dies, her children will be ruled by Theseus's bastard son,
Hippolytus.

16. This is the subject of Sophocles’ lost Euryalus. The legendary nothos did not
apparently have an automatic right to his father’s property and social position even
when there were no legitimate male heirs. Menclaus’s bastard sons, Megapenthes
and Nicostratus, drove out Helen in a funle attempt to control Sparta. The Spartans
resisted the nothoi and gave the kingdom to Orestes (Paus. 2.18.6, 3.19.9).

17. Chryses, the son of Chryseis by Agamemnon, served this role for his legin-
mate half brother Orestes, when Orestes killed Thoas (Hyg. Fab. 121: the story
may have been told in Sophocles’ Chryses), and Jason presumably had something
similar in mind for his children by Medea, when he tried to persuade her that his
new marriage served their common interests (Eur. Med. s96—97, 620).
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The importance of the bastard’s services for his legitimate half
brother 1s underscored by the story of Teucer, the illegitimate son of
Telamon and half brother of Ajax the Greater. For failing to avenge
his brother by killing Odysseus, Teucer was driven into exile by his
tather, Telamon (Pind. Nem. 4.46).

Whether bastard or legitimate, the aristocrat was temperamen-
tally unsuited to the life of a therapon (servant); consequently, exile
was a common fate of nothoi whose natural virtue outreached their
social position. Some of these followed the leads of the disgised
Odysseus and Archilochus, '™ leaving their homes in search of gain;
others, like Teucer and Medon, were banished by their tathers tor
the mess they made of their family duties. The fate of the exiled
varied. Some found new homes in neighboring kingdoms. The
bastard sons of divine fathers and mortal mothers (e.g., Heracles
and Perscus) were frequently accepted as members of their hosts’
tamilies and given daughters to be their wives. The same happy fate
somenmes tell to those exiled tor crimes, such as Odysseus (accord-
ing to some versions of his story), Telamon, and Bellerophon, who
eventually inherited their father-in-laws’ kingdoms.!'” But those
whose sordid past made them universally unwelcome,” or who
simply retused to live again as domestically inferior, ended their
wandering only when they established their own cities where their
illegitimacy and their crimes were neutrahized. Thus nothor casily
tound their way into the ranks of legendary founders. Indeed Ho-
mer'’s tale of the colonization of Rhodes (1. 2.653-70), which is the
carliest surviving oecist legend, features a bastard son of Heracles
and Astyocheia, Tlepolemus, who flees Argos for Rhodes atter
killing Licymnius, his father’s uncle and the brother of Alemenc.

18, On Archilochus’s poenc persona and its relation to that of the Cretan Odys-
seus, see Scidensucker 19078, The relation seems to weaken Anne Burnett's (19873,
27-28) argument that Archilochus would not even have pretended to be a bastard
and that Crnitias (Bg4 DK = Ael. 'H 10.13), who exphaitly states that hus informa-
ton derives from Archilochus’s own poetry, simply misunderstood the poet.

19. Similar good tortune was also occasionally enjoyed by historical figures such
as the exiled Bacchiads, Damaratus (who mugrated to Etruria and whose Itahan
progeny included Roman kings: Strab. 8.6.20; Livy 1.34.2), and Philolaus (who
became a lawgiver tor the Thebans: Anst. Pol. 1273a33-ba).

20. Hippolytus when bamished asks, “Where wall | turn, wretched as | am? Into
whose house will | be received, feeing there for such a cause?” Theseus answers thar
he will be welcomed by “whatever man likes to entertan strangers who corrupt his
women” (Eur. Hipp. 1066-64).

165

Copyrighted Material



Tyranny and Political Culture in Ancient Greece

Perhaps of a similar vintage is Teucer’s role as a founder; driven out
of Salamis by his father, Teucer likewise wanders eastward and,
eventually reaching Cyprus, establishes a new Salamis (Pind. Nem.
4.46).

Sons of a divine and a mortal parent are especially common as
founders in Greek foundation lore. Among these are some founders
encountered above, such as Miletus, Atymnius, Macar, and Tenes,
and others who are not involved in domestic crime, such as Meli-
teus, the founder of Milete in Thessaly (Ant. Lib. 13), and Endy-
mion, founder of Elis (Apollod. 1.7.5), who appear in some stories
as sons of Zeus. Foundation legends are also rife with the offspring
of mortal men and nymphs: for example, the eponymous hero
Aetolus (Apollod. 1.7.6) and the founders of Seriphus, Polydectes
and Dictys (Apollod. 1.9.6). Here too belong Odysseus’s illegiti-
mate progeny. Even in Homer, where Odysseus never forgets
Penelope, he has haisons with goddesses; and in tales that do not
stress his marital devotion, Odysseus reaches great heights as a
producer of illegitimate offspring. Nine of the dozen or so sons
attributed to him are bastard products of his visits to Circe and
Calypso. Six of these nine appear in Italian foundation legends:
Latinus, Agrius, Telegonus, Romus, Anteius, and Ardeius.?!

The offspring of divine-mortal liaisons are always exceptional in
arete. For this reason alone they are natural founder figures. Yet
their connections to the gods do not protect them from the trials of
their illegitimacy. Like conventional nothoi, those bastards who
count one immortal parent often experience difficulties in the home
of their births. So the interesting tale Diodorus (4.67.2—7) relates of
Acolus’s family. Acolus had a daughter, named Arne, who was
raped by Poseidon. When Arne’s pregnancy showed, Aeolus dis-
believed her claim that Poseidon was responsible and handed her
over to a Metapontian. This man installed her in his household as a
concubine, though he adopted her twin sons from Poseidon, Boeo-
tus and Aeolus (who was named for his grandfather). But this did

21. Hes. Th. 1o11-16; Dion. Hal. 1.72. Telegonus's inclusion in the Theogony
(1014) may be an interpolation. Odysseus himselfis in some legends a founder: after
slaughtering the suitors, he flees, as if a criminal, and travels to Italy, where he
becomes involved before or with Aeneas in the foundation of Rome (Dion. Hal.
1.72).
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not end their troubles. When the boys grew older, Arne quarreled
with Autolyte, the Metapontian’s legitimate wife, and Boeotus and
Acolus killed Autolyte. Banished by their adopted father, the boys
separated; Boeotus became Boeotia’s eponymous hero, while Aeo-
lus traveled to the Tyrrhenian Sea and established Lipara,22

There 1s also no shortage of nothoi sons of mortal men and women
in Greek foundation legends. Bastards are particularly conspicuous
among the founders of Ionian cities in the Athenian accounts of the
lonian migration. Canopus, founder of Erythrae, Cydrelus, foun-
der of Myus, and Nauclus, who founded Teos, were all illegitimate
sons of the Athenmian king Codrus.?® From nostei legends, the ac-
counts of the trials of the Achaeans returning from Troy, comes the
story of the Lesbian founder, Penthilus, the bastard son of Orestes
and Erigone, the daughter of Aegisthus and Clytemnestra.2* The
Minyae, who were the bastard sons of the wandering Argonauts,
derive also from the annals of Spartan colonization (Hdt. 4.145—48).
Abandoned as infants, they appear at Sparta in search of their
delinquent fathers. The Spartans first welcome them, offering their
daughters as wives. But gradually they find them a nuisance and
cagerly give them to Theras, the uncle of the first Spartan kings,

22. In his lost tragedy Melanippe desmatés, Euripides makes Melanippe the mother
of Boeotus and Aeolus. Apollodorus’s story (1.9.8—9) of Poseidon’s sons by the
mortal Tyro, Pelias and Neleus, founder of Pylos, follows similar lines. Heracles was
a bastard (not, albeit, by the conventional definition, but rather according to
Athenian usage: since his mother was a foreigner, he could not qualify as an
Athemian citizen) and is so lampooned by Aristophanes (Av. 1650—52). He was also a
prodigious founder of cities: at least two dozen cities from Saguntum in Spain to
Palibothra on the Ganges were attributed to him. For alist, see Leschhorn 1984, 367—
7.

23. Not all the founders of Tonian cities in the Athenian versions were illegiti-
mate. Androclus was not (Strab. 14.1.3), and his legitimacy gave Ephesus a basis to
present itself as the predominant city of lonia. Euripides makes lon, the eponymous
hero of the lonians, the bastard son of Apollo and Creusa. The genealogy was
apparently new and politically motivated. When Apollo, rather than Xuthus, is
lon's father, Athens and the gods become exclusive partners in the loman migra-
tion. Euripides borrows the familiar pattern of the bastard’s traditional ambivalence
in his father’s household and the threat he poses to the legiimate wife in the course
of transforming lon from a foundling into a nothos and from a nothos into a parthenias
(son of a maiden).

24. The source 1s Cinaethon. Orestes’ legitimate wife was Hermione, who bore
him Tisamenus. The ruling family of the Penthilidae at Lesbos claimed descent
from Penthilus (Paus. 2.18.6; Strab. 13.1.3).
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Procles and Eurysthenes, to colonize Thera. The Partheniae, the
illegitimate offspring of Spartan women and their slaves during the
First Messenian War, provide a variation on the same theme. Unlike
nothoi, who challenge the status of the legitimate wife’s children, the
Partheniae run afoul of the male element of their families and city.
When the Spartan men return from the Messenian War, the Par-
theniae rebelled and later left Sparta under Phalanthus for Italy,
where they established Tarentum,??

The plethora of bastards and criminals in Greek foundation leg-
ends may reflect particular attitudes about colonization, which by
its nature was an experience in social liberation. The Greeks did not
exile their criminals to colonies, and colonists were not simply “the
poor, hungry, and huddled masses,”2° yet every colony, as a new
autonomous polis, required the establishment of a new social order,
and in this the first citizens functioned very much as equals. Aris-
totle expressed this when he noted that it was impossible “to use the
criterion of descent from a citizen father or mother [to determine
the citizenship qualifications of] a city’s first colonists or founders”
(Pol. 1275b32-33); the definitions of citizenship and class status,
which had determined the social and political existence of the de-
parting citizens, were formally canceled as soon as the land on
which they were based was lost to sight.

But more certainly, the criminal and bastard share significance as
images of liberation and self-legitimation. The criminal and bastard
founder both lose all connection with their families—the former,
by violating its rules; the latter, by rejecting its restrictions. Both,
whether marked as polluted or illegitimate, must face the difficult
life of the exile.?” To erase the stain of his illegitimacy or crime, the
bastard or criminal underwent a personal quest, which separated

25. See Antiochus of Syracuse FGH 555 F 13; Ephorus FGH 70 F 216. On the
Partheniae, Minyans, and the colonists of ltalian Locris (whose story is similar), see
Pembroke 1970.

26. The colonists of Cyrene came from every social group of Therans (5.27-30
ML); on the other hand, Archilochus (102 W) says that the lower classes predomi-
nated in Thasos, which seems to have been true in Brea (49.39—42 ML).

27. For the relation of purification and exile, see Seibert (1979, 355-59). On
purification in general, see Parker 1983, 114, 118. Pollution certainly could be used
to justify political murder; see, for example, the case of the Thirty Tyrants of Athens
(Lys. 12.5: see Burkert 1984, 82—84). Empedocles’ Katharmoi (cf. 115 DK) frames
purificatory powers of exile in cosmological terms.
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him permanently from the oikes and polis of his origins and led him
to establish a new society from its domestic roots. Viewed as politi-
cal analogy, the founder’s quest to overcome domestic crime or
illegitimacy articulated the colony’s own distinct history of auton-
omy.

It should perhaps be noted that exile did not always work. In
particular, the stain of domestic crime could not always be re-
moved. The Furies, who were roused by crimes against blood kin,
paid no attention to political boundaries; Alcmaeon was never free
of his crime of matricide, and his trials did not end with the estab-
lishment of a new city (Apollod. 3.7.5). Archias was likewise un-
able to escape full punishment for murdering his Corinthian lover.
In Syracuse, he was himself killed by a new lover, significantly
named Telephus, the “fulfiller” of his destiny (Plut. Mor. 772¢-
773b). But to the extent that the stain of the founder’s crime can be
obliterated, relief for him and those he leaves seems contingent on
permanent exile. Foundation legend seems indifferent to the legal
innovations of archaic Greece, or, at least, of Athens since Dracon.
While Athenian law punished the intentional killer with death, the
unwitting killer could in fact return home after a period of exile if
the relatves of his victim permitted it. For founders, however, the
unwritten laws of foundation legend imposed the single and univer-
sal penalty of exile, no matter how severe their crime and no matter
what their intention. Only one legendary founder returned to his
original home: Phocus, the bastard son of Acacus and eponymous
hero of Phocis. He would have been wiser to stay away, for his half
brothers, Telamon and Peleus, wasted little time in killing him.

The founder’s break with his family brings into focus another
general principle in foundation legend. Founders only rarely trav-
eled from their homes accompanied by family members.?® And
very few male founders were said to be accompanied to their new
homes by a legitimate wife2—nor, 1n the few cases of foundations

28. Aeneas, who reached lItaly with his son, Ascanius, and Poimandrus, who was
accompanied to Poimandria by his son Lycippus, arc rare exceptions. Poimandrus'’s
story, however, 1s self-correcting: Poimandrus kills his son before the new ary 1s
completed (Plut. Mor. 299¢).

