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After the defeat of the Greek forces in the Lamian War the Athenians
agreed to Antipater‟s demand for unconditional surrender. As result of the
terms the Macedonian general demanded Phocion became pre-eminent in
Athens for a few years from 322/1 to 319/8 B.C. It is my belief that,
although he did not seek to become leader in Athens, Phocion none-theless accepted his new role out of a sense of duty and a firm belief that he
was the only person suited for the job. Here was a man whose logical,
pragmatic and unemotional attitude to political and world affairs enabled
him to rise above what he believed to be the short-sightedness of his
contemporaries and accurately assess the future for Athens and the citystate‟s place in the new world order.
Of course our picture of Phocion is taken, mainly, from Plutarch‟s
encomiastic Life of Phocion.

According to his account the Athenian

general and statesman did not want war but peace and prosperity. He did
not believe the Athenians capable of defeating Macedonia. Instead, he felt
that the people should accept their new position in the world and make the
best of the situation. It should not be forgotten, however, that Plutarch was
writing at a time when Europe was under the yoke of the new superpower:
Rome. He saw the benefits of living in Greece at a time when the citystates were no longer continually involved in internecine warfare. It was,

perhaps, this appreciation of the state of his own world, gained with the
benefit of hindsight, that gave rise to his admiration of (what he perceived
to be) Phocion‟s foresight. Phocion appeared to understand, as Plutarch
did, that there was no reason why Athens could not still be prosperous.
Plutarch‟s Phocion saw the city-state‟s future as no longer being primarily
reliant on military preparedness but rather on trade and sound economic
policy. With the protection of the powerful Macedonian overlord Athens
would be free to enjoy life in relative peace and prosperity.
Ultimately, Plutarch has had a significant influence on our understanding
and appreciation of Phocion the general, statesman and man. The aim of
this paper then is, with the use of other primary and secondary sources, to
look beyond Plutarch‟s encomium and attempt to find the real Phocion. In
particular, I will be examining the aging general‟s role in Athenian affairs
after the Lamian War. This pivotal time in Athenian history has received
too little attention. Life in Athens changed dramatically after Antipater
defeated the Greek forces at the Battle of Crannon. The Athenians lost
their freedom and autonomy and were fated never to regain the hegemony
of the Greeks. Moreover, they had failed to live up to the glorious deeds of
their ancestors. It was Phocion‟s task to help his people to come to terms
with this new state of affairs and to find a place for Athens in the new
world order. And so, political life in Athens was turned upside down as
democracy was changed to oligarchy. Phocion took control of the citystate‟s affairs and oversaw its political transformation. It was a role that
cost him his reputation and, ultimately, his life despite the fact that the
Athenians lived in relative peace and prosperity during the few years he
was in charge. And it is this role and the impact Phocion‟s rule had on the
people and on political life in Athens during this short period that is the
focus of this paper.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

The history of Athens has long been studied and written about. The rise and fall
of the city-state has, in particular, received extensive investigation. This is not
surprising. Athens, for a time, was the most powerful city-state in Greece. In
just a few short years after the Persian Wars the Athenians gained leadership
over the Greek alliance. And, in time, they amassed a huge fleet and attained a
level of expertise at naval warfare that was unmatched by the rest of the western
world. The Athenian navy held sway over much of the Mediterranean and its
land army, while not the most formidable in Greece, was certainly a force with
which to be reckoned.

The growth of Athens to empire is a fascinating subject. Similarly, the subject of
the decline of Athenian hegemony is intriguing. These are the chronological
bookends between which are placed the ups and downs of Athenian public and
private life. They are, quite rightly, the bread and butter of modern historians.
But with the rise of Macedonia and the increasing dominance of Philip II and
Alexander the Great, the historical focus begins to change. After the Battle of
Chaeronea (338 B.C) and the establishment of the League of Corinth (337 B.C)
the Greeks, except for the Spartans, effectively lost their autonomy. They
became, in essence, a subject people made, with the clever use of panhellenic
dogma, to do the bidding of the Macedonian king. It is an unfortunate (though
not unexpected) consequence of this shifting historical focus that events taking
place in other parts of Greece receive less attention. In particular, there is a brief
period in Athenian history which has, up until now, received too little discussion.
This is the few years following the death of Alexander the Great.
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Immediately after the king‟s premature death the Athenians led the charge in
rising up against the Macedonian regent Antipater.1 In a struggle that came to be
known as the Lamian War, the Hellenic army fought valiantly against the
Macedonians and came close to defeating them before reinforcements arrived to
save Antipater‟s beleaguered forces. In the final battle, fought near the
Thessalian city of Crannon in 322 B.C., the Greeks were defeated and
surrendered unconditionally. As part of the eventual peace terms imposed on
Athens, Antipater demanded that the democracy be replaced by a government2
whose composition was to be determined by a minimum property qualification of
two thousand drachmas. He also stipulated that Athens was to receive a garrison
into Munychia (Plut. Phoc.27.3, Diod. 18.18.4). Further, Antipater placed the
eighty year old Athenian general, Phocion, in charge of the new regime. The
choice of this aging politician and warhorse was not made lightly. Phocion had
had a number of dealings with the Macedonians in the past and he was known to
them for his integrity and honesty. Indeed, Alexander the Great held him in high
esteem. Certainly Antipater had dealt with Phocion in the past and he appears to
have trusted and respected the Athenian. And it was for this reason above all
else that he selected Phocion to take charge of affairs in Athens after the Lamian
War. Antipater needed someone whose word he could trust and whose integrity
was beyond question: in Phocion he found such a man. The years following the
Lamian War, therefore, were a period when one man took charge of the city1

I have endeavoured throughout this paper to Latinize the Greek names. Unfortunately, it is
impossible to ensure absolute consistency in such matters. However, any variations that do
exist should not result in the misidentification of historical characters and places.
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The term „government‟ is, of course, used for convenience. It is clear that such a term could not
be applied to the political system in Athens in the fourth century B.C. As Stockton noted:
„Classical Athens quite simply had no „government‟ as we understand that term. Its constitution
made no provision for one.‟ The Classical Athenian Democracy, p. 119. See also Sealey, who
quite rightly notes: „In fact Athens did not have what is called in the United States an
administration or in modern England a government. On the exceptional occasions when a
Greek city acquired such an entity, the word for it was tyranny.‟ Demosthenes and his Time, p.
5. It is difficult, however, to find a word that encapsulates the general thrust of what is being
discussed here. And “government” is a useful word in the sense that it makes clear that what is
being discussed is the „machinery of state‟ or the „ship of state‟. There are, of course, a myriad
of ways of saying the same thing; it is a shame, however, to forgo all modern words and/or
phrases simply because of a fear of appearing to be using anachronistic terminology.
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state‟s affairs and endeavoured to steer the country and its people through the
tumultuous times that erupted after the diadochoi began their pursuit for ultimate
power and control of both Asia and Europe.

It is surprising, therefore, given the significance of the events of this brief period,
that so little has been written about what went on in Athens during this time. A
thorough investigation of these years is long overdue. Unfortunately, there has
been a tendency by historians to offer a cursory account of events in Athens after
the death of Alexander before moving on to what many would consider the
infinitely more exciting subject of the struggles that took place between the
successors to Alexander‟s rapidly crumbling empire. In particular, there has
been very little effort made to examine what life was like in Athens after
Alexander‟s death. A close investigation of this period is necessitated by the fact
that it has received such little attention. The end of Athenian autonomy and
freedom (as they themselves viewed it) came with the loss of the Lamian War.
This is a significant event. In essence, the worm had turned. The Macedonians,
no matter how fractured their leadership, was the new power in the region. And
it is surprising, given this fact, that little has been done by way of exploring this
period in Athenian history.

It is likely that the paucity of primary evidence has done much to curb the
enthusiasm of historians for this period. Ultimately, there is a singular lack of a
good continuous narrative source for the period 322/1 – 319/8. Plutarch and
Nepos provide a life of Phocion but their work is based on evidence that has long
been lost to modern historians. Interestingly, Plutarch offers what can only be
described as a hagiographic treatment of his subject whereas Nepos‟ all too brief
work presents Phocion in a very negative light. Clearly this is a case of each
author making selective use of the primary sources to serve his own ends.
Nepos‟ Life, however, does serve to illustrate that Phocion‟s press, despite his
epithet „the good‟, was not all positive. As well as the above sources there are
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also a few ancient historians who offer some insight into the events of this
period. Diodorus is a useful resource. He examines the causes of the Lamian
War and gives a detailed list of the Greeks that joined the fight for freedom and
autonomy. He also provides a reasonable account of the struggle itself. Further,
he looks at the negotiations that took place between the Athenians and Antipater
after the Battle of Crannon as well as the terms eventually set down by the
Macedonian. His discussion of Athenian affairs falls away at this point,
however. He does not look at life in Athens under Phocion. Indeed, he only
returns to Athens when Antipater is on his deathbed. Other sources include the
epitome of Arrian‟s Events After Alexander as well as fragments from a number
of other writers that shed a little more light on this otherwise shadowy period in
Athenian history. The epigraphic evidence of the period also offers tantalising
snippets of information about the time but still fails to help render any firm
portrait of life in Athens during this period. Ultimately, the literary and
epigraphic evidence, when viewed on their own, are inadequate. The evidence as
a whole, however, does furnish enough pieces to the historical puzzle to enable a
reasonable picture of the period to be constructed. In particular, careful reading
of the history of Diodorus, the biography of Plutarch and the inscriptions can
uncover precious nuggets of information that, when put together, do allow for a
reasonable reconstruction of the events that took place in Athens under Phocion
during the years 322/1 – 319/8 B.C. And if such a reconstruction does little other
than open up debate on this important subject the venture is still important. Of
course there is always the chance that a thesis based on such slight historical
material might one day be refuted by a fresh inscription or a newly discovered
historical work. But this should not be reason enough for shying away from any
past event. A picture of any given period or people can only be drawn from the
materials available at the time.

Despite the pitfalls that face the historian endeavouring to examine this critical
period in Athenian history, it is important that an attempt be made to give a
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thorough and concise account of events in Athens during this time. Further,
there is a need to look again at the man who played such a key role in Athenian
affairs during these years 322/21 – 319/18 B.C. Phocion is certainly worthy of
close scrutiny. He was, by all accounts, a man possessed of great self-confidence
who had an unsettling propensity for honesty and forthrightness as well as a
diffident and prickly personality. He oft-times appears to have treated the
Athenian people as little more than petulant children worthy only of chastisement
and cruel sarcasm. And yet he was respected by the citizenry and his military
skill seems to have been without peer. According to Plutarch (Phoc. 8.1)
Phocion was elected general 45 times during his lifetime. This may be as much a
reflection of the standard of military leadership in the fourth century B.C. as of
Phocion‟s outstanding skills as a soldier and commander of men. Whatever the
reason for the consistent decision of the people to elect him as one of the
generals, there is no doubting that Phocion was a formidable character in
Athenian life, especially from the 350s onwards. Unfortunately, as already
noted, little survives in the historical record to enable a very accurate picture of
this enigmatic figure to be drawn. Despite this disadvantage, however, there
have been a few valiant efforts made to gain a better understanding of the man.

A number of works have been written on the life of Phocion. These have
attempted to answer important questions about this most influential Athenian.
They examine his life in toto, however, and only briefly look at the role Phocion
played in Athens during the short-lived oligarchy that came into being after the
death of Alexander the Great. Among the more recent offerings, there is the
monograph of Hans-Joachim Gehrke who, in 1976, released his important
Phokion: Studien zur Erfassung seiner historischen Gestalt (Munich). While this
examination of the life of Phocion was long overdue and provided a good
foundation from which future discussion on the Athenian general could be built it
did not offer an in depth analyses of Phocion‟s last years nor of the affect
Antipater‟s peace terms had on Athenian public and private life. Further, a
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number of Gerhke‟s conclusions regarding Phocion‟s role in Athens after
Alexander‟s death and of the changes made to the Athenian constitution are in
need of review. For example, Gehrke argued that the embassy sent to meet with
Antipater after the Lamian War played a part in the design of the constitution that
was ultimately put in place in Athens after the peace was ratified. However, this
supposed collusion with Antipater and the Macedonians seems, on the available
literary evidence, unlikely. It is a thesis, however, that has found much support.
In 1985 Catherine Bearzot published her book entitled Focione tra stroria e
trasfigurazione ideale (Milan). In examining the years 322/1 – 319/8 Bearzot
attempted to counter the negative portrait of Antipater in the ancient literary
sources by arguing that a pro-Macedonian element in Athens worked with the
regent in bringing about the demise of the democracy and, in particular,
advocating for the imposition of a Macedonian garrison in the city. There is
nothing in the literary or epigraphic evidence that validates such an argument.
While there were no doubt some in Athens who favoured Macedonian hegemony
in the hope that they may gain personally from it or that the city might find
stability, ultimately Antipater was little influenced by their remonstrations.
Another important biography of Phocion‟s life emerged in 1988 when Lawrence
Tritle‟s book, Phocion the Good (London), was published. Once again,
however, this work did not examine, in any great depth, life in Athens following
the death of Alexander the Great. Indeed, in his chapter “Phocionic Athens”,
Tritle dedicates just 11 pages to life in Athens after the Lamian War. And his
examination of the discussions that took place between Antipater and the
Athenian ambassadors, although concise, is too cursory to give a full
appreciation of the fear and uncertainty that the Athenians faced at this critical
period of the city-state‟s history.
As well as the above-mentioned works, James Williams‟ 1982 PhD dissertation
entitled Athens Without Democracy: The Oligarchy of Phocion and the Tyranny
of Demetrius of Phalerum, 322-307 B.C., looks, as its title suggest, at life in
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Athens after the Lamian War. While this work goes into much detail regarding
the affect Antipater‟s peace terms had on the Athenian people and its constitution
it does not give due consideration to the significant role Phocion played in
Athens during this period. Indeed Williams argues, in essence, that it was only
due to the incompetence of the leadership in Athens at the time that the oligarchy
was so short-lived. Such a thesis, however, is not justified by the available
literary and epigraphical evidence. It is these source materials that Elisabetta
Poddighe utilises in her 2002 book Nel segno di Antipatro: L’eclissi della
democrazia ateniese dal 323/2 al 319/8 a.C. (Rome), in an attempt to counter
what she sees as the terrible bias that has tarnished the image of the Macedonian
regent, Antipater.

An interesting aspect of the above literature is that all, except for Tritle, attempt
to counter the negative portrayal of certain key players of the time. There
appears to be a wish to redeem Demades or restore Antipater‟s reputation. Of
course, in order for such an effort to succeed, the historical picture of Phocion‟s
role in Athenian affairs must be redrawn. He is deemed to have played a part in
the downfall of Athens; to have worked with Antipater in setting out the peace
terms or to have been a key player in a pro-Macedonian, anti-democratic party in
Athens and so on. It is the thesis of this paper that such a picture of the Athenian
statesman and general is untenable. Phocion did not seek to take over Athenian
affairs at this time nor did he play a part in orchestrating the eventual peace
terms. He did, however, accept Antipater‟s decision to place him in charge of
Athens and he endeavoured to ensure the Athenians adhered to the terms of the
peace that they ratified with the Macedonians. It should not be forgotten that
Phocion was a very old man when he took over control of affairs in Athens. This
would have been an onerous task for a man half his age and while it is not
impossible that he actively sought this position it would be surprising. Further, it
is important to note Antipater‟s precarious position in Greece at this time. The
Lamian War had made him look weak. Indeed, he could not have won it without
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outside assistance. In order to secure his position, therefore, he needed to show
firm leadership. He also needed to subdue the Greek city-states quickly. In
order to do this he put in place regimes that would, hopefully, bring peace and
stability to the region and he made very careful choices as to whom he put in
charge of these regimes. In particular, he needed to be sure that the Athenians
would remain quiet while he strengthened his position at home. In order to
achieve this end he made the logical decision to place Phocion in charge of the
new government in Athens. The Athenian general was a practical and pragmatic
man who understood Antipater‟s position and had long accepted that Athens was
no longer in a position to assume hegemony of Europe. Such is the portrayal of
the man given by Plutarch. And despite the obvious admiration the biographer
has for his subject there is no reason to dismiss outright the accuracy of
Plutarch‟s biography or of his account of the events that took place at this time.
It should be noted that Diodorus, a sometimes useful corrective for Plutarch‟s
work, says nothing about the old general pursuing power or that he played any
part in negotiating the peace terms. Therefore, it is not unreasonable to argue
that, based on the available evidence, Phocion had power thrust upon him.

The above thesis does not deny the possibility that there were men in Athens
who were pro-Macedonian in their leanings and actively sought to curry the
favour of the Macedonian regent. Plutarch makes it clear that such men did exist
in Athens. But it is debatable that these men had a lot, if any, influence over
Antipater. It is likely, however, that they played a part in convincing Phocion
that he was the best man to take charge of Athens at this time. There should be
no doubting that the old Athenian had a very high opinion of himself and
believed firmly that he was doing what was best for Athens and for the Athenian
people. It was this faith in his own abilities and in his own understanding of the
world stage that decided him to accept Antipater‟s appointment after the Lamian
War. He did not seek this position but he took it out of a sense of duty and
obligation. Having attained power, however, he may have felt that he was in no
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position to let it go. Much as the Athenians claimed to have been offered
leadership of the Hellenic alliance after the Persian Wars, once Phocion attained
leadership of the Athenian people he became reluctant to let go of his authority.
This wish to maintain control need not have stemmed from a lust for power. It
may, however, have simply occurred to the elder general that the Athenian
people acted (in his judgement at any rate) much more wisely under his
leadership and under the stern eye of the Macedonian regent Antipater. Of
course this interpretation of Phocion‟s role in Athens can be said to be overly
influenced by Plutarch‟s account of the Athenian‟s life and perhaps there is some
truth to this. Certainly, as already noted, the Life of Phocion is very heavily
biased in favour of its subject. And it is possible that Plutarch was himself
influenced by his own sources. Perhaps Demetrius of Phalerum left a very proPhocion account of events at this time. Indeed, it may be due to Demetrius that
we have any significant knowledge of Phocion‟s life. Be that as it may, there is
no denying that the picture drawn of the Athenian general as time went by was
very negative. This was no doubt the result of the perceived role he played in
bringing the Athenian people to their knees.

Phocion understood all too well the fickle nature of the Athenian citizenry. The
prominent individual in Athens lived a precarious life trying to balance his urge
to satisfy private ambition with the need avoid public disapproval. Certainly the
willingness of the demos to „scapegoat‟ an individual whose policies it may once
have approved is clearly attested in the historical record. The prosecution of
citizens for proposing a law or decree that was deemed contrary to an existing
law is a case in point. No doubt many prominent citizens feared getting bitten by
this particularly venomous piece of institutionalised revisionism. This fickle
attitude of the Athenian people was never more evident than when they came to
regret decisions made in the heat of the moment. Demades is reported to have
stated that the Athenians never „…voted for peace save when wearing black…‟
(Plut. Mor. 126d-e). Certainly this was the case after the Lamian War. And it
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would be safe to argue that Phocion understood this particularly nasty, though
not unnatural, trait of the Athenian people. He knew that once the grief and fear
of the people had dissipated they might come to regret their decision to accept
Antipater‟s peace terms. Further, he would have understood that such regret
would turn to anger that would, ultimately, be directed against him. Such anger
is reflected in Nepos‟ Life of Phocion. Nothing breeds negative press more
fervently than an incensed and unforgiving public. And it is likely that the
negative account of Phocion found in Nepos‟ Life is a reflection of the hostility
the old general earned after the death of Antipater.

Of course, the above thesis will have its detractors. The role of individuals in
Athenian governance has certainly come under question. Much has been made
of the considerable role the people themselves might have played in the citystate‟s affairs. However, the ability of the people to function as a coherent and
consistent body during the lifetime of the democracy is debatable. The Greeks
were not known for their ability to find regular consensus. Such a thesis
disregards the influence that charismatic speakers and powerful cliques can have
on the political life of a city. A political party (in the modern sense of the term)
need not have existed at this time but it would be very unusual if like-minded
individuals did not gather and discuss issues. And if such groups did exist then it
is plausible that they had charismatic men within the group who were able to use
the power of their personality and charm to, if not lead, certainly manipulate the
members of the group. Such a body of men, however, large or small might
certainly have a significant influence on the important political decisions made in
the city. How else could Nicias and Alcibiades organise the ostracism of the
relative lightweight Hyperbolus if they did not have a considerable support base
who were willing to vote „along party lines‟? The influence of individuals on
Greek history should not be underestimated. While it is true that the Athenian
populace were politically aware and astute they were not above being swayed by
an impassioned plea or theatrical oratorical display. Larger than life figures such
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as Cimon, Themistocles, Aristides, Demosthenes, Demades, Pericles, and Cleon
(to name a very small selection) were able, on occasion, to turn the heads of the
Athenian people. The ability of these men to attract like-minded individuals to
their cause should also not be underestimated. Further, people are not so much
changed that there can be no comparison made between the modern political
animal and his ancient counterpart. History has shown that charismatic leaders
can manipulate not just a few but many thousands of people with their rhetoric.

The Athenian constitution, such as it was, could also be manipulated. Laws long
gone unobserved could once again be utilised to restrict participation in Athenian
affairs. Many leading demagogues and political agitators were exiled after the
Lamian War and some were executed. These men might threaten the stability of
the new regime. All payment for public service was stopped in an effort to
dissuade the poorer citizens of Athens from taking part in Athenian assembly.
All this was done in an effort to provide Phocion with the proper foundation for
building a secure and stable political environment. Phocion held sway in Athens.
His position was secured by the support of Antipater and the imposition of a
Macedonian garrison. As long as the aging general kept the Athenians in line
and quiet Antipater had no cause to interfere with the day to day administration
of the city. The Athenian people may not have liked this state of affairs but they
were in no position to do anything about it. By all accounts Antipater trusted
Phocion. And it would appear that this trust was justified. Phocion was a
sensible, pragmatic and perhaps unimaginative man who believed in his own
worth and judgement. The people of Athens were the problem. They could not
be counted upon to remain subservient. Nor could the more radical orators be
relied upon to remain quiet for very long. It was very important, therefore, that
these unpredictable and dangerous elements be dealt with quickly and firmly.
The expulsion of a considerable number of agitators and the imposition of a
wealth census fulfilled this function.
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This paper is offered in order to further discussion in an area of Athenian history
that has received too little attention. The conclusions drawn will no doubt raise
the ire of many an historian. This is good. No historical thesis is without its
faults. And it would be foolish to aim for perfection. All that can be hoped is
that interest is stirred and that future debate will further our understanding and
appreciation of this important period in western history.

12

Chapter 2

PLUTARCH’S PARALLEL LIVES
Why Phocion and Cato the Younger?

Political life in Athens was turned upside down after the defeat of Greek forces at
the Battle of Crannon in 322 B.C. Unfortunately there is little primary evidence
available to enable a very clear picture of just what went on in Athens after the
Lamian War. Indeed, much of what is known today about affairs in Athens and
about its leadership during this period is derived from secondary sources and, of
these, primarily from Plutarch.3 Unfortunately, his Life of Phocion paints an all
too favourable picture of the elder general and statesman who assumed control in
Athens for the few years from 322 until the death of Antipater in 319 B.C. It is
clear that Plutarch found much in his subject that was laudable and that he felt
Phocion, both as a man and as a leader of men, would prove a positive role
model for his readers. This is an important point to note. Plutarch‟s Lives were
not written simply to entertain but to educate and encourage all men to emulate
the virtues and avoid the vices exhibited by his subjects; to this end Cato and
especially Phocion were the examples par excellence.
It is the above-mentioned didactic feature of the Phocion that has made it very
difficult to find the real man. If Plutarch‟s account is to be accepted uncritically
then there will be drawn an all too virtuous and moral man who tried, usually
unsuccessfully, to combat the negative influence of the demagogues and
sycophants while, at the same time, endeavouring to save the impressionable and
3

There are a number of decrees that have survived for the period. These help throw some light on
events that took place in Athens during this time and are discussed in greater detail throughout
the dissertation.
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too easily persuadable demos from themselves. Such an appraisal of the private
and public man is, of course, unacceptable. Conversely, if the Phocion is read
with too critical an eye there is the chance that the Athenian statesman and
general will be portrayed as nothing more than an arrogant prig incapable of
seeing beyond his own point of view. Both accounts produce an unhistorical
figure; one creating a character too good to be true; the other so dull and mean as
to be merely caricature.
In light of the above it is important that any investigation of Phocion and of
political life in Athens after the Lamian War firstly take into consideration the
significant influence Plutarch has had on our understanding of the people and
events of the period. Plutarch‟s Phocion is short and encomiastic. It records the
life of a man whom Plutarch obviously admired a great deal. His Life is also an
attack on Fortune which ruined Phocion‟s posthumous reputation while elevating
that of the rogue and demagogue Demades. Plutarch‟s work, therefore, is a
curative. It is an attempt to recover the reputation of a just and virtuous man.4
To this end Plutarch is emphatic in his praise and support for the life and deeds
of Phocion.5 Further, he is unremitting in his condemnation of the demagogues
and sycophants who, he claims, dominated Athens in the latter half of the fourth
century B.C.6

4

Cf. Lamberton who writes: „The fortunes (tuvcai) of Greece have blackened the brilliance of his
excellence (Phoc. 1). Plutarch takes up the challenge of setting the record straight.‟ (Author‟s
parenthesis). „Plutarch‟s Phocion‟ in The Macedonians in Athens, (henceforth: „Plutarch‟s
Phocion‟), p. 9.

5

He only offers one rebuke and this is more a matter of Phocion‟s preparedness to place his faith
in the devious Nicanor rather than to act in a manner that befitted an Athenian general and elder
statesman (Phoc. 32.3-5). Nepos also wrote a very brief but quite useful biography that focuses
on the last year of Phocion‟s life. The work examines the same events as those covered by
Plutarch but views them with a more critical eye. Nepos‟ Life, therefore, serves as a counter
weight to the overly flattering portrait drawn by Plutarch. But, while grateful for this small
mercy, historians must lamentably accept the fact that, as Lamberton succinctly writes: „…we
must choose between Plutarch‟s Phocion and very little Phocion at all.‟ „Plutarch‟s Phocion‟, p.
8. Further discussion on Nepos‟ biography follows.