29. Phalanthus, founder of Taras, was an exception. Pausanias (10.10.6-8) makes
mention of a wife, Aethra, by whom he was accompanied to his new home in
southern ltaly. But this exception does not completely vitiate the rule. Aethra is
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by women (e.g., Locri Epizephrii), do the women who establish the
new city take along their legitimate husbands. As a rule, the estab-
lishment of a new city went hand in hand with the oecist’s remaking
of his own family. When his legend follows him this far, the founder
usually marries a woman from the local population, thereby com-
mitting his own family, in the same way that he commits his new
city, to the newly adopted land.*" The women of foundation legend
thus act in a limited capacity. Although they are often involved in
the incidents that prompt the founders’ exiles, they are typically
excluded from their quests and reappear only at their conclusions to
signal the famihial and political ties to the new land. By incorporat-
ing the story of Dido’s frustrated love into the Aeneid, Vergil made
his version of Aeneas’s wandering an exception that proves the rule:
ID1do 1s present only to be abandoned, because (and as a confirma-
tion of the fact that) Carthage is not the site of the new Troy. It is not
arbitrary that Aristophanes’ Birds concludes with Peisctacrus’'s mar-
riage, although Basileia, his bride, comes from the neighboring
land of the gods rather than from the birds’ territory, where the new
city 1s located.

It 1s no doubt wrong to take these accounts as proof that women
actually played no part in historical projects to establish new cities. !
But foundation legend’s predominant interest in domestic distur-
bances and broken family ties may have some relationship to the
actual patterns of colonization. The Therans' decision to select
one colomst for Cyrene from cach family (5.27-29 ML; Hdt.
4.153) effectively compelled the colony's new citizens, like legend-
ary founders, to commit themselves to new families as well as to a
new city.

In the quest of the founder, foundation legend encapsulates the

nvolved in the acadental discovery of Taras” location but plays no other role. For a
possible second case where colomzation was imtiated and led by women, see
Jacoby's commentary on FGH 3y0.

30. Herodotus reflects this 1s his account of the foundanon of Miletus, where
only Athenian men participated, and they found wives among the daughters of the
local Carians they slaughtered (1. 146.2-3).

31. So Graham rg80=81. | do not follow Graham in concluding from Herodo-
tus's account of the foundanon of Miletus that the histonan believed “that it was
normal for colonists to take women with them” (295). On the role of women in
colomzavon legend and history, see also Rougé 1970, 307-17; and on contacts
between Greek colonists and indigenous women, see van Compernolle 1983,
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colony’s prehistory in the pains and achievements of its founder. So
understood, foundation legend obviously does considerably more
than provide a simple narrative justification for the founder’s mem-
ory and cult. Replete with murder, incest, and exile, the founders’
legends invite their audiences to listen to their oecist’s story but do
not incite them to admire or imitate him. The destructiveness of
his crime or the irreconcilable character of his domestic situation
focuses and dramatizes the colony’s own autonomy; for as it adopt-
ed its founder’s home as its mother-city, so too the colony cele-
brated the independence that rendered it a true polis, despite its
close relationship with its mother-city, by means of its founder’s
quest for liberation. Here lies the sense of the colony’s considerable
investment in the founder’s cult and rather painful legend. The new
city 1s both liberated from its mother-city and linked to it by the
founder; and the founder offers his city a personal solution to the
dilemma of choosing between political autonomy and the loss of
political identity.

In this respect, migrating founders bear comparison with the
autochthonous heroes of cities whose citizens claimed to be the
orniginal inhabitants of their country.?? The criminal and bastard
founders’ violent break with their past and commitment to their
new land by marnage to indigenous women parallels the autoch-
thonous founder’s emergence from the earth in older cities’ founda-
tion legends, which, like the legends of criminal and bastard found-
ers, offered narrative images of autonomy. There is, of course, this
difference: the autochthonous founder mitiates human habitation in
a particular area of the world, while criminal and bastard founders
establish the political organization of their new lands. For this
reason, older cities, like Athens, could have both autochthonous
and wandering founders, while colonies, whose political history
was conterminous with the history of their inhabitation, usually
had a single immigrant founder. The political character of founda-
ton legends frames a more important difference. The legend of the
wandering founder translates the rehigious notion of purification
into political language. He establishes a new city as the result of a

32. The Arcadians, Aeginetans, and Thebans all had autochthonous founders
(see Hellanicus FGH 4 F 161). Megara also had one in Cres (Ephorus FGH 70
F 145); the Athenians, never to be outdone in political symbolism, had four. On the
political character of the Athenian autochthony myths, see Loraux 1979,
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personal quest originating in a domestic disturbance that is usually
his making and that he alone can resolve.

From this perspective, criminal and bastard founders show the
same distinguishing mark as the early archaic tyrant: they are re-
formers.33 Founders, like tyrants, resolve a fundamental infraction
in the human order, some act of injustice or some form of pollution.
This comparison does not negate the difference between the found-
er and the tyrant, whose narratives are reversed: the founder follows
a cursus vitae from pollution to purification, while the tyrant begins
as a reformer to end his life as the image of injustice.?* In fact, it
makes that distinction politically concrete. Foundation stories
frame the new city’s origins in a legendary narrative that focuses on
the intensely personal exploits of the city’s founder. The city finds
itself indebted for its very existence to the achievement, often self-
interested, of a single individual. What prevented foundation leg-
end from being exploited as a script for new achievements of per-
sonal initiative like the founder’s? The answer seems to lie in the
very medium by which the founder’s story was narrated and pre-
served. As legend, the founder’s quest was firmly sequestered in the
city’s unrecoverable past, even as it was celebrated as formative.

In this sense, the founder’s legend 1s closely related to his cult.
The religious rites that were paid to the founder distinguished him
from all men living and dead and honored him with the exclusive
and untransferable status of the civic hero. And the founder’s cult
makes explicit legend’s inherent tendency to bracket and distance its
own subject matter. The founder’s story therefore relates to his cult
very much as myth relates to tragedy; the founder’s cult shapes
legend (as tragedy shapes myth) in order simultancously to arouse
and to limit participants’ identification with their founder. To-
gether, cult and legend sustain the impression that the founder’s cult
and achievements are unique. As he is honored as something past,
the single ruler is implicitly represented as unrepeatable, and the
colony’s experience with autocratic power is defined as completed
at the same time that it is commemorated.

The early history of the Greek colonies that remembered and
honored wandering founders seems to confirm the political sense of
foundation legend and cult: despite their relative youth and unset-

33. See chap. 2 passim.
34. See chap. 1 passim.
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tled social circumstances, Greek colonies generally avoided the
political instability, stasis, and tyranny thaf plagued older mother-
citics. And when tyrannies arose in colonies, they were typically
understood as responses to the hubris of external military threats
rather than to domestic injustice. The image of the founder might
be exploited by his descendants as a basis for special political and
religious authority. The family of Battus at Cyrene is the obvious
example.? But although they enjoyed many privileges, Battus’s
descendants did not appropriate the distinctive power that popular
memory attributed to Battus. Of all his family, Bartus alone was
buried in the agora and honored with a civic cult.?® In fact, the
memory of Battus seems to have served as a limit on the power of
his successors; the closer Battus’s descendants came to asserting the
power that he wielded legitimately as founder— Arcesilaus 111 s the
prime example—the more their actions were perceived and resisted
as tyrannical,

The example of Cyrene points to a general rule. If the great
political achievement of tyrants and lawgivers lay in their manipu-
lation of their subjects’ political expectations, the image of the
founder effectively substituted for the pohtical reality of tyranny.
Although founders were largely the products of their cities’ collec-
tive imagination, they, like the memory of tyranny, enforced a
distinction between political power that 1s sacred and secular, and
immediate and delegated. Most important, foundation lore allowed
the city to identify itself as the founder’s heir and successor in the
very act of narrating and celebrating his achievements.

Tyrannical Founders

That the founder and the tyrant—the former a product of collec-
tive legend, the latter of his own self-representation—represent
alternative images of power and alternative political experiences
does not, however, exclude overlap. In fact, the sacredness of the
tounder’s memory (which the fear of tyrants may well have encour-

15- See Chamoux 1953, 128-210,

36. At Pyth. 5.95 Pindar calls Battus laosebes (worshipped by the people), imply-
ing that he was honored as a hero, and notes that Battus alone was buried in the
agora, while the others were interred “far from | Battus| in front of the dwellings.”
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aged) made it almost inevitable that tyrants should attempt to
project themselves into his space, seizing upon and literalizing the
very images that remembered his power as past and unrepeatable.
Just as the self-representation of tyrants becomes most significant
when it is wielded against tyrants themselves, so too we can best
measure the political significance of foundation legend by looking
to the history of its distortion.

This history, like the history of the tyrant’s political language,
begins in Corinth. Sometime after establishing his tyranny in Cor-
inth in the middle of the seventh century, Cypselus set his eyes on
the region surrounding the Ambracian Gulf, between Epirus and
Acarnania. It is not entirely clear whether Cypselus wanted it for its
military or commercial advantages. But whatever his expectations
of the Ambracian Gulf, Cypselus was clearly interested in establish-
ing a permanent Corinthian presence there. He sent his three il-
legitimate sons—Gorgus, Pylades, and Echiades—to be the oikistai
of a trio of new colonies: Ambracia, Leucas, and Anactorium.?’
Cypselus’s colonization interests were taken up by his son. After he
succeeded Cypselus, and the tyranny’s attention was directed more
to the northern Aegean, Periander sent his son Euagoras, who was
also very likely a bastard, to Pallene in the Chalcidice to establish the
Corinthian colony Potidaea.?®

Nicolaus (FGH go F §7.7) reports that the colonists who fol-
lowed Pylades and Echiades were Cypselus’s enemies, whom he

37. For Gorgus, sec Strab. 7.7.6 (where the name is garbled), 10.2.8; ps.-Scymn.
451—55: on Pylades and Echiades, see Nic. Dam. FGH 9o F 57.5, 57.8 (the source is
Ephorus). At F §7.7, Nicolaus calls Pylades and Echiades bastards. Gorgus’s il-
legitimacy is supported by Nicolaus’s statement at F §7.8 that “Cypselus left four
sons; one, Periander, was legitimate, and the rest were bastards.” Cypselus's foun-
dation probably was not the beginning of Corinthian interest in the area of the
Ambracian Gulf (cf. Salmon 1984, 9o—91, for earlier traces of Corinthian involve-
ment). But it was apparently in Cypselus's day that this interest took an imperialist
turn.

38. That Euagoras was illegitimate follows from Hdt. 3.50 and D. L. 1.94—95
(whose source 1s Heraclides of Pontus's Peri archias), where it is reported that
Periander's legitimate wife, Mehissa, bore just two sons. The first was simple-
minded, and the second, Lycophron, was killed by the Corcyracans when Periander
was quite old. There 15, moreaver, no mention of any other marriage in Herodotus,
Nicolaus of Damascus (FGH 90), or Diogenes Laertius, while Diogenes Laertius's
story of Melissa’s death specifically mentions Periander’s practice of keeping con-
cubines.

174



Copyrighted Material

Greek Founders

was glad to see go “so that he might rule the rest with greater case.”
Modern scholars are right to doubt that Cypselus’s enemies would
willingly play a supporting role in his foreign policy.*” But Cyp-
selus did not rely on the colonists’ benevolence alone. He seems to
have been concerned to give the cities the appearance of real colo-
nies and to make his sons seem genuine tounders. If there 1s any
truth to Antoninus Liberalis’s story (4.4), Cypselus sohicited Del-
phi’s support in his sons’ selection as the colonies’ leaders.*' That
Cypsclus wished to regulanze the foundation seems to be sup-
ported by the appearance of Gorgus's name on later Ambracian
comage*! and by Nicolaus of Damascus’s reference to Pylades and
Echiades as oikistat (FGH 9o F 57.7), the utle of properly designated
founders.** The bastardy of Cypselus’s sons clearly did not conflict
with their new roles—in fact, 1t 1s not improbable that their domes-
tic status recommended them to the colomists, whether these were
Cypselus’s friends or enemies.

That tyrants wished to rival legendary heroes in acquiring legin-
mate and illegitimate wives and children was noted by Gernet,** for
whom the grandeur of the tyrants’ domestic aftairs both articulated
their liberty from the restraints governing their subjects’ behavior
and saustied their need for loyal supporters. Tyrants' liberal produc-
tion of bastards, however, invited the same problem of domestic
disharmony that plagued their legendary antecedents. The solution
adopted by the Cypselids follows heroic precedents in part. Like the
bastard sons of mythical kings, Cypselus’s illegitimate offspring

39. See Will 1955, 528, and Salmon 1984, 215,

40. Antomnus Liberalis notes that Ambracia was founded by Gorgus in response
to an oracle trom Apollo. He gives his sources as Nicander (Schneider 1846, no. 38)
and Athanadas (FGH 303 F 1). Nicander presumably told the entire story, but how
much was in Athanadas s, as Jacoby noted (commentary to FGH 303), impossible
to know—nor why Antonmnus Liberalis makes Gorgus Cypselus’s brother rather
than his bastard son

41. See Ravel (1928, no. 127), who recogmzes the name on a Connthian comn.
The com suggests that the colomes did not hate the memory of the Cypschds as
much as their Cormthian cousins did. The name Gorgus 1s hkewise found on a
Leucadhan inscnpuon (1G 1X, part 1, 575).

42. Leschhorn (1984, 119) oddly attaches no signiicance to the use of the utle by
Nicolaus for the Cypselids, although he demonstrates the sigmificance of the ntle
clsewhere.

41. Gernet 1968,
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ventured off to establish their own cities. But there was also some-
thing very new in the Cypselid solution. Even in exile from Cor-
inth, the Cypselid bastards remained faithful members of the Cyp-
selid family.

Traces of this loyalty are evident in the efforts the colonial Cyp-
sehids undertook to save their Corinthian cousins after Periander’s
death.** But the colonies’ loyalty also survived the Cypselids’ de-
mise at home and in the colonies. While most of their neighbors
maintained a cautious neutrality in the war between the Greeks and
Persians, Ambracia, Leucas, Anactorium, and Potidaea fought be-
side Corinth at Plataea. Later the three northwestern colonies sup-
ported Corinth’s struggles with Corcyra, and all four took Corinth’s
side against Athens—with very unpleasant results for themselves. 4
The Corinthians took this loyalty as their due. “We founded our
colonies to be their leaders and receive the customary honors from
them,” a Corinthian envoy, as reported by Thucydides, told the
Athenians in 435, “and, indeed, all our other colonies honor us"—
Corcyra was the obvious exception—"“and we are most loved by
them” (1.38.2-3). “Love” translates Thucydides’ stergein, a word
suggesting filial piety, which appears only here in his work. The
colonies, the envoy is made to suggest, acted with the respect and
obedience that a child owes parents. This casts a very good light on
the relationship; in fact, the Cypselid colonies acted with the subser-
vience expected of a bastard child.*¢

44. Psammetichus, a son of Gorgus, the founder of Ambracia, went to Corcyra
in the family interest after the Corcyraeans killed Periander’s last surviving legiti-
mate son, Lycophron (FGH 90 F 59.4; cf. Hdt. 3.53). When Penander died, he
moved to Corninth, where he assumed control of the tyranny’s main branch. The
Corinthians did not tolerate Psammetichus and probably dishiked the Ambracian
Cypselids for their interference, but they did not undertake to remove the Cypselids
from power in the colonies. On the status of the colonies, see Graham 1983, 30-31,
118—53, and Werner 1971,

45. On the events, see Salmon 1984, 270-323.

46. Corinth’s close relationship with Leucas endured sull longer; it has left s
mark on a mid-fourth-century Corinthian mirror cover (Louvre 1699; see Ziuchner
1942, 98), on which the nymph and patron deity, Leucas, 1s shown crowning a
seated and bearded figure identified by inscription as the eponymous hero Corin-
thus but clearly represented as Zeus (whom the Corinthians believed to be Cor-
inthus’s father: Paus. 2.1.1). With Leucas, nymph and arty, appearing to place a
crown on the head of her divine father, the relationship between the cities 1s
paralleled in the domestic relations of the gods; by analogy, the city of Leucas 1s
represented as Cornth's obedient and, perhaps, since nymphs are Zeus's extramari-
tal offspring, illegitimate child.

176



Greek Founders

Peisistratus apparently also discovered the bastard founder’s value
as an agent of imperialistic interests. Like Cypselus and Periander,
Peisistratus had two sets of offspring. Hippias, Hipparchus, and
Thessalus were his sons by an Athenian woman, whose name is lost;
and an Argive woman, Timonassa, who had been married to Archi-
nus, a Cypselid tyrant of Ambracia, was the mother of Hegesistra-
tus and lophon. Herodotus (5.94) calls Hegesistratus a bastard.
Unless Herodotus blindly reflects his source’s malice or uses nothos
in the late fifth-century Athenian sense of the child of a marriage
between a citizen and a noncitizen (neither of which seems proba-
ble), the label argues that something was amiss with Peisistratus’s
marriage to Timonassa. Gernet has made the intriguing but unlikely
suggestion that Peisistratus, like the elder Dionysius in the next
century, was simultaneously married to his Athenian and Argive
wives.*’ It 1s unlikely, as Gernet notes, that Peisistratus’s attachment
to Timonassa was casual: she was not a concubine before, and he
would not have squandered the value of her Argive connections by
treating her as one. But it 1s easier to believe that the Athenians
would forget the death of Peisistratus’s first wife than his conspicu-
ous bigamy. If Peisistratus married Timonassa after his first wife had
died, Herodotus’s comment that Hegesistratus was a nothos might
mean, as J. K. Davies noted, * that Timonassa’s children were never
registered in their father’s phratry and for that reason shared the
political status of the children of concubines.

The cause 1s a matter of speculation. Perhaps Hegesistratus and
lophon grew up in the houschold of their maternal grandfather in
Argos and were not in Athens when they came of age. The Athe-
naion politeia’s notice (17.3) that Hegesistratus led a contingent of
Argives at Pallene suggests, however, that he spent his youth be-
tween Argos and Athens, and Peisistratus presumably could have
registered his sons by Timonassa when they were in Athens. That
he did not do so may have been intentional. We know that Peisis-
tratus’s fear of a supcrabundance of legitimate heirs kept him from
consummating his marriage with Megacles’ daughter (Hdt. 1.61).
That same fear might have prompted him to leave his sons by
Timonassa unregistered. Whatever the cause, Timonassa’s children

47. Gernet 1968, 346—48.
48. Davies 1971, 446.
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were clearly not regarded as legitimate heirs. According to the
Athenaion politeia (18.1), Hippias and Hipparchus assumed power
after Peisistratus “on account of their stature [Ta dxtopara) and
their age.” The two were certainly older; ta axiomara (stature) may
contain an oblique reference to Hegesistratus's inferior domestic
and political standing. In fact, like the Cypselid bastards, Hegesis-
tratus, at least, did not remain at home; he left Athens for the
northeastern Aegean, where he helped to consolidate Peisistratid
family power in the region of Sigeum. According to Herodotus
(5.94), Hegesistratus was a tyrant. But this may reduce form to
effect. It is likely that Hegesistratus was sent to Sigeum outfitted as
an oikistés.

In their exploitation of the language of foundation, the Cypselids
and Peisistratids revived (quite probably with conscious intention)
the bastard founder of legend and undertook to shape foundation
legend into an ideological tool that could support (and conceal) an
imperialistic program. The illegitimacy of the legendary founder
implicitly promised forms of social liberation and political auton-
omy. But the Cypselid and Peisistratid bastards remained fixed
within the orbit of their families—tyrannical families clearly indif-
ferent to political boundaries—in the same position of domestic
subordination that marked their place before their departure. The
Cypselids and Peisistratids seem then to have revived legendary
paradigms in order to subvert them, transforming the language of
autonomy, which the Greeks understood as autocracy overcome,
into a living model of autocratic power.

There are fifth-century Sicilian examples of attempts by tyrants
to adopt the persona of founders that might be added to this history
of the distortion of foundation imagery. According to Thucydides
(6.5.3), Hippocratus, who ruled Gela as tyrant, named himself the
new oikistes of Camarina, which he repopulated in 492 after that
city’s forced evacuation by Syracuse. The Demomenids followed
Hippocratus’s lead. Herodotus (7.156) makes the point that Gelon’s
power waxed as he increased Syracuse’s population by mass impor-
tation from neighboring cities; it was perhaps this practice that
earned him public honors as Syracuse’s founder after his death
(Diod. 11.38.5). Hieron followed his brother’s lead in cultivating
the power and honor due to the oecist. He rebuilt Catane after its
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destruction by a volcanic eruption, renamed it Aetna after the
mountain that had so recently caused its demise, and secured his
own designation as oecist (Pind. Pyth. 1.60-62; Diod. 11.66.4).
Diodorus remarks that Hieron founded the city in order to secure
heroic honors for himself; modern scholars trace it to a different
cause: the Deinomenids’ need for military support.*” In fact Aetna
served both purposes. Hicron himself was buried in his new city as
a civic hero, and, when almost no one else would help him, Aetna
committed troops to Thrasybulus, the founder’s brother, at the
awesome cost of its own existence. However, the destruction of
their city by an army of self-proclaimed liberators did not end the
allegiance of the surviving Aetnaeans to the Demomenids; they
continued to honor Hieron as their founder in their new home at
Inessa (Diod. 11.67.7; 11.76.3).3

Foundation legends and the founder’s cult present and support
images of autonomy: the autonomy of a new city’s territory and its
collecuve activities and political functions. Yet the political lan-
guage was casily manipulated. It possessed a distinct attraction for
both cities and individual rulers, and it served both as a tool of
political subjugation and as an image of autonomy. This may help
explain the remarkable behavior of the ambitious renegade Dori-
eus, the second son of the Spartan king Anaxandridas, who deliber-
ately undertook to found a new city without following the usual
procedures or invoking the established political language of city
foundation.®' Dorieus was born after years of Anaxandridas’s child-
lessness led the Spartan ephors to compel the king, when he refused
to divorce his wife, to take a second wife and establish a second
household. But soon after Anaxandridas entered into a state of
legitimate bigamy, both of his wives became pregnant. Cleomenes
was born to the second wife a little before Dorieus and was there-

49. See Stauffenberg 1963, 260-73,

so. Itis likely too that Theron, the tyrant of Acragas who shared the fondness of
Sicilian tyrants for destroying and remaking cities, was honored after his death as a
founder (see Diod. 11.48.6-8; 11.49.4, where it is noted that Theron repopulated
Himera after purging it of its large subversive element; and 11.53.2). The elder
Miltiades may have anticipated the Sihician tyrant-founders, for he was tyrannos of
the Dolonc while he lived (Hdt. 6.36.1), and was honored after his death “in the
customary manner for a founder” (@s ropos olkeormy: Hde. 6.38.1).

st. On Doneus, see Hdt. §.39—46 and the remarks of Stauffenberg (1960).
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fore regarded as his father’s heir. Legally Dorieus was a legitimate
son, and he would have become king if he had outlived the childless
Cleomenes (Hdt. 5.48). But, despite his prospects, Dorieus shared
the social problems of legendary bastards: he was the legimate
heir’s half brother and a member of the (currently) inferior half of
the royal family. He might have felt that he was treated as a bastard;
and he certainly resented his family and Sparta. Herodotus notes
that Dorieus expected to be made king on account of his superior
abilities, and when birth won over virtue, he left Sparta in a fit of
anger. Herodotus adds that Dorieus immediately determined to
establish a new city, lingering only to collect a group of Spartans
willing to undertake the adventure with him.

That he was in a terrific rush is clear from Herodotus: Dorieus did
not solicit Delphi’s approval or advice, or do “anything customary”
for founders who wish to make their venture a success (5.42). For
this Herodotus viewed Dorieus as utterly reckless. But another
conclusion is possible. Dorieus’s disinterest in foundation procedure
ensured his new city a de facto autonomy, even if it could not have
increased his chances for success. Dorieus clearly wanted to break
completely with his family and city, and he did so in such a way that
prevented Sparta from interfering in any way with his undertaking.
But if the city could not stake any claim to Doricus’s proposed city, it
also felt no commitment to protect him or avenge his death, as
Gelon found an opportunity to remind the Spartans later (Hdt.
7.158). In addition, if Dorieus’s aim was to create a new city that
would appreciate his virtues more than Sparta had, his determina-
tion to locate it within Carthaginian territory makes a certain grim
sense: the precarious international situation of his new city would
demand and justify rule by a king/tyrant. Indifferent, therefore,
both to the problem of maintaining connections in exile and to the
ideal of the Greek polis, whose political formulas had cost him the
kingship in Sparta, Doricus seems to have resorted to a more imme-
diate form of autonomy.32

52. That the name of Dorieus’s colony is unknown seems to confirm the irregu-
larity of his venture. For his second attempt to establish a colony Dorieus heard
oracles that instructed him to establish a Heracleia in Sicily (Hdt. 5.43), but deter-
mined instead to return to Libya. According to Herodotus (5. 45), Dorieus’s death in
his sccond attempt came as a result of this disobedience.
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As language and imagery with which political autonomy could
be both defined and subverted, foundation lore belongs, like the
experience of tyranny, to the political history of the archaic and
classical periods, the age of the polis. Yet the language of arty
foundation and, in particular, bastard and criminal founders also
make occasional appearances later, as images of liberation, and
hence of power, despite the gradual emergence of new forms of
political domination at the spatial and temporal limits of classical
Greece.

Consider Archelaus, the bastard son of Perdicaas and king of
Macedonia, who was blasted by his critics as a tyrant who had
murdered the legitimate successors who stood between him and the
Macedonian throne (Pl. Grg. 471a—c), but was respected by others
as a benevolent maker of cities and roads (cf. Thuc. 2.100.2). How-
ever much the two assessments of him diverge, both may well
spring from Archelaus’s own self-representation. Archelaus resem-
bled archaic tyrants in reviving a legendary precedent for his ac-
tions; this precedent was his namesake, the son of Temenos, whose
story involved many features common in foundation legends. Ac-
cording to Euripides, who was commissioned to craft the legend
into tragedy, Archelaus was driven from Argos by his brothers and
came to the kingdom of Cisseus, whom he killed. Ordered then by
Apollo to resume his exile, he eventually founded Aegeae (Hyg.
Fab. 219). The legendary Archelaus’s problems with his brothers
suggest that he was a bastard as well as a criminal. The real Arche-
laus perhaps wished to use his legendary model to suggest that his
birth and egregious crimes were an inseparable part of his role as
Macedonia’s second founder.

Worth noting too is the desperado Aristonicus, the illegitimate
son of Eumenes Il and half brother of Attalus III. When Attalus I11
died in 133 and left his kingdom to Rome, Aristonicus rose up to
resist the legacy and assume the kingship for himself. The rebellion
began poorly. Aristonicus counted on support from the aristocratic
coastal cities of Asia Minor but was quickly disappointed: the Ephe-
sians attacked and defeated him at sea. Driven to the hills, he
changed his tactics and his fortune. With the help of the Stoic
philosopher Blossius, who had been a teacher and friend of Tiberius
Gracchus, he designed a program aimed at the slaves and dis-
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gruntled poor of Asia Minor. Promising them liberty and equality
as Heliopolitans, members of a new state that he would himself
establish, he molded them into an army that achieved startling, if
short-lived, success. Aristonicus regained most of the territory that
Pergamum occupied at its peak, and defeated one Roman army. But
the Romans recovered quickly; Aristonicus was captured in a sec-
ond campaign and paraded through the streets of Rome (Just. 36.4;
Strab. 14.1.38; Diod. 34.2.26). Arnstonicus’'s Heliopolis was, as a
result, never built; we can only guess how he would have realized
his quest to establish his political legitimacy.