6

Both the Phocion and the Cato Minor provide what is almost tantamount to a rogue‟s gallery of
demagogues, sycophants and all round bad eggs. See for example: Phoc. 9.5; 10.1-3; 10.5; 27.5
and Cat. Mi. 19.3; 26.3-28.1; 31.2; 43.1; 47.1.
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Interestingly, Plutarch appears to have had limited source material for Phocion‟s
Life, with much of the text being taken up with anecdotes and apophthegms.7 It
is likely that there was little in the form of biography or history that related to
Phocion. There may have been some official records that still existed from the
period but, ultimately, Plutarch had to make do with the surviving anecdotal
evidence plus forensic and other speeches that may have survived down to his
time.8 However, despite the paucity of source material, Plutarch clearly found
something in Phocion that he thought was worth extolling and that could be used
to compliment his Life of Cato Minor.
Now it is important, when looking at Plutarch‟s Phocion, that careful
consideration be given to his parallel Life. Plutarch, along with his other works,
wrote parallel lives, matching a Greek with a Roman historical figure. He chose
subjects in which he believed similarities in character, personality or even in
deeds might be drawn and, as a consequence, the virtues or vices found in the
account of one man can often be seen reflected in the account given of the other.
7

Perhaps he was a victim of his peripatetic sources. Plutarch would have read the works of
Demetrius of Phalerum. As Momigliano notes: „…the Aristotelians were interested in
anecdotes illustrating virtues and vices for use in their monographs on individual qualities… the
Peripatetics were interested in the difference between the contemplative life, active life, and
sensual life.‟ The Development of Greek Biography, p. 69. Note also Tarn and Griffith‟s
criticism of „the Peripatetic influence on history‟: „…they created, or fixed, that doctrine of
Fortune which gained such vogue, and from their diligence in collecting every scrap of
everything sprang the so prevalent habit of mixing up truth and legend without discrimination, a
habit which quickly enough became nothing but a passion for scandal.‟ Hellenistic Civilisation,
pp. 288-289. Contrast Bury, however: „…the movement set on foot by the Peripatetic school
was invaluable both for preserving the records, and exploring the recesses of the past…‟ The
Ancient Greek Historians, p. 190.

8

Plutarch had read the speeches of Glaucippus, son of Hypereides, which were very disparaging
of Phocion (Phoc. 4.1). He also read Idomeneus (Plut. Phoc. 4.1; see also FGrHist 338). He
wrote, according to the OCD 3rd ed. (p.746) „…following the peripatetic, anecdotal method…‟
Plutarch refers to the „official records‟ (aiJ ajnagrafaiv) in his Life of Aristides (5.7). It is likely
he made extensive use of this material when researching his Lives. Indeed, his research appears
to have been quite thorough. In Agesilaus (19.6) Plutarch refers to the Lacedaemonian records
(e;n tai:V Lakwnikai:V a;nagrafai:V). Cf. [Plut.] (Mor. 1116f) where the author refers to the
ancient records of the Lacedaemonians (e;n tai:V palaiotavtaiV a;nagrafai:V). For a concise
discussion on how Plutarch collected and used his source material (though in this case the
author is examining the composition of the Roman Lives) see chapter 1 of Pelling‟s, Plutarch
and History (and in particular pp. 19-29). For an excellent survey of Plutarch‟s sources and on
how they influenced his work see Scardigli‟s introduction in Essays on Plutarch’s Lives (pp. 227).
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For his Life of Phocion Plutarch chose to match Cato the Younger. It was an
interesting choice given the disparity in the length of the works: the Roman‟s
Life being almost twice the length of Phocion‟s.9 He obviously had access to a
great deal more primary evidence for his writing of the Roman biography. He
could thus draw from this research and, more significantly, his interpretation of
Cato‟s private and public life to flesh out his biography of Phocion.
Interestingly, this use of one Life to support and expand the other results in
Phocion adopting many of the nuances and characteristics that would better suit
his stoic counterpart. Of course, such an amalgam makes it difficult to discover
the real or historical Phocion. It is the focus of this chapter, therefore, to examine
carefully both Plutarch‟s Life of Phocion and his Cato Minor in an attempt to
tackle the distortions imbedded in his text because of his focus on extolling the
virtues of his subjects. Such a focus has undoubtedly impinged on the historicity
or validity of his account as a document for the history of the period and, as a
consequence, has obscured our understanding or appreciation of just who
Phocion was and what his role was in Athens after the Greeks lost the Lamian
War.
As already noted above, despite what must have been a huge disparity in source
material available for the two Lives, Plutarch read enough to see a connection
between the two men. And on the surface the similarities are easily
recognizable. As will be seen below both men are represented as brave, stubborn
and politically astute. They also held strong ethical and moral beliefs that could
not be shaken by any amount of outside pressure. Neither man could be bribed
9

The Phocion has only thirty-eight chapters compared to the Cato‟s seventy-three. The disparity
in the length of the two Lives is curious given that Phocion lived into his eighties (Plut. Phoc.
24.3) whereas Cato was forty-eight when he died (Plut. Cat. Mi. 73.1). It is telling that there is
no synkrisis following the Lives. There is no way of knowing, however, whether the omission
was intentional or if the comparison is simply lost. There are only three other Lives that have no
synkrisis: the Themistocles-Camillus, the Pyrrhus-Marius, and the Alexander-Caesar.
Wardman quite rightly points out that the lack of comparison can not be explained away by
simply stating that it is too difficult to apply the comparative method in these cases. Plutarch’s
Lives, pp. 236-7. Ultimately, little can be discerned from the lack of a final synkrisis because
there is no sure way of ascertaining the reason for its absence.
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nor could he be swayed by fear of public disapproval. They were possessed of
severe countenances and were rarely seen to laugh or even smile. Both Phocion
and Cato were excellent orators and natural leaders and each one fought valiantly
against the slings and arrows of outrageous fortune. And, ultimately, both men
died for their actions and beliefs. Such are some of the glaring similarities that
are to be found in Plutarch‟s account.
What is interesting, however, are the quite noticeable differences between the
pair. One striking difference is the circumstances in which the two men found
themselves and the steps they took to deal with them.10 Both lived their lives at a
time when great change was taking place in their homeland. Phocion, according
to Plutarch‟s account, chose to accept the new state of affairs and endeavoured to
bring the people round to his way of thinking. Cato stood up against those who
would overthrow the Republic and take supreme authority for themselves.
Indeed, there are other glaring differences strewn throughout the Lives. These
are discussed below.
Unlike the Life of Phocion, the Cato has a wealth of detail that spans Cato‟s very
early childhood to his suicide. However, while this disparity in content might
seem unusual it should be noted that both Lives are very tightly knitted together.
Indeed, Cato is mentioned more than once in Phocion‟s Life (3.1-4; 4.1) and,
although the Athenian is not referred to directly in the Cato, Plutarch continually
ties the two works by making indirect references to one Life in that of the other.
This will be examined in greater detail below. Initially, however, an examination
of Phocion‟s Life is in order. Plutarch‟s choice of subject, given the limited
information at his disposal, is interesting. The Athenian general‟s fame and
10

A point Gomme noticed. He writes that „…Plutarch does not see the differences in the political
conditions…‟ A Historical Commentary on Thucydides, v. 1, p. 73, n. 1. This is perhaps a little
unfair, however. Plutarch does note (Phoc. 3.3) that, unlike Phocion, Cato‟s deeds were
performed at a time when his city had not yet fallen. Therefore, he does recognize the fact that
the two men were dealing with starkly different political conditions. Plutarch‟s comment here is
also interesting in that it reinforces the point that Phocion only really came to power after the
Lamian War (i.e. after the Athenians had been made prostrate).
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reputation must have lost much of its lustre by the time Plutarch decided to
redeem him. Clearly, however, Plutarch saw something in the scant source
material that compelled him to attempt a resurrection of the reputation and
stature of his fallen hero. Of course, once again, the very nature of such a task
renders the historicity of his work suspect. A closer look at the Life, therefore,
will afford a greater chance of finding the „real‟ Phocion and will also lead to a
better appreciation of why Plutarch chose to connect this Life with that of Cato
Minor.
Now Plutarch‟s lack of any real historical material can be seen by the fact that no
reference is made to Phocion‟s early childhood or adolescence.11 What detail is
given of his subject‟s life is taken from manhood. This contrasts with Cato‟s Life
for which Plutarch must have had a plethora of source material. Further, until the
sixth chapter when Phocion‟s Life begins proper the text refers predominantly to
others. To be sure all of these men are compared with him. However they
dominate the early chapters in such a way that would seem to indicate that
Plutarch was using them to strengthen what would otherwise have been a weak
introduction.12 And the fact that the first five chapters are used to compare
Phocion with other better-known public figures is important. There is no
synkrisis at the end of the Lives. And while there is no way of knowing why the
11

Plutarch (Phoc. 4.1) does note that Idomeneus had stated that Phocion was the son of a pestle
maker (doidukopoiou: patrovV), though this may have its origin in comedy. Aristophanes
(Knights 973-984) refers to a pestle (doi:dux) in relation to Cleon. Plutarch also makes a
reference to Phocion‟s education (Phoc. 4.1-2) but that is the extent of his examination of his
subject‟s youth. For a discussion of childhood in Greek biography see Christopher Pelling‟s
Plutarch and History, pp. 301-321.

12

The Life starts with reference to Demades and his improper (according to Plutarch) claim to
have been leader in Athens when the city-state was shipwrecked (Phoc. 1.1). Reference is next
made to Cato the Younger who was, as Phocion, a good man and devoted to the state (Phoc.
3.1-4), and whose lineage was, again, as Phocion‟s, not ignoble (Phoc. 4.1). Plutarch writes of
Chares‟ mockery of Phocion‟s frowning brows (Phoc. 5.1-2) and compares the oratorical skills
of his subject and Demosthenes (Phoc. 5.2-4). Peppered throughout the first five chapters are
references to other notable or infamous characters such as: Sophocles (Phoc. 1.3), Cicero (Phoc.
3.1), Glaucippus, the son of Hypereides (Phoc. 4.1), Plato (Phoc. 4.1), Xenocrates (Phoc. 4.1),
Duris of Samos (Phoc. 4.2), Zeno (Phoc. 5.2) and Polyeuctus the Sphettian (Phoc. 5.2). All
these personages are used to reveal an aspect of Phocion‟s character, class status or political
acumen but they offer little in the way of biographical detail.
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comparison is omitted it is possible that Plutarch chose not to end this particular
piece of work by examining and weighing the good and bad points of his
subjects. Instead it is likely that he decided to work his comparison into the
beginning of the Phocion13 in order to flesh out his hero‟s Life. However, it
should be noted that Cimon‟s short Life is paralleled with the much longer
Lucullus and yet there is still a comparison made between the two Lives at the
end of the work. The brevity of one Life, therefore, did not automatically
necessitate the dropping of the Synkrisis.
Aside from the fact that Plutarch had limited information to work with there is
perhaps another reason why he takes so long to start his Life of Phocion. The
first five chapters are a validation of his decision to write it.14 The Athenian
general was an obscure and maligned figure in Plutarch‟s time (Nepos, Phoc.
2.1-5; Plut. Phoc. 1.2). His name certainly was not as illustrious as a
Themistocles or a Demosthenes or even a Demades. It was necessary, therefore,
to convince his readers that Phocion was an appropriate choice. Plutarch
acknowledges that Demades was held to be one of the pre-eminent figures in
Athens in the latter half of the fourth century. However, he believed that
Phocion deserved to be remembered for the role he played in Athens, especially
after the Lamian War. To this end Plutarch (Phoc. 1.1-2) rejects Demades‟ claim
to have ruled in Athens at a time when the state was shipwrecked concluding
that: „Demades, indeed, was himself but wreckage of the state…‟ Plutarch, in
effect, argues that if anyone deserved such an excuse it was Phocion. This is a
somewhat ironic claim given that it was the Athenian defeat in the naval battle

13

For a discussion of the Synkrisis and Prooimion in Plutarch‟s Lives see D. H. J. Larmour in
ANRW II 33.6, „Making Parallels‟, pp. 4154-4200. In particular note (p. 4157): „The concluding
synkrisis does not stand alone in its role in comparing the two characters under discussion; very
often, it is balanced or foreshadowed by a prooimion which, although not formerly introduced,
comes at or near the beginning of the pair. Moreover, it has been amply demonstrated that the
prooimia concentrate on the similarities between the two heroes while the synkriseis are more
concerned with the differences between them.‟ (Author‟s italics).

14

For further discussion on the introductory chapters of the Phocion see: Tritle, „Plutarch‟s „Life
of Phocion‟‟ in ANRW II 33.6, pp. 4266-4277.
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off Amorgos that, in all likelihood, played a pivotal part in the decision of the
Athenians to end the Lamian War. And it should not be forgotten that, according
to Thucydides, it was the strength of the Hellenic navies that laid the foundation
for empire (Thuc. 1.15.1). This is a significant point. In essence, Plutarch is
highlighting that Athenian hegemony came and went with its fleet.15 Phocion
was not responsible for the city‟s downfall. He simply gathered together the
flotsam and jetsam and tried to make the best of a bad situation.16 To reinforce
his point Plutarch writes of Cato‟s efforts to save the Republic. It is interesting to
note that here too he makes use of nautical metaphor in order to describe Cato
Minor‟s struggle against Fortune (Phoc. 3.3). It was Phocion‟s fate to rule when
the ship of state was already sunk. Cato‟s lot was to try and steer the Republic
safely through the tempest wrought by Caesar and Pompey.17 His thankless and,
ultimately, futile task has an almost mythical appearance.18 It should be stressed,
15

It is worthwhile noting Will‟s comments here. He writes: „Athènes avait fait un dernier et
considérable effort naval – mais sa flotte fut défaite devant Amorgos. Par les effectifs mis en
ligne de part et d‟autre, la bataille d‟Amorgos ne semble comparable qu‟à celle de Salamine
avait fondé la puissance navale d‟Athènes; celle-ci somber à jamais dans les eaux d‟Amorgos, si
bien que l‟histoire classique d‟Athènes est comme encadrée par ces deux combats livrés pour la
liberté des Grecs, avec des succès combine contraires…‟ Histoire politique du Monde
Hellénistique, vol 1, pp. 30-31.
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The irony is further highlighted when it is remembered that Phocion‟s reputation as a military
commander grew after he took part in the victorious naval battle off the island of Naxos (Plut.
Phoc. 6.2-3). And it should also not be forgotten that this victory occurred during the
celebration of the Great Mysteries. This was the first sea fight that the Athenians had won by
themselves since the Peloponnesian War. Thus Phocion‟s military reputation grew along with
the city‟s good fortunes. It is interesting to note, however, that he only became pre-eminent at
home after the Athenians‟ were finally subjugated by Antipater. Contrast the fate of the Spartan
king Agesilaus. He came to power when the city was at its most powerful and for over thirty
years enjoyed great power and influence in Greece (Plut. Ages. 40.2). At the time of his death,
however, he was king of a defeated and humiliated people. Thus Agesilaus‟ reputation was
forever tarnished because he left Sparta in a worse state than when he had found it.
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Interestingly, the ship of state as metaphor is also used by Socrates in Plato‟s Republic (488a489c). Here Socrates notes that as long as men fight among themselves about who should take
control of the rudder and as long as the ship is led by those men who do not know how to
perform the task properly (and believe that the art of navigation can not be taught or learned),
the man to whom the task should rightfully fall (the pilot) will be looked upon with derision.
Similarly, as long as a state is governed by the masses the true philosopher; the best leader, will
not be called upon to rule. This connection with Socrates is very important and is discussed
further below.

18

The reader is reminded of Jason or Odysseus‟ passage through Charybdis and Scylla. They,
however, had the benefit of divine intervention (Apollod. 1.9.25, Apol. 4.920-933, Od. 12.59126, 217-261). Cato fought alone against insurmountable odds. It is important to note that this
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however, that Plutarch portrays the effort as being, ultimately, hopeless. Cato
fought hard and made a good fist of it but he was up against unassailable forces.
And here is, perhaps, a key difference between the two subjects. One tried to
defend the indefensible whereas the other ultimately came to accept the futility of
the fight and directed his energies, instead, to saving the people and their
homeland from ruin. And herein lies the rub; because Phocion did save the
people (at least those who chose not to leave their homeland), Attica survived the
Lamian War relatively unscathed and yet it was at the expense of the city-state‟s
freedom and autonomy and of his own reputation. For Plutarch then it is only the
vicissitudes of Fortune that denied Phocion his proper place in Athenian
history.19
The first chapter, therefore, is an effort to set the record straight. Demades
appears to have earned what Plutarch felt to be an undeserved reputation by the
time he came to write his Life of Phocion. It was a situation the Boeotian was
keen to reverse. It is telling that the first issue he wished to raise was that
Phocion‟s administration (th;n FwkivwnoV politeivan) was in power at a difficult
time in Athenian history (Phoc. 1.1). Demades, Plutarch writes, excused his
willingness to act contrary to the dignity and character of the city by stating that
he commanded a shipwrecked state (Phoc. 1.1). Plutarch disagrees with this
statement. Instead he offers Phocion as being the one justified to proffer such an
excuse. It was he who really ruled in Athens. Demades‟ excuse becomes
Phocion‟s.20 It is implied, therefore, that the general acted in a similar vein to his

is not the only reminder of the ancient heroes. Phocion (Phoc. 17.1), in admonishing
Demosthenes for speaking up against Alexander, quotes from The Odyssey (9.494): „Scevtlie,
tivpt= ejqevleiV ejreqizevmen a[grion a[ndra ‟.
19

Phoc. 1. The fate of Phocion‟s reputation, before Plutarch‟s attempt to restore it, is not
surprising. His actions after the Lamian War were viewed, essentially, as criminal. In light of
this it is, perhaps, pertinent to recall Diodorus‟ words at the beginning of book 14: „Let no man,
therefore, who has gained some kind of pre-eminence, cherish the hope that, if he commits great
crimes, he will for all time escape notice and go uncensored.‟

20

Plutarch‟s reference to a shipwreck is interesting. Ta; nauavgia is used only three other times
by Plutarch (Them. 8.3, Demetr. 11.1 and [Plut.] Mor. 803a). The last reference repeats the
comment made by Demades at Phocion 1.1. In the Life of Demetrius Plutarch records the deceit
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political rival but that his reasons for doing so were legitimised by the state of
affairs at the time. Demades acted out of greed and self-aggrandisement whereas
Phocion acted out of necessity.
Having disabused his readers of any misunderstanding concerning Phocion‟s real
position in Athens, Plutarch goes on to explain the difficulties facing any
statesman in calamitous times (2.1). He argues that, contrary to popular opinion,
hard times make people bitter and irritable and difficult to lead. Plutarch notes
that it takes a man possessed of certain rare qualities who can rule without
provoking the masses:
But that wise guidance and government of men
which yields to them in return for their obedience
and grants them what will please them, and then
demands from them in payment what will advantage
the state… conduces to safety, although it is
laborious and difficult and must have that mixture
of austerity and reasonableness which is so hard to
attain.21

After noting the dangers faced by leaders who rule in difficult times and
establishing the qualities needed to succeed in such circumstances Plutarch
proceeds to a discussion on Cato the Younger (Phoc. 3).22 The reasons for this
are clear. Plutarch is still justifying to his readers the reason for his choosing to
write about Phocion. The Athenian general may have been viewed as little more
than an historical footnote in Plutarch‟s time. It would have been a hard sell to

of Stratocles after the battle off Amorgos. It is tempting to argue that, while in the Phocion
Plutarch states that his hero came to power after the ship of state was shipwrecked, he records in
the Demetrius the actual date he took control of the city-state‟s affairs. He, in effect, took
power when the wrecks from the sea battle were brought home to Athens.
21

Plut. Phoc. 2.4-5.

22

Tritle argues that this chapter serves, in part, as an informal sunkrisis of Phocion and Cato.
‘Plutarch’s ‘Life of Phocion’‟, in ANRW II 33.6, p. 4267.
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convince anyone of the excellent attributes Phocion possessed unless he could
attach his name to a man whose reputation for integrity and courage was beyond
dispute. Cato‟s virtues were well known as was, no doubt, his struggle to
preserve the Republic against the political machinations of such men as Caesar
and Pompey. By connecting Cato‟s name with that of Phocion, therefore,
Plutarch illustrates the magnitude of the Athenian‟s personality and character.
He concludes by stating that the virtues of these men were, essentially the same
in that „…they were an equal blend… of severity and kindness, of caution and
bravery, of solicitude for others and fearlessness for themselves, of the careful
avoidance of baseness and, in like degree, the eager pursuit of justice‟ (Phoc.
3.5).
The validation or justification of his choice continues by explaining that
Phocion‟s lineage, as Cato‟s, was illustrious (Phoc. 4.1). The prevailing opinion
at the time Plutarch wrote must have been that the Athenian general was of an
ignoble background. Certainly his outward appearance and lifestyle would
appear to reveal a man of limited means. Indeed, it appears to have been the
image that Phocion himself was keen to project (Phoc. 18.2-5). Plutarch,
however, goes to some length to ensure that his readers understand that the then
historical tradition of Phocion‟s poverty was incorrect.23 It is important to note
that the apocryphal account of the Athenian‟s pecuniary troubles may have come
from the man himself. Phocion was eager to stress his lack of wealth compared
to others.24 Plutarch does not emphasise this point and yet it is clear in the text
23

Phoc. 4.1-2. Plutarch does appear to accept Phocion‟s poverty at a later point, however. He
writes at chapter 30.2: „And verily Phocion displayed as a virtue the poverty in which, though
he had been so many times a general of Athens and had enjoyed the friendship of kings, he had
come to his old age…‟ But Plutarch‟s examination of such issues should not be dismissed out
of hand. He highlighted in his Life of Aristides (ch. 1) how thoroughly he considered such
matters. Not only does Plutarch point out what his research has revealed but he carefully
analyses and interprets his sources before drawing his own, quite reasonable, conclusions.

24

Fear of being exposed to the envy of the general populace is likely to have been one reason why
Phocion chose to live a frugal life. Wardman quite rightly points out that almost every hero in
Plutarch‟s Lives at some point has to deal with the envy of others whether they be individuals or
groups. Plutarch’s Lives, p. 70. As Wardman notes (p. 76): „To give proof that one is an
ordinary citizen helps the „politicus‟ to allay envy and so can lead to a restoration of good will.‟
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that Phocion endeavoured to make himself appear as an ordinary citizen, neither
as poor as the beggar he is reported to have pointed out to Alexander‟s envoys
(Phoc. 18.2-3) nor as rich as the man to whom he claims to owe money (Phoc.
9.1, [Plut.] Mor. 188a). Such an effort may attest Phocion‟s fear of irritating the
Athenian people too much. He was a very public figure which could be a
dangerous thing in Athenian life. It was perhaps better, therefore, to limit the
number of possible excuses an Athenian citizen might make for hating him.25
And Phocion had many other attributes that the Athenians would likely view
with distaste. Further, these were characteristics that might serve to undermine
his, and for that matter Cato‟s, name over time. Plutarch‟s next step, therefore,
was to list those aspects of both men‟s personalities that might be viewed in a
poor light. Phocion, writes Plutarch, „…cultivated the noblest behaviour from
the very beginning‟ (Phoc. 4.1-2). Such behaviour is then illustrated in greater
detail. He was rarely seen to laugh or cry (4.2) and, while by nature, gentle and
kind, his countenance was forbidding and sullen (5.1). He rarely wore shoes or
outer garments (4.2). His manner of speech was severe and unpleasant (5.2).26
Wardman (p. 82), however, believes that Phocion was indeed a poor man. Note also
Burckhardt‟s comments: „The real dangers surrounding the citizen who made himself in any
way conspicuous were so great that mere social sensitivity must have retreated into
insignificance. A permanent terrorism was exercised by the combination of the sycophants, the
orators and the constant threat of public prosecution, especially for peculation and
incompetence, as well as the ever-present risk of being accused of ajsevbeia (impiety).‟
(Author‟s parenthesis). The Greeks and Greek Civilization, p. 73. Interestingly, Cato Minor
was clearly a very wealthy man, but he too, according to Plutarch, lived the simple life (Cat. Mi.
3.6 – 4.1). He, however, appears to have been motivated more by philosophical concerns than
pragmatic considerations.
25

Aristides‟ ostracism might serve as a perfect example of the dangers inherent in being too much
in the public eye. There is an incident recorded of a man who voted for Aristides simply
because he was tired of hearing the man being everywhere called „The Just‟ (Plut. Arist. 7.6).
More significantly, the reasons why the Athenians came to view Nicias with ill favour should
not be ignored. They were jealous of his wealth, irritated by his way of life and annoyed by the
fact that he often opposed their wishes (Plut. Nic. 11.1-3). Finally, according to Plutarch,
Pericles was initially reluctant to take part in the political affairs of the city for fear that he might
become too prominent and thereby run the risk of being ostracized (Per. 7.1,). See also p. 28, n.
36 below.
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These are all character traits and peculiarities that can be found in the Cato Minor. For example:
Cato was difficult to make laugh (1.2), went about shoeless or without a tunic (6.3, 44.1, 50.23), and spoke straightforwardly (5.2).
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All of these traits, while displaying a noble and austere nature, also reveal a man
who lacked the common touch. Phocion appears an intimidating figure standing
aloof and apart from the ordinary citizen. Plutarch may have felt the need to
counter this view which in time perhaps came to be the common perception of
the man.27 Perhaps, too, he hoped that by salvaging Phocion‟s name and
reputation he might save Cato from suffering a similar fate. It is, in essence, a
rescue mission. It is an attempt to redeem the name of one man while at the
same time securing for posterity that of the other. And above all Plutarch‟s
objective is to highlight the virtue of both men who, ultimately, laid down their
lives for what they believed in.28
As already noted, the actual life of Phocion does not start until the sixth chapter
of the Life when he is already a young soldier in Chabrias‟ army. And although
Plutarch has previously noted that Phocion, as a youth, was a student of Plato,29
there is no other reference to his life before his connection with Chabrias.
However, while the sixth chapter examines Phocion‟s first forays into military
life, it also continues Plutarch‟s discussion on character. The virtues of the
Athenian are here shown to have been part of his makeup even as a young man
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As Tritle notes: „Plutarch‟s primary concern is with the diminution of aretē that ostensibly
resulted from fortune‟s victory. He is anxious to demonstrate that despite his defeat Phocion‟s
aretē is not diminished.‟ (Author‟s italics). „Plutarch‟s „Life of Phocion‟‟, in ANRW II 33.6, p.
4266.
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While it is true Phocion did not voluntarily kill himself, his actions, as portrayed by Plutarch,
throughout his life, were such that they continually put him at odds with the majority of the
Athenian people. Phocion must have known that taking such a blatantly contrary stance might
ultimately prove his undoing. Indeed, Phocion was warned, either by Demosthenes (Phoc. 9.5)
or Demades ([Plut.] Mor. 811a), that this very behaviour might one day lead to his death. And,
as Nepos reveals, Phocion was not surprised when he was sentenced to death. In response to the
lamentations of a friend Phocion is reported to have said that his fate „…was not unexpected; for
nearly all the distinguished men of Athens have met this end.‟ (Nepos Phoc. 4.3-4).