Archelaus and Aristonicus revived and appropriated the found-
er’s persona, which functioned as a legendary antithesis to historical
tyrants in political developments of archaic Greece and became one
of the city-state’s treasured political symbols. It seems paradoxical
that they made use of such images at times and places where politi-
cal autonomy was a fading memory. But perhaps the polis’s decline
itself defined the extraordinary promise of power that such para-
digms offered them. Greek tyrants were the first to exploit the
language of city foundation. But a founder’s mask could never fully
disguise the nature of the tyrant’s power, for the polis itself sepa-
rated the founder and tyrant and ensured that crossovers were
limited and provisional. Archelaus and Aristonicus, while collaps-
ing the distinction between tyrant and founder, undertook also to
replace the third term, the polis itself. This aim, which their imita-
tion of Greek political forms conceals, suggests the novelty and
significance of their power for the origins of Hellenistic kingship.
The tyrant was enthroned as a king when the polis, the audience of
his elaborate self-representation, was no longer able to challenge
him.
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Lovers of the City: Tyranny and

Democracy in Classical Athens

ahha pwakhov Ty TS TOAEwS Suvauy kal’ NuEpav
EPYw PEWUEVOVS KOl EPAOTAS YUYVOUEVOVS QUTT)S.

Rather I urge you to observe the real power
of the city every day and to become its lovers.
Pericles at Thucydides 2.43.1

This book paints large the roles played by the rise and fall of
tyranny in the political developments that made the polis, by the
end of the archaic age, the free and exclusive arbiter of justice and its
own selt-interests. To show that the polis’s experience with tyranny
allowed it to hink diké and eleutheria, | have stressed that the tyrant’s
self-representation defined the potential and the limits of his indi-
vidual power. To continue and focus this argument | look now to
classical Athens, whose memories of tyranny and reactions against
it we know best. The tyrant’s role in the pohitical language of the
classical Atheman democracy was rich and complex: tyranny func-
tioned not simply as a liminal construct providing graphic images
of incorrect citizen behavior, but as a defining model of political
freedom and as a bond between individual citizens.

Discussions of the tyrannical elements of classical Athens usu-
ally focus on Athens’s aggressive foreign policy, which reminded its
enemies and even the Athenians themselves of tyranny. The 1im-
pression was not accidental: in addition to their military and finan-
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cial responsibilities, fifth-century Athens required the states it ruled
to adopt its coinage, present legal cases to its juries, and even to
honor its deities and make religious contributions to Athens as if its
colonies.! Athens’s most imperialistic leaders, Pericles and Cleon,
freely admirtted that the Athenian empire was a tyranny (Thuc.
2.63.2; 3.37.2)—an admission meant to convince the Athenians
that Athens shared the tyrant’s need to act with care and consis-
tency, for it was no freer than he was to abandon its power.2 Pericles
and Cleon seem to have understood, better perhaps than their
contemporaries, that the empire gave Athens an economic founda-
tion that the radical democracy of late fifth-century Athens could
not do without.? Yet there was a fatalistic echo in the words of
Pericles and Cleon, as if Thucydides intended to show that even
Athens’s friends were casting the city in a tragic role. And Athens’s
tyrannical behavior, like the behavior of tyrants, did in fact invite
and direct the resistance of its enemies, most especially the Spartans,
who won great support (for a short time) as the liberators of Greece
from the Athenian tyranny.*

[ will not try to describe the process that transformed the
Athenian cffort to free Greece and punish the Persians into a tyrannis
(a process that was perhaps less a matter of forgotten ideals and false
promises than of realizing the potential that lay within the language
and images of punishment and liberation), nor will I focus on the
reactions of Athens’s great enemy, Sparta, who follows Athenian
footsteps first as a liberator and then as a tyrant of Greece. Instead
I concentrate on the relation of tyranny and democracy in the
definition of citizenship in classical Athens. Plato’s harsh accusation
against democracy in the Republic, that the democratic citizen and
the tyrant exercise the same eleutheria, will be our guide. Our goal is
to see this as praise rather than as criticism of democracy and to find
in classical Athens a specific example of the preservation of the

1. For Athens’s imperial behavior, Meiggs (1972) remains sound. For brief
discussions of Athens’s persona as a liberator, see chap. 4, and on the démos tyrannis,
see chap. 2.

2. Like a tyranny, Pericles states in Thucydides, the Athenian empire “was
perhaps a mistake to acquire, but it is certainly dangerous to lose™ (2.63.2).

3. On the relation between the ideals of the radical Athenian democracy and its
empire, see the eloquent essay by Finley (1973).

4. For the language of Sparta’s resistance to Athenian domination, see chap. 4.
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tyrant’s power in the individual and collective possession of free-
dom.

We can begin to get a sense of the significance of tyranny in
democratic conceptions of citizenship by examining tyranny i its
most public and official form, namely, in the Athenian democracy’s
legislation against it. At the end of the fifth, and again in the tourth
century, the Athenians passed laws that defined tyrannical acts,
made them illegal, and punished them.® These laws were briefly
discussed above mn the context of Solon’s legislation against tyr-
anny.® As already argued, the two laws most obviously depart from
Solon's model in failing to describe specific legal procedures for
prosecuting tyranny. While Solon’s law refers prosecution tor tyr-
anny to the Athenian Arcopagus, both later laws call for and sanc-
tion immediate personal action by any individual aitizen who per-
ceives his fellow citizen’s actions as tyrannical. This makes a certain
political sense. Tyranny threatens the very existence of the polis; the
legal mechanisms of the city become dystunctional in exact propor-
tion to the sertousness of the threat. Any real solution, 1t seems to
follow, must range as far beyond limits of conventional citizen
behavior as tyranny itself. The fifth-century decree, for example,
announces that “the man who kills him who does these things and
whoever counsels him shall be holy and blameless™ (60 8¢ amox-
TEWQS TOV TaUTR TONTarTa Kal ovpuBovhevoas 6005 Kal eva-
yns: Andoc. 1.96). Thus the laws position the tyranniaide outside
of law: whoever kills a tyrant is immune to punishment; indeed, as
hosios (holy), the tyranmaide is protected by the sphere of authority
that the law acknowledges as its superior. The tyrant’s pumshment
confirms the laws' intention. They do not define the tyrant as
atimos, which, in the laws’ time, left the criminal with certain legal
and procedural rights:” rather, they subject the aspiring tyrant to a
form of punishment that was as rude and legally peripheral as the
power he coveted. Both laws proclaim the aspiring tyrant to be
polemios, an enemy of the city; he was to be killed according to the

5. The tirst (the decree of Demophantus) 1s quoted by Andocades (1.96-98); the
second (proposed by Eucrates) was tound in excavatnons in the Athenmian Agora
(SEG xn 87).

f, See t‘il.lp. 1

7. On atimia, see chap. 1.
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rules of battle and without reference to the laws and rights of civic
society.

But not only their failure to detail a specific form of prosecution
distinguishes the fifth- and fourth-century laws against tyranny
from Solon’s. There 1s also a clear difference in political tone.
Solon’s law against tyranny defined and criminalized sedition in an
effort to help make law sovereign, the principal goal of his reforms.
The later laws seem less high-minded: they transparently serve
partisan political interests. The earlier decree was passed in 410, in
the wake of, and as a response to, the oligarchic interlude of 411; the
later was proposed in 336, probably as a democratic reaction to the
disappointing loss to the Macedonians at Chaeroneia.® Drafted in
tumes of political emergency, the laws were meant to breathe new
ideological life into democratic regimes that were enervated by
military failures and internal conflict. By identifying the dissolution
of the democracy with tyranny, the laws direct the fear and hate
characteristic of democratic attitudes toward tyrants against oligar-
chical revisions both large and small. This somewhat indiscriminate
melting together of oligarchs and tyrants had a special significance
when the two laws were proposed; but it was hardly an invention of
the moment. Aristophanes knew, and attacked, the sort of ideologi-
cal project that the laws undertook decades before the first of the two
antityrannical decrees was passed. In the Wasps (488-91), he paro-
dies the ubiquitous image of the tyrant in Bdelycleon’s speech to the
chorus of enraged jurors: “Tyranny and conspiracy are everything
to you, whatever matter, small or large, 1s brought to your atten-
tion; now that thing [i.e., tyranny] whose name I have not heard for
fitty years is far cheaper than salted fish.” The fear of tyranny,
Aristophanes implies, had become a tool designed to manufacture
political hysteria for dubious political purposes. And again in the
Birds (1074—75), he seems to ridicule legislation against tyranny by
incorporating a provision into the politeia of Nephelokokkygia that
“whoever kills one of the long-dead tyrants shall receive a talent.””

8. So Ostwald 1955.

9. Anstophanes’ remarks might be taken to suggest that legislation against
tyranny was passed earlier in fifth-century Athens. If there was such a law in
Athens—and the Erythrae Decree (40 ML) makes it certain that Athens imposed
legislation against tyrants on its allies—the oath that is included in Demophantus’s
decree (discussed immediately below) perhaps explains why the Athenians felt the
need for a new one.
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Because they equate the weakening of a political regime with
the enslavement of the entire city, the laws perhaps deserve our
criticism too. But we should not let the tactics of the laws or the
partisan interests that fostered them obscure the substantive political
ideas from which they drew. The fifth- and fourth-century laws
exhibit the fear of a tyranny that emerges not only from the extraor-
dinary acts of extraordinary individuals; instead, tyranny is seen as a
potential danger that may lurk undetected in seemingly innocent
citizens and everyday political actions. In addition, because tyranni-
cal actions in a democracy might be undertaken by any atizen, all
citizens must stand guard against them. From this perspective, the
earlier of the two, the decree proposed by Demophantus in 410, may
be understood not only as a law but also as a political event. Accord-
ing to Andocides’ text, Demophantus’s decree required every Athe-
nian citizen to swear to uphold the law, and thereby to articulate his
personal commitment to the power that, according to the language
of the law, he and all other citizens possessed both to save and to
destroy the state. Thus the laws incite political hysteria and serve
partisan interests by invoking basic democratic principles: the dis-
covery that the tyrant and the tyrannicide are alternative personas of
the same image of citizenship. 1

The democratic legislation against tyranny suggests that the
Athenian democracy did not simply condemn or forget the tyrant’s
extraordinary freedom but accepted and exploited it; and, more-
over, that the tyrant’s power passed to his city not as a political
abstraction or formula but as an individual possession. But the laws
do not explain what makes this power so important in the minds of
fifth- and fourth-century Athenians. To come closer to an answer,
we might look at Pericles’ Funeral Oration, that is, Thucydides’
memory and reconstruction of the speech Pericles gave to honor the
Athenian casualties of the first year of the Peloponnesian War (2.3 5-
46). In his famous celebration of Athens’s war dead, Pericles traces
the chief virtues of Athens—the courage, intelligence, and gener-

10. The fifth- and fourth-century laws might be compared with ostracism, the
procedure employed in Athens after 488 to avert the danger posed to the democracy
by distrusted political leaders. Like the laws, ostracism allowed every atizen to cast
a vote and any citizen to be selected in a popular election for the position of the most
dangerous of citizens. Like the earlier of the two laws, ostracism was public and
conspicuous; it restated the principles of democracy, not only protected it. On the
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osity of its citizens—to the eleutheria that makes them unique.
Pericles has in mind a precise notion of freedom. The Athenian 1s
master of himself (2.41.1); he is free to pursue private concerns, and
no official can determine how he spends his time or trains his
children. Yet this freedom is neither uncultured nor unpolitical. The
Athenians, Pericles insists, have a grace and versatility all their own
(41.1)—the outward signs of their individual self-mastery. And,
most important, the freedom that each individual possesses binds
him to his city: no one is fit to be an Athenian who ignores or
disdains political matters (40.2). It is for their eleutheria that the
Athenian war dead celebrated by the oration are worthy of their
city, just as the greatness of Athens is proof of the eleutheria of
citizens like them (41.2). The political character of individual free-
dom helps explain why Pericles spends little time on the personal
qualities of the war dead (42.3), and why he seems to understate the
losses suffered by their families (44.1-3).

Pericles eulogizes the war dead by stressing the individual free-
dom of Athens’s citizens: so the deceased appear to have died for
Athens freely and willingly, not as victims of chance or necessity.
But Pericles’ praise of freedom is not simple; it stresses, rather than
erases, the question that the fifth- and fourth-century Athenian
legislation against tyranny encourages us to ask: What is the relation
of citizens, whose freedom allows them to make and destroy ty-
rants, to their city? Consider the stated purpose of the Funeral
Oration. By making an example of Athens’s war dead, Pericles says
he hopes to incite the Athenians to become lovers of their city
(2.43.1). Erastées—the word Thucydides’ Pericles uses for lover—
hints at a relationship that is not only intimate but active and
passionate. The erastés is devoted to his beloved, but also possessive,
domineering, and prone to jealousy. He cares for his beloved and is
personally interested in her welfare, but he demands exclusive at-
tention. Translated into the realm of politics, the erastés’ desire 1s the
passion of the aspiring tyrant, not the loyalty of the honest citizen.

origins, purpose, and procedures of ostracism, see Rhodes (1981, 267-71) with his
extended bibliography.

In defining citizenship in terms of the individual citizen's theoretical potential for
violent action on the city’s behalf, the Athenian laws against tyranny have analogues
in early modern legal traditions, particularly in John of Salisbury’s Policraticus; on
the tyrant and tyrannicide in the Policraticus, see Berman 1983, 276—88.
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The implication is not gratuitous: Pericles here employs an estab-
lished metaphor for tyranny that dates back at least to Archilo-
chus!'! and was still very much current in his own time. When
Alcibiades defends himself before the Spartans, after escaping pros-
ecution in Athens, he also describes himself as a lover of Athens:

Kai xelpwv ovdevi déi Sokelv Vpu@v slvaw, EL T]) ELOVTOD UETR
TQV TOAEULWTATWV, GLAOTOALS TOTE SOK@Y EWVaL VDV EYKPAT®S
ETEPYOMAL. . . . TO TE PLAGTOAL OUK Ev @ adikovpat Exw, AAN" év
@ aoeal®@s Erokirevinr. ovd’ Emi maTplda ovoav ETu Myyovpal
vov (Eval, moAv 8¢ pdAhov T™iv ovk ovoav draktaocbai. Kai
@LAOTONLS 0UTOS GpBas, ov) 65 &v TV EauTob adikws GToAEéTas
un Emiy, GAA’ 6s &v Ek TavTos Tpomov Sud o Emibuueiv wewpaly
avTy avalafeiv.

(Thuc. 6.92.2, 4)2

And I claim I should not seem worse to any of you if, though once
seen as a lover of my country, I now join vigorously with its
greatest enemies to attack it. . . . [ have love for my country, not
when wronged, but when exercising my rights securely. I do not
believe that I am now attacking my fatherland but am winning
over one that is not now mine. And that man really loves his city
who does not refrain from attacking it when he has lost it unjustly,
but rather, whose passion brings him to try to win it back by every
means.

Alcibiades’ behavior is an obvious distortion of Pericles’ image of
citizenship; Alcibiades is the rejected lover who 1s determined to
force his beloved to take him back. But what is clear even in the
caricature is the ideal of the citizen who passionately loves his city
and devotes himself entirely to it.

What I mean to suggest is that the city that was labeled by its
leaders a tyrannis polis—tyrant city—was home to tyrant citizens.

1. See Archil. 19.3 W and 23.18-21 W, which are discussed above in chap. 1.
For Herodotus's account of Deioces, who is named and acts as a “lover of tyranny,”
see chap. 2.

12. On Alcibiades and Thucydides’ treatment of the Athenian tyrannicides, see
chap. 4. For the characterization of Cleon in Aristophanes’ Knights as an erastés of the
Athenian demos, see Connor 1971, 97-102.
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The freedom that was once enjoyed exclusively by tyrants was
incorporated into the definition of citizenship. This does not mean
that classical Athens played a dangerous game when it linked its
citizens’ political passions and sense of self-mastery. As the fifth-
and fourth-century legislation against tyranny suggests, the prob-
lem of multiple tyrant citizens provided its own solution: as every
citizen could become a tyrant, so all his fellow citizens could act as
the city’s liberators. In fact, both the problem and the solution were
purely theoretical. If Athens was in some ways threatened by those
individuals, such as Alcibiades, whose willingness to harm the city
overmatched their devotion to it, those threats did not materialize
in the form of successful or even attempted tyrannies. Some critics
could find other problems in Athens’s determination to cultivate its
citizens’ self-perception as their own masters: the Athenians were
reputed to be reluctant to follow directions, overconfident, and
precipitous—a characterization that neatly reverses Pericles’ eulogy
of Athenian freedom in the Funeral Oration.!? Yet, however evalu-
ated, Athens’s interest in eleutheria and its incorporation into the
Athenian body politic suggests a strong investment in the public
memory of tyrants, whose freedom, I argue, functions as a concep-
tual model for the Athenian idea of citizenship. This investment is
reflected in the very public and accessible, yet also politically so-
phisticated, genre of Attic tragedy. Tragedy invited the Athenians
to participate in a memory of tyranny that, in the form of a dramati-
zation of Greek myth, replayed both the demise and the survival of
the tyrant’s power. In this form tragedy offers an answer to the
question posed by Athenian political language: How did Athens
make tyranny safe for democracy?

Tyranny and Tragedy

Aeschylus gives a good 1dea of the place of tyranny in the Athe-
nians’ mythical consciousness in the Oresteia, a trilogy that subjects

13. So Cleon, a sometime critic of Athenian democracy, speaks at Thuc. 3.37.
Plato’s similar criticism of democracy in general is discussed below. In Thucydides,
the pro-Athenian (1.e., the Periclean Funeral Oration) and anti-Atheman (e.g., the
Corinthians’ speech at 1.70) treatments of Athenian freedom very nearly overlap.
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the notions of diké (justice), crucial for archaic tyranny, to a pene-
trating and sustained dramatic analysis.'* In Aeschylus’s hands, the
account of the fall and restitution of the house of Agamemnon
constitutes a narrative progression through distinct images of jus-
tice: from an antiquated, unpolitical, and ultimately inhuman no-
tion of diké, which Clytemnestra brandishes and to which she falls
vicim, toward one that is politically resolvable and firmly con-
fined within precise institutional boundaries and which allows for
Orestes’ acquittal. This transformation of diké is closely associated
with collateral movements through time and space, as the trilogy
follows a set of events that begin in Argos in the wake of the Trojan
War, progress to Delphi, and find a final resolution in Athens at the
time of that city’s political birth.

Aeschylus associates the principle of justice and the particular
form it takes in the Oresteia’s plot with the awful figures of the
Erinyes, or Furies:

Kehae-
vai 8§ "Epuves xpove
TUXTPOV OVT QVEV BLKQS
malwTvyel Tpia Biov
ribelo’ apavpov.
(Ag. 462—-66)15

In time, black Furies render dark
that man who is fortunate without justice,
the fortunes of his life’s path reversed.

At first glance, the Furies seem perfect monsters. They bear no re-
semblance to gods or men (Eum. 410-12); they are stern and im-
placable (385); they haunt the night and dark (386-87, 306); and they
acknowledge no authority greater than their own (350). That Aes-

14. On justice in the Oresteia, see also Euben 1982, For political interpretation of
the Oresteia, see also Meier (1980) and Pope (1986, 13—26), who seems wrong to
me to take Agamemnon's genuine interest in justice as proof that he was not a
tyrant.

15. For the association, see also Ag. 1432—33; Ewm. s11—-12.
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chylus should associate them with justice at all is neither obvious nor
uncomplicated. The Erinyes, particularly keen to exact vengeance
for crimes in families, are made by Aeschylus to personify retribu-
tive justice in such a way that they implicitly qualify and reshape it as
ancient, domestic, and unyielding. It is this justice that “allots
learning to those who suffer” (Ag. 250; cf. Eum. §20—21)'¢ and that
1s objectified in the “net” that is thrown over Troy to punish Paris’s
crimes (Ag. 358), in the “fatal net” of slavery that catches Cassandra
(Ag. 1048), and in the “tangling nets” that, through the agency of
Clytemnestra, cover Troy’s avenger, Agamemnon (e.g., Ag. 1375,
1581)—as if, as the image itself underscores that dikeé is inescapable,
its many returns are meant to emphasize that dike never appears just
once. [t is this rigorously reciprocal idea of justice that Clytemnestra
has embraced as a dubious ally who will accompany her to her own
death (Ag. 1432-33).

Yet, for all the implacable harshness and violence of the Furies,
Aeschylus’s presentation of them and their agents is not purely
negative. In the Eumenides, the Furies justify the necessity of their
work in an extended political discourse remarkable not for its hate
but for its goodwill:

Eo8’ émov TO dewov gv

Kai QPEV@Y ETIOKOTOY

oel pevew kabnuevor:

Svppepet

OWEPOVELY VITO OTEVEL.

Tis O undev év paet

Kapdias arnp TPEU®Y

M wokis BpoT@v opoi-

ws £7° av céfol dikav;

untT' @vapktov Biov

UNTE dDETTOTOVLEVOV

QLVETT)S.

TOVTL LET W TO KPaTos Peos dmacer, GAN" allq 8 EgopeveL.
(Eum. 517-31)

16. Zeus 1s not indifferent to retributive justice; at Ag. 177—-78, he is made to
stand for the principle that men learn by suffering.
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There is a place where fear, a good and
benevolent watchman, must remain

in place: there is advantage in wisdom
won from pain. And what man

fearing nothing in the light of his heart,
or, in the same way, what city of mortals,
would still respect justice?

Praise neither an unruled life

nor one ruled by a despot.

The god granted power to every middle but he oversees them
in different ways.

The Erinyes thus qualify and interpret their own fearsome rhetoric
and posture. Like Solon and Theognis when tyranny was sull
relatively young,'? the Erinyes here focus on the evils of injustice to
persuade men to avoid it. Fear, they claim, protects individuals and
cities from the dangers of injustice, and it 1s the path of the political
middle between anarchy and tyranny that represents the only safe
course for the city. The validity of this viewpoint is confirmed,
paradoxically, by Athena herself, who a few moments later (Eum.
696—703), speaks her own ode to fear, freely borrowing the Erinyes’
words and sentiments.

Confirmation comes too from Aeschylus’s portrayal of Clytem-
nestra, the principal agent of justice in the Oresteia and the mother
on whose behalf the Furies are roused to action. No person in the
entire trilogy is drawn with such strong lines as Clytemnestra, who
lives and dies by the ancient idea of dike. And although Clytem-
nestra is made to suffer for killing Agamemnon, her own argu-
ments for her act are not refuted within the trilogy; by sacrificing
Iphigenia, Aeschylus suggests (Ag. 1419-21; cf. 1405-6, 1432-33),
Agamemnon has become a pollution that the city has no choice but
to remove: Clytemnestra does the city's work for it by killing him.

But if Aeschylus grants the behavior of the Erinyes and Clytem-
nestra a distinct voice and rationale, he also represents their justifi-
cations as limited and flawed. The actions and thought of the Furies
and Clytemnestra clearly belong to a polinical universe that is de-

17. See chap. 2.
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fined by two extremes: tyranny and anarchy. If the Furies counsel
moderation and balance, they can themselves do nothing more than
punish lapses of justice. Their pursuit of Orestes and their words at
his trial make 1t obvious that they understand neither mediation nor
purification; in fact, they reject all intervention, whether divine or
human, that undertakes to separate injustice and its punishment.

The path of the Oresteia eloquently articulates the limits of the
Furies” apocalyptic political philosophy: from an impossible choice
between uncompromising justice and the terrors of injustice—Aga-
memnon’s decision whether to avenge Troy or to spare his daughter
(which is already made before the trilogy even begins)—the Aga-
memnon and Libation Bearers tell a story in which anarchy and tyr-
anny alternate as successive and inseparable stages. A furious diké is
an imphict ally to the plans and deeds of Clytemnestra and Aegis-
thus, who team up to correct the appalling record of violence, an
impossible tangle of crime and retribution, that the house of Atreus
has amassed. As the chorus immediately perceives (Ag. 1354—55),
to kill Agamemnon is to replace him: revenge and rule are insepar-
able.'® Under the banner of diké, Clytemnestra and Aegisthus in-
troduce into Argos a brutal form of political reason (ocwepooury), a
tyrannis (Ag. 1355, 1365; Cho. 972) that relies on “chains and hun-
ger” to compel the Argives to submit (Ag. 1621)."” But diké also
provides the rationale for their destruction, which is suggestively
portrayed as an act of tyrannicide. So Orestes’ first words to the
chorus after completing his act of justice:

ibeofe ywpas v Sy Tvpavvida
TaTPOKTOVOVS TE dwparwy moplnmropas.
(Cho. 973-74)

Behold the double tyranny of the land:
father killers and besiegers of houses.

18. Aeschylus at Ag. 844—50 descnibes Agamemnon's power in tyrannical terms:
hke an archaic tyrant, he is a surgeon, "burning and cutting bencvolently” to
eliminate all diseased parts of his city. Personal and political revenge clearly merge,
and Clytemnestra and Aegisthus (no less easily than Orestes) can represent them-
selves as tyrannicides.

19. Cf. Ag. 1425, 1620. See Mcier 1980, 171—72.
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Clytemnestra’s extraordinary agency, which contrasts sharply with
the passivity of her helpless victims, Agamemnon and Cassandra,
may seem politically anomalous. But her transgressions as a wom-
an, wife, and queen do not really detract from her role as tyrant. In
Aeschylus, as also in Pindar’s Pythian 11, Clytemnestra’s gender
makes her villainy more emphatic. In the Oresteia, Clytemnestra’s
tall is represented in much the same way as her rise, as a momentous
act in which brutality and necessity are equally, but unhappily,
mixed. Of course Orestes does not imitate his mother in making his
act of revenge the foundation of his own rule in Argos; but avoiding
tyranny is hardly Orestes’ personal achievement. It is paradoxically
the quick response of the Furies to his matricide that protects Ores-
tes from polluting his own act of tyrannicide. So Aeschylus sug-
gests that Orestes cannot, cither alone or with the help of Apollo,
on whose orders he acts, break the cycle of anarchia and tyrannis
from which Argos suffers. The demands of justice must always be
met. _

Thus Aeschylus’s mythical history of Argos provides a commen-
tary on dikeé itself. His message seems to be that Argos suffers
because it lacks a stable political center. There punishment is an
independent and divine force, which is indiscriminate and unkind in
its employment of human agents. It is obvious that no solution to
Argos’s dilemma will come from the Furies, who insist that if strict
retributive justice is hindered,

UNOE TIS KIKANOTKETW
EVppopQ TETULLEVOS,
ToUT’ €mos Opoovuevos,
) Aika,
@ Opovor 7" "Epudwr.
(Eum. so8—12)

no one may call forth,

struck by misfortune,

crying out this word,

*O Justice! O throne of Erinyes!”
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Yet the solution that the Oresteia invents i1s impossible without
them. The court Athena creates to decide the case of Orestes ex-
ercises little power on its own. And even if it were able to acquit
Orestes without Athena’s vote, it certainly could not deflect the
wrath of the Furies, who announce that they will take his acquittal
as a license to exercise vengeance against all mankind. It is therefore
not the invention of the Areopagus in the course of the play but the
merger Athena engineers between the Furies’ power and the Aero-
pagus's agency at the Eumenides’ close that gives Athens political
control over diké. The Oresteia, in this sense, ends with compro-
mise, the union of power and political authority.2°

In this project, the Oresteia does not simply overcome archaic
diké; it dramatizes the incorporation of justice within the political
order of Athens. As the old gods find a new home under Zeus, the
Jjustice they exercise and symbolize is made a principal element of a
new political order. The Furies become Eumenides; and although
they seem easily bribed by promises of honor (Eum. 895), their
transformation does not weaken or neutralize them. The Oresteia
formulates victory as compromise. As Prometheus yields to Zeus,
the Furies yield to Athena’s city, and retribution is incorporated
within a scheme of justice that is genuinely political.