29

There is no way of knowing the historicity of this statement. Given Plutarch‟s desire to connect
both Phocion and Cato to Socrates it is possible he has here allowed folklore or local legend to
stand as fact. Tritle argues that the credibility or no of the statement is irrelevant. He
concludes: „It provides Plutarch, however, with a means of demonstrating Phocion‟s inclination
to aretē as a boy, thereby determining his future conduct in life.‟ „Plutarch‟s „Life of Phocion‟‟
in ANRW II 33.6, p. 4268.
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where he is able both to spur the slow to act Chabrias into action and to rein in
his enthusiasm when finally motivated to act.
Fighting alongside Chabrias, Phocion played a pivotal role in the sea battle off
Naxos in 376 (Plut. Phoc. 6.2). This battle was won during the celebration of the
Great Mysteries and established Phocion‟s career as a soldier and commander.30
Further, it highlights that Phocion played a key role in the recovery of Athenian
pride and prestige after the Peloponnesian War. The general is also linked with
playing a part in the Second Athenian League by being sent on a mission to
collect suntaxeis from the islanders.31 This is an important connection to make.
Plutarch here establishes that Phocion‟s name was not only to be associated with
the collapse of Athenian hegemony. He had played his part in trying to restore
the Athenians to their former glory. Moreover, as Plutarch will later reveal, he
played a part in the attempt to stave off the threat posed by Philip II.
Having shown Phocion to be a strong military leader, Plutarch then establishes
his hero‟s credentials at home (Phoc. 7.3). He writes that Phocion saw that the
leading men in Athens had distributed among themselves the roles of orator and
general. In an attempt to emulate the heroes of the past, therefore, Phocion chose

30

The irony here has already been noted (p. 20, n. 16). Phocion‟s reputation was made after the
Battle of Naxos, and it was effectively destroyed when the garrison arrived in Athens after the
Lamian War. Both events took place during the celebration of the Mysteries and, as such, the
emotional and psychological impact, both for the positive and negative, was magnified due to
the events taking place in the city. It should also be stressed that once again there is reference to
the all-important Athenian fleet. It is due to the navy that the Athenians established their empire
and Phocion his reputation. And it was due to the inability of the fleet to defeat the
Macedonians at sea that resulted in the loss of the Lamian War; in the loss of freedom and
autonomy.
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Phocion here gives his famous line to Chabrias who offered him twenty ships to undertake the
task. He argues that „…if he was sent to wage war, he needed a larger force, but if to confer
with allies, one ship was enough‟ (Phoc. 7.1). This view of Phocion‟s role in the collection of
contributions is countered by Cargill who writes: „Plutarch increases the magnanimity of
Phokion toward the League allies by implying that Chabrias used harsher methods in collecting
syntaxeis, but Chabrias‟ cordial relations with the allies are documented in the fourth-century
sources.‟ The Second Athenian League, p. 171. As a side note, it is interesting to compare
Phocion‟s words with those of Tigranes, who, when looking at Lucullus‟ army, is reported to
have scoffed: „If they are come as ambassadors they are too many; if as soldiers too few‟ (Plut.
Luc. 27.4).
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once again to excel at both skills.32 The idea, of course, that Plutarch knew what
Phocion was thinking is ridiculous. This is obviously the author‟s interpretation
of events and it is debatable whether his observation of them is correct.33 It is
more likely that this is a further attempt by Plutarch to laud the foresight and
political acumen of his subject who not only militarily tried to restore Athenian
hegemony but tried to pattern his work ethic on the men who had helped
establish and make great the Athenian empire.34
In Cato Minor‟s day, however, when a leading man such as Julius Caesar could
be both general and orator, Cato chose, predominantly to work the bema alone.
Plutarch, however, does his best to offer a portrait of his subject as military
commander. He writes of the few instances where Cato assumed command of
either a naval or land force.35 And although he appears to have been a very good
32

It is questionable to what extent, if at all Phocion succeeded in this endeavour. While his
oratorical skills were quite good, Phocion rarely succeeded in convincing the people to accept
his point of view. Hansen argues that despite Phocion‟s „old style‟ statesmanship he only
attained the same level of political leadership as his predecessors in the few years that followed
the Lamian War. The Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes, pp. 269-70. He also
accepts (p. 306) as fact that, in Demosthenes‟ day all „Athenian statesmen… were orators, none
any longer generals…‟
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Tritle does not accept Plutarch‟s thesis here. He offers good arguments against accepting
Plutarch‟s statement that general and statesmen were not roles generally held by one person in
Phocion‟s day. See AHB 1.1 (1987): 6-9 and AHB 7.4 (1993): 125-29. Tritle‟s view, however,
is tempered by Hamel who argues that generals in the fourth century „constituted a smaller
percentage of Athens‟ politically active citizens than they had previously‟. She concludes:
„Insofar as non-generals influenced Athens‟ political decisions more often in the fourth century
than they had previously, military and political authority were indeed more separate in the
fourth century than the fifth, as the traditional view of Athenian leadership contends.‟ AHB 9.1
(1995): 31.

34

Ironically each of the men named - Solon, Aristides and Pericles - were blamed at some point
for having a corrupting or destructive influence on the Athenian way of life. Solon‟s laws had
paved the way for democracy (Aristotle Pol. 1274a). Aristides had opened up the
administration of the city to all classes (Plut. Phoc. 22.1) and Pericles had helped orchestrate the
Peloponnesian War (Plut. Nic. 9.7).

35

Cato served as military tribune in his late twenties (Cat. Mi. 9.1-5, 12.1-2). It is unclear if he
saw any fighting at this time or if he was an able commander of men, however, if Plutarch‟s
account is to be accepted, he displayed an innate ability to endear himself to rank and file.
Pompey trusted Cato‟s leadership skill so much that he considered offering to him the command
of his fleet (Cat. Mi. 54.3). In the end, however, Cato was given command of fifteen cohorts of
soldiers (55.1). After Pompey was defeated at Pharsalus, Cato sailed with his army for Africa
where he hoped to join up with the defeated general (Cat. Mi. 56.1). During this period Cato
showed excellent organisational skills and he appears to have been able to inspire loyalty in his
men but his abilities as a commander were never really tested on the field. In the end Cato,
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organiser of men and perhaps had the makings of a very good leader, his short
military career was overshadowed by his many years spent at the hustings
fighting the good fight on behalf of Rome and the Republic. Of course, Plutarch
was keen to document Cato‟s military service (Cat. Mi. 8-12.2) because it was
another point at which the two men‟s lives converged.
It is debatable if Plutarch‟s interpretation of his subject‟s thoughts is correct. He
could not have known that Phocion dreamt of being another Pericles. He simply
looked at his life and drew the assumption based on events. Phocion in the end
became like Pericles. He was both general and statesmen.36 Plutarch simply saw
the similarities in the lives of the two men and thus came to the conclusion that
this had been what Phocion had always intended. However, there is little
indication that he really did desire to be another Pericles.37 And there are
certainly other plausible interpretations of his behaviour that can be argued. One
point that should be considered is the possibility that perhaps Phocion had little
choice in the matter. It may be that he felt compelled to speak before the people
in order to maintain some hold over the Athenians during times of peace.38 He

adhering to the letter of the law, gave up his command in favour of the proconsul Scipio (Cat.
Mi. 57.3).
36

It is interesting to note once again (see p. 24, n. 25 above) that, according to Plutarch (Per. 7.1),
Pericles was initially reluctant to act as both statesman and general. His fear of ostracism, not to
mention his resemblance to his distant relative Peisistratus, kept him from holding both
positions at the same time. In this respect Pericles and Phocion were very much alike. Phocion
lived frugally in an attempt to hide his wealth and thus not give the people another reason to fear
or loathe him while Pericles, for a time, stayed away from the bema in order not to raise the ire
of the populace.
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It should be remembered that Phocion far surpassed Pericles in the number of years he served as
general. Plutarch writes that Phocion was general some forty-five times (Phoc. 8.1). Contrast
Pericles who is said to have held the office for fifteen consecutive years (Plut. Per. 16.2).
Though it is possible Pericles was strategos on other occasions there is no way that he could
have served as many times as Phocion. The latter lived into his eighties whereas Pericles was
probably in his mid sixties when he died.

38

Phocion was all too aware that, in times of peace, his power over the people was not as great as
during periods of turmoil. Note his response to the anonymous sycophant who is astonished
that Phocion should advocate peace when the Athenians have readied themselves for war
against Philip II. The general replies by confirming his position despite the fact that „…while
there is war you are under my orders, but when peace has been made I shall be under yours.‟
(Plut. Phoc. 16.2).
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was a competent general and could take command during a crisis. He needed,
however, to maintain power in peacetime. This must have become clearer to him
as he saw the military options for the Athenians diminish. As Philip and then
Alexander took greater control of Greek affairs Phocion may have seen his own
role as leader threatened. If the demagogues continued to win public support for
war he would ultimately face defeat in the field. And with each defeat his power
and authority in Athens would diminish. Speakers such as Demosthenes might
lose some of their lustre occasionally but again and again they were able, with
fine words, to recover their stature and influence. The generals were not so
lucky. Their options were limited. If they could not guarantee success then other
leaders would be found. It is possible, therefore, that Phocion sought to
safeguard his position at home by stamping his authority not only in the military
arena but in domestic affairs.
Phocion, however, became, in the end, a reluctant soldier. According to Plutarch
(Phoc. 8.1), he always followed a policy in favour of peace and quiet. Of course,
the veracity of this statement is suspect. Phocion could, on occasion, act very
aggressively. His quick action in coming to the assistance of the people of
Megara (Plut. Phoc. 15.1-2) is probably just one such incident in a long military
life.39 Further, Phocion‟s deeds after saving Byzantium (Plut. Phoc. 14.4-5)
reveal that he was willing to take up the war to Philip. It is likely, however, that
Phocion did ultimately come to the conclusion that war with the Macedonians
was a futile endeavour and tried to bring the Athenians around to his own way of
thinking. This was a stand contrary, it would seem, to the general wishes of the
Athenian people who yearned to reclaim Athenian hegemony in Greece.40 This,
39

This affair has been dated, by Griffith, to the „third quarter of the year 343‟. A History of
Macedonia II: 497.

40

Contra Harding who argues that „…the Athenians‟ approach to foreign affairs in the fourth
century was defensive in character.‟ He adds that the Athenians in an „…effort to restore
themselves to a position of power in international affairs adopted a cleverly calculating balanceof-power policy…‟ and that this was also their „…preferred method of dealing with the Greek
states on the mainland.‟ Klio 77 (1995): 108-109. It is hard to believe, however, that the
Athenians lost their desire to reclaim a measure of their former glory. It is certainly difficult to
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inevitably, led to confrontation. Phocion was well known for always taking a
stance contrary to the wishes of the people (Phoc. 8.2-3), and this must have
been one of the key areas of contention between them and him. It is curious,
however, that the Athenians continued to elect him general. Clearly he was
recognised as being an exceptional leader.41 Further, despite his increasing
opposition to war, Phocion would accept the will of the majority once a decision
had been made. And when he fought, if Plutarch‟s account is to be accepted, he
won.42 But Phocion‟s opinion of the Athenian army diminished over time and he
came to have little faith in his fellow officers (Phoc. 23.2). His experiences on
campaign had shown him that the Athenians were reluctant to accept orders and
were not very well disciplined. This was not a force capable of fighting a
prolonged war. He thus advocated making peace with Philip II after the
Macedonian king made overtures to the people.43
Phocion‟s advice, as was often the case according to Plutarch, was not heeded
and the subsequent defeat of Greek forces at the Battle of Chaeronea gave Philip
and the Macedonians hegemony in Greece. Phocion appears to have played no
role in the fighting at Chaeronea (Plut. Phoc. 16.1). He had been away when the
decision was made to go to war, though this did not prevent him, upon his return,
from trying to dissuade the Athenians from going ahead with their plans (Plut.
Phoc. 16.1-2). After the battle it is unclear if he was part of the embassy that met
view the Lamian War as a defensive action. It should not be forgotten that the Spartans had
certainly found it difficult to relinquish what they felt to be their rightful position as leaders of
the Greeks. (Arr. 1.1.2 and [Plut] Mor. 240a-b).
41

Cf. Plut. Phoc. 8.2 where it is written: „when they (the people) wanted a commander they were
always sober and serious, and called upon the severest and most sensible citizen…‟
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Phocion, as already discussed, played a key role at the Battle of Naxos (Phoc. 6.2). He defeated
Philip II in Byzantium and even attacked Macedonian territory (Phoc. 14.2-5). He led a
successful expedition to Megara uniting the city to the sea (Phoc. 15). He was victorious in
Euboea (Phoc. 12-13) and destroyed Micion‟s invasion force at Rhamnus (Phoc. 25.1-3). Of
course these were all military victories. Interestingly, Cato states that, at the end of his life, he
had never been defeated. He, however, is talking more of a moral and ethical victory. He won
the battle, in his own mind at any rate, of the virtuous (Plut. Cat. Mi. 64.5).

43

(Phoc. 16.1-2). Perhaps Phocion felt as Nicias, who, after many victories, advocated the
Athenians make peace. According to Thucydides one motive for preferring this peace was that
Nicias wanted to end his career on a winning note (Thuc. 5.16.1).
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with Philip. However, Plutarch does write that Phocion thought well of the
king‟s kindly overtures.44 But Plutarch also reports that Phocion was wary of the
Athenians agreeing too readily to join with the Greeks in the Common Peace and
in the congress (Phoc. 16.4-5). Of course Phocion‟s concerns were ignored and
the people soon found themselves unhappily bound to Philip.
This tendency of the people to ignore the cautionary advice of Phocion is a
recurring theme in the Phocion. It is also a common theme in Plutarch‟s Cato.45
In this manner both Phocion and Cato are the same. Both are the Cassandras of
their day, correctly predicting the future but being fated not to be heard or
believed. They were the predictors and bearers of bad news. Indeed, the words
of Cato, to the masses, when it was discovered that Caesar was marching his
army against Rome, are very similar to those of Phocion after the Lamian War.
Cato responded by saying: „Nay, men, if any of you had heeded what I was ever
foretelling and advising, ye would now neither be fearing a single man nor
putting your hopes in a single man‟ (Plut. Cat. Mi. 52.2). This response is
similar to that given by Phocion after the Battle of Crannon. Following their
defeat the people turned to the elder statesman for advice and he replied, none
too helpfully: „But if I had been trusted… when I gave you counsel, we should
not now be deliberating on such matters‟ (Plut. Phoc. 26.3). And it is possible a
similar statement was made to the Athenians after Antipater demanded the fate of
their city be put into his hands. This is a telling insight into the personalities of
both men as portrayed by Plutarch. Each man responds to the pleas of the
massed citizens by admonishing them for failing to listen to them. Rather than
offer comforting words in each situation both men, in essence, gloat. Such
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Phoc. 16.4. Unfortunately Plutarch offers nothing other than this vague comment concerning
Philip‟s politeivan kai; filanqrwpivan. Diodorus (16.87.3) is only marginally more
informative, writing that Philip released all of the Athenian prisoners of war without ransom and
concluded a treaty of friendship and alliance with the Athenians. It is likely that Phocion, along
with most of the populace, was happy to accept anything that ensured the safety of the city and
the survival of its people.

45

For other examples see Phoc. 9.4-6, 16.5-17.3 and 22.4 and Cat. Mi. 33.3, 52.2, 58.4 and 58.7.
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irksome responses go part way to explaining why both Cato and Phocion failed
to win the hearts and minds of the general populace. As J. T. Roberts notes: „The
notion of a dichotomy between the wise Phocion and the foolish Athenians was
evidently as precious to Phocion as it was to Plutarch. The biography is filled to
the brim with Phocion‟s crabby reminders of his own worth.‟46 This irritating
attitude would one day prove fateful. Both men were continually in the faces of
the citizens; preaching, ordering, and admonishing. Such behaviour, ultimately,
can only create anger, frustration and resentment.
Again, when Alexander came to power, and Demosthenes agitated for war,
Phocion admonished the orator and the people for risking the safety of the city.47
Further, when the war was lost, he advised the people to accept Alexander‟s
demand for Demosthenes, Lycurgus and others (Phoc. 9.6 and 17.1-3). And this
incident illustrates another interesting aspect of Plutarch‟s Phocion. The Life
lacks substance for much of the first half of the text. Plutarch offers
dateless/timeless anecdotes and nameless battles.48 It is possible he is being
46

Athens on Trial: The Antidemocratic Tradition in Western Thought, p.116.

47

Plut. Phoc. 22.3-4, [Plut.] Mor. 188d and 459e-f. Interestingly, the Life of Demosthenes
contains a number of comparisons between the three pivotal leaders of the latter half of the
fourth century: Demosthenes, Demades and Phocion. And in each case Demosthenes falls short
of his contemporaries. Demades is considered to have been the better speaker while Phocion
the more influential (Demos. 10). Further, Demosthenes‟ lack of courage and willingness to be
corrupted diminished his later reputation and meant that he could not be numbered amongst the
great Athenians: Cimon, Thucydides and Pericles (Demos. 13.4). Whereas Phocion‟s bravery
and integrity was considered to far outweigh his faults and raise his standing to such a point that
he might be favourably compared with Ephialtes, Aristides and Cimon (Demos. 14.1-2). It
should be pointed out, however, that there are inconsistencies in Plutarch‟s portrayal of
Demosthenes. For one thing the orator is later noted (Demos. 14.2-3) as surpassing all other
orators in his day (except for Phocion). Further, in some instances Demosthenes‟ behaviour
appears to be very similar to that of Phocion. For example, many times he stubbornly refused to
do as the people want and even admonished the Athenians with words that might be expected to
come from the elder statesman rather than from the younger rhetor (Demos. 14.3).
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Note Gomme‟s comments: „…contrast the Phokion, so readable and of such doubtful value to
the historian. Phokion‟s character was a simple one, as Plutarch saw it (and he is our principal
authority), and by an admirable series of anecdotes- most of them „timeless‟: there is but little
narrative in the Life and only the broadest distinction of stages, till we approach the end- he is
described as blunt, honest and conservative, a soldier, in all ways the direct contrary to the
politicians and opposed to them; therefore, Plutarch implies rather than states, his policy too
was honest and right, theirs wrong, in external as well as internal affairs, and so the opposition
to Macedon mistaken.‟ (Author‟s parenthesis and italics). A Historical Commentary on
Thucydides, v. 1, p. 72.

32

intentionally vague because he has so little with which to work. Hence the
Boeotian episode (Phoc. 9.4) may be that referred to in more detail later on in the
Life (Phoc. 24.2-3). And the war lost at Phocion 9.3 may refer to the Lamian
War. It is possible Plutarch wrote of the same events twice or more in order to
flesh out his work.49 One definite example of this is at Phocion 9.6 when
Plutarch writes of Lycurgus reproaching Phocion for counselling for the
surrender of ten Athenian citizens to Alexander. This is a clear reference to the
events that took place after the destruction of Thebes, though Plutarch does not
state this explicitly. It is only later in the Life (17.2) when these events are given
a temporal location.50
After the destruction of Thebes the Athenians sent envoys with a decree, which
they had passed. This decree Alexander cast away before storming out of the
room. The second decree, however, this time delivered with Phocion as part of
the Athenian embassy, Alexander was happy to accept (Phoc. 17.4). And so
begins, according to Plutarch‟s account, the close relationship between
Alexander and the Athenian general. Proof of such a bond is given by recalling
the words of Duris of Samos who wrote that Alexander, after defeating Darius,
would only address Antipater and Phocion with the word „chairein‟ (Plut. Phoc.
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Interestingly a more linear timeline can be found in [Plutarch‟s] Moralia 188b-189b. Here are
recorded (in the same order as given by Plutarch): Phocion‟s successful mission to Byzantium;
Phocion‟s refusal of Alexander‟s gift of one hundred talents; Alexander‟s demand for triremes;
the death of Alexander the Great; the beginning of the Lamian War; Micion‟s invasion of
Attica; loss of the Lamian War; the death of Antipater and finally the trial and execution of
Phocion.
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Alexander‟s demand is also noted in Plutarch‟s Life of Demosthenes (23.3) and Arrian (1.10.46). It is not certain how many Athenians the king actually requested. And the confusion
appears to have been exacerbated by the possibility that the ancient literary sources mixed up
the requests made by Alexander and Antipater. Plutarch writes (Demos. 23.3) that Idomeneus
and Duris noted a demand for ten of the city‟s popular leaders but that the more respected
writers only listed eight. These were: Demosthenes, Polyeuctus, Ephialtes, Lycurgus,
Moerocles, Demon, Callisthenes and Charidemos. At Phocion 17.2, however, Plutarch includes
Hypereides among those Alexander demanded. Hypereides is also included in Arrian‟s list
(1.10.4), but he omits Demon and Callisthenes from the list of names and includes Diotimus and
Chares. Despite the confusion it is safe to assume that the king named approximately eight to
ten men. Other references to this affair can be found at Justin 11.4.9-12 and (perhaps) the Suda
(s.v. =AntivpatroV). For further discussion concerning this complicated and convoluted problem
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17.6). This introduction of the friendship between Alexander and Phocion
afforded Plutarch the opportunity to highlight the incorruptibility of his hero.
Plutarch (Phoc. 18) writes of the expensive gifts and money offered to Phocion
by the Macedonian king. These offers were, much to Alexander‟s chagrin,
rejected. Such behaviour revealed to the Greeks, so Plutarch believed, „…that
the man who did not want so great a sum was richer than the man who offered it‟
(Phoc. 18.3-4).
The refusal of gifts was another characteristic shared by Cato Minor. Plutarch
records a number of incidents where Cato refused to accept gifts.51 And in one
incident he declined the honours voted to him by the senate and instead requested
that they bestow freedom upon a certain Nicias (Cat. Mi. 39.3). This episode is
reminiscent of Phocion‟s request, after he had refused the money the king wished
to give him, that Alexander free Echecratides, Athenodorus, Demaratus and
Sparton who were all being held prisoner at Sardis (Phoc. 18.4-5). Both men are
portrayed as being impossible to win over through rewards, honours or gifts.52
They, therefore, cannot be corrupted or bought. This was a virtue, so Plutarch
would have us believe, that very few men possessed.
But Plutarch‟s praise of the virtue and honesty of his hero may hide a more
logical explanation for Phocion‟s actions. The Boeotian takes Phocion‟s words
see Bosworth, HCA i, p. 92-95. This issue is also addressed by Cooper in his article: „A Note
on Antipater‟s Demand of Hyperides and Demosthenes‟ in AHB 7.4 (1993): 130-135.
51