As the Oresteia, in this political reading, dramatizes the internal
dynamics of archaic dike, Sophocles’ Oedipus Tyrannus and Oedipus
Colonus capture, in the figure of Oedipus, the life and remarkable
transformations of its principal agent, the tyrant. Oedipus’s past
actions (both his crimes and achievements) define him as a tyrant.
But the narrative paths of the Oedipus Tyrannus and Oedipus Colonus
are concerned less with Oedipus’s past than with his present trou-
bles: Oedipus 1s engaged through the plays in systematically un-
covering and destroying his own position and power.

Dike pervades the Oedipus Tyrannus no less than it does Aeschy-
lus’s Agamemnon, and Oedipus, very much like Aeschylus’s Cly-
temnestra, captures the link between reform and power that is
essential in Greek tyranny. At the outset of the play, when his

20. The relation Aeschylus constructs between Athens and a new wvision of
political justice is perhaps not fortuitous: Athenian homicide law was historically
sensitive to mitigating circumstances—to which the Furies are fiercely indifferent
(cf. Eum. 427).
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doorstep is crowded with suppliants, Oedipus proclaims his keen-
ness in matters of justice:

dryw Sikawwy pun wap' dyyEAwr, TEkva,
@AWY dkovew avTos @8 EAnAvia,
0 waot khewos Olbimovs kakovuevos.
(OT 6-9)

Holding it right not to learn these things
from others who conduct messages, I have come myself, children,
I who am known to all as famed Oedipus.

So in this first speech, Oedipus announces his determination to
address the troubles of his people personally; thereby he unwit-
tingly accepts the role of the inquisitor of an examination that has
his destruction as its object.

The parodos of the play carries on with this same theme. Oedi-
pus, the chorus says, “redeemed” (E€éAvoas: OT 35) the city and
“with the help of a god . . . set right the life” (mpoofnky Oeob,
opbaoar: 38-39) of the Thebans when he answered the Sphinx’s
riddle.?! The chorus continues:

ws O v UeEY 1Nde yi)
ocwripa kAnlew THs mapos wpobuuias.
(OT 47-48)

So now this city praises you as its savior
for your earlier zeal.

And now, when Thebes faces a disastrous plague, Oedipus is urged
again “to set right the city” (avopBwoov mohw: OT 46, s1). Oedi-
pus accepts the obligation for himself, the city, and the gods. “Al-
though you are sick, it 1s not equal to my sickness” (60-61), he
explains, for while they suffer for themselves, he suffers both for
himself and for the city (62—64). He concludes:

21. Cf. OT 104, where Creon also remembers that Oedipus “set right the aity™
(amevbivew wolw).
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WoT Evdikws OPeale Kape ovppaxov,
i Thde Typwpovvra 7@ e 6 dua.
(OT 135-36)

so justly you will see also me as an ally
avenging this land and the god at the same time.

As a savior and avenger, Oedipus is expected to reform (dvop-
Bovv) and straighten (@mevBvvew) his city; his unique gifts are put to
work to remove the pollution in the body politic that is signaled by
the plague that opens the play. Like the plague that begins the Iliad
and the natural disasters feared by Hesiod and Solon,?? Sophocles’
plague proves the existence of injustice but does not itself punish or
remove it. What 1s needed is reported by Creon, who has learned
from Apollo that Thebes nourishes “pollution” (uiaoua: OT 96)
and that “purification” (kafappos: 99), the isolation and expulsion
of the transgressor against justice, 1s necessary to save the city.

The theme of justice in the Oedipus Tyrannus is gradually fleshed
out as Sophocles borrows more and more heavily from archaic
concepts of justice. The first hint of reciprocal justice comes with
Apollo’s directive that the pollution affecting Thebes requires “ban-
ishment [of the guilty party] of expiating murder with murder”
(100—101). It becomes clearer as Oedipus gradually identifies him-
self as the cause of Thebes’s plague. Then we learn that the event
that has awakened Apollo’s anger, much like the overthrow of the
Bacchiads and the revenge of Orestes and Clytemnestra, was an
acting blending justice and injustice. Directed against a monarch
who hubristically dominates the road, as a tyrant controls his city,
the murder can be construed as an act of justice: and, as if to
underscore that point, Sophocles has Oedipus use his sképtron (OT
811), the symbolic and instrumental link between punishment and
monarchy, to punish Laius. The hero of the Oedipus at Colonus
makes this explicit; to justify his crime he says simply: “I was
wronged; | retaliated.”

22. On these, see chap. 2 (Hesiod) and chap. 3 (Solon).

23. OC 271: 6onis mafwy pév avrédpwr. Ocedipus remarks at OT 810 that he
“gave me not just an equal penalty™ (ov pnjy tomv y* Ervorev)—the punishment, like
that of tyrants (or gods) generally, he admits to have been excessive and brutal—
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And as Cypselus replaced the Bacchiads and as Clytemnestra
kills Agamemnon and Orestes kills Clytemnestra, Oedipus replaces
Laius in an act of justice that invites diké’s return. Sophocles thus
hints at the problem that also underlies the Oresteia and assumes a
commanding role in the historical logic of tyranny: the progression
of diké from a small, perhaps forgotten, injustice to a danger that
threatens the entire city. But while Aeschylus solves the problems
of justice by resorting to divine intervention, as his Orestes appeals
to Apollo and Athena to escape the consequences of his matricide,
Sophocles presents an answer that is political in its formulation as
well as in its result. Although Apollo is active behind Oedipus’s
crime and punishment and Oedipus sometimes complains that the
gods have brought his misfortune on him (OT 1329-30), he knows
that the curse to which he has fallen 1s of his own design (819-29,
1290-91), and he is not, like Orestes, a simple, unwitting object of
divine machinations. Oedipus acquires power, killing Laius, defeat-
ing the Sphinx, and marrying Jocasta, by his own actions. This is
also true of his political demise. Throughout the Oedipus Tyrannus,
Oedipus acts by his own hand (avroyewp: 1331), and he exercises
against himself the very power that defines his position in Thebes.

Sophocles focuses therefore on Oedipus’s own distinctive politi-
cal agency. This is suggested in the first lines of the play, when
Oedipus first assumes responsibility to carry out the orders of
Apollo. This is a decision that he makes freely and that articulates
his extraordinary power. But, like a tyrant, he soon finds that his
power is entangled in a greater necessity. Oedipus cannot cease his
investigations once he has undertaken them, even when he begins
to sense that the results will be personally disastrous. Scholars have
found integrity and a desire for truth in Oedipus’s character. From
the perspective argued here, Oedipus is neither a good nor a bad
sovereign; instead, he 1s a pure monarch, whose destruction is

which does not, however, make the killing any less an act of punishment. On the
place of scepters and clubs in the language of early Greek tyranny, see chap. 2.

Vernant and Segal find a similar mixture of justice and injustice in Oedipus’s act of
reforming Thebes and gaining power over it, his victory over the Sphinx. In their
view, his remarkable acuity about the span of human life, which allows him to
answer the Sphinx, springs from his own ambivalence as a man who has obliterated
the difference in generations, by killing his father and replacing him at his mother’s
side. See Vernant 1982, 24-25, and Segal 1981, 216-17.
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entailed by his tyrannical power. In fact, Sophocles tells Oedipus’s
story, as Greeks often remembered their tyrants, as an account of
just two events: the Oedipus Tyrannus recalls its hero’s rise, and 1t
dramatizes his fall. This is the political side of Sophocles’ ironic
treatment of Oedipus in the play. Sophocles follows Oedipus’s
gradual and painful realization that he is himself the object of his
own search. Oedipus’s demise elaborates his own success, and the
dramatic force of his investigation is obviously reflexive. We do not
watch in order to learn what happens to Oedipus, but to see what
effects Oedipus’s painstaking research will have on him.

This brings us to the conspicuous place of tyché (fortune) in the
Oedipus Tyrannus, which, with diké, occupies an outstanding place
in the language of Greek tyranny. Oedipus, the “best of mortals”
(OT 46), victor over the Sphinx, and king in Thebes, prides himself
on his good fortune. At a crucial moment of the Oedipus Tyrannus,
when, paradoxically, the last vestige of his happiness—namely, his
ignorance of his own misery—is about to be stripped from him, he
announces himself to be Tyche’s son:

Eyw & épavrov maida s Toxns véuwy
s ev Sidovons ovk arpactnoouat.
(OT 1080-81)

I believe myself to be the child of Tyche,
the generous, and I will not be dishonored.

Oedipus’s vaunt, though obviously mistaken, articulates an under-
lying truth. As a statement about his political parentage, his claim is
essentially correct: it is by the favor of the gods that he enjoys his
great prestige and power. But, Oedipus, like tyrants, underesti-
mates the fickleness of divine favor, which is easily transformed
into divine punishment (reun). Early in the play, Oedipus prays that
the message from Apollo may be “in good saving fortune” (év TUxn
vé T cwrijpt: OT 8o-81). The prayer works—that 1s, Apollo’s
message offers a solution to the Thebans' difficulties. But the prayer
also marks the start of Oedipus’s demise. So the chorus remarks:
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EenNUpE o akovl o mav opav xpovos,
dikalel Tov ayapov ya oy makal
TEKVOUVTO KL TEKVOULLEVOD.

(OT 1213—-15)

Time, which sees all, has discovered you hiding
and punishes a marriage that is no marriage,
the parent that is also the child.

As Oedipus 1s both parent and child in the same bed, he is also both
the judge and the judged. Thus the rhetorical question with which
Jocasta intends to persuade Oedipus to ignore gloomy oracles—

7( 8" dv gofoit’ dvlpwmos @ Ta TS TUXNS
KpaTeL, mpovowx 8 EoTiv 0VBEVOS TaENS:
(OT 977-98)

What should man, whom fortune controls, fear,
since no one has clear foreknowledge?

—1is in fact an argument to show every concern for the occasional
glimmers of foreknowledge that oracles offer. “This very chance
(ruxm) has destroyed you,” Teiresias tells Oedipus at Oedipus Tyran-
nus 442. So Oedipus learned the same lesson as the tyrants of Sicily:
Tyche does not provide a stable foundation for political power.
The point of this political reading 1s that the Oedipus Tyrannus not
only casts Oedipus as a tyrant, it also dramatizes his tyranny.2* This
is not to comment on Oedipus’s behavior toward Creon, Teiresias,
and the herdsmen, who oppose Oedipus either with innocence or
with knowledge. Oedipus’s tyrannical power appears only in a
refracted shape in his moral character; it 1s most apparent in the
play’s narrative structure. Dominant in the Oedipus Tyrannus are
transformations of reform into crime, divine favor into divine ha-

24. On Oedipus as a tyrant, see also Knox (1979, 87-95), who identifies Oedipus
as a symbol of the Athenian state and reads the OT as a commentary on the growing
Athenian empire.
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tred, and the savior into the damned. Through them, Sophocles
imposes on Oedipus a story that captures the political course, as
well as the language, of tyranny, its pretensions to divine favor, and
its inexorable reversals.

This is not a new discovery: the similarities inking the Sopho-
clean Oedipus and tyrannical stories, especially Herodotus’s portrait
of Cypselus, have been noted before, most clearly by Jean-Pierre
Vernant.?> But Vernant traces these similarities to the narrative
techniques of Herodotus: for Vernant, “when the father of history
recounts as fact the events which installed a line of tyrants at the head
of Corinth, quite ‘naturally” he mythologizes, and his account lends
itself to a type of analysis analogous to that [which| we can apply to
the legend of Oedipus.”?® From the perspective argued here, Ver-
nant ignores the elements of Herodotus's story that must certainly
antedate him, exaggerates his inventiveness (and underestimates
Sophocles’), and dismisses the mythological potential of the tyrant
and 1ts relation to his power.

The Oedipus at Colonus, Sophocles’ account of Oedipus'’s death
and burial, supports a more explicitly political reading. In the
Oedipus at Colonus, Oedipus appears at the moment of his death as a
man on the verge of becoming a hero. In the course of his life,
Oedipus has been the man most hated and loved by the gods;
Oedipus’s great fortune and trials now make him a figure of great
significance and lasting power. This power recaptures in part his old
life as Thebes’s tyrant; when Oedipus is reclaimed in the Oedipus at
Colonus, he is again called sotér (savior), as he was at the beginning of
the Oedipus Tyrannus. Yet Oedipus has lost all interest in political
power, and with it all political agency. His power now attaches to
his person, but it does not respond to his will—in fact, it is realized
only after his death. In this sense, the Oedipus at Colonus builds
Oedipus’s character on established images of political power. As his
aggression, achievements, and self-destruction make him a tyrant,
his long quest and the power that he holds after his death liken him
to city founders.?’

25. Vernant 1982, see also Jameson 1986, 8-11.
26. Vernant 1982, 33.

27. Of course, Oedipus establishes no new city and is buried far from an urban
center. Yet like the tombs of Theseus and Orestes, who were also believed after their
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The two sides of Oedipus’s complex character define the strange
dilemma that Creon faces in the Oedipus at Colonus. Creonis trapped
between Oedipus’s absence and his presence, the miasma that chngs
to his person and the promises of beneficent power that he leaves
behind him. Creon desperately wants to control Oedipus’s power,
but he also fears Oedipus’s presence in Thebes. To master Oedipus’s
power—as Creon and Oedipus both know—1s to take control of his
burial; to bring him to Thebes 1s to risk a new plague. Rather than
decide for Oedipus’s power or against his pollution, Creon wavers.
He determines to take Oedipus to Theban territory but not to
Thebes; to keep him trom the city where he can do the greatest
damage bur to plant him nearby, where his grave can do the most
good. But Oedipus resists this wavering, refuses to cooperate, and
insists on staying in Athens. This is all to Athens’s good fortune.
And although the Oedipus at Colonus is less concerned with The-
seus’s decision to allow Oedipus to die on sacred ground than with
Thebes's defeat, the rewards are clearly important. Oedipus hints at
his postmortem contributions to Athenian mihtary history (OC
459—60, 1518—38, 1764—65); we find these obscure, but Sophocles’
audience must have understood them.

This point helps frame the larger problem of the relation between
tragedy and its mythical subject matter. Tragedy was the principal
narrative, as well as dramatic, art of fifth-century Athens. The heir
of epic as much as of dithyramb, tragedy arranged and focused the
mythological past and 1ts reception, framing the heroic in the par-
ucular posture of yielding itselt up, annapatng the postheroic,
preparing tor its own demise. So the Oresteia and Sophocles’ Theban
plays employed various narrative and dramatic techniques to shape
particular myths and connect them with the pohucal and religious
institutions, events, and attitudes of contemporary Athens. This, as

deaths to protect cities that they had not actually eéstablished, Oedipus’s grave was a
matter of great avic concern. (Since its exact locanon was secret, the Athemans did
not need to be concerned that Oedipus’s bones, like Orestes’, could be stolen.) The
tyrant and tounder are not the only images of autocratic power that Oedipus’s short
but nich pohincal biography seems to invoke. The voluntary self~-munlation he
undergoes at the end of the OT scems to associate him with legendary lawgivers,
who gave sovercignty to thair laws at the expense of their own bodies and hves (see

chap. 3).
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Froma Zeitlin has persuasively shown,?® explains the intense exami-
nation to which Sophocles subjects Thebes. In Sophocles, Thebes is
permanently monarchical, dominated by an antiquated and un-
improved conception of justice, and unable to control its politi-
cal destiny: Laius is replaced by Oedipus, the Sphinx by a divine
plague; incest begets fratricide. Nor does the impossibility of politi-
cal power in Thebes end with the demise of Oedipus’s own immedi-
ate family. In this context, we might remember that the Oedipus
Tyrannus leaves the political fate of Oedipus’s city curiously unre-
solved. Does Oedipus stay at Thebes? Does the plague end? Caught
up in the trials of Oedipus, Sophocles seems indifferent to the
dilemma of Laius’s murder. This lack of resolution may seem dra-
matically unsatisfying, but it makes political sense. At the close of
the Oedipus Tyrannus, Oedipus’s home is still Thebes, a city that,
according to its Athenian interpreters, was incapable of political
resolution. The Oedipus Tyrannus, as Cassandra suggests of her own
story in the Agamemnon,®” remains without healing: dramatic reso-
lution, like political resolution, characterizes contemporary Athens,
but not mythical Thebes.

This relationship between tragedy and myth is particularly evi-
dent in tragedy’s treatment of tyranny, the political form that the
Greeks associated with the real and legendary past. It 1s a common-
place of scholarship on classical Greece that tyrannos is a neutral word
in tragedy; Sophocles in particular, who uses the word most often,
1s believed to have employed the word without thinking, and,
apparently, without wanting his audience to think, of Athens’s own
complex history with tyranny.?® But Aeschylus’s Oresteia and the
Theban plays of Sophocles suggest that the argument is confused.
Political ideas are certainly marked, and tyranny is no exception.
Although they almost invariably focused on a world that was domi-
nated by individual rulers, the tragedies of Aeschylus and Sophocles

28. Zeitlin 1986.

29. Ag. 1248: “No healer at all presides over the story I tell” (@A)’ olitt mawwy
Tipd’ émoTarel Aoyw).

30. See, among historians of tyranny, Andrewes (1956, 20~23) and Berve (1967,
1:194). Euben (1990, 106 n.30), like many scholars of Athenian political culture,
reductively assumes the existence of two—and apparently only two—senses of
tyrannos: one “neutral” and one “pejorative.” There are, | think, many senses of
tyrannos, none of which is entirely neutral or pejorative.
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do not endorse the political configurations of mythical nme. In fact,
rather than offer a dramatic revival of a world in which monarchy
was normal, the tragedies replayed and recounted the great divide
tramed i remote nme and sometimes in remote space—that sepa-

rated the mythical material of tragedy from the cultural and polincal
setting of its performance. In this sense, the opposition that Sopho-
cles constructs between monarchical Thebes and democrance Athens
becomes especially poignant at the end of the Oedipus at Colonus. It1s
Athens, not Thebes, and Thescus, founder of the Athenian democ-
racy, not Creon, who occupies and personifies the Theban mon-
archy, who can loosen the contradictions that Oedipus, as a kind of
tyrannus fulminatus,* who 1s equally polluted and sacred, presents.
The last chapter—the last in mythical itime—of Sophocles’ story of
Thebes, the Awntigone, confirms Creon’s mability to learn. Un-
changed by 1ts successive tragedies, Thebes there witnesses its final
disaster, the destruction of Creon’s own oikos, which, with Antig-
one herselt, becomes a victim of Creon's single rule. Yet, despite the
destruction Creon inflicts on Oedipus’s tamily and his own, his
kingship and the Theban monarchy remam completely secure. Son
Sophocles’ Thebes, which, like Aeschylus’s Persia, 1s untouched by
history and politics, the agent of the city’s destruction survives the
disaster he causes.

In 1ts treatment of tyranny and language, tragedy seems to serve a
tundamental, it unconventional, political function. The Orestera and
Oedipus at Colonus describe mythical transtormatons that lead be-
yond tragedy, the end of “learning through suftering,” and the
begmmning ot pohucal resolutions. Tragedy, which borrows dra-
matic material from beyond the temporal and (in the case ot Aes-
chylus’s Persians) beyond the spatial limits of its audience’s world,
concerns itself with the crossover between the political perspective
characteristic of 1ts material and that of its own world. In eftect,

3. On this figure and the Quinthan declamation in which he appears, see chap.
1 passim. By retusing to deade either to have Ocedipus buried in Thebes or o
contnue to entoree Oedipus’s exile, Creon s hike a schoolboy who cannot deade
which side of the declamanon to argue.

32, The disuncuve jusnhcatnon tor monarchy also survives: no man, as the
herald in Euripides’ Suppliants (412-16) makes clear, 1s able to escape the penaley tor
mjustice while Creon rules Thebes.

I
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tragedy implicitly celebrates its audience’s liberation from the con-
straints of myth and the tyrannical politics that dominate in myth.
Tragedy, by the way that it remembers myth, also rejects the
absolute distinctions between myth and the contemporary world,
pure and impure political forms, the ideal of the good and its
imperfect realizations. Thus Athenian tragedy, by recalling the de-
mise of the old diké and the self-destruction of tyranny, and, in gen-
eral, by neutralizing myth in the very act of preserving it, reflects a
solution for the political problem of how political freedom, once the
property of single individuals, could be simultancously exploited
and resisted.

Plato’s Republic and the Extirpation of Tyranny

Tragedy thus confirms the significant place that tyranny occupies
in the political language of Athens, and helps make sense of the
Athenians’ public position toward tyranny. Tragedy expresses in
myth what the Athenians exploited in their legislation against tyr-
anny and in their conception of citizenship: the image of the tyrant
as a force that is always present and never resolved, whose freedom
1s both individual and collective and provides a source for political
unity, not divisiveness. In presenting Athens as the end and goal of
mythical and legendary history, such memories themselves helped
solve the paradox of the Periclean Funeral Oration: How can the
erastés of the city function as a citizen? Yet the relationship between
democracy and tyranny was certainly not appreciated by all Athe-
nians, and it was disliked particularly by Plato, perhaps classical
Athens’s greatest critic. In the Republic, a dialogue conspicuously set
in the political and cultural setting of late fifth-century Athens,
Plato attempted to design a very undemocratic state that is just in a
sense that Athens was not and stable in ways Athens deliberately
shunned. Plato’s departure from the political ideas of his home (a
move no less radical, perhaps, than his rejection of dramaturgy as a
career choice) can be understood as a refusal to appreciate the
precarious but vital place of tyranny in the Athenian democracy.
This rejection of tyranny and its legacy tied Plato in theoretical and
practical knots: his very effort to remove tyranny from his perfect
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state unwittingly rooted it more deeply, while his attempts to estab-
lish a state without the freedom shared by tyrants and democracies
forced on him an unhealthy choice between active support of auto-
cratic regimes and philosophical reclusion.

Much like the debate of the Persian leaders in Herodotus (3.80—
82), Plato’s Republic presents a typology of political forms, clas-
sified, in the first instance, according to the number of individ-
uals who are able to participate in them. The Republic departs
from Herodotus, however, in constructing a dynamic relationship
among the forms of political power. The various imperfections that
Plato finds in the types of government function as catalysts that
gradually transform them into stull less perfect states. So Plato,
more like Hesiod than like his own contemporaries, represented
man'’s collective development as a single process of deterioration
that began in the remote past and continued in the cities of his own
day, each of which he believed to be in an advanced state of decay.?
Against extant states, Plato placed his own model of a perfect city,
one that has been carefully stripped of every kind of corruption.?#
Plato designed it with a clear hierarchy of political tasks. Socrates
imagines a state with an unchanging social structure, a stable econ-
omy, little communication with its neighbors, and no navy or
empire. Most important, it 1s a state in which the desire for power
always yields to reason, its autocratic ruler. Too great a gulf sepa-
rates Plato’s imaginary city from all others for it to function well as a
political model; but Plato perhaps intended his ideal city less as a
guide for the imperfect states of his world to imitate than as a
standard for determining their relative value. It 1s certainly easily
adapted to this use in the Republic itself, where Plato employs it to
articulate his great dislike of democracy.

There 1s therefore a clear political content in Plato’s iconoclastic
views on power and change in the Republic and little doubt that
Plato’s 1deal state shocked many of his contemporaries. Monarchy
and democracy, the rule of one and the rule of many, no longer

33. On Plato’s vision of history, see Vidal-Naquet 1978. Plato’s disparagement of
the present, as Vidal-Naguet shows, is not without ambivalence: the present wit-
nesses “much wickedness but also much virtue"” (moAhn pév rornpia, moAhn &
Kat apeTn: e.g., 678a).

34. On Plato’s notion of justice, see Havelock 1969.
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frame the extremes of Plato’s new political spectrum; that function
1s now assumed by the two principles, political reason and political
desire, which he represents as utterly antagonistic. Tyranny re-
mains situated at the extreme as a political anathema, but its defini-
tion is now revised. For Plato, tyranny is a political abomination
not because it is the rule of a single individual, but because it
represents the domination of the state by its lowest desires. At the
other extreme from tyranny, Plato places not democracy, as do the
Persian conspirators, but a monarchy of reason, the domination of
the city by the individual who is most capable and, therefore (unfor-
tunately for Plato), least interested in political power. Democracy
fares badly in this new order; in fact, Plato places it beside tyranny,
one step from the complete absence of political reason.

Plato’s argument against democracy is long and clever. But his
point 1s simple: he turns democracy against itself. Tyranny, he
claims, arises directly from the democracy’s greatest good (aya-
Bo6v), the eleutheria of each citizen (562b).?> In democracy, Plato has
Socrates 1insist, every citizen does what he wants when he wants:
political authority is required of no one; no one needs to obey his
superiors; military service is optional; private wars are tolerated;
and the exiled and condemned submit to their punishments only if
they wish (557¢). The pursuit of pleasures, unimpeded by moral or
political principles, guides the democratic man in every aspect of his
life, including his political activities. When he visits the assembly,
he “jumps up, and speaks and acts completely at random” (561d).
The unrestrained freedom of the democratic state extends in its
most radical form to women (in this respect Plato’s visions of the
ideal city and the democratic state overlap) and even to slaves and
domestic animals, who, as Socrates disingenuously asserts, trot
about the streets of democracies fully persuaded of their innate
eleutheria (s63b—c). Of course, Plato here wears the hat of the
political satirist. And his satirical tone, even more than his actual
remarks, reveals his aim to strip democracy of its pretensions to
political rationality.

Plato’s annihilation of democracy seems total and unrelenting.

35. The Old Oligarch (1.8) makes a similar move when he attributes the strength
of the Athenian democracy to its bad government and its cinzens’ lack of discipline.