Cat. Mi. 11.3-4, 15.1-3 and 39.3-4.
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Phocion not only received offers of money from Alexander. Menyllus, the garrison commander,
also tried to tempt the Athenian with such a gift (Plut. Phoc. 30.1). What is interesting about
this offer, however, is Menyllus‟ attempt to persuade Phocion to take the money for the sake of
his son Phocus. Given that the general was now in or near his eighties it would be intriguing to
know just how old his son was when Menyllus made his offer. It is certain that the boy had at
least reached his 18th birthday because Plutarch writes of his competing in the Panathenaic
Games (Phoc. 20.1). Unfortunately, there is no way of knowing how old Phocion was at that
time. It does appear, however, that Phocus was a young man at the time Menyllus made his
offer because Phocion talks of him as though he were still an irresponsible youth. Perhaps he
was in his early twenties. He was certainly old enough to be lobbied and was likely preyed
upon by many men hoping to gain access to, or some measure of influence with, his father.
And it would appear, if Plutarch‟s account is to be trusted, that Phocus was all too happy to be
used in this way as long as there was plenty of wine, women and song.
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and deeds, which serve a practical purpose, and uses them to support his thesis
for the high moral and ethical standards of his subject. Phocion, however, gives
the real reason for his decision when, in one instance, he notes that acceptance of
a particular gift of money would result in both himself and the king being treated
slanderously by the people (Phoc. 18.3). There is no high moral reasoning here,
just common sense. The Athenians would look unfavourably on Alexander for
offering, and Phocion for accepting, such a gift: especially as he had spent all his
life laying claim to the high moral ground. Further, the acceptance of gifts would
have opened Phocion up to charges of bribery, a charge that, even if not true,
could prove career ending.53 Similar, logical explanations can be found for many
of Phocion‟s actions. His decision, for example, to visit the sycophant
Aristogeiton (Phoc. 10.5). This man was under condemnation by the people and
had sent for Phocion that he might come to him in prison. Much to the
consternation of his friends, Phocion agreed to the meeting. This, for Plutarch, is
another illustration of the humane character of his subject.54 And yet Phocion‟s
reasons for accepting the invitation are anything other than philanthropic. When
his friends seek to prevent him from going he asks that they let him go, adding
quite flippantly: „…for where would one more enjoy meeting with Aristogeiton.‟
Such an unpleasant remark might just as well be used to highlight a rather nasty
character trait than a virtuous or humane one.55
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Note the allegations made against Aeschines after he is thought to have accepted a gift of land
from Philip. Fisher notes: „It was alleged … that Aeschines had received a grant of land at
Pydna… It was further alleged the this estate brought Aeschines an income of 3000 drachmas a
year…‟ Aeschines – Against Timarchos, pp. 4-5. Whether the allegations were correct or not
the possibility that Aeschines had accepted such a gift made him susceptible to prosecution.
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Plutarch‟s is an unusual interpretation. Phocion makes it clear that he had nothing to lose from
the act. Perhaps he felt he had something to gain. He may have hoped the Athenian people
would, as Plutarch, view his decision to visit Aristogeiton in a positive light. If this is correct
then Phocion is motivated by nothing more than practical considerations.
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Other points worth noting are: Phocion‟s practical advice for his son just prior to his taking the
hemlock ([Plut.] Mor. 189a-b) and his treatment of his son-in-law Charicles (Phoc. 22.3). There
is a practical reason that can be given for such actions. These are not so much the words or
deeds of a good man but of a good statesman who had an excellent understanding of the fickle
attitude of the people.
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Another point worth raising is the element of farce that recurs throughout both
Lives. As noted above, when Alexander received the first decree of the people he
threw it away and fled with averted face from the envoys.56 This is a laughable
scene.57 But it sets the stage for the meeting that takes place with Alexander and
Phocion. The young, sometimes childish, king meets the old and wise elder
statesmen and general. Alexander has been set up to appear small against the
dominant figure of the venerable Athenian general. There are other such
humorous episodes peppered throughout both Lives. This is ironic given that
both men set great store on living a dignified and virtually humourless life. They
are often placed in situations, which, were it not for the seriousness of the events
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Plut. Phoc. 17.4. Plutarch‟s account is somewhat confusing. He has attempted to encapsulate in
a couple of lines some very complex diplomatic negotiations. Indeed, from his account it is
difficult to tell (Contra Bosworth, HCA i. 92) if two separate embassies were sent to meet with
Alexander or just the one in which two different decrees were handed to the king. Diodorus
(17.15) also furnishes a befuddled version of events that implies that only one embassy was sent
(17.15.4-5). However, it is clear from Arrian‟s account (1.10.3) that two embassies were sent
and it is even possible to read three embassies in Justin (11.3.5; 11.4.10-11). According to
Justin (11.4.9-10) Alexander became angry when he learned that the Athenians had disobeyed
his orders and opened their gates to the Thebans. Their defiance, however, does not appear to
have been motivated by any wish to offend Alexander. The people of Athens were so upset by
the treatment of the Thebans that they felt compelled to offer aid to the survivors. Of course,
Diodorus (17.15.4-5) records that the Athenians sought Alexander‟s permission to provide a
refuge for the fugitives. However, it is not certain whether the request was made before or after
they had in fact taken in the poor wretches. If Justin‟s account is accepted, then the king‟s anger
had not abated by the time the Athenians sent their second embassy begging him not to take
military action. It may be to this embassy that Plutarch notes Alexander‟s dramatic response
(cf. Bosworth, HCA i. 92-93). Certainly it is after this episode that Plutarch records what must
be another, more favourably received, embassy being sent to Alexander. It was at this point that
Demades‟ cleverly worded decree was given to the king and the whole diplomatic furore was
finally put to rest (Diod. 17.15.3). Further, it is clear that Phocion and Demades were among
the envoys sent to Alexander although it is not certain if they took part in all of the meetings or
only the last one in which the matter was ultimately settled.
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The account as recorded by Plutarch is very dramatic. The scene is somewhat reminiscent of the
Medea (1148) where Creon‟s daughter, at the sight of Jason‟s children, turns her white cheek
away in disgust. Plutarch‟s account, however, is too brief to provide a true historical picture of
these events. He has, it would appear, deliberately tried to dramatise events and in so doing has
created (perhaps intentionally) what essentially may be viewed as a farce. Alexander‟s anger
appears little more than petulance as he casts away the Athenian decree and, turning away, flees
the ambassadors. This picture is contrasted with the wise old Phocion who manages to soothe
the savage beast and win not only the favour of the king but also the safety of the Athenian
people. This record of the meeting is interesting given that it would no doubt have been quite
frightening, for those Athenians present, to see Alexander‟s response. The chilling nature of
this affair, however, is noted despite Plutarch‟s account and not because of it.
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taking place, would be ridiculous.58 Plutarch applies deft touches to his portraits
of both Cato and Phocion displaying perhaps a dry sense of humour. The irony,
for example, of Cato suggesting to a Scipio that he (Cato) take his men back to
Rome and by so doing divert Caesar‟s attention (in Africa) is matched by the
humour of Scipio‟s disapproval of the plan (Cat. Mi. 58.5).
Returning to Phocion‟s meeting with Alexander, one issue worth raising is the
advice he is reported to have given the king. Phocion‟s suggestion (Plut. Phoc.
17.4-5) that he should seek glory fighting the barbarians, while very Homeric, is
hardly very original or profound.59 Philip had already sent forces to the
Hellespont and the invasion force was still in Asia at the time of Alexander‟s
accession. Alexander had shown no sign of wanting to withdraw the army in the
east and it is likely it was only the unrest at home and throughout Greece that
kept him from taking over command of the invasion force. Just as Isocrates (eg.
Ep. 2.3-4) encouraged Philip to launch the attack in the east on behalf of the
Greeks so too is Phocion portrayed as advising the young Macedonian king. If
he did offer such advice he must surely have done so with the belief that this is
what Alexander intended all along. Perhaps it was simply a reminder that while
Alexander worried about affairs in Greece the opportunity for glory in Asia was
being missed. Phocion may have already sensed the ambition of the young
prince in his previous encounters with Philip. Of course this is all very
speculative. It is difficult to be certain here what is the author‟s invention and
what is historical fact. Its seems likely, however, that Phocion chose his words
carefully and Plutarch does state that the old general said those things which
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See for example: Phoc. 33.5-6, 36.4 and Cat. Mi. 28.
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The historicity of the account is also somewhat suspect. The allusion here to the Iliad is quite
clear. And either Phocion or Plutarch had a good understanding of his man. Alexander was
well acquainted with Homer (see Arr. 1.12.1-2, 4.). He would have known the valiant words of
Hector: „…not without a struggle let me die, neither ingloriously, but in the working of some
great deed, for the hearing of men that are yet to be.‟ (Hom. Il. 22.304-305). Cf. Arrian‟s
account of Alexander‟s deeds against the Indians at the town of Malli (6.9.5). If Phocion did
indeed counsel Alexander to seek glory in the east his rhetoric was a clever manipulation of the
young man‟s eager pursuit for immortality through inspirational deeds.
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Alexander wanted to hear (Phoc. 17.5). If his assessment is correct then he
clearly knew how to appeal to the king‟s vanity and desire for glory.60
After the death of Alexander the Great the Phocion becomes much more
focussed and intense. Events now take place in their proper chronological order,
with few digressions. Phocion‟s words are relevant to the events taking place.
Suddenly Plutarch appears to have a wealth of information with which to work.
This most significant time in Athenian history must have been well documented.
There would have been men like Demochares, Demosthenes‟ nephew, writing
disparaging speeches and condemning the deeds of Phocion, Demades and all the
rest who played a part in overthrowing the Democracy.61 On the other side of
the coin, men such as Demetrius of Phalerum may have written to defend their
actions. Further, the works of the Atthidographer Philochorus would have
proved very useful.62 All this source material gave Plutarch the opportunity to
write a relatively detailed account of events from this point on.
Phocion took over Athenian affairs after the Lamian. Plutarch provides a lengthy
account of the embassies sent to Antipater but no real detail is given. Phocion
played a key role but even he appears to have had little influence on the final
terms. For Plutarch his hero is a benign presence. He questions Antipater on the
necessity of the garrison but does not appear to press the Macedonian too much
60

Of course it is difficult to assess the veracity of Plutarch‟s account. His is the only record of this
meeting with Alexander. As already noted above the Homeric element to the narrative renders
the account somewhat suspect. It should not be doubted, however, that Phocion was part of the
embassy that was sent to meet with Alexander.

61

Demochares, along with Demosthenes‟ cousin (or possibly his nephew), Demon, (Plut. Dem.
27.4) continued the family legacy, keeping up the good fight against the Macedonian
oppressors. Proof that Demochares‟ inherited at least some of his uncle‟s oratorical flare can
be seen in his famous quip (Plut. Dem. 30.4) that Demosthenes‟ death came not from poison but
from divine intervention. For further details concerning Demochares see [Plut.] Mor. 847c-e.
See also OCD 3rd ed., p. 451. For Demon cf. [Plut.] Mor. 846d and Dem. 32.31. He was one of
those named by Plutarch as being requested by Alexander after his victory over the Thebans
(Demos. 23.3), though Bosworth considers his inclusion suspicious (HCA i, p. 94). Heckel
makes the curious point that Demon is mentioned in connection with Callisthenes in Timocles‟
play Delos. Who’s Who in the Age of Alexander the Great, p. 307, n. 294.
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Philochorus perhaps wrote about the period after the Lamian War in his sixth book. Cf.
Harding, Androtion and the Atthis, pp. 32-33.
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concerning its imposition.63 Perhaps his discussions, however, persuaded
Antipater to select carefully his garrison commander. This man, Menyllus, was
well disposed to Phocion, and he, under the old general‟s influence, treated the
Athenian people kindly (Phoc. 28.4). When Plutarch writes of the death of
Demosthenes and Hypereides he lays the blame squarely on Antipater‟s
shoulders. In his view Antipater was a bad man whose base nature made people
yearn for Philip and Alexander (Phoc. 29.1). He criticizes the Macedonian for
pretending to live as a common man while acting in reality as a tyrant.64
Ironically, Plutarch could not (or refused to) see the similarity between Phocion
and Antipater‟s behaviour. The former had no ulterior motive for living the life
of the common man. His motives were virtuous and honourable, while the latter
is blamed for the deaths of the orators. Phocion is noted as successfully gaining
exemptions for many exiles and of making life easier for some of those who
were exiled (Phoc. 29.3-4). He even helped Hagnonides, the man who would
one day play an important role in bringing about his own demise. As well as
doing all he could to help the Athenians, Phocion took over the affairs of state
and in that role acted mildly and according to the laws (Phoc. 29.4).
In order to further illustrate the excellent deeds of Phocion at this time Plutarch
notes the actions of other less worthy men. He writes of the proud Xenocrates
who would not allow Phocion to enrol him as a citizen in the peaceful and wellgoverned Athens (Phoc. 29.4). He perhaps saw himself as a champion of
autonomy in an autocratic regime. Whatever his motivation his actions are still
somewhat ironic. Phocion the philosophically educated leader had been placed
in charge of what many monied individuals might consider a utopian state. The
well-to-do were in command and the general mass of people were at home, on
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Phoc. 27.4-5. It should be noted, however, that Phocion was somewhat hamstrung by the
presence of Callimedon, who encouraged Antipater‟s suspicions of the Athenians.
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Phoc. 29.2-3. Cf. [Plut.] Mor. 180e where it is written: „When some commended the frugality
of Antipater, who, they said, lived a plain and simple life, he (Alexander) remarked, “Outwardly
Antipater is plain white, but within he is all purple”.‟
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the farm or at work.65 Xenocrates, in effect, turned down the chance to be part of
a sensible and well-run government which was bringing peace and prosperity to
the city.66 He refused on principle to lend his support to this benign dictatorship
or, more importantly, to a government that he had tried to prevent. The
reasoning, as given by Plutarch, is obscure. The reader is not told why
Xenocrates disapproved of the new administration. Ultimately, his behaviour
appears little more than petulant. Antipater had not treated him fairly and he had
had no say in events, consequently, if he didn‟t make the rules he wasn‟t going to
play the game.67 Another less worthy character is the rhetor Demades who,
unlike Phocion, made a great show of his wealth and prosperity (Phoc. 30.2-3).
In his ostentatious behaviour and vulgar displays Demades may be seen as the
polar opposite of Phocion. He is brash and opportunistic. He readily accepts
gifts and is easily corrupted. The contrasts between the two leading statesmen
did not go unnoticed even in their own time. Antipater noted, according to
Plutarch, that of his two friends Phocion and Demades, „…one he could never
persuade to take anything, the other he could never satisfy with his gifts‟68

65

Comparison can be made with the Athenian tyrant Peisistratus or Polycrates of Samos both of
whom are reported to have taken great steps to keep the masses from meddling in the city‟s
affairs (Arist. Pol. 1313b 19-26).
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This is interesting in view of [Plutarch‟s] passage in Moralia 778a-b: „So, then, if the dignity
that befits leaderships and power are associated with a man of moderation and culture, the
philosopher will not hold aloof from making him a friend and cherishing him, nor will he be
afraid of being called a courtier and a toady.‟
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Xenocrates‟ philosophical background can here be seen as a negative attribute in a time when
pragmatism and political savvy were more appropriate than high ethical or moral ideals. Duff
discusses this point in his Plutarch’s Lives (p. 150). He writes: „In Phok. 27.1-4 the presence of
this virtuous man is said to inflame Antipatros against the Athenians; this is in contrast with the
trust which Phokion inspires (27.5-9; 29.4). Later Xenokrates refuses citizenship in Athens
because of his opposition on principle to the Macedonian-backed government of Phokion,
though the narrative is enthusiastic about the harmony and good order which Phokion brings to
the state at this time (29.5-6). Xenokrates‟ high philosophical principles were out of place in the
world of Realpolitik.‟
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Plut. Phoc. 30.2. It is interesting to note that the Pro-Macedonian orator Pytheas drew a similar
comparison between Demosthenes and Demades. Athenaeus (2.44e-f) writes: „Pytheas… says:
„Why you may see with your own eyes how utterly opposed in mode of life are the popular
leaders of the day, Demosthenes and Demades. The one drinks water and spends his night in
study, so they say, while the other is a bawd, gets drunk every day, and with belly protruding
rants at us in meetings of the Assembly‟.‟ Pytheas, of course, was friend to neither man but it is
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Plutarch sandwiches Phocion between the too rigid and uncompromising
Xenocrates and the easily persuaded and amoral Demades. The positioning is
telling. Phocion, one time student of Xenocrates (Phoc. 4.1) surpasses his old
teacher in acting for the good of the state rather than childishly reacting to being
slighted by Antipater. Phocion had often been ill treated by the Athenian people
but had continued to work in what he thought to be their best interests. On the
other side of the coin is Demades. Plutarch does not provide enough detail for
the conscientious reader to draw a clear picture of this fascinating man. Indeed,
if Plutarch‟s account is taken at face value then he was little more than the vulgar
opportunist noted above; Demades lusts only after money and power, the two
things which Phocion is portrayed as having no interest in at all.69
Proof of Demades‟ foolishness is next seen when Plutarch records how he was
importuned by the Athenians to meet with Antipater to discuss the removal of the
Macedonian garrison at Munychia. This mission had been turned down by
Phocion who either saw little chance of success or believed the people to be
acting better because of the garrison‟s presence (Plut. Phoc. 30.4-5). Demades is
seen to act rashly, giving little thought to the consequences of his actions. He
even forgot to consider the possibility that Antipater had discovered his previous
correspondence with Perdiccas in which he wrote derisively of the regent.
Further, his lack of foresight extended to the point that he invited his own son to
share in the dangers that he, unwittingly, was to face.
Phocion during this episode is once again portrayed as a benign force. He does
not agree to discuss the removal of the garrison but he does have talks with
Antipater about delaying the payment of the fines (Plut. Phoc. 30.4-5). Of
nonetheless an intriguing appraisal of the two statesmen, especially as it agrees with Plutarch‟s
own opinion of them. For a brief biography concerning Pytheas see Heckel‟s Who’s Who in the
Age of Alexander, pp. 239-40.
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If Plutarch‟s account is to be accepted Phocion, despite being elected general forty-five times,
„did not seek the office or canvas for it‟ (Plut. Phoc. 8.1). Of course, Plutarch does not address
the fact, that had Phocion really not wished to serve as general, he could have refused to stand
for election.
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course Plutarch does not record the possibility that the removal of the garrison
was connected with the payment of the fine. Some historians believe that
Antipater had originally agreed to remove the occupying force once the
Athenians had made reparations.70 If this is correct then, by negotiating to delay
the payment of these fines, Phocion was in fact giving Antipater a plausible
reason to deny any request to remove the garrison. Further, the failure to record
this aspect of the peace terms could highlight Plutarch‟s willingness to omit
information in order to skew the picture in favour of his subject. If this is correct,
then it is a worrying practice.
When Antipater died and shortly afterwards Cassander openly split with
Polyperchon,71 Phocion‟s world fell apart. Plutarch‟s account is generally matter
of fact. He writes that the Athenians blamed Phocion for allowing Nicanor to
relieve Menyllus as commander of the garrison at Munychia (Phoc. 31.1-2), but
does not record why they did so. Plutarch simply states that Phocion ignored the
accusations of the people and began discussions with Nicanor. Once again,
Phocion‟s dealings with the garrison commander led to beneficial results for the
city (Phoc. 31.2). Outside forces, however, were working against Phocion. The
people already mistrusted him though Plutarch gives no substantial reasons to
account for their feelings. The next villain of the piece is Polyperchon who,
Plutarch writes, was determined to have Phocion, his most dangerous opposition,
banished (Phoc. 32.2). Antipater‟s successor, therefore, wrote to the Athenians
announcing that the king had restored their democracy and ordering all
Athenians to take part in the administration of the city (Phoc. 32.1). This letter
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It should be noted that, while it is certain that Antipater led the Athenians to believe that the
imposition of a garrison was a temporary measure (Diod. 18.48.1), it is nowhere stated that the
removal of the force was predicated on the payment of the fine(s). It appears to have simply
been assumed that the two issues were connected. But if this assumption is correct then it is
possible that Phocion understood that postponing payment of the debt would prolong the stay of
the Macedonian force (see below, p. 185, n. 471).
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The spelling is sometimes rendered Polysperchon. Cf. Heckel who writes: „The form
“Polysperchon”… is etymologically sound…, but the epigraphic and papyrological evidence
supports Polyperchon, as found in the Latin sources…‟ Who’s Who in the Age of Alexander the
Great, p. 334 n. 618.
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had the desired affect on the people and forced Nicanor to address the Athenians
in the hope of convincing them that it was in their best interests to support
Cassander (Phoc. 32.3). It is over this incident that Plutarch chose to admonish
his hero. Phocion is reported to have allowed Nicanor to escape a trap set for
him by the Athenian general, Dercylus. Upon being upbraided by the Athenians
Phocion responded by stating that he trusted Nicanor and, at any rate, „…he
would rather be found suffering than doing wrong.‟72 Plutarch is incensed at this
response arguing that it may be a noble attribute of someone who is concerned
for their own interests but not for someone who was looking after the affairs of
the city.73 It is a curious point on which to admonish Phocion. Plutarch claims
that Phocion could not even use the excuse that he had faith that Nicanor would
keep the peace and do the Athenians no wrong (Phoc. 34.4-5). And he
disregards the fact that the Athenians had tried to trap Nicanor and that they,
therefore, had acted in bad faith. Nicanor‟s response, given the risk he had faced,
was quite logical. He adjudged that the Athenians were not to be trusted and that
their support could not be relied upon. He thus took steps to secure his position
against a possible attack (Plut. Phoc. 32.5).
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Phoc. 34.3-4. Contrast Nepos‟ account (Phoc. 2.4-5). He writes that, upon being warned by
Dercylus that Nicanor was plotting to take possession of the Piraeus, Phocion responded by
denying that there was any danger, adding that he would assume all responsibility (presumably
for Nicanor‟s behaviour).

73

Note Gomme‟s comment: „…with great inconsistency, he criticises Phokion for his friendly
attitude to Nikanor, which „endangered his country‟s safety‟, when it was already much too late
to secure it, the Macedonian then being in Mounychia, and when, incidentally, Phokion was
over eighty and any weakness might be excused on account of his age.‟ A Historical
Commentary on Thucydides, v. 1, p. 73. Interestingly, Plutarch admonishes Cato for similarly
failing to consider the greater good. Pompey wanted to tie his family with that of famous rhetor
and thus proposed to marry Cato‟s eldest niece. Further, Pompey wanted Cato‟s next eldest
niece to marry his son (Plut. Cat. Mi. 30.2-3). The proposal was refused much to the girls‟
chagrin. Plutarch was also aggrieved. Cato had it relayed to Pompey that, in essence, he was
not to be captured by way of women‟s apartments but that as long as Pompey acted justly Cato
would be his staunch friend. Plutarch complains that Cato, by not accepting the marriage
connection, allowed Pompey to „…turn to Caesar and contract a marriage which united the
power of the two men, nearly overthrew the Roman state, and destroyed the constitution‟ (Cat.
Mi.. 30.6). Of course it is unfair to blame Cato for failing to foresee the marriage of Pompey
and Julia, and it is easy to condemn those decisions which can only be seen as suspect with the
benefit of hindsight.
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At this point affairs deteriorated quickly and Phocion was soon removed from
power. The account of Phocion‟s meeting with Polyperchon and the king is
another farcical episode.74 This is not to deny the seriousness of the whole affair:
the old general was fighting for his life. The farce is in Plutarch‟s account of the
events. Phocion, delayed while his travelling companion Dinarchus (who would
subsequently be murdered) recuperated from an illness, arrived in Phocis at the
same time as envoys75 from Athens and all tried to speak at once before the king.
This led to Hagnonides‟ humorous remark: „Throw us all into one cage and send
us back to Athens to render an account‟. In the end Phocion is given no chance
to speak and Philip III has to be restrained, by Polyperchon no less, from
spearing Phocion‟s friend, Hegemon.76 This of course sets the stage for the
conclusion of Phocion‟s Life. The trial in Athens, as told by Plutarch, is an
unjust and terrible affair with Phocion, once again, being given no real
opportunity to speak (Phoc. 34.2-5).77 The unruly mob condemns Phocion and a
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Plut. Phoc. 33.4-6. The indignities suffered by Phocion during his last days contrast with the
austere and very proper manner in which he strove to live his life. Of course, Plutarch‟s hero
keeps his head while all those about him are losing theirs. And yet it is hard to believe that
Phocion was not shaken by the events taking place around him.
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The simultaneous arrival of the two groups at Phocis is yet another sign of Fortune working
against the key protagonist. Just as Cato had fought hard and lost against this terrible foe so too
was Phocion brought low. It should be pointed out that, if Phocion had chosen not to wait for
Dinarchus to recover, the Athenian delegation would, in all likelihood, not have caught up with
him. It is ironic then, that Phocion‟s party should have waited; had they continued their journey
without Dinarchus it is possible their fate (and certainly his) would have been different. As it is,
upon their arrival, the recently recovered Dinarchus was immediately seized and ultimately
killed on the orders of Polyperchon (Plut. Phoc. 33.5).
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Once again, as already stated, farce plays an important part in the account. The dignity and
bearing of the elder statesman is contrasted with the ugly and unruly behaviour of those around
him. Plutarch portrays his hero as the only one able to remain relatively calm while all around
is bedlam. Interestingly, Cato‟s behaviour, as his end draws near, is erratic. While he remains
ever the humane leader, earnestly looking for the safety of all those around him in private he
reveals a mercurial nature; uncharacteristically quick to anger and capable of physical violence.
He berates the peripatetic philosophers for daring to oppose the Stoic viewpoint (Plut. Cat. Mi.
67.1-2); he hits one of his servants for failing to find his sword (Cat. Mi. 68.2). It is telling that
in the Phocion it is the behaviour of others that highlights the quiet dignity of the elder
statesman, while in the Cato Minor it is the subject himself who appears emotionally unstable
and, ultimately, somewhat pathetic.

77

Once again, Plutarch portrays Phocion throughout this whole ordeal as a man able to keep his
composure in the most desperate of situations. But just how historical is this portrait? It is
fortunate that Diodorus also chose to record the events leading up to Phocion‟s downfall, and it
is interesting to contrast his version of events with that of Plutarch. While the latter (Phoc.
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number of his associates and friends to death and leads him off to prison where
the last great farce plays out. Phocion is made to pay for his own poison after the
executioner runs out of ingredients (Phoc. 36.4).
It is in death that the Lives of Phocion and Cato come together, and Plutarch adds
Socrates to this mix.78 Phocion‟s fate is explicitly linked with that of Socrates
(Phoc. 38.2). Both men were condemned to death by the people and both died in
the company of friends. According to Plutarch (Cat. Mi. 68.2, 70.1-2), Cato was
seen to read Plato‟s Phaedo before he committed suicide. Further, he held
discussions with a large company while taking supper (Cat. Mi. 67.1).
Philosophical tenets were discussed at this time with the Stoics and the
Peripatetics arguing over a particular Stoic paradox.79 During the discussion
Cato took exception with Peripatetic objections and became quite animated. He
argued loudly and at great length, (hardly, therefore, in Stoic fashion) and caused
much consternation among his friends. This scene, and later volatile episodes

34.4-5) portrays Phocion, during his trial, as a resolute character struggling to be heard above
the rabble, Diodorus (18.67.1-2) portrays a slightly more rattled figure. Phocion is seen to
speak but is heard by only a few because of the noise of the crowd. As a consequence,
Diodorus reports, that the people who were unable to hear him could only see his gestures,
which, because of the great danger facing him were impassioned and various (ejnagwvnion kai;
poikivlhn). This account reveals perhaps a more human aspect to the elder statesman‟s
character. His gesticulating highlights his own understanding of the desperate situation in
which he found himself. Diodorus‟ account is less clinical than Plutarch‟s and better captures
the truly terrifying atmosphere of the trial. It is the more realistic and therefore more historical
account. It reveals a man, quite naturally unnerved by the continuous haranguing of a
murderous rabble eager for blood.
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Hints of a link between Plutarch‟s two heroes and Socrates can of course be found throughout
the two Lives. Indeed, if comparison is made of the philosopher‟s life with that of Phocion and
Cato (as portrayed by Plutarch) it is hard to believe other than that all three possessed many of
the same character and personality traits. Cf. Xenophon‟s description of Socrates‟ character
(Mem. 1.2.7): „…he disliked foppery and pretentiousness in the fashion of clothes or shoes or in
behaviour… He marvelled that anyone should make money by the profession of virtue, and
should not reflect that his highest reward would be the gain of a good friend…‟
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Cat. Mi. 67.1-2: „…there came up the enquiry into what were called the “paradoxes” of the
Stoics, namely, that the good man alone is free, and that the bad are all slaves.‟ The passion
with which Cato argued his point caused much concern among his guests as it led them to
believe that he intended to kill himself. Cf. Miriam Griffin (Gar 33 (1986): 74), who discusses
this paradox. She writes: „This freedom is not freedom in any material or political sense, but the
freedom of the rational faculty from internal or external constraints in directing him to what is
virtuous… . The paradox could obviously offer a justification of suicide in certain political
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leading up to Cato‟s death, contrasts with the calm, almost sedate, manner in
which Phocion accepted his fate.80 It is again ironic that, at the time when
Plutarch is attempting to tie all three men closer together, that Cato should appear
so dissimilar to both Phocion and Socrates. Ultimately, Cato‟s fate was not that
of Phocion and Socrates. He took his life when, if Caesar‟s words are to be
believed, he might have lived.81 In the end, however, all three men took their
own lives.82 This is their tenuous connection. And in a final touch of farce, both
Cato and Phocion found getting access to the means of their death difficult. Cato
had to admonish his son for taking his sword (Plut. Cato 68.3) and Phocion (Plut.
Phoc. 36.4) had to find the funds to pay for his poison.
The Life of Phocion is true in its essentials. Plutarch has embellished some parts,
expurgated others and generally tweaked Phocion‟s life to suit his own agenda.
The Boeotian greatly admired the Athenian general and statesman. The picture
he saw when researching Phocion‟s Life was of a man who strove to maintain his
integrity and to ensure the peace and security of Athens while all around him
crumbled. And it must be stressed that the picture seen today of Phocion is,
circumstances, not of suicide per se, but of suicide as one way of accepting death as the price of
preserving virtue.‟
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Perhaps the age of the two protagonists should be taken into consideration here. Phocion was in
his eighties and may well have been in poor health. Cato, on the other hand, was relatively
young (at forty-eight) and seemingly fit and healthy (Cat. Mi. 73.1). He, therefore, had to
contend with the protests of those around him and with their attempts to save him from himself,
while no-one appears to have attempted to save the old and frail Phocion from his fate.
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Cat. Mi. 72.1-2. Of course Cato could not have known what fate Caesar had in mind for him.
And it would appear that it was not death at the hands of his enemy that he feared most. Rather,
he was afraid that he might be made to act contrary to his nature should he be captured.
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It may be argued that both Phocion and Socrates were legally compelled to kill themselves
whereas Cato chose to commit suicide. Socrates, however, did have a number of opportunities
to avoid his fate. He could have fled Athens before his court appearance, in which case it is
unlikely that the Athenians would have pursued him. Further, Socrates could have acted a little
less provocatively during his trial and perhaps have earned for himself a more sympathetic
audience. Finally, Socrates (Pl. Cri.) had the opportunity to escape prison but chose to stay and
take his punishment. Further, there has been debate as to whether or not Socrates, by willingly
drinking the poison given to him, can be said (by that act) to have committed suicide. Cf. R. G.
Frey, Philosophy 53 (1978): 106-108; M. Smith, Philosophy 55 (1980): 253-254 and H. Lesser,
Philosophy 55 (1980): 255-257. This same question might just as well be asked of Phocion;
especially as he agreed to pay for his own draught of hemlock (Plut. Phoc. 36.4). The
connection between Cato and Socrates is noted by Duff in Plutarch’s Lives, p. 144.
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essentially, that taken by Plutarch. He has adjusted the historical light and setting
in order to reveal to his readers the man he himself saw. Plutarch believed that
history had been cruel to Phocion. Here was a man of undoubted military and
political skill; a man who not only studied and read philosophy but who tried to
live his life following the doctrines and mantras of his philosophy.
Phocion‟s counterpart, Cato, shared many of the Athenian‟s character traits. And
yet there were glaring differences in the two personalities. Surprisingly, and
quite anachronistically, Phocion behaves more like a stoic than the Stoic. As
portrayed by Plutarch he is always austere and distant; he is rarely ruffled and is
never seen to cry. This contrasts with Cato who appears a much more human
(certainly flawed) subject. He was a drinker (Cat. Mi. 6.1-2); he was capable of
losing his temper (3.4, 7.2,13.1, 23.1, 67.2, 68.3);83 while always keen to do what
was just or right he might bend the rules a little for his friends or members of his
family (21.2-3, 29.3-4);84 although he prided himself on saying only what was
relevant (4.2) he was not above filibustering in order to achieve his ends (31.3-4,
43.1-3); and, unlike Phocion, Cato was known, on occasion, to weep publicly
(54.7, 63.6). These are quite striking differences and it is due to them that Cato
appears the more sympathetic subject. His all too human (as opposed to stoic)
response to the loss of his brother (11.2-3) portrays a considerate and
compassionate man, characteristics more easily understood by modern readers
than those of his Athenian counterpart. By contrast Phocion appear to be almost
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Plutarch recognizes Cato‟s ability to lose his temper very early on in the Life (1.2). He writes
that Cato „…was not quickly nor easily moved to anger though once angered he was
inexorable.‟ Except, perhaps for the very last incident (67.1-2), when he lost his temper during
what should have been a pleasant philosophical discussion amongst friends, Plutarch‟s
assessment appears quite correct.
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Phocion would never make exceptions for friends or relatives. Indeed, Plutarch portrays him as
a man who would willingly sacrifice his best friend if it would benefit the state (Phoc. 17.2-3).
Interestingly, a more balanced or understandable attitude to the complex nature of human
relationships is to be found in Plutarch‟s Life of Agesilaus (5.1-2). He writes: „And whereas he
(Agesilaus) was ashamed not to honour his enemies when they did well, he could not bring
himself to censure his friends when they did amiss, but actually prided himself on aiding them
and sharing in their misdeeds. For he thought no aid was disgraceful that was given to a friend.
But if, on the other hand, his adversaries stumbled and fell, he was first to sympathize with them
and to give them zealous aid if they desired it, and so won the hearts and allegiance of all.‟
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superhuman. He is portrayed as the closest thing to the perfect statesman and
soldier: never flustered, steadfast, pragmatic, honest, virtuous and just. His only
fault, committed in very old age at a very trying time was to place too much faith
in the word of the Macedonian garrison commander Nicanor. Plutarch has found
or perhaps created the ideal political animal.85 In Phocion may be found all the
attributes required for a man to rule both responsibly and benevolently.
Ironically they are not the same attributes that inspire loyalty or love from those
being ruled. Phocion the Good is too austere, too superior to be a man of the
people.86 He was the philosopher‟s choice, not the man in the street‟s. Such is
the portrait of Phocion that is to be found in Plutarch‟s Life. And now, having
formed an appreciation of Phocion as a man and of Plutarch‟s literary shaping of
him, we must turn our attention to Athens under Phocion‟s hegemony.
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He might be described as the ideal „politicus‟ whom Wardman writes „…will maintain the
principles of his nature while all the time taking into account differences in circumstances.‟
Plutarch’s Lives, p. 55.
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Ultimately, Plutarch portrays a stern father figure confident in his own abilities and intellect. He
viewed the Athenian people much as impetuous children in need of good advice delivered in a
matter-of-fact way and with a stern countenance in order to ensure they did as they were told.
Here is a man who believed that his words were worth hearing and lamented the fact that his
advice was not often accepted. Most times he went against the wishes of the people because he
felt their ideas flawed and their plans lacking any vision for the long-term benefit for the city.
This is not to be too disparaging of the man. His advice, especially after Alexander‟s death, was
often sound if not very heroic. His appraisal of Athenian war readiness was accurate and his
attempts to rein in Athenian enthusiasm for a perilous war was admirable and courageous.
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Chapter 3

ANTIPATER’S TERMS AND THE NEGOTIATIONS FOR PEACE
Following the death of Alexander the Great in June 323 B.C.,87 a number of
Greek city-states joined forces and for the sake of freedom and autonomy waged
war against the then all-powerful Macedonians. In a struggle that would come to
be known as the Lamian War the Greeks fought valiantly against the
Macedonian general Antipater and came within an ace of victory.88 A series of
defeats at sea, however, and Antipater‟s success over the allied army at the Battle
of Crannon,89 served to undermine Greek resolve and forced the leaders of the
Hellenic forces, Antiphilus and Menon, to seek an end to hostilities.90 Heralds
(khvrukeV) were therefore sent to meet with Antipater and he agreed to a truce but
stipulated that each city must broker a separate peace treaty with him. For a
short time the Greeks were unified in their refusal to treat with Antipater
individually. However, when Macedonian forces began laying siege to cities in
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All subsequent dates are B.C. unless otherwise stated.
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Originally referred to as „The Hellenic War‟, the Greek struggle for freedom and autonomy
eventually came to be known as the „Lamian War‟. For an excellent analysis on how the Greek
uprising came to get its name see Ashton, JHS, 104 (1984): 152-157. For the best account of
the war in the ancient sources see Diodorus 18.8-18.13; 18.14.4-18.15 and 18.16.4-18.18. For
other references to the war see: Arrian, Succ. F 1.9, 12 Roos; Hypereides, Epit. 10-20; Just, 13.5
and 13.6.9; Pausanias, 1.1.3 and 1.25.3-5 and Plutarch, Dem. 27-28, Phoc. 23-26.
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Plutarch (Camill. 19.5) dates the Battle of Crannon to the 7th day of the Athenian month
Metageitnion. In modern dating this corresponds to early August.
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Diodorus (18.17.6) notes that these heralds were sent peri; th:V tou: polevmou kataluvsewV.
But note that a little later he records that the Athenians wanted to send Demades as ambassador
to meet with Antipater uJpe;r th:V eijrhvnhV (18.18.1). Plutarch, similarly, notes that the
ambassadors were also to be sent pro;V jAntivpatron uJpe;r eijrhvnhV (Phoc. 26.2-3). It would
seem the heralds were sent to negotiate a temporary cessation of hostilities during which time
attempts were made to end the war through diplomacy. The Athenian general, Antiphilus, may
have been reluctant to engage Antipater again and so risk the loss of more Athenian men
without first consulting the Athenian people. Antiphilus would not have been ignorant of
Lysicles‟ fate. Lysicles was in command of the Athenian forces at the Battle of Chaeronea.
Three thousand Athenian citizens were either killed or taken prisoner in this battle and, as a
consequence, the general was condemned to death by the Athenian people (Diod. 16.88.2).
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Thessaly, Greek resolve once more dissipated and it was not long before all but
the Aetolians and the Athenians had made peace with Antipater.91 Athenian
resistance was short-lived, however. Faced both with invasion from the north92
and starvation through a blockade of their harbours, the Athenians decided to sue
for peace.
So began the process of negotiation and it is important at this point to run briefly
through the ensuing diplomatic manoeuvres that took place before a final peace
treaty was settled. As is understandable there was a great deal of political
activity taking place both in Athens and at the Macedonian court during this
time. All of this will be discussed in greater detail below but in order to avoid
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Diodorus (18.8–18.18.6); Plutarch (Phoc. 23–27.5). For some modern interpretations of the
negotiations that took place at the end of the Lamian War see: Tritle, Phocion the Good, pp 129131; Gehrke, Phokion, pp 87-92; Bearzot, Focione tra storia e trasfigurazione ideale, pp. 170183; Poddighe, Nel segno di Antipatro, pp. 33–37; Williams, Athens Without Democracy: The
Oligarchy of Phocion and The Tyranny of Demetrius of Phalerum, 322 – 307 B.C. [Diss., Yale
University: 1982] (henceforth: Athens Without Democracy): 43-48 and P. Brun, L’orateur
Démade, pp. 113-118. It is tempting to draw parallels between Antipater‟s actions and those
suggested to Mardonius after the battle of Salamis in 480. Herodotus (9.2) states that the
Thebans recommended that Mardonius stay in Boeotian territory and try to bring an end to the
Greek coalition by the use of bribes. The Persian general did not take this advice and was
subsequently defeated and killed. Plutarch (Phoc. 26.1-2) records that Antipater persuaded the
other cities to forsake the cause of freedom. Perhaps he considered Mardonius‟ fate and was
reluctant immediately to undertake a protracted siege of a now well fortified Athens. Contrast,
however, Antipater‟s later failure to take heed of Demosthenes‟ disastrous invasion of Aetolia
in 426 (Thuc. 3.94-102). The parallels with Antipater‟s subsequent attack of the Aetolians are
quite striking. Here, as in 426, the Aetolians concentrated their forces in the mountains where
they managed not only to hold out against the superior enemy force but inflict heavy casualties
upon the enemy (Diod. 18.24-25). Unlike events in 426, however, the Macedonians kept their
heads and Craterus managed to force the Aetolians to winter in the mountains where they
suffered great hardships. Indeed, according to Diodorus (18.25.2-5) it was only due to more
pressing concerns arising in the east that Antipater was forced to abandon the fight and make
terms.

92

Plutarch (Phoc. 26.3) writes that Antipater was preparing at once to enter Attica. Diodorus
(18.18.1) records that Antipater was leading his forces against the Athenians. As stated above,
however, it does not appear that he had any intention of invading Attica except, perhaps, as a
last resort. The fact that the Athenians feared invasion does not mean Antipater was actually set
on that course. Indeed, Antipater‟s movements are not unlike those of Alexander, who, in
response to widespread unrest at the beginning of his reign, moved through Thessaly and
encamped near the Cadmeia bringing recalcitrant cities, including Athens, into line along the
way (Diod. 17.4.4-5). Antipater may have copied Alexander‟s movements in order to let the
people of Greece know (or at least make them think) that he was no less a general than his
predecessor nor anymore willing to accept anything but total submission to his rule.
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initial confusion and to set a proper groundwork for the upcoming discussion a
concise examination of events as recorded in the ancient sources is essential.
Of course, to write about „the negotiations‟ is to imply that the ambassadors had
at least some input into the eventual peace terms laid down by Antipater. This,
however, is quite simply not the case. There is nothing in the ancient literary or
material evidence to support the thesis that Phocion and/or his colleagues had
any say in the peace process. The Macedonian was the victor and he dictated the
final terms. Ultimately, the ambassadors‟ only task was to find a way to bring
the Athenian people round to accepting those terms. There was a need to
convince the hoi poloi that there was no alternative other than to accept
Antipater‟s terms. And it is important this be understood because it is both the
role the ambassadors played at home and the one they were perceived to have
played (by the people) while meeting with Antipater that set the tone for life in
Athens after the peace was finally ratified and determined the fate of the men that
took charge in Athens after the war. The Athenian people believed, quite rightly,
that they had no choice but to surrender unconditionally to the Macedonians.
They understood that any further resistance would lead to drastic food shortages
in the city and ultimately, perhaps, to the destruction of the city. Further, they
were encouraged in their fears by prominent men at home who had opposed the
war and were keen to see peace and stability return to Athens. But regardless of
the forces at work in Athens the Athenian people were ultimately responsible for
the decision made to accept Antipater‟s peace terms. Of course the hoi poloi
were rarely keen to accept responsibility for their actions when others could
readily be found to take the blame. And the simple fact is that those
ambassadors, no matter what manner of role they played in bringing about peace
after the Lamian War, were always likely, in time, to suffer the wrath of the
masses. It was this that determined how events unfurled in Athens after the
Lamian War and it was this that determined the negative press afforded Phocion
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and the few men that took a leading role in the city-state after the peace was
ratified.
In light of the above it is imperative that an attempt be made to give a thorough
account of the events that took place immediately after the war. Too much
speculation has arisen concerning the role Phocion and his colleagues played in
the writing of the eventual peace terms. The negative perception that obviously
arose in Athens and led up to Phocion‟s trial and execution and the negative
press that must have been generated in the years following his death are not to be
mistaken as proof that he played anything other than a defensive action with the
Macedonian regent Antipater. The Athenian people were notorious for lauding
prominent men at one moment and denigrating them the next. The lives of
Themistocles, Cimon, Pericles and Alcibiades should serve as illustration enough
of this disturbing tendency. No man, no matter how honest, sincere, charming or
charismatic could ever feel sure that he would forever avoid the wrath of the
people. Certainly Phocion was very much aware of the fickle nature of his
fellow citizens. It was this Damocles‟ sword dangling over the heads of all
prominent men in Athens that shaped their public and private life. Certainly, it
was this peculiar attitude of the people that brought about Phocion‟s rise to
power and, ultimately, his demise. His selection as one of the ambassadors to
meet with Antipater after the Lamian War sealed his fate both in his own lifetime
and for posterity.
With the Greek alliance in a shambles and Antipater marching towards their city
the Athenians held what was probably a special assembly93 in order to discuss
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Perhaps it was a suvgklhtoV ejkklhsiva. The scene may have been reminiscent of that
recounted by Demosthenes after Philip‟s victory over the Greeks at Chaeronea (18.169-178). A
little earlier in his speech (18.37-38) Demosthenes has the decree of Callisthenes read out in
which it is disclosed that an extraordinary assembly was convened by the generals and the
Presidents with approval of the council. Diodorus (16.84.3-5) also provides an account of these
events. For other references to such assemblies see: Demosthenes, 19.123 and Aeschines, 2.72.
Hansen argues that this type of meeting was not „extraordinary‟. He writes: „…an ekklessia
synkletos was one of the four ordinary Assembly meetings in a prytany, but was summoned in
some way other than the usual – at short notice, or called by a decree of the council or the
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what best to do.94 They immediately called upon Demades to speak and, after
overcoming initial legal complications, he moved that ambassadors with
plenipotentiary powers be sent to Antipater to treat for peace. The assembly
approved Demades‟ proposal and he, along with Phocion and some other
Athenian statesmen, was sent to meet with Antipater who had by then encamped
in the Cadmea in Thebes. The accounts given by Diodorus and Plutarch would
appear to indicate that the first meeting with Antipater was very brief, though
Phocion did manage to obtain assurances from him that the Macedonians would
remain in Thebes while discussions took place. Antipater, however, was in no
mood to negotiate terms and simply demanded the Athenians place their fate in
his hands.95 The embassy subsequently returned to Athens with the unpleasant
task of reporting before the council and then the assembly Antipater‟s sole
demand.
The people at the assembly were no doubt horrified upon hearing the
ambassadors‟ report but nevertheless agreed to send a second embassy to
conclude the best possible peace. This embassy was probably made up of the
same people as before. Certainly Phocion returned to Thebes. There was one
addition to the party, however. The metic philosopher Xenocrates joined the
group which met with Antipater. Once again, the accounts given by Plutarch and
Diodorus would appear to indicate that public discussion was brief. Xenocrates‟
presence appears to have created some minor dramatics but he ultimately had no
affect on proceedings.96 Antipater informed the party of the terms of the peace
and, aside from a question being raised on one point, the ambassadors accepted
Assembly.‟ (Author‟s italics). The Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes, pp. 134-5.
See also Hansen‟s The Athenian Ecclesia: A Collection of Articles 1976-1983, pp. 35-72 and
73-81
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The details of the embassies sent to Antipater are taken from Plutarch‟s Phocion (26-27) and
Diodorus (18.18.1-3)
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This was the same request as that made by the Athenians of Antipater when the Macedonian
was trapped in Lamia. See Diod. (18.18.3) and Plut. (Phoc. 26.4).
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Cf. Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens, p. 19: „The philosopher was received with scant courtesy, and
doubtless, had little influence upon the issue of the embassy…‟
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them. With discussions complete the embassy once again returned home to have
the treaty formally ratified by the Athenian people. Macedonian envoys no
doubt soon followed in order to receive the appropriate oaths from the Athenians.
The oaths having been sworn the Macedonians returned home and some time
later another Athenian embassy was sent to Antipater whereupon they swore the
oaths before him.97 So ended, for the Athenians at least, the Lamian War.
The above overview highlights the complex process involved in successfully
concluding an end to war. It is a process that had become highly formalised by
322 with each city or state playing a particular part in a particular order. Further,
it is a process that had taken place between the Macedonians and the Athenians
on numerous occasions in the past. The negotiations after the Battle of Crannon,
however, were the last to take place where the Athenians had sole control of their
own fate. From 323 onwards the people of Athens became little more than a
political football passed from one dominant overlord to the next with each one
using the lure of freedom and autonomy to procure favour. In effect, the
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The dating of these events is quite difficult as the sources give little information on this point.
Fortunately, however, Plutarch offers some very important dates. Firstly, he records that the
Battle of Crannon took place on the 7th of Metageitnion (Camil. 19.5). Secondly, Plutarch
writes that the Macedonian garrison was installed at Munychia on the 20th of Boedromion
(Camil. 19.6-7). This then gives a fixed timeframe of around six weeks for negotiations to take
place. It would appear, therefore, from the accounts given by both Diodorus and Plutarch, that
events proceeded at quite a rapid pace. Presumably the first embassy would have been sent very
soon after the Battle of Crannon. Given, as already stated, that this battle was fought on the 7th
of Metageitnion it seems likely that the initial embassy was sent in the middle of that same
month. If this is correct then the second probably headed off at around the end of that month.
Following the conclusion of this embassy Antipater prepared to move his army south while the
Athenians awaited the arrival of Macedonian envoys in order to give the appropriate oaths.
These envoys may have arrived in Athens with the garrisoning force. It was perhaps not until
Antipater had settled affairs in the Peloponnese and returned home that the Athenians sent their
own ambassadors to deliver the oaths to the Macedonians. Now Antipater did not leave the
Peloponnese until after he had learned of Demosthenes‟ death on the 16th of Pyanopsion (Plut.
Dem. 30.4). And Diodorus (18.18.7-8) writes that Antipater was still settling affairs in Greek
cities after his return home. The Athenians may have waited until they had settled certain
matters at home (to Antipater‟s liking) before finally sending envoys to make the necessary
oaths. It is likely, therefore, that the affair was finally concluded by the end of the Athenian
month of Pyanopsion. It was certainly settled before Antipater and Craterus moved against the
Aetolians just before winter of 322/1. For the dating of the Aetolian campaign see Bosworth,
CQ 43 (1993): 426, n. 34.
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Athenians were to become the supporting cast in a play that saw the main players
of the Macedonians and later the Romans slowly undermine and ultimately
destroy the independence that the people had so long cherished and yearned to
reclaim.98 It is in light of the historical importance of this period in Athenian
history that the negotiations for peace that followed the Lamian War need to be
examined very carefully. Just as the struggle against Antipater represented the
last desperate hope of the Athenian people regaining a measure of their former
hegemony in Greece and beyond, the subsequent peace represents the beginning
of the end of Athenian freedom and autonomy.
In investigating the events that took place during the Athenian peace talks with
Antipater the two key ancient literary sources available are Diodorus and
Plutarch. Unfortunately, but not unusually, neither author provides a thorough
account of the political activity that took place at this time and, as a consequence,
there appears to be much in the peace talks that is open to speculation. Despite
this problem, however, there is a great deal that can be garnered by comparing
the two accounts. By carefully analysing each author‟s version of events it is
possible in a number of cases to fill the gaps that each one has left. Further, there
are other ancient sources that can help to ascertain at least with some confidence
what took place in the first few months after the defeat of the Greek forces at the
Battle of Crannon. By carefully analysing and discussing these sources it is
possible to obtain a greater appreciation of how events unfurled at this time.
Further, it will help to show how it was that Phocion and his fellow ambassadors
(with the exception of Demades, perhaps) later came to be viewed with such
hostility by the Athenian people. Ultimately it was the outcome of these talks
and the public perception of the role the ambassadors played in orchestrating the
subjugation of Athens that laid the foundation for future unrest.
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Of course thee were periods when the Athenians might claim to have regained a measure of their
former freedom and autonomy. However, during these periods the Athenians were never really
free of the spectre of Macedonian kings. For an excellent account of life in Athens after the
death of Alexander the Great see Habicht‟s Athens from Alexander to Antony.
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The collapse of the Greek alliance not long after Antipater‟s victory at the Battle
of Crannon left the Athenians and the Aetolians alone to face the might of the
Macedonian army. For the moment Antipater disregarded the Aetolians and
decided to concentrate on bringing the Athenians to heel. With this in mind he
gathered his forces and marched south (Diod. 18.18.1, Plut. Phoc. 26.2). In
response to the impending threat, a special assembly of the people was called in
order to decide the best course of action. The distress of the Athenians can be
seen clearly in their next act. Diodorus (18.18.1-2) records that the people
wanted Demades, a prominent Athenian statesman, to be sent as envoy to
Antipater and that he was called upon to speak before the assembly. This is
surprising because Demades had recently been punished with disenfranchisement
(hJ ajtimiva) for introducing illegal measures (grafai; paranovmwn).99 This meant,
in this case, that he was unable to address the people.100 Demades‟ long-standing
99

Diodorus (18.18.2) and Plutarch (Phoc. 26.2) disagree on the number of convictions, the former
stating he was indicted three times and the latter seven times. Interestingly, the Suda (s. v.
DhmavdhV) refers to Demades being twice convicted for making unconstitutional proposals. All
references to this source are taken from the „Suda on Line‟ at www.stoa.org/sol-bin. Plutarch
also states that Demades had failed to pay his fines. With regards to Demades‟ ability to speak
before the assembly note Demosthenes 26.1, where he opens: „It has been conclusively proved,
men of Athens, that the defendant, Aristogeiton, is a state-debtor and disfranchised and that the
laws expressly forbid all such to address the Assembly.‟ ( {Oti me;n toivnun kai; ojfeivlei tw:/

dhmosivw/ =Aristogeivtwn ouJtosi; kai; oujk e[stin ejpivtimoV, kai; oiJ novmoi diarrhv dhn
ajpagoreuvousin mh; ejxei:nai levgein toi:V toiouvtoiV, fanerw:V ejpidevdeiktai, w\ a[ndreV
=Aqhnai:oi). It is interesting to note Demosthenes‟ use of the phrase oujk e[stin ejpivtimoV rather
than a[timoV. He uses a similar phrase when referring to Solon‟s laws in his speech Against
Timocrates (14.103). He writes: „The statutes enacted by Solon… provided that if a man,
having been convicted of shirking military service, behaves as though he were not disfranchised
(ti tw:n au;tw:n toi:V ejpitivmoiV poih:/.) he… shall be imprisoned.‟
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Disenfranchisement could lead to any number of consequences. Plutarch and Diodorus
specifically note that Demades was unable to speak in (Plut. Phoc. 26.2) or to advise (Diod.
18.18.2) the assembly. It is surprising, however, given his loss of citizenship rights, that
Demades was allowed to attend the meeting at all. Demosthenes states in his speech Against
Timocrates (24.123) that those men in debt to the treasury were unable to attend the assembly.
And it may be a further indication of the level of anxiety in Athens that Demades was in
attendance at all. Cf. Hansen‟s comments concerning this: „The only citizens who were
excluded from the ekklesia were the atimoi, i.e. the person who by law or by sentence had lost
their political rights.‟ (Author‟s italics). The Athenian Assembly in the Age of Demosthenes, p.
7. See also Hansen, The Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes, p. 129. Note T. E.
Rihll‟s comments concerning atimoi in her article „Democracy Denied: Why Ephialtes Attacked
the Areiopagus‟. She writes: „Some modern scholars refer to atimoi in very charitable terms…
This is very misleading. Atimia was a punishment for a crime. An atimos was a citizen who
had his rights taken from him (in toto-in which case he was denied rights that even metics and
women enjoyed…) either upon conviction in court or by default (in the case of public
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friendship with the Macedonians,101 however, put the value of his advice at this
time at a premium and so he recovered his civil rights and privileges from the
people (ajpolabw;n de; th;n ejpitimivan) and thus was able to advise the assembly
what he thought to be the best course of action (Diod 18.18.2-3).
It is interesting to note at this point that, while Diodorus is clear in recording that
it was the people who first turned to Demades and demanded that he be sent to
meet with Antipater, Plutarch offers a slightly different version of events. Most
significantly, Plutarch (Phoc. 26.2-3) fails to record that the people made any
overtures to Demades at all and simply states that he, at that time, procured for
himself an amnesty (a[deian euJrovmenoV tovte) and so was able to propose that
ambassadors with plenipotentiary powers (aujtokravtoreV) be sent to meet with
Antipater. Diodorus, however, states that the people, upon realising that
Demades was unable to respond to their importuning, returned to him his
citizenship rights (ajpolabw;n de; th;n ejpitimivan uJpo; tou: dhvmou). Plutarch‟s
account is confusing as it offers no reason as to why the Athenian people would
suddenly allow Demades to escape his punishment without first paying his
outstanding fines. It would appear that Plutarch was trying to avoid drawing
attention away from Phocion and the role he played in Athenian affairs at this
time.102 And while it is not surprising that he would want to underplay the
amount of popular support for Demades his account makes little sense and it
debtors)… As such the atimos is, first and foremost, an Athenian criminal.‟ (Author‟s italics
and parentheses). JHS 115 (1995): 93, n. 40. This point is discussed again below (p. 105, n.
238).
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For a concise account of Demades‟ relationship and influence with key Macedonians see
Heckel‟s „Who’s Who in the Age of Alexander the Great: Prosopography of Alexander’s
Empire‟, pp. 106-107. Diodorus (18.48.1) writes that Demades was a man „…who had the
reputation of serving the city (of Athens) well in relation to Macedonia.‟
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David Larmour, in examining Plutarch‟s manipulation of his sources notes that „…the transferal
(sic) of an action from one character to another occurs in several Lives and is often motivated
by the desire to give more prominence to the hero.‟ ANRW II 33.6: 4171. Plutarch has used a
similar strategy in the above instance. The proactive role of the assembly is omitted and, so it
would seem, Demades procures for himself the right to speak. This contrasts nicely with
Plutarch‟s account of what happens next. Once Demades has spoken „the people‟ immediately
turn to Phocion and ask for his advice (Phoc. 26.3). And so it is Phocion alone who is called
upon by those assembled.
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seems clear that Diodorus is correct in recording that the people wanted Demades
sent as one of the ambassadors and that in order to hear from him they restored to
him all the rights and privileges of citizenship.103 Obviously the immediate
threat of invasion outweighed scrupulous adherence to the letter of the law and
Demades‟ friendly relations with the Macedonians along with his previous
success in negotiating favourable peace terms for Athens resulted in his being
asked to address the assembly.104 Accordingly, Demades was granted immunity
to speak and he straightaway advised that ambassadors with plenipotentiary
powers be sent to meet with Antipater. Those assembled at once baulked at
giving the envoys such powers and immediately turned to Phocion for his
opinion on the matter. It is a testament to those Athenians present at the
assembly that, despite the fear that Antipater might be marching south, they still
endeavoured to ensure that they received the best possible advice. Phocion‟s
response, however, was not very encouraging. Having originally advised against
the war, he now admonished the people for not having accepted his counsel in
the first place (Plut. Phoc. 26.3). Thus, with no alternative put forward,
Demades‟ proposal was approved. Once again, however, the wisdom of the
people was highlighted when they chose two disparate individuals to lead the
embassy. In an attempt to offset Demades‟ opportunist personality, they sent
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Such reversal of fortunes are best summed up by Burckhardt who writes: „It is instructive, too,
to observe how the declarations of ajtimiva (loss of rights) operated; loudly proclaimed by the
polis with the most solemn curses, they were often reversed for reasons of expediency, the
emotion that had been whipped up being quietly suppressed.‟ (Author‟s italics and parenthesis).
The Greeks and Greek Civilization, p. 78. The assembly must have been attended by a great
many Athenians as a vote of some six thousand citizens was needed in order to overturn
Demades‟ conviction. See, Demosthenes 24.45-46.
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Demades was able to win over Philip after the Battle of Chaeronea and thus secure the release
of Athenian prisoners. His influence with Philip also helped to secure reasonable terms for the
Athenians (Diod. 16.87.3). Further, Demades was one of ten ambassadors sent to meet with
Alexander after the destruction of Thebes in 335. This embassy was made up of those men
„…known to be most acceptable to Alexander.‟ The king responded favourably to this
embassy. Subsequently, his only demand was for the surrender of certain key Athenians (Arr.
1.10.3-5). For further details see below (pp. 59-60, n. 106 and 107).
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along with him the taciturn and ever practical Phocion in the hope that together
they might be able to secure for the city the best possible terms.105
It is important to examine at this point the different emphasis Diodorus and
Plutarch placed on the two key protagonists during these events. Indeed this
examination, and all future discussion on the divergent accounts given by these
two sources, is essential in order to try and establish just what role each man
played in the embassy that met with Antipater. After all, it was both their
dealings with and treatment by the Macedonian at this time that would ultimately
determine their disparate fates. By looking closely at the two key literary sources
for this period there is the chance that a greater appreciation and understanding
can be gained as to why and how the Athenians came to feel so betrayed by
Phocion. Further it may also help to establish why Demades chose to act in a
way that would, in the end, result in his (and his son‟s) bloody murder. As
already noted, Diodorus‟ account, of how the people called upon Demades to
speak, appears a more logical version of events than Plutarch‟s. Diodorus,
however, gives Demades a greater role in affairs than is perhaps warranted. He
(18.18.2-3) states that after Demades‟ proposal was approved he was sent as
envoy with Phocion and some others (ejxepevmfqh presbeuth;V meta; FwkivwnoV

kaiv tinwn eJtevrwn). His account implies that Demades was sent as head of the
embassy and that Phocion was sent in a lesser capacity. However, Diodorus may
have given emphasis to Demades‟ role in the first embassy simply because it was
as a result of his decree that the envoys were sent (Plut. Phoc. 26.2-3). Plutarch,
unsurprisingly, records only Phocion as being sent to meet with Antipater (Phoc.
26.3). But Demades‟ role in events after both Chaeronea106 and after
105

The appointment of cautious statesmen or generals to counter their more reckless counterparts
was probably a standard ploy of the Athenians. Note, for example, the case of Nicias who was
appointed as one of the generals to the Sicilian expedition because it was hoped he would rein in
the daring of Alcibiades and the rashness of Lamachus (Plut. Nic. 12.4). This prudent decision
of the Athenians is also recorded by Plutarch in his Life of Alcibiades (13.1-2).
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Diodorus (16.87) records that Philip, following his defeat of the Greek forces at Chaeronea,
drank excessively and proceeded to walk among the prisoners of war exulting in his victory.
Demades, one of the captives, admonished Philip for his attitude and was rewarded by the
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Alexander‟s victory over the Thebans107 made him a most obvious choice to send
to meet with Antipater. As already stated, Plutarch likes to shine the spotlight on
his subject and, as a consequence, other players are forced into the shadows.108
Certainly it would be most unusual for the Athenians to send only one
ambassador on such an important mission.109 And Plutarch does hint at the fact
that more than one ambassador was sent on this first mission when he notes
Phocion returning to Thebes as a member of the second embassy meta; tw:n

Macedonian for his frankness. Subsequently, Demades was able to use his good favour to
secure excellent terms for the Athenian people. [Plutarch] also records this incident in his
Moralia (715c) though he makes no reference to Demades. Further in his Demosthenes (20.3)
Plutarch writes of Philip II coming to his own senses upon realising that Demosthenes‟ words
almost brought him to ruin.
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After Alexander destroyed Thebes (335) he demanded the Athenians deliver up to him certain
of their orators. Plutarch (Dem. 23.5) and Diodorus (17.15.3) note that it was Demades who, for
a fee, managed to persuade Alexander to forget this matter and that he managed to reconcile
Alexander to the city. He adds that Demades may have accepted this mission because of his
personal friendship with the king (Dem. 23.5). Contrast, however, the accounts of Plutarch and
Diodorus with that of Arrian (1.10.6) who records that a second embassy was required before
Alexander finally relented on this point (though he still demanded one Athenian, Charidemus,
be exiled). More surprisingly, Plutarch provides a different account of events in his Phocion
(17.4-5). Not unusually, outside of the Lives Demades receives more favourable attention. See,
for example, [Plut.] Mor. 818e-f. Concerning the alleged payment of a fee to Demades see
Heckel, Who’s Who in the Age of Alexander the Great (p. 307, n. 287), who writes: „The charge
that Demosthenes paid Demades five talents is certainly a fabrication‟.
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Meiggs puts it nicely when he writes: „His (Plutarch‟s) primary concern was a moral
evaluation of his character serving as a running commentary on the facts he could collect, and
naturally the facts that most interested him were those which gave point and colour to the
characters he was portraying.‟ (My parenthesis). The Athenian Empire, p. 13.
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Adcock and Mosley note that the „…size of embassies varied quite considerably not only from
state to state but also from time to time in the case of any one state… Athens regularly
employed embassies of two, three, five, or ten men, but most commonly groups of three or ten
are noted.‟ Diplomacy in Ancient Greece, p. 155. See also Mosley: Historia 22 (1973): 43–49
and 55-62 and TAPA 96 (1965): 255-266. It should be pointed out, however, that there were
instances when only one ambassador was sent. In 479/8 Themistocles set out alone to meet
with the Lacedaemonians concerning the rebuilding of the walls in Athens. Although other
envoys did eventually follow him, it would appear, from the accounts given of these events, that
he alone talked with the Spartan ephors (Nepos, Them. 6.5-7.1-3, Thuc. 1.90.3-92.1, Plut. Them.
19.1-2, Lys. 14.5, Dem. 20.73-74, Polyaenus, 1.30.5, Frontinus, Strat. 1.1.10). Contrast
Diodorus (11.39.4-11.40.4) and Justin (2.15.4-6) who record that Themistocles set out for
Sparta with others. For details concerning the other ambassadors plus references and
bibliography see Develin‟s Athenian Officials, pp. 65-66. Prior to the Battle of Chaeronea in
338, Demosthenes appears to have been sent as sole envoy to Thebes in order to negotiate an
alliance against Philip II (Diod. 16.85.1). One point worth noting is that, after Alexander‟s
defeat of Thebes in 335, the Athenians sent ten men as envoys to meet with the Macedonian
king. More importantly, it was Demades who proposed that this embassy be sent (Arr. 1.10.6
and Diod. 17.15.3-6).
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a[llwn prevsbewn (Phoc. 27.1). Of the other ambassadors sent on this first vital
mission nothing is known. Both Plutarch and Diodorus offer very little detail on
this subject. While it is not surprising that the former omitted to record the other
figures who took part in the embassy the fact that Diodorus failed to name the
other ambassadors is curious. It is possible that he simply did not know who
they were or that he chose only to record the names of those Athenians with
whom his readers would have been most familiar. But it is also possible that the
other envoys were not very significant figures in Athenian politics at that or at a
later time and, as a consequence, Diodorus felt no need to record their names.
One absentee from the first and probably second embassy was Demetrius of
Phalerum. This is an important point because it has generally been accepted by
modern historians that Demetrius‟ reference to his meeting with Craterus relates
to one of the first two embassies sent to Antipater.110 Such unquestioned
assertions are dangerous in the absence of primary evidence.111 Indeed, neither
Diodorus nor Plutarch refer to Demetrius as being among the ambassadors sent
to meet with Antipater after the Battle of Crannon. It has simply been accepted,
however, that Demetrius must refer to one of the embassies sent by the Athenians
after the fighting had stopped. He is recorded as reproaching Craterus who was
receiving the embassies of the Greeks arrogantly. Further, Craterus is described
110

For Demetrius‟ comments regarding this embassy note On Style 289. A discussion of this
passage can be found in Fortenbaugh and Schütrumpf: Demetrius of Phalerum: Text,
Translation and Discussion, p. 43. In a footnote to this passage they state that Demetrius is
referring to one of the original embassies sent after the Battle of Crannon. Such notable
historians as Ferguson (Hellenistic Athens, p. 19) and Tarn (CAH, vol. 6 (1927): 459) also
believed Demetrius to have been a member of the first embassy. More recently, Williams states
Demetrius attended the first but not the second embassy. Athens Without Democracy, pp. 44
and 100 and „Demades‟ Last Years, 323/2-319/8 B.C.‟ in AncW (1989): 24. Diogenes states
that Demetrius entered politics when Harpalus came to Athens in 324 (5.75). It would have
been a rapid rise to prominence if just a short time later he was sent as one of the ambassadors
to discuss a treaty with Antipater. Demetrius is believed to have been born c. 350 B.C. and,
therefore, would still have been very young to serve on such an important mission. For further
discussion concerning Demetrius see also Davies‟ APF, no. 3455 (esp. pp. 108-9).
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The fragmentary evidence that has survived of Demetrius‟ work reveals that he certainly wrote
about the embassies that took place after the Lamian War. But they do not throw any light on
whether or not he was present at these meetings. Cf. Fortenbaugh and Schütrumpf, Demetrius
of Phalerum, F131b and F131c.
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as being dressed in a purple robe and sitting on a golden couch raised on high.112
Given the Macedonian general‟s uncertain position at this time113 and also noting
the fact that he had ceded authority to Antipater upon his arrival in Europe (Diod.
18.16.5) there is little reason for him to have adopted such an arrogant and
superior attitude during the first two meetings between Antipater and the
Athenian ambassadors. Indeed, Craterus appears to have had very little influence
over Antipater in the period immediately following the Lamian War.114

112

...ejpi; crush:V klivnhV kaqezovmenon metevwron, kai; ejn porfura:/ clanivdi, kai; uJperhfavnwV
ajpodecovmenon ta;V presbeivaV tw:n +Ellhvnwn...
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Craterus‟ position after the death of Alexander the Great was quite obscure and uncertain. He
was perhaps second only to Perdiccas in the Macedonian hierarchy and yet his being situated in
Cilicia meant that he had little influence in the events that occurred at Babylon. Photius, in his
epitome of Arrian‟s Events after Alexander, states that Craterus was given the rather vague
office of Prostates of Philip Arrhidaeus‟ kingdom (Kratero;n de; prostavthn th:V =Arridaivou
basileivaV…) (Roos, F 1a.3). Dexippus (Roos, F 1b.4) also refers to this office, describing it as
a position of the highest or greatest honour among the Macedonians. There has been much
debate, however, as to what the duties of this position entailed. For example, Anson wrote that
the office came into existence when the Macedonian nobility deemed the king incapable of
ruling by himself. He argued that the Prostates was the official title for the regent of
Macedonia. According to Anson the office was only awarded to Craterus as part of „an initial
compromise reached between the infantry and the cavalry‟. After that issue had been resolved,
and Meleager, its chief engineer, killed, the Principes assumed control and appointed Perdiccas
prostates of the kingdom. CP 87 (1992): 38-43. A more convincing argument, perhaps, is that
given by Bosworth. He states that Craterus was simply too strong both financially and
militarily to be dictated to by the marshals at Babylon. Bosworth writes: „The vagueness of the
formulation was deliberate… He (Craterus) was at liberty to follow whichever directives of
Alexander he pleased… The commission he received from Babylon gave him carte blanche to
do everything, except possibly return to the east‟. (Author‟s italics. My parenthesis). The
Legacy of Alexander, p. 53. Whether this was the case or not Craterus must have been in some
doubt as to what move to make after the settlement at Babylon. Subsequently, it took him a
while before finally deciding that it was in his best interests to join Antipater.
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Plutarch (Phoc. 26.4) records that despite Craterus‟ eagerness to leave Theban territory
Antipater acquiesced to Phocion‟s request that the Macedonians stay put. Even though
Antipater managed to maintain his own authority in Macedonia he must have been concerned
about Craterus‟ influence over the common soldier. While undoubtedly a canny politician and
able diplomat, Antipater lacked his compatriot‟s military genius. Craterus was a great military
leader and the army held him in very high esteem (Arrian, Succ. F 19 Roos = „Suda‟ s.v.
Kratero;V, Plut. Eum. 6.1-2). Antipater‟s influence over the Macedonians at home must not be
underestimated, however. And it should be noted that Arrian‟s account of the army‟s opinion
of both men is clearly stated in the context of the approaching campaign in Asia Minor. The
soldiers were incensed that command of the army should be divided equally among Antipater
and Craterus (this division is noted by Diodorus (18.29.6)) when the latter was clearly the better
general. There does not appear to have ever been any doubt among the Macedonians at home
that Antipater was their rightful leader.
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If Demetrius did play a part in the initial embassies after the war it is surprising
that both Diodorus and Plutarch fail to record it, especially given his later
notoriety. It is perhaps more likely that Demetrius was part of an embassy sent
by the Athenians to make their oaths to Antipater115 and to pay their respects to
Craterus after his marriage to Antipater‟s daughter Phila.116 It was by this time
that both men had come to an agreement whereby Antipater would remain in
Europe while Craterus would cross to Asia (Diod. 18.18.7-8). What Craterus
hoped to achieve in Asia is not stated at this point but presumably he was aiming
at establishing some sort of power base. It is possible that he had initially
decided to take over the satrapy of Hellespontine Phrygia recently left vacant by
the death of Leonnatus.117 However, this does appear to be a surprisingly modest
ambition for a man whom Arrian noted dressed as a second Alexander.118
Perhaps Hellespontine Phrygia was simply the first step in a more ambitious
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It does not matter that Demetrius was not part of the original embassies that arranged the peace.
For example, see Demosthenes (18.29) who states that different envoys were sent to issue the
oaths to Philip than those who had negotiated the peace.
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Diodorus (18.18.7-8) writes that upon Antipater‟s return to Macedonia he presented Craterus
with honours and gave him his eldest daughter in marriage. The celebrations are reminiscent
(perhaps deliberately) of Philip II‟s wedding to Cleopatra (Plut. Alex. 9.4-5). And Demetrius
appears to have taken exception to Craterus‟ (in all likelihood inebriated) behaviour. As well
as arranging this match, Antipater also helped Craterus prepare for his return to Asia. It is
important to note that while these matters were being arranged Antipater was still dealing with
the Greek cities. It is likely that he was also holding discussions with the Aetolians at this time
but that these talks broke down at some point. Consequently, Antipater and Craterus invaded
Aetolia (Diod. 18.24.1). This campaign was an inconvenience for both men. Craterus would
have been especially frustrated. He had to put his Asian plans on hold while he helped his new
in-law bring the Aetolians to heel.
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When Craterus did eventually cross the Aegean it was, according to Diodorus (18.25.4), in
order to take charge of Asia. But this is in response to Antigonus‟ intrigues against his enemy
Perdiccas and does not give a reason for Craterus‟ initial decision to cross to Asia. It is
tempting to posit that Antipater and Craterus envisaged creating some sort of triumvirate,
through marriage, with Perdiccas. Phila, eldest daughter of Antipater, had married Craterus not
long after the Lamian War. At roughly the same time Antipater had sent another daughter,
Nicaea, to marry Perdiccas (Diod. 18.23.1-3). With all three connected by marriage it might
have been hoped that Perdiccas could have been persuaded to hand over a substantial parcel of
land to Craterus. See Errington, JHS 90 (1970): 61-62, who argues along these lines. Édouard
Will furnishes a concise examination of the role the Macedonian women played in complicating
an already very difficult state of affairs in his Histoire politique de Monde Hellénistique, vol 1,
pp. 35-36.
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Arrian, Succ. F 19 Roos = „Suda‟ s.v. Kratero;V.
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venture.119 Unfortunately, the sources offer too little detail for an informed
argument. Whatever his motives, Craterus would have reason to be happy with
his lot and he could feel justified in putting on airs when Greek envoys arrived to
congratulate him. We have, therefore, Phocion along with the up-and-coming
statesman Demetrius of Phalerum, perhaps being sent to Macedonia both to
administer the oaths to Antipater and to pay their respects to Craterus.120 The
scene played out for us now makes sense. The arrogant and puffed up Craterus,
about to cross to Asia, connected by marriage to the effective head of Europe
plays high and mighty over the lowly and recently subdued Greeks.121 Granted,
all this is supposition, but surely it has as much credence as the so far unqualified
belief that Demetrius was part of those first two vitally important embassies sent
to meet with Antipater after the loss of the Lamian War.
The first embassy, therefore, consisted of Demades and Phocion and „some
others‟ (Diod. 18.18.2-3). Plutarch (Phoc. 26.3-4) records that before
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Cf. Plut. Eum. 5.1, where it is noted that Craterus and Antipater crossed into Asia to overthrow
the power of Perdiccas. But, again, note (as per n. 117 above) that these plans were formulated
after Antigonus had convinced the two men that Perdiccas was not to be trusted.
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At any rate Craterus may not have been on very good terms with Phocion. Plutarch (Phoc.
18.5) notes that, shortly before his death, Alexander sent Craterus into Macedonia, ordering the
Macedonian general to offer the Athenian general the choice of revenue from one of four cities
in Asia. Given the importance Alexander placed on having Phocion accept this offer it would
have annoyed Craterus greatly that he was unable to make the Athenian take the gift. It should
be noted, however, that Craterus could not have made this offer in person as he was still in
Cilicia when Alexander died. If the story is true then he must have sent envoys to relay
Alexander‟s offer. Indeed, perhaps his second in charge, Polyperchon (Arr. 7.12.4) was sent. It
is curious that few historians have commented on this offer as it does imply that Macedonians
or at least their proxenoi were having discussions with Athenian statesmen in Athens even up
until the time of Alexander‟s death. For another account of Alexander‟s offer to Phocion see
Aelian, VH (1.25).
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There are striking similarities here with Alexander‟s actions after he had defeated the Thebans
and settled affairs in Greece. Diodorus (17.16) writes that Alexander returned to Macedonia
and conferred with both his generals and the most worthy of his friends (tou;V hJgemovnaV tw:n
stratiwtw:n kai; ajxiologwtavtouV tw:n fivlwn) about how to conduct the war in Asia. Upon
settling this discussion Alexander then celebrated for nine days a festival in honour of Zeus and
the Muses. And among the guests invited to join in the celebrations were ambassadors from the
Greek cities. Antipater and Craterus, emulating their predecessor, may have held a similar
though perhaps less lavish affair. If this is correct then Craterus, about to cross into Asia as
Alexander did, may have felt some justifiable satisfaction that he was on the verge of regaining
the power and prestige that he had lost after Alexander‟s sudden and unexpected death.
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negotiations took place Phocion asked that Antipater remain in Thebes to make
the peace. Much to Craterus‟ chagrin Antipater agreed to the request122 but he
added that all the other terms were to be entrusted to them (peri; de; tw:n a[llwn

ejkevleuen aujtoi:V ejpitrevpein tou;V =AqhnaivouV).123 Diodorus (18.18.3) omits to
record Phocion‟s request and simply notes that upon arriving in Thebes the
embassy met with Antipater, who, after listening to each ambassador in turn,
stated that he would only end the war if the Athenians submitted themselves to
him (eJautou;V ejpitrevywsin aujtw/:). Both Plutarch (Phoc. 26.4) and Diodorus
(18.18.3), however, state that Antipater recalled how he had received the same
response when he sent envoys to discuss possible peace terms during the Lamian
War.
An important point worth examining about Antipater‟s comment concerning the
Athenian demand for unconditional surrender is that Plutarch (Phoc. 26.4)
records it was Leosthenes who stated the terms whereas Diodorus (18.18.3)
writes that it was the Athenians‟ response to Antipater‟s envoys. Plutarch has
effectively transferred the collective responsibility for the fate of the Athenians
into the hands of one man and by doing so is able to give responsibility for the

Compare also the attitude of Antigonus who „was filled with pride and haughtiness‟ after
Antipater had appointed him supreme commander of Asia (Diod. 18.50.1-2).
122

Plutarch (Phoc. 26.4). Presumably Phocion was still general over the country. If so, then it is
not surprising that his first order of business was to prevent an invasion of Attica. Phocion‟s
role in obtaining such an assurance, however, should not be underestimated. Craterus was
urging for an invasion as no doubt were other advisors to Antipater. Phocion gained for the
Athenians some breathing space while they determined what best to do. It is interesting that
Williams, in his “Revisionist” interpretation of Demades‟ role at this time, chose not to mention
that it was Phocion who saved Attica from possible invasion. See AncW 19 (1989): 24. With
regard to Phocion holding two positions at the one time see Mosley who writes: „…special
assignments such as envoys had could be fulfilled in conjunction with the tenure of other
appointments.‟ Historia 22 (1973): 46.

123

Plut. Phoc. 26.4. It is uncertain to whom Antipater is referring when he states „to them‟. It
could well mean „to the Macedonians‟. However, given that he is obviously trying to mollify
Craterus it is likely that he means to say: „to Craterus and myself‟. But this need not be taken as
proof that both men were equal partners in the affairs of state. Antipater had no choice but to
share command of the army with the esteemed general, but he was not about to give up his
leadership of Macedonia. Diodorus (18.18.3) is very clear on this point. When it came to
negotiating the peace the Athenians were to deal with Antipater alone.
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saving of the city to another man: Phocion.124 Plutarch has telescoped the actions
that Diodorus records into a one on one struggle between Leosthenes and
Antipater. It would be very surprising if Leosthenes did indeed issue such a
demand without first consulting the Athenian people. There may be, however, a
kernel of truth in Plutarch‟s account which, combined with Diodorus‟ version of
events, can be used to work out a likely scenario.
Plutarch and Diodorus‟ accounts are very similar in many respects and this
would seem to indicate that both were making use of the same source.125 If this
is the case then Plutarch noted the prominent role Leosthenes played in events
when Antipater sent envoys to meet with the Athenians. As with the events
recorded above after the Battle of Crannon, Antipater may have sought a
temporary end to hostilities while he was trapped in Lamia so that envoys could
be dispatched to discuss options for ending the war. The envoys were then sent
to Athens. The Athenian assembly called to deal with the matter would have
generated great interest and no doubt there was heated discussion. As already
noted, Phocion had originally advised against the war and he probably had
something to say to the people at this time. Indeed, it may have been at this point
that Phocion was asked by some orators what good he had done the state.126 It is
124

Leosthenes is painted in a rather poor light by Plutarch. He is reported as being one of a type
in Athens at the time who advanced themselves by holding the office of general and waging war
(Phoc. 7.3). Further, he is clearly blamed for plunging the Athenians into the Lamian War
much to Phocion‟s annoyance (Phoc. 23.1).
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This may be Hieronymus of Cardia. Jane Hornblower argues that Hieronymus was likely the
source for Diodorus‟ account of the war. She writes: „…the account of the Lamian War in xviii
reveals a distinctly Macedonian slant, pointing, it might be thought, to Hieronymus.‟
Hieronymus of Cardia, p. 60. The question of Hieronymus‟ sources, however, is not so easily
answered. In the case of events taking place in „distant theatres of war‟, Hornblower argues that
perhaps the historian spoke directly with the soldiers involved (pp. 122-123).
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[Plut.] (Mor. 546a). In the Phocion (23.1) the question is posed by Leosthenes. Plutarch writes
that it was when Leosthenes was still prospering that Phocion was asked this question.
Phocion‟s response should be noted here. He replies that at least while he was general the
rhetors never had to deliver a funeral oration because all who died were buried in their family
graves. This has a Periclean ring to it. Plutarch (Per. 38.4) writes that Pericles, nearing the end
of his life, recalled his greatest achievement as being that „no living Athenian ever put on
mourning because of me.‟ These are very interesting statements, given that each man so often
served as general and commanded numerous campaigns both within and outside the borders of
Attica.
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possible that Leosthenes returned home in order to participate in this debate or
that he had supporters in attendance willing to put forward his views. If this is
the case then he more than likely advocated taking a hard line against Antipater.
And in light of his successes up to that point such a proposal would have
received an enthusiastic response from the Athenian people.127 And it is perhaps
because of Leosthenes‟ influence that Plutarch records him as being the one who
ordered Antipater to leave his fate in Athenian hands. In essence, Plutarch‟s
account is correct in attributing personal responsibility to the Athenian general
for the terms delivered to Antipater. From an historical standpoint, however,
Diodorus is correct in recording that the decision was, ultimately, made by the
demos.128
While Antipater‟s demand for unconditional surrender may have been in part
motivated by the treatment he received from the Athenians while trapped in
Lamia it is likely there were other factors which contributed to his decision.
Plutarch (Dem. 27.2) records that during the Lamian War the Athenians Pytheas
and Callimedon129 took Antipater‟s side and, after fleeing Athens, toured Greece
with Antipater‟s ambassadors campaigning against the war. It is likely these
same men and others like them were with Antipater when he camped on the
127

Plutarch may be alluding to the assembly in which this was discussed when he notes the
Athenian people rejoicing at their successes (Phoc. 23.4). It is at this point that Phocion is
asked if he did not wish that he had achieved such things. Plutarch may here be recording the
arrival of Antipater‟s envoys. Their appearance would probably have raised the hopes of the
Athenian people and, perhaps in their overexcitement, resulted in their demand for Antipater‟s
unconditional surrender.
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The reverse may be said to have occurred with the case of Thebes in 335. The destruction of
the city can ultimately be laid at the feet of Alexander, though some sources readily blame the
many enemies of the Thebans. Cf. Diod. 17.14, Arr. 1.9.9-10, Just. 11.3.8, 3.9-10 and Plut.
Alex. 11.7-8. Bosworth, Conquest and Empire (p. 196), writes: „The verdict was not
Alexander‟s but it was the verdict he wished to be passed.‟
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Dinarchus refers to Callimedon in his speech Against Demosthenes (1.94). He states that
Demosthenes impeached Callimedon for „consorting with the exiles in Megara with intent to
overthrow the democracy…‟ The impeachment does not appear to have gone ahead, however.
It is unknown if the allegation had any basis in truth, nor is it known why Demosthenes dropped
the charges. It is possible that money changed hands and that Callimedon bought his escape.
What the incident reveals is that Athenian exiles were not far from Attic borders and that the
Athenians feared their return. Dinarchus also refers to the exiles travelling to Megara (1.58).
Perhaps this took place after the proclamation of Alexander the Great‟s Exiles‟ Decree.
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Acropolis at Thebes. Certainly, Plutarch notes that Callimedon was with the
Macedonian when the second Athenian embassy returned to conclude the peace
treaty (Plut. Phoc. 27.5) and it is likely that he had been in attendance at the first.
He and others like him, therefore, would have been in a position to influence
Antipater because of their prior good service.
The suggestion that such men were at work in Thebes before the Athenian
ambassadors arrived is highly probable. An indication of Callimedon‟s influence
with Antipater and of the Macedonian‟s benevolent attitude toward him may be
seen in the fact that the Athenian was able to return to Athens after the peace but
later went into exile.130 Callimedon‟s presence reveals the possibility that
activity was taking place in Thebes before Phocion, Demades and the rest of the
ambassadors arrived to discuss terms. Further, upon their arrival, Callimedon
may have mentioned his discussions with Antipater to Phocion, the one man who
had consistently and publicly opposed the Lamian War.131 Phocion, in turn, may
have talked with the other ambassadors and discussed with them how best to
proceed. While there is much speculation involved in arguing such a scenario it
is certainly within the realm of possibility. It is also possible that Callimedon‟s
supporters were at work in Athens haranguing the people for their foolishness in
rising up against Macedonia and encouraging them to accept whatever terms
Antipater demanded.132 The demos would thus have been kept in a constant state
of fear and apprehension.

130

This is implied by Plutarch (Phoc. 33.3) who records that Callimedon had to flee Athens after
Antipater‟s death. Tritle, in examining Callimedon‟s actions during the peace negotiations,
argues that he was neither pro- nor anti- Macedonian. Rather, he was simply motivated by
„personal rivalries‟. Phocion the Good, pp. 130-131.
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Tritle argues that Callimedon and Phocion shared a political friendship. Phocion the Good, p.
49 and p. 175, n. 90. If this is correct then this further improves the chances that the two men
met to discuss matters at this time.
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Similar activity took place in Athens in 411. When Peisander and his companions arrived in
Athens to raise the issue of the Athenians changing the constitution Peisander also visited all the
clubs (aiJ sunwmosivaV) and exhorted them to unite and overthrow the democracy (Thuc. 8.54.45). Upon his next visit to Athens he found that his associates (oiJ eJtai:roi) had accomplished
much (Thuc. 8.65.1-2). Note also Sealey‟s comments concerning these events: „At Athens
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With exiled Athenians in attendance at Antipater‟s court it would be surprising if
the envoys did not have some discussions with their compatriots while waiting to
meet with the Macedonian general. Further, it is likely that some members of the
embassy also held discussions with Antipater that were not noted in the public
record. Clandestine meetings and behind the scenes negotiations have always
been and still are a part of the diplomatic process and it is quite possible that
much more was discussed than what was publicly disclosed.133 Two likely
candidates for taking part in such discussions are Phocion and Demades. Both
men were friends of Antipater. Plutarch writes of Phocion‟s friendly relations
with both Alexander and Antipater134 and, as already noted, Demades had
established a healthy relationship with the Macedonian leadership. Indeed, he
had played an important role in ensuring Athenian survival after both Philip II‟s
victory over the Greeks at the Battle of Chaeronea (Diod. 16.87) and Alexander‟s
defeat of the Thebans (Plut. Dem. 23.5, Diod. 17.15.3-5).135 It is reasonable,

during Peisander‟s absence men whom he had approached on his first visit were active in
propaganda and intimidation‟. Essays in Greek Politics, p. 113. It is not difficult to envisage
similar activity taking place in Athens during and after the Lamian War.
133

Demosthenes (18.33-34) argues that Aeschines met with Philip II without the other members of
the embassy (oujkevti koinh:/ meta; tw:n a[llwn prevsbewn). While the veracity of this statement
is impossible to determine the fact that the Athenians would have found it plausible indicates
such activity was not unheard of. J. R. Ellis believes that such „private discussions‟ did in fact
take place. However, he argues these conversations occurred not only with Aeschines but with
the other envoys also. „Philip and the Peace of Philokrates‟ in Philip II, Alexander the Great
and the Macedonian Heritage, edited by W. Lindsay Adams and E. N. Borza, p. 45-46.
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Phoc. 17.5-6. It was due to Philip‟s admiration for Phocion that Alexander agreed to listen to
him after his victory over the Thebans. This meeting of the two is important. Not only did
Alexander consent to talk with Phocion, he also agreed to listen to the elder Athenian‟s advice.
It surely is not too speculative to suggest that Antipater acted similarly. Further, Plutarch (Phoc.
17.6) notes that it was only to Phocion and Antipater that Alexander wrote the word „caivrein ‟
in his letters. Phocion‟s friendship with Antipater is attested at Phoc. 30.2. It should be noted
that secret negotiations are not unprecedented. For an excellent discussion on „Confidential
Diplomacy‟ see Mosley: „Envoys and Diplomacy in Ancient Greece‟ in Historia 22 (1973): 1116.
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Cf. Williams‟ „Demades‟ Last Years, 323/2-319/8 B.C.‟, in AncW 19 (1989): 21-22 (esp. notes
13, 14 and 17) for comprehensive references and bibliography detailing Demades‟ relationships
with Philip and Alexander.
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therefore, to suggest that these two men held more discussions with Antipater
than is indicated by the ancient sources.136
It should be noted, however, that the possibility of backroom discussions taking
place need not mean that Phocion and Demades had a great deal of influence
over the eventual terms. While it is possible that these two persuasive figures
helped to soften Antipater‟s attitude toward Athens the sources do not reveal that
they had any control over the final outcome.137 Further, both men had to deal
with the presence of Callimedon.138 Indeed, as will be discussed below,
Phocion‟s dealings with Antipater were, in essence, reactionary. Rather than
suggesting that he, Demades or any of the other ambassadors had any great
influence over Antipater, therefore, it may be more plausible to argue that their
discussions with him simply resulted in Antipater revealing his plans to them
either directly or through the agency of such characters as Callimedon. Further,
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A number of historians have argued that the embassy had some part to play in formulating the
peace terms. For example see: Habicht, Athens from Alexander to Antony, p. 40; Gehrke,
Phokion, p. 91. It is also worth noting Aeschines‟ speech Against Ctesiphon (71-75) where he
talks of Demosthenes‟ secret discussions with the Macedonian ambassador Antipater. Rhetoric
or no the fact that Aeschines felt able to make this accusation is an indication of the fear that the
Athenians felt at the idea of such clandestine negotiations taking place (see also n. 133 above).
What is certain is that Antipater had had prior dealings with the Athenians and knew well how
the assembly worked. If Demosthenes and Antipater had indeed worked together to sway the
Athenian people toward their own ends then it was no doubt a valuable lesson for Antipater and
one that Phocion and Demades would have had no qualms taking advantage of during the first
embassy. For a concise discussion of the complex relationships existing between Macedonia
and Athens see Bosworth, Conquest and Empire, pp. 212-213.
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Nepos‟ comment (Phoc. 2.2) that Phocion worked with Demades to hand the city over to
Antipater (…quod cum Demade de urbe tradenda Antipatro consenserat…) need not imply that
Phocion had any direct influence over Antipater‟s eventual peace terms. Nepos‟ account simply
highlights that Phocion and Demades did not try to persuade Antipater to do other than he
intended. His account does reveal, however, that there was an hostile tradition against Phocion
and Demades and that there was a belief that these two had somehow been the cause of the
sublimation of the Athenian people. Tritle argues that this tradition stemmed mainly from
Demosthenes‟ nephew Demochares. ANRW II.33.6: 4263.
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There is a similarity here with Philip‟s treatment of Demosthenes (Plut. Dem. 16.1-2). In an
embassy to Philip, in which Demosthenes was one of ten ambassadors, the Macedonian king
took the Athenian orator very seriously and made every effort to deal with Demosthenes‟
concerns but, in the end, he courted the party of Aeschines and Philocrates.
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he may have disclosed to the two most senior representatives, Phocion and
Demades, the role he had in mind for them to play in Athens.139
One important point regarding this first embassy should also be considered. In
338 there was debate in Athens concerning whether or not the Athenians should
be part of Philip‟s Common Peace. Plutarch records (Phoc. 16.4-6) that in the
ensuing debate Phocion advised the people against making a decision until they
had ascertained the Macedonian king‟s intentions.140 Ignoring his advice the
Athenians voted to join the Common Peace but soon regretted their decision. As
part of the agreement Philip called upon the Athenians to furnish him with
triremes and cavalry. Noticing the unhappiness of the people upon receiving this
request, Phocion lamented their not having heeded his advice. In light of this
episode it would be surprising if he did not at least try to ascertain Antipater‟s
intentions before he left Thebes. Further, if Callimedon had already held
discussions with Phocion, the Athenian statesman would have wanted to hear
from Antipater himself what he intended for Athens. He may then have tried
gentle persuasion to bring the Macedonian round to a more mutually beneficial
arrangement. It is a scene reminiscent of Plutarch‟s account of Phocion‟s
meeting with Alexander after the destruction of Thebes. Then the elder
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Plutarch hints of this future role when he records Antipater‟s response to Phocion‟s request that
he not impose a garrison on the Athenians (Phoc. 27.4 -5). Further, he notes that one of
Antipater‟s possible responses was: ‘#W Fwkivwn, hJmei:V pavnta soi carivzesqa boulovmeqa
plh;n tw:n kai; se; ajpolouvntwn kai; hJma:V.‟ Antipater‟s answer may imply that he had
envisioned a leadership role for Phocion in Athens which would require Macedonian support. It
certainly reveals that Antipater wanted a minority government placed in charge in Athens. It
also reveals that he felt that the new regime‟s safety could only be ensured by placing a
Macedonian garrison close by. The garrison would thus serve to put Antipater‟s mind at ease
that there would be no future unrest and also to provide the new government security from
possible civil disturbances.
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It must be pointed out that the refusal of the Athenian people to heed Phocion‟s advice was
probably quite sound. It is likely they did not see much point in asking Philip what he intended
as the chances of receiving an honest answer from him were very slim. Indeed, Demosthenes
(9.10-14) decried the willingness of the Greeks to accept at face value Philip‟s words. Aelian
(VH, 7.12) tellingly reports a saying some attribute to Philip in which it is stated that children
must needs be deceived with knucklebones and men with oaths. Phocion‟s advice, therefore,
was not very practical. But whether or not an embassy sent to Philip to discuss his intentions
would have been successful Plutarch‟s account highlights Phocion‟s logical and rather
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statesman was able to counsel the king to make peace with Athens by saying
those things that appealed to the young man‟s nature (Phoc.17.4). But the old
war-horse Antipater may not have been so accommodating as Alexander, whose
eyes even then were focussed on achieving glorious deeds in far away lands.141
In 322 Antipater does not appear to have had such grandiose plans.142 He needed
stability in Europe in order to secure his position and he would not have been
ignorant of the possibility that his hold on power might one day be threatened by
the younger successors eager to lay claim to Alexander‟s empire.143 Further, the
Lamian War had made Antipater look vulnerable and he would not countenance
a repeat performance. For the Athenian people, therefore, the choice was simple,
do as you‟re told or face possible annihilation.
The ambassadors meeting with Antipater on that first embassy knew the impact
his demand for unconditional surrender would have on the Athenian people.
They had been authorised to negotiate terms but as Antipater left no room for
negotiation there was little choice but to return home and bring the matter before

unimaginative political style and it is likely he practiced this same style when he met with
Antipater after the Lamian War.
141

According to Plutarch (Phoc. 17.4-5) Phocion advised Alexander that if he was after glory then
he should turn his arms against the barbarians. While it is possible Phocion did discuss with
Alexander the Asian campaign it is unlikely that Phocion‟s words had much, if any, influence
on Alexander‟s decision to campaign in Asia. Philip II had already sent forces east (Diod.
16.91.2) and these, under the command of Parmenion and Attalus, while suffering setbacks, still
held land on the Bosporan coast. Alexander had shown no inclination to withdraw these forces
and it is almost certain his intent was to continue the campaign as soon as he had settled affairs
at home.
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This contrasts with Pausanias, however, who writes that Antipater was so eager to cross over to
Asia that he did not care if he left the Greeks free (7.10.4). This is, of course, nonsense.
Immediately after Antipater settled affairs in much of Greece he campaigned in Aetolia. It was
only upon Antigonus‟ arrival in Greece that Antipater was convinced of the need to cross over
to Asia (Diod. 18.25.3-4).
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Justin, in his Epitome of Trogus, states that one of the proposals put to Perdiccas was to invade
Macedonia the „…very source and heart of the empire‟ (13.6.11). Diodorus (18.14.2) records
that Ptolemy had already begun discussions with Antipater fearing a possible attack from
Perdiccas. Ptolemy may have stressed that if the attack was not made against him then
Antipater would be the next logical choice. Certainly any concerns Antipater may have had
would have been confirmed when Antigonus arrived on the scene and informed him that
Perdiccas intended to march with his army into Macedonia as king and deprive Antipater of his
command (Diod. 18.25.3-4).
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the people. It is possible the envoys feared that the Athenians might consider
their embassy a failure and thus blame them for Antipater‟s harsh attitude and in
light of these fears it is also possible they discussed the best way of conveying
the details of their embassy to the people. Moreover, if the envoys had been
informed of what Antipater‟s terms would ultimately be there would have been
little enthusiasm for passing on such information to the citizen body. Further, it
would be surprising if Callimedon did not have supporters in Athens who were
eager to see their friend return. These people may have been in communication
with him and have known what to expect when the embassy returned. They may
also have continued to admonish the people for going to war and therefore
ensured the fears and apprehensions of the people were not dulled.144 The
ambassadors, therefore, would have needed to take this possibility into account
when discussing how to address the people. An agreement may then have been
reached whereby they, in accord with efforts being made at home, would simply
stress the intransigence of Antipater and the danger facing the city. If this tactic
was adopted it would likely have played a part in encouraging the people to place
their fate in Antipater‟s hands.
Such manipulation of the Athenian people in order to achieve certain ends is not
unprecedented in Athenian history. Alcibiades showed that the demos could be
manipulated by astute politicians when he tricked the Spartan ambassadors into
contradicting themselves in front of the assembly and then exposed their
deception in order to rouse the anger of the people.145 Further, Stratocles was
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Information being relayed to certain citizens in Athens before news reached the general public
is not without precedent. At the time of Philip II‟s assassination Demosthenes had received
secret intelligence of the king‟s death and exploited this foreknowledge by telling the people
that „he had had a dream which led him to expect some great blessings for Athens…‟ (Plut.
Dem. 22.1).

145

Thuc. 5.45, Plut. Nic. 10.4 and Alc. 14.6-9. Playing on the fears or hatreds of the masses has
always been, and still is, an easy way to secure public support for particular policies. And this is
especially true for unscrupulous politicians with an oratorical flare and a gift for reading the
prejudices of the people. As [Plutarch] notes (Mor.799b): „…statesmen must apply themselves
to the understanding of the character of the citizens, which shows itself as in the highest degrees
a compound of all their individual characters and is powerful.‟ Also 799c: „…the Athenian
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able to deceive the Athenians into celebrating for three days a victory when in
fact their forces had been defeated ([Plut.] Mor. 799f-800a; Plut. Demetr. 11.3).
It was also not unheard of for Athenian ambassadors to discuss how to address
the people while journeying home from a mission. Aeschines (On the Embassy,
43) records how Demosthenes tricked the other members of an embassy
returning from a meeting with Philip to speak flatteringly of the Macedonian
king before the people. His trickery successful, he was able to turn his personal
disaster before Philip into a triumph before the people. Aeschines‟ account of
this embassy reveals that ambassadors could and would discuss matters amongst
themselves before returning home and that these discussions might entail what to
reveal to the people and how to do so.
The Athenians, in shock after losing the Lamian War, would have been mortified
upon hearing the report of the first embassy. In effect, Antipater had demanded
unconditional surrender. This ultimately meant that he would be given the power
to deal with Athens in any way he wanted.146 Further, the fate of Thebes in 335
would have been fresh in Athenian minds.147 Their panic would have been
people is easily moved to anger, easily turned to pity, more willing to suspect quickly than to be
informed at leisure…‟
146

It should be pointed out that cases of total annihilation by a victorious enemy are relatively rare.
As Adcock and Mosley point out „Terrible measures could be considered and implemented,
such as the Melian decree of the Athenians, but the measures contemplated against Melos, the
destruction of Histiaea for revolt from Athens, and the demolition of Methone in 354 by Philip
and of Thebes by Alexander the Great in 335 stand out as occasional reminders of the excesses
to which opponents could be driven either in their fury or in their calculation.‟ Diplomacy in
Ancient Greece, p. 196. Adcock and Mosley, however, are perhaps a little too selective with the
facts. The treatment of the Plataeans at the hands of the Spartans in 427 should not be forgotten
(Thuc. 3.68). Neither should Philip‟s treatment of the Olynthians in 348 (Diod. 16.53.3).
Further, Antipater and Craterus had intended to inflict a terrible punishment on the Aetolians
(Diod. 18.25.5). These few examples reveal that, despite the fact that such treatment was the
exception rather than the rule, the Athenians still had just cause to be very concerned.
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Thebes had already been offered as a cautionary note to those Athenians eager to begin the
struggle against the Macedonians. Diodorus (18.10.4-5) notes that those opposing the war
chastised the people for not learning from the fate of the Thebans. Further, the Athenians may
have recalled the fateful words of the Melians (Thuc. 5.90) who warned the demos of what their
fate might one day be if placed in similar circumstances to themselves. Indeed, the Athenians‟
own treatment of the Melians may not have been far from the peoples‟ minds when told of
Antipater‟s demand for unconditional surrender. The feeling in Attica may not have been
unlike that experienced after the battle of Aegospotami (405 B.C). Xenophon (HG. 2.2.3-4)
records the distress of the people when news of the Athenian defeat reached the city. Further,
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exacerbated by the knowledge that the Athenian navy no longer held sway over
the Aegean148 and that continued resistance could mean eventual starvation.149
Further, as already noted, there were citizens in Athens who were keen to see an
end to the war and had advised against it in the first place. Continuing their
intrigues these men may have encouraged the Athenians to accept Antipater‟s
demand, suggesting they pray that the city‟s great history and glorious reputation
might still protect it from total annihilation.
The envoys no doubt presented their report to a packed assembly. Both
Diodorus and Plutarch offer little detail as to what occurred at this point. Debate,
however, must have been exhaustive as the Athenians examined the situation
from every angle. Everyone would have been aware that, whatever their
decision, the city‟s fate was in the balance.150 Plutarch (Phoc. 27.1) does note
he notes that the Athenians feared that they would suffer the same treatment they had visited
upon the Melians and many other Greeks. See also Xen HG. 2.2.10-11 where these same fears
are again noted.
148

The Macedonian fleet gained supremacy over the Athenians during the Lamian War (Diod.
18.15.7-8). It would appear from epigraphic evidence that fighting took place throughout the
War. It is possible IG II². 398 and 493 refer to some sort of naval battle taking place in the
Hellespont. Toward the end of the Lamian War the Athenians lost battles off the Echinades
(Diod. 18.15.8-9) and at Amorgos (Plut. Demetr. 11.3; [Plut.] Mor. 338a and the Marmor
Parium, FGrHist 239B 9). These defeats further strengthened Macedonian hegemony at sea
and left the Athenians unable to defend their trade routes. The events at sea during the Lamian
War have been subject to much debate, however, and there is no generally accepted argument as
to what took place. On the problems see: Carey, A History of the Greek World From 323 to 146
B.C., pp. 381-383; Ashton, BSA 72 (1977): 1-11; Morrison, JHS 107 (1987): 88-97; Sekunda,
BSA 87 (1992): 311-355 and Bosworth, „How Did Athens Lose the Lamian War?‟, in The
Macedonians in Athens, pp. 19-22.
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As Hammond notes: „…Antipater demanded and obtained an unconditional surrender; for
Athens, cut off by sea and by land, had no hope of withstanding a blockade, and the spirit which
had enabled Athens to resist for four months in 405/4 was lacking now.‟ A History of
Macedonia 3: 114. The Athenians had not suffered any damage to their land at this point and
they were eager to prevent the Macedonians invading Attica and destroying their crops. This is
the reverse of the events of the Peloponnesian War where farms had been destroyed during the
first few years of the war. This did not overly disturb the Athenians, however, because of their
substantial imports from the Black Sea. As Thorne points out: „So long as Athens had both
wealth and access to supplies from the Black Sea region, she could weather the devastation of
her immediately adjacent territory.‟ GRBS 42 (2001): 252.
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The question of Samos must also have been raised at this time. Alexander‟s Exiles‟ Decree had
been one of the key reasons behind the Athenian decision to rise up against Macedonia after the
king‟s death (Diod. 18.8). Antipater had given no indication as to what was to happen with the
island and consequently the fate of the Athenian cleruchs living there was still uncertain. This
would have caused considerable distress especially if food supplies within the city were already
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that the Athenians accepted Antipater‟s demand through necessity though he
does not say what that necessity was. It is likely, however, that there were a
number of issues that compelled the Athenians to give in to Antipater. Of
primary concern was the close proximity of the Macedonian army to the Attic
border. An invasion would probably necessitate the Athenians withdrawing
behind their city walls. No Athenian would have relished a repeat of the events
of the Peloponnesian War and few would have believed the city capable of
handling a protracted siege. As noted above the Athenian fleet no longer
controlled the Aegean and, consequently, there was no way of guaranteeing the
safety of the city‟s grain supply. Indeed, fear of starvation may have been the
ultimate impetus that compelled the Athenians to hand over complete authority
of the city to Antipater.
Following the decision of the assembly a second embassy was sent which was
probably made up of the same men as before. However, in a desperate attempt to
soften Antipater‟s attitude the Athenians added to the mixture the philosopher
Xenocrates of Chalcedon.151 Plutarch (Phoc. 27.1-2) notes that Xenocrates was
included in the hope that his virtue, reputation and fame would induce Antipater
to honour him. Presumably this honour was to entail treating the Athenians
leniently.152 While this may have been one reason for sending the philosopher

low. Fear of the possibility that thousands of Athenian cleruchs might suddenly turn up in
Athens, expecting to be housed and fed, would have been great.
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Xenocrates, a resident alien in Athens, was head of Plato‟s Academy from 339 until his death in
314. According to [Plutarch] (Mor. 603b) he spent all his time at the Academy except for one
day every year when he went to see the new tragedies at the Dionysia. He had, at one time,
almost been imprisoned for failing to pay his tax as a resident alien ([Plut.] Mor. 842b).
[Plutarch] describes him as being noble and greathearted but very austere or harsh in character
(Mor. 141f, 533a and 769d). Xenocrates also shares a characteristic with Cato Minor in that
both were slow in learning but had excellent memories (Plut. Cat. Mi. 1.3 and [Plut.] Mor. 47e).
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Consideration should be given to the reason Xenocrates gives for taking part in the second
embassy sent to meet with Antipater. Plutarch (Phoc. 29.4) notes that when Phocion offered to
enrol Xenocrates as an Athenian citizen the philosopher replied that „…he could not take part in
an administration for the prevention of which he had served on an embassy‟. This passage
implies that the Athenian people wanted Xenocrates to be sent as part of the second embassy
because they themselves had some inkling as to what to expect from Antipater. Xenocrates
appears to have gone specifically to divert Antipater from a course of action that the majority of
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another may be his previous cordial relationship with the Macedonians. Indeed,
Alexander the Great appears to have held Xenocrates in very high esteem and
even Antipater thought highly enough of him to send him a gift.153 However,
while the reasons for the Athenians sending the philosopher as part of the second
embassy to Antipater may appear fairly obvious, it does not explain Plutarch‟s
reasons for including him in his account. The Xenocrates episode offers little
insight into the discussions that took place between the ambassadors and
Antipater. And the fact that the philosopher had no effect on the proceedings
would seem to be reason enough for leaving him out of the narrative.154
Certainly Diodorus felt no compulsion to note his presence in the second
embassy. Plutarch‟s reasoning behind including this incident, however, may
have been to use Xenocrates to reveal the intransigent and arrogant nature of
Antipater. Plutarch, essentially, is saying that if such a man as Xenocrates could
not move Antipater then what hope had the other ambassadors, and in particular
Phocion.155 The elder statesman, therefore, could not be blamed for the terms

citizens thought the Macedonian general might take. It would seem that very few were under
any illusion as to what terms Antipater was going to offer the Athenian people.
153

Plutarch (Alex. 8.4) and [Plut.] (Mor. 181e, 331e, 333b) state that Alexander sent Xenocrates
fifty talents. Diogenes Laertius (4.8) also notes Alexander sending him a large sum of money.
According to Plutarch Xenocrates refused the gift altogether. Diogenes, however, states that
Xenocrates took three thousand drachma and sent the rest back. Further, he records Antipater
sending him a gift (D.L. 4.8). He also offers a different account of Xenocrates‟ meeting with
Antipater (D.L. 4.9). In this instance it is stated that the philosopher was sent explicitly to
„plead for the Athenians taken prisoners in the Lamian War‟ and that Antipater, won over by
Xenocrates‟ „ready wit‟, did in fact release them. Whitehead discusses and dismisses Diogenes‟
account in his article „Xenocrates the Metic‟ in RhM 124 (1981): 237, n. 52 and 239.
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For an account of Xenocrates‟ role and powers as ambassador see Whitehead‟s „Xenocrates the
Metic‟ in RhM 124 (1981): 238-241. Whitehead (p. 241) notes that „…it seems plain that
Xenocrates was in some sense a supernumerary representative of his adoptive city…
Consequently… we can perhaps see some reason – if not necessarily justification – for his
(Antipater‟s) refusal to give Xenocrates a hearing; and Xenocrates‟ refusal, for his part, to
accept the proposed dialuvseiV will have been no obstacle to their reception and confirmation
by the Athenian ejkklhsiva on the recommendation of their citizen presbeutaiv.‟ (Author‟s
italics. My parenthesis).
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In his actions Antipater appears to be emulating Philip who, according to Diogenes (4.8-9), also
refused to deal with Xenocrates when the philosopher refused to attend his feasts. It is more
likely, however, that Antipater‟s actions were retribution for similar treatment meted out to him
when he first met the philosopher at Athens (Diogenes, 4.11). The date of this meeting is
unknown. It may have taken place in 346 when Antipater and Parmenion were involved in
peace negotiations with the Athenians (Dem. 19.69; Aes. 3.72; Din. 1.28) or it is possible it
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Antipater finally demanded. Indeed, Xenocrates‟ embarrassing treatment reveals
that Phocion‟s style of diplomacy was the only proper course of action. Plutarch
appears to be saying that the times called for a pragmatic and practical statesman
able to deal with the very real problems at hand rather than a virtuous man whose
moral and ethical values would no doubt get in the way of proceedings.156
Indeed, following Xenocrates‟ failure Plutarch records that Phocion spoke, and
Antipater responded by giving the terms that were to be met if the Athenians
hoped to be his friend and ally (Plut. Phoc. 27.3).
Antipater‟s terms, though harsh, were relatively humane157 considering what the
alternative could have been.158 According to the sources the Macedonian
demanded that the democracy be replaced by a government whose composition
was determined by a minimum property qualification of two thousand drachmas
(Diod. 18.18.4, Plut. Phoc. 27.3). Antipater also stipulated that a Macedonian
garrison be based on Attic soil (Diod. 18.18.5-6, Plut. Phoc. 27.3). This garrison,
however, was deemed to be only a temporary measure and Antipater assured the

occurred after the battle of Chaeronea in 338 (Justin 9.4.5; Polyb. 5.10.4; Harpocration s.v.
„Alkimachos‟ = Hyp. Frag. 19.2).
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Tim Duff appears to accept Plutarch‟s reasoning. Duff argues that Xenocrates represented the
inappropriateness at that time of a man with such „high philosophical principles‟. Plutarch’s
Lives, p. 150.
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Diodorus writes that Antipater dealt humanely with the Athenians (18.18.4). In response to
Diodorus‟ description, Hornblower writes: „Only a historian with pronounced Macedonian
sympathies could say that Antipater had acted filanqrwvpwV and ejpieikw:V‟. Hieronymus of
Cardia p. 171. Hornblower, however, does concede a little later (p. 174) that „…Antipater‟s
treatment of Athens was „humane‟ compared with Alexander‟s treatment of Thebes, and with
what the Athenians might have expected.‟ Tritle (Phocion the Good, p. 130) argues that the
relatively moderate peace terms imply that „…the Athenian ambassadors succeeded to a degree
in mitigating the Macedonian conditions.‟ There is, however, no real evidence to support this
thesis. Antipater may have simply decided it was not in his best interests to treat the Athenians
too harshly.
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Hammond notes this when he writes: „In theory he (Antipater) could have emulated Alexander,
referred the matter to the council of the Common Peace, and obtained a vote to destroy the city,
as Alexander had done with Thebes‟. A History of Macedonia 3: 114. It should be noted,
however, that Alexander need not have used the Synedrion. Arrian (1.9.9) writes that
Alexander entrusted the settlement of Thebes to the allies. And Bosworth argues that Arrian
(along with Justin 11.3.8) must be correct in stating that „…the Thebans‟ fate was discussed by
an ad hoc council of allies present with Alexander…‟ Conquest and Empire, p. 195. See also
Bosworth‟s HCA i pp. 89-91.
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delegates it would one day be removed.159 A key reason for the Athenian
uprising, Alexander‟s proclamation concerning the return of the exiles to Samos,
had yet to be resolved and Antipater referred this matter to the kings.160 Other
conditions to be met were that the Athenians would hand over Demosthenes and
Hypereides161 as well as pay a war indemnity and fine.
Such were Antipater‟s terms and it is worth noting that there was nothing
unusual in them.162 Antipater was aiming at securing long-term peace and, more
importantly, at ensuring the continued „loyalty‟ of the Athenian people. Both
Philip and Alexander had allowed the Athenians to keep their democratic
government in an attempt to achieve the same end without any long-term
success. Antipater had seen the policy fail in the past and therefore chose to
follow a different course.163 It is a situation not unlike that faced by the
Athenians in the latter half of the fifth century B.C. During that time the
Athenian people often felt compelled to overturn the oligarchic governments of
certain city-states in order to safeguard their empire. However, as Bury and
Meiggs note of Athenian activity in the fifth century: „As a rule, Athens
prescribed to her subjects the general form of their constitutions, and it need
159

Diodorus (18.48.1-2) states that the people were of the opinion that part of the original peace
terms had been that the garrison would one day be removed.
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The fate of Samos was of great concern to the Athenians. Aside from the expected influx of
thousands of dispossessed citizens and its effect on life in Athens, Samos was an extremely
important base for naval operations. This point was stressed by Athenian speakers nearly a
century earlier when, ironically, the democracy was also under threat. See Thuc. 8.76. The
issue of Samos is significant and is discussed in greater detail on pp. 149-157 below).

161

Plut. Phoc. 27.3. See also Plutarch (Dem. 28.4) where Aristonicus of Marathon and Himeraeus,
the brother of Demetrius of Phalerum, are noted as having fled to Aegina. Note that Photius‟
epitome of Arrian‟s Events After Alexander also lists Aristonicus and Himeraeus as among
those Antipater wanted given up (Succ. F 1.13 Roos). For a commentary on Photius‟ epitome
and translation of the text see Goralski‟s article in AncW 19 (1989): 81-108. See also A. S.
Agostinetti‟s Flavio Arriano: Gli eventi dopo Alessandro (1993).
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For a discussion on the terms generally imposed by the victorious party see Adcock and
Mosley, Diplomacy in Ancient Greece, pp. 196-199. Russell Meiggs also gives a thorough
account of the treatment meted out to defeated cities by the Athenians in his excellent book The
Athenian Empire, pp. 112-128.
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As Williams notes in his dissertation: „Antipater, having suffered the consequences of the
earlier generosity of Philip and Alexander, was content upon using Athens‟ unconditional
surrender to impose a more permanent solution.‟ Athens Without Democracy, p. 47.
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hardly be said that these constitutions were always democratic.‟164 Indeed,
Meiggs points out that initially the Athenians appear not to have cared what type
of government was in power as long as it had Athenian interests at heart.165
However, when this policy failed to secure the long-term loyalty of her allies the
Athenians took a more hardline stance with dissident city-states. Such treatment
as that meted out by the Athenians to Miletus, Chalcis, Eretria, Colophon,
Erythrae and Samos are prime examples.166 Indeed, the Athenian people‟s
treatment of the city of Miletus is a case in point. Meiggs writes: „In 452 Athens
expelled the Medizers and decided that a loyal oligarchy would provide the most
reliable form of government: it was necessary in 450-449 to maintain a closer
watch on Miletus, but the oligarchs were allowed to remain in power.‟ He
concludes by adding that it was only after this policy had failed that the
Athenians decided upon establishing a democracy.167 Similarly, Antipater,
perhaps seeing the failure of his predecessors‟ past policies, chose to try a
different tack.
Upon the return of the second embassy to Athens events appear to have
proceeded rather quickly. Another crowded assembly would have taken place in
which Antipater‟s terms were disclosed to the people. A vote was probably
taken immediately and the people agreed to accept the terms.168 Further, as part
of the terms, Demades may have put forward the decree that resulted in the exile
164

A History of Greece (4th ed.), p. 210.
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R. Meiggs, The Athenian Empire, p. 100. Meiggs, discussing the treatment of mainland cities
in Greece in the 450‟s, writes: „…Athens attempted to promote elements that might be
expected to favour Athens, and to keep in check hostile elements by requiring hostages and
exiling the irreconcilable. She did not perhaps rigidly insist on democracies of the Athenian
pattern…‟ See also J. M. Moore‟s introduction to Aristotle and Xenophon: A Democracy and
Oligarchy, pp. 32-33.
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Adcock and Mosley examine the treatment of these states in Diplomacy in Ancient Greece, pp.
195-196.
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R. Meiggs, The Athenian Empire, pp. 115-6. See also J. P. Barron‟s article in JHS 82 (1962): 16.
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It is likely there was some dissension among the citizens. Indeed, Demosthenes‟ nephew,
Demochares, appears to have spoken before the people about Antipater‟s demand for the
surrender of the orators. [Plut.] Mor. 847d.
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of Demosthenes, Hypereides and others. These prominent citizens had already
fled Athens but were eventually found by the exile hunter and one time actor
Archias of Thurii.169 Not long after this meeting Macedonian envoys probably
arrived in Athens to receive the oaths of the people. Once these had been given
the envoys would have returned to Antipater who by then may have been
marching towards the Peloponnese.
Antipater‟s whereabouts after the ambassadors from the second embassy left
Thebes is not well documented in the ancient historical sources but there is
perhaps enough detail to give a plausible account of his movements. A short
time after the Athenian ambassadors had departed Antipater probably sent his
own envoys to receive the oaths of the Athenian people.170 At roughly the same
time he may also have begun his march from Thebes. The journey need not have
entailed his entering Attic territory as he may have marched his army through the
Megarid.171 However, it is also possible Antipater chose deliberately to march
his army through Attic territory on his way to the Peloponnese. Such a move
would have proved a spur for the Athenian people to accept quickly Antipater‟s
terms and swear the appropriate oaths. Almost immediately Macedonian forces
under the command of Menyllus would have marched into Athens to take
possession of the fortress of Munychia. Perhaps Antipater lingered near Athens
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It is noted in [Plutarch] (Mor. 846e), that Demosthenes fled Athens after Antipater threatened to
besiege the Athenians if they did not surrender the orators. Further discussion on Demades‟
decree follows in the next chapter.
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The Peace of Philocrates was concluded in a similar manner. Bury and Meiggs note that a few
days after the Athenian ambassadors left Philip II‟s court with the peace terms three
Macedonian envoys were sent to Athens. Bury writes that the peace was then effectively
„…concluded on one side, and it remained for the envoys of Athens to administer the oath to
Philip and his allies.‟ A History of Greece (4th ed.), p. 429. It is important to note that Antipater
was one of the three envoys. In his speech On the Crown (25-30) Demosthenes records the
arrival of Philip‟s envoys and cites the decree in which he proposed that Athenian envoys be
sent out immediately to receive the appropriate oaths from Philip wherever he might be.
Demosthenes goes on to state that, despite his requests, the Athenian ambassadors waited three
months in Macedonia before receiving the oaths from Philip.
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It is possible he followed the path of the Spartans as noted by Xenophon in his Hellenica. See
for example HG. 5.4.55 where the Spartan king Agesilaus returns home from Thebes via Mt.
Cithaeron and Megara.
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long enough to be sure all had gone according to plan before continuing on his
way.172 Having arrived in the Peloponnese the Macedonian must have remained
for some time while he took appropriate steps to secure the loyalty and support of
the people in that region. Baynham writes that while in the Peloponnese
„…Antipater reduced the number of citizen bodies and installed pro-Macedonian
oligarchies and garrisons…‟173 Perhaps this is what Diodorus (18.18.8) refers to
when he states that Antipater, upon his return to Macedonia, had brought
together and settled the government bodies of the other Greek cities.174 Diodorus
is clearer on this issue, however, when he records that, after Antipater‟s death,
Polyperchon decided to give the Greeks their freedom and to put down the
oligarchies that Antipater had set up.175 It would appear then that Antipater
probably stayed in the Peloponnese while he oversaw that the necessary changes
were implemented. But he may also have stayed in the Peloponnese for another
reason.
While bringing the cities of the Peloponnese into line Antipater awaited the
return of the bounty hunter Archias176 whom he had commissioned to hunt down
172

Grainger, The League of the Aetolians, writes of Antipater‟s actions at this time: „…it was
apparently necessary that Antipatros supervise the process, perhaps from Athens and so he had
to stay in Greece for long enough to ensure that the new regimes were in place and settled. He
then went back to Macedon…‟ p. 61. Demetrius of Phalerum may refer to Antipater‟s Athenian
visit in his admonition of Craterus, when he states: „ “we too once received as ambassadors
these men and this Craterus.” ‟ On Style 289.
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„Antipater: Manager of Kings‟, Ventures into Greek History, ed. by I. Worthington, p. 350.
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oJmoivwV de; kai; tai:V a[llaiV +Ellhnivsi povlesin ejpieikw:V prosenecqei;V kai; ta;
politeuvmata sunagagw;n kai; kalw:V katasthvsaV ejpaivnwn kai; stefavnwn e[tucen.
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18.55.2-3. …e[doxen aujtoi:V ta;V me;n kata; th;n +Ellavda povleiV ejleuqerou:n ta;V d= ejn
aujtai:V ojligarcivaV kaqestamevnaV uJp= =Antipavtrou kataluvein` Earlier in the same chapter
Diodorus records that Polyperchon foresaw the difficult task ahead of him since Cassander had
the support of some cities that had been garrisoned by his father and others that were ruled by
oligarchies that Antipater had set up (18.55.1-2). The city of Megalopolis is a case in point.
The people of the city were sympathetic toward Cassander and were governed by an oligarchy
set up by Antipater (Diod. 18.68.3). Polyperchon‟s actions are discussed in greater depth
below.
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Little is known of Archias. Plutarch (Dem. 28.2-4) and [Plut.] (Mor. 846f and 849b) write that
he was a native of Thurii and that he had once been a tragic actor. An =ArcivaV is recorded as a
victor at the Lenaea c. 330 in IG II² 2325 (l. 278). It is somewhat ironic that an actor would be
responsible for Demosthenes‟ end since acting had been key to his skill as an orator (Plut. Dem.
7.1, [Plut.] Mor. 845a-b). Arrian writes that Archias spent the rest of his life in extreme poverty
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certain of the exiled Athenians. It is recorded that Hypereides,177 Aristonicus of
Marathon and Demetrius of Phalerum‟s brother Himeraeus were sent to
Antipater who by that time had moved to Cleonae in the Peloponnese (Plut. Dem.
28.4). Demosthenes, however, committed suicide when found at a temple in
Calauria.178 It would appear then, as stated above, that the decree to exile
Demosthenes, Hypereides and the others was passed very soon after the peace
treaty was signed. Archias needed time to track them down and send them to
Antipater. By the time he had completed the first part of his mission Antipater
had moved his forces and a garrison had been set up in the Piraeus.179 If
Hypereides died on the 9th of Pyanopsion ([Plut.] Mor. 849c) then Antipater was
still in the Peloponnese two months after his defeat of the Greeks at Crannon.
Not long after this date Demosthenes died180 and it may have been following
news of his death that Antipater headed home.
The willingness of the Athenian people to agree to Antipater‟s demand for the
expulsion and death of certain Athenian citizens is significant. When, in 335,
Alexander had made a similar demand the people refused to give way and sent

and disgrace (Succ. F 1.14 Roos). There is, however, another reference to an Archias who,
along with Iollas, took Antipater‟s daughter Nicaea to marry Perdiccas (Succ. F 1.21 Roos). It
is not certain if both references are to the same man. But if they are then it would appear that
his life did not immediately take a turn for the worse after he successfully completed the task
Antipater had set him. In the [Lucian], In Praise of Demosthenes (ch. 28-49), there is recorded
a conversation between Antipater and Archias, which, while of little historical value, offers an
alternative view of Antipater‟s attitude towards Demosthenes.
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Another version of events is related by [Plutarch] in book 10 of the Moralia („Hypereides‟
849b-c). Hypereides is recorded as being brought to Antipater at Corinth where he died on the
9th of Pyanopsion ([Plut.] Mor. 849b). Another account has his death occurring in Macedonia
([Plut.] Mor. 849c). And a third account records Hypereides as dying, along with the other
exiles, in Cleonae ([Plut.] Mor. 849c). It is further noted in the Moralia (849c) that the decree
ordering his exile also stated that Hypereides was not to be buried in Attica. This part of the
decree was ignored by his relatives who brought Hypereides‟ bones back home.
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Plut. Dem. 29. According to [Lucian] (In Praise of Demosthenes, 31) another victim at this
time may have been Eucrates of Piraeus.
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Plutarch (Phoc. 28.2) states that the troops entered the city on the 20th of Boedromion.
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Plutarch (Dem. 30.4) dates his death to the 16th of Pyanopsion. Ferguson states that within three
weeks of Menyllus arriving in the Piraeus Demosthenes and all the others were dead.
Hellenistic Athens, p. 20.
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Demades to try and change his mind.181 Phocion, however, was willing on both
occasions to hand the statesmen over. Indeed, if Plutarch‟s account can be
accepted, then Phocion appears to have agreed with Antipater that the Athenians
could not be trusted to remain faithful to the terms of the treaty.182 He may not
have been upset, therefore, when Antipater requested that the Athenians
surrender certain vocal citizens to him. Certainly Phocion was not above
sacrificing others for the safety of the city.183 The Lamian War, therefore,
afforded Antipater the opportunity to rid himself of those whom he regarded as
troublemakers and whom he saw as having undermined the peace and security of
Greece.184 Antipater had seen the affect such men as Demosthenes had had
throughout the reigns of Philip and Alexander. He may even have felt much as
Philip did, after the Battle of Chaeronea, when the king realised how close the
words of one man came to destroying all that he had created (Plut. Dem. 20.3).
At that time Philip installed a garrison in the Cadmea at Thebes but treated the
Athenians with some leniency.185
Indeed, Diodorus and Plutarch‟s accounts appear to reveal similarities in the
actions of Antipater after the Lamian War with those of Philip after the Battle of
181

Plut. Dem. 23.5; Diod. 17.15.3. As already noted (p. 60, n. 107), both Plutarch and Diodorus
report that Demades exacted a fee for his services. Interestingly, Plutarch writing about the
revolt of the Thebans and the aftermath in the Phocion (17.2-3) and Alexander (11.4-13.3)
makes no mention of Demades at all. For further references concerning the events at Thebes
see Williams‟ „Demades‟ Last Years, 323/2-319/8 B.C.: A “Revisionist” Interpretation‟, AncW
19 (1989): 22, n. 17. See also Bosworth‟s HCA i, pp. 80-96.
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Phocion could not guarantee for Antipater that the Athenian people would abide by the treaty or
stop making trouble (Plut. Phoc. 27.4-5). As noted already the Athenians must have been in a
terrible state to agree to Antipater‟s demand for unconditional surrender. But the fear that led to
the acceptance of the peace could not long be expected to endure. Demades is reported once to
have said of the Athenians that they never „…voted for peace save when wearing black…‟
([Plut.] Mor. 126d-e). Antipater may have felt that once the mourning period had elapsed the
Athenians would again grow restless.
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In light of Phocion‟s willingness to let Antipater have his own way regarding this matter it is
surprising that he is later recorded as endeavouring to help those exiled (Plut. Phoc. 29.3).
Plutarch‟s account does not make sense. This seeming anomaly is discussed below.
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This is clearly stated by Diodorus (18.18.4-5) who writes that Antipater removed from the
administration of the city all those having less than the assessment (kekthmevnouV …tou;V de;
katwtevrw th:V timhvsewV) because they were fond of trouble and warlike.
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Cf. Bury and Meiggs, A History of Greece (4th ed.), p. 441.
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Chaeronea. And this would seem to be correct with relation to Antipater‟s
treatment of all but the Athenians.186 After Chaeronea Philip treated the
Athenians leniently. He then travelled to the Peloponnese where he endeavoured
without complete success to bring the cities in that region into line. But whereas
Philip could afford to be lenient towards the Athenian people Antipater could
not. As Baynham correctly notes:
It is difficult to see how Antipater had any alternative to a hard-line policy.
Many of the Greek states had rejected the idea of a Common Peace and had
resented Macedonia‟s appearance as guardian of liberty. Antipater had
tried to work with the League of Corinth before, but in the wake of two
major upheavals within the space of eight years – one of which had nearly
claimed his own life – he lost patience with the Greeks. He could not
afford the munificence of a Philip.187

Diodorus and Plutarch, however, state that the people believed Antipater had
treated them humanely and this may well be an accurate assessment. Initially
some of the Athenians must have felt as though they had received fair treatment.
Indeed, given the amount of agitation that likely took place in Athens prior to the
peace being concluded it would not be surprising if many Athenians felt that
anything other than total destruction was an act of benevolence. Further, given
Perdiccas‟ treatment of the Larandians and the fate of the Isaurians (Diod. 18.22),
news of which would have reached Athens shortly after the peace terms had been
accepted,188 the Athenians could justifiably feel relieved that their fate had not
been placed in his hands.189 Ultimately, however, the Athenians would come to
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Diodorus‟ account (17.3.3-6) of the unrest that took place after Philip II‟s death highlights that
he had pursued, in some cases, a policy of garrisoning cities and, where necessary, altering their
constitutions.
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E. J. Baynham, „Antipater: Manager of Kings‟, in Ventures Into Greek History, pp. 350-351.
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Cf. Bosworth, CQ 43 (1993): 427.

189

It would be interesting to know the reaction of the Athenian people when they learned that
Samos‟ fate was, in effect, referred to Perdiccas. No doubt this was cause for some concern.
However, at least they had another opportunity to present again their case for keeping
possession of the island.
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see Antipater‟s treatment as harsh and could be relied upon to rise up against the
Macedonians.
Proof that the Athenian people did not long keep their favourable attitude to
Antipater can be found in Plutarch. He writes that, following the imposition of
the Macedonian garrison at Munychia, the people lamented the loss of Philip and
Alexander (Phoc. 29.1).190 Years later, after the death of Antipater, Polyperchon,
through the aegis of the kings, endeavoured to align his policies with those of
Philip II and Alexander the Great. Diodorus (18.55.4 - 56) records that
Polyperchon issued an edict to the mainland Greeks stating that the kings
intended to restore to them the constitutions that had been in existence in the time
of Philip and Alexander. And it is clearly stated in the edict that the kings
intended to remedy the hardships imposed by Antipater and Craterus after the
Lamian War. While this edict is little more than propaganda191 it is nonetheless
important. It reveals that Antipater followed a policy that to the Athenian people
at least was ultimately perceived as being contrary to that followed by his
predecessors.
It is important at this point to re-examine briefly Phocion‟s role as a member of
the embassies sent to Antipater. As has already been noted, it is his actions at
this time (and especially the public perception of his actions) that played a
significant part in his eventual trial and execution. Further, the different accounts
furnished by the ancient literary sources have resulted in significant confusion
about the role Phocion played in the overthrow of the Athenian democracy and
the reduction of Athens to a subject state. The confusion is exacerbated by the
190

Unfortunately the imposition of the garrison did much, in the long run, to undermine Phocion‟s
authority in Athens. As Williams quite nicely puts it: „For those who cared little about ideology
but much about the dignity of Athens, the garrison represented Athens‟