208



Tyranny and Democracy in Classical Athens

But we get a sense that this is not quite true from Plato’s extensive
treatment of the problem of realizing the perfect state (471¢-502¢).
The problem is introduced by Glaucon and Adeimantus, whom
Socrates answers as if condescending to philosophical novices. In
Socrates’ hesitation to answer their practical question we may sense
Plato’s own. The answer 1s certainly controversial: Socrates con-
cedes that the one chance of establishing a perfectly just state lies in a
single individual who has a tyrant’s power but is not corrupted by it:
this is a philosopher who has acquired political power by chance, or
a ruler or his son who possesses a genuine love of wisdom. This
transitional philosopher-king balances reason and power; in par-
ticular, he knows to search for happiness in wisdom rather than in
pleasure. The significance of this figure 1s perhaps concealed by the
Republic, which is happy to use him to point out the faults of lesser
political creatures. But it 1s obvious in Plato’s own pohtical ac-
tivities, especially his frustrated attempts to convert the younger
Dionysius, tyrant of Syracuse, to the rule of wisdom. In fact, if we
assume that Plato’s own political aims were shared by his school, 1t
seems probable that the numbers of aspiring tyrants and tyran-
nicides who came from throughout Greece to Plato’s Academy
were more interested in breathing the political air than in learning
geometry.3¢

In this sense, Plato’s ideal form of government 1s only a small step
away from the worst, and tyranny appears no farther from the rule
of the wise king than from democracy. the rule of the pleasure-
secking masses. Plato’s vision of various political forms thus seems
more circular than linear. Although the tyrant and philosopher-
king are worlds apart in their understanding of political reason, they
are partners as agents of change. It makes some sense then that
Plato’s hostility to democracy surpassed his hatred of tyranny: from
his perspective, a tyranny can be improved, while a democracy only

16. On Plato’s efforts in Sialy, see below n.37. Diogenes Lacrtius gives a list of
Plato's politically active students at 3.46—47 (cf. 3.23). See also Ael. VH 2.42 and
Ath. 11.506-8. The Academy pnided itself on this tradition. Plutarch, who was a
member in his day, asserts at Adv. Col. 32 that Plato’s "better teachings” (kpeirroves
Adyot) were the lectures presented to his students, which, through them, brought
political changes to a significant portion of Greece. On the activities of the Academy
and its members, see Schuhl 1946 and Morrow 19062, 143—44.
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gets worse. The Athenians might see it very differently; what Plato
most despises in democracy is its stability, not its instability: the
freedom of its citizens prevents the city’s subordination to a single
individual, bad or good.

For all its energy, Plato’s treatment of democracy does not com-
pletely obscure how much he shares with it. For the Athenian legis-
lation against tyranny, the tyrannicide exploits on the city’s behalf
the extraordinary personal freedom he enjoys as a democratic citi-
zen; similarly, for Plato, true political reform depends on the com-
plete eleutheria of the rare philosopher who gains political power,
Plato’s vision of political reform also shares much with the tyrant.
In answering the question of how the ideal state might be real-
ized, Socrates uses language that seems borrowed from the self-
representations of tyrants: if “by some extraordinary fortune” (éx
Toxms) or “as the consequences of divine providence” (€x Twos
felas émwolas) the unlimited freedom of the tyrant is conjoined
with wisdom (499b), then the political artist possessing both could
“wipe” the city and the customs of men clean like a canvas” (@omep
mivaka oA TE Kol NN avbpeoTwr, TpaTov pEv kabapar Tou)-
oewav dv) and “take possession of it and draft new laws™ (sora). We
cannot help but be reminded of “anér euthuntér [reformer] of our
hubris” who Theognis feared would rise from the injustice of Me-
gara’s political struggles.?7

Plato certainly did not intend to echo the language and ideas of
democracies or tyrants, who, in his mind, drew from no inherent
political logic, except that given them by their greed. This indif-
ference to the political character of democracy and tyranny reflects
the fundamental bias of the Republic: that wisdom is a pure and
untainted pursuit of the good that only an act of god can merge with
political power. The distinction may underscore the remoteness
of his just city even more than Plato intended. It certainly did not

37. See chap. 2. For the image of eleutheria and tyché in the self-representation of
the Sicillian tyrants, see also chap. 4 passim, and on the image and function of
purification, see chap. 2. The dependence of hopes of political reform on tyranny
seems to qualify the rancor between Socrates and Thrasymachus in Republic 1 (see
especially 498c) as friction generated from closeness. This i1s not to overlook the
disagreement: Thrasymachus's sophist-tyrant wants desperately to rule, while
Plato’s philosopher-king must be forced out of his contemplative retirement. Butin
different ways, both find in tyranny a unique potential for political good.
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help his own political activities.*® Plato’s nability to convert the
younger Dionysius, who toyed with him as one of many literary
ornaments of his court, to a rule of political wisdom seems to
confirm the practical hability of Plato’s radical distinction between
power and wisdom. That Dion’s efforts to replace Dionysius, after
it had proved impossible to reform him, led to a new tyranny
should not perhaps be attributed to his political ineptitude or to a
misunderstanding of Plato’s political philosophy (which he seems
to have taken as his guide), but to the inherent limitations of Plato’s
goal to establish disinterested political rule. Tyranny thus seems to
have presented Plato with a virtually inescapable problem: his very
attempts to overcome it invariably led him back to it.

Yet the Republic does not completely misrepresent democracy; in
fact, its goal of replacing the freedom of democracy with a stratified
body politic paradoxically highlights the Athenian democracy’s
great achievements. Plato understood that democratic freedom re-
sembled the freedom of tyranny: it was personal and passionate in
nature and directed toward the city as if to a lover. He also saw
(albe1t, in reverse) a dynamic relationship between democracy and
tyranny, driven by eleutheria. Most important, Plato understood
that democracy was a form of rule that defined itself on the smallest
level, the tyrant citizen, whose eleutheria pervaded his civic activity.
But again Plato’s hatred of democracy limited his insight. These
free citizens of the democracy, whose political wisdom Pericles
idealized in the Funeral Oration and whose ability to follow their
political betters even Cleon conceded when blasting their indecision
and stupidity (Thuc. 3.37), Plato identifies as creatures who are not
just reluctant to apply political wisdom but utterly incapable of it.

In turn, the Athenian democracy highlights what Plato ignores in
discussing the relationship between democracy and tyranny (or
what, perhaps, in Plato’s defense, the Atheman democracy itself
had begun to ignore in his time): that the extraordinary personal
freedom of tyranny was closely tied to a profound sense of collec-
tive interest. The Athenians believed, and continually reminded

38. On Plato's involvement in Sicilian politics, see Finley 1968, 73—88. On the
relation between Athens and Syracuse, in which Plato’s efforts must be situated,
see, most recently, Sanders 1987. On Dion’s complex persona as a liberator and
tyrant, see chap. 4.
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themselves, that they had themselves overthrown their tyrants,?”
and, as has been shown, they were fascinated by accounts of the
political transformations that turned the tyrannies of myth into the
isonomia of their own world. Such memories and stories, however
fictional, helped the Athenians preserve the language of eleutheria,
the source of the tyrant’s power, as both an individual and a political
possession. Plato wanted nothing of this. It was not justice, which
the Republic redefines as the harmony of the city’s parts under its
metaphorical head, but tyranny. From its own perhaps more subtle
perspective, democracy improved on tyranny: in particular, it over-
came the tyrant’s characteristic political instability. Thucydides
shows this when, in comparing the imperial fortunes of former
cities and nations with those of cities of the present, and particularly
Athens, he faults even archaic tyrannies for achieving relatively
little (1.17). The reason he gives 1s simple: tyrants, “providing for
their own persons and families, ruled their cities as much as possible
in security '—that 1s, Thucydides seems to suggest, the tyrant’s
very freedom engendered a fear in him that kept him from any
lasting achievement. The eleutheria of Athens was not similarly
burdened, because all citizens, that is, all political agents, possessed
it. Of course, Thucydides’ quick dismissal of tyranny ignored the
complex history of the eleutheria he admired in his own time and his
own city; he would perhaps have maintained that no such history
exists. My argument is that it does, that the Greeks told it them-
selves, and that tyranny occupied a large part in it.

39. On the Athemans’ memory of their tyrannicides, see chap. 4.
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Justice and Liberation

Therefore even the rule of a tyrant, too, is good, although nothing is
worse than tyranny.
John of Sahisbury, Policraticus, 351

T'he Greeks remembered the rise and fall of their tyrants most
dihgently; they were far less interested in what tyrants did after
their power was secure and before it began to waver. This focus
expresses the Greeks’ own interests in tyranny, which, when its
temporal limits were cléarly defined, became a single coherent
political event with a clear plot, characters, and a tangible moral
lesson. But this focus also makes it very difficult to reconstruct
tyranny in other terms than the Greeks did. From a perspective that
rigorously distinguishes between the reality and the perception of
tyranny, the memories of tyrants are, at their best, politically inter-
ested, biased, and partial; at their worst, they are incidental, sensa-
tional, and scandalous, full of the fascination tyrants held and vir-
tually devoid of information about what they did. Itis impossible to
miss the significance of these gaps and biases, and no historian
would hesitate to trade a story like Herodotus’s tragic account of
Polycrates’ fall for information about the interactions berween ty-
rants and aristocrats. Nevertheless the evidence that we have does
not completely prevent us from understanding tyranny—if we are
willing to view the biases and interests underlying the Greeks’
memories of tyranny not as impediments but as keys to what the
tyrants did and what elements of their works survived them.

213



Tyranny and Political Culture in Ancient Greece

It is true that we can never really hope to understand the inten-
tions of Greek tyrants or to reconstruct their political methods. We
cannot know whether Cypselus, for example, planned to become
Corinth’s tyrant, and whether his efforts to promote justice in
Corinth and convince the Corinthians to view him as a promoter of
justice were merely designed to help him reach this goal. We also
know very little about how he consolidated support and eliminated
enemies, what titles he possessed, or where he lived. None of these
things much interested the Greeks, but that does not discredit what
did interest them, that Cypselus emerged as a promoter of justice.

The mythologized accounts of the tyrant’s rise do indeed tell us
much about his power and appeal. The tyrant’s image invited a
precise political response. The source of the reformer’s power was
divine (for, as the Grecks from Hesiod’s time believed, the gods
were vitally interested in human justice). As divine, the tyrant’s
power was both necessary and inevitable: resistance was useless;
hopes of profiting from him or holding him accountable were
futile. The tyrant’s power made him uniquely eleutherios, and he
ruled the city as if it were his personal possession. As an exclusive
agent of justice in his city, the tyrant found himself in an increas-
ingly distinct and privileged political position.

Yet, as tyranny matured, the tyrant’s discourse acquired and ex-
erted an authority that was independent of his position and greater
than his power. Justice was a pendulum that swung back against its
own agent. Less secure even than his ambiguous hold on justice was
the conflicting and contrary language of eleutheria: tyrants inevita-
bly supported the growing sense that, as masters of their city and
holders of a full allotment of eleutheria, they reduced their fellow
citizens to slaves.

To describe this crucial feature of tyranny—the generation of
resistance by language that placed the tyrant beyond resistance—I
have devoted considerable space to the distinctive political logic of
tyranny’s demise and, in particular, to the roles played by the
lawgiver, liberator, and founder. These are the tyrant’s partners in
individual power and in the political lore that surrounded it. Yet in
different ways, these figures all act as alternatives to tyranny: the
liberator replaces the tyrant; the lawgiver and founder render him
unnecessary. All possess the eleutheria of the tyrant, but they are not
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tyrants, for they are honored by the cities that their actions benefit,
and they avoid the tyrant’s unhappy demise, the condemnation that
ends his story.

But these are imaginary solutions. Tyranny did not disappear as
a result of the actions of lawgivers, founders, or even tyrannicides;
in fact, these very images were appropriated by tyrants to revitalize
and extend their power. But it is likely that the ideas that these
images render in anthropomorphic terms compelled tyrants to re-
sort to such disguises as liberators and founders. What the tyran-
nicide and his like imply is that power and the judgment of power
rest ultimately with the polis. If tyrants presented themselves as
liberators or founders, they must have understood the polis’s power
to judge them, for they were determined to finesse that judgment
by appearing to act in the polis’s interest, to deserve its honor, and to
have passed its scrutiny. Clearly the tyrant’s relationship to his
subjects was changing.

We can perhaps understand this change only in very general
terms. The exclusive possession and conspicuous display of free-
dom, which the tyrant’s power allowed him and which his persona
as a reformer required, turned his city into a slave, over which he
exercised his power and to which he was not accountable. But the
way he exercised political power made it a real and tangible com-
modity: something that some have and others do not, and some-
thing that could change hands. Moreover, the tyrant, in exercising
his power over his city, also objectified it and consolidated it into a
single political unit. To exhibit power as a form of property was to
invite someone to steal it; to unite subjects into a single political
body was to concede to them the ability to act as one. The resistance
to tyranny was a matter of realizing the political potential that
tyrants unwittingly offered their cities.

Yet the resistance to tyranny was as much a program for politi-
cal action as a political reaction; removing the tyrant was just a
beginning (and not always a necessary one). After escaping tyranny,
poleis did not return to political innocence. They adopted the ty-
rant’s persona as the agent of justice, took over his political innova-
tions, and assumed his treasury and foreign acquisitions. Most
important, they preserved his eleutheria, the sense of self-mastery
that made tyranny both attractive and dangerous. We have tried to
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follow closely how this story unfolded at Athens, which rendered
the tyrant’s power as the individual possession of its citizens. That is
a remarkable and perhaps unique story, but the problem to which 1t
responded was certainly not: effective resistance to tyranny re-
quired the polis to make itself over in the tyrant’s image.
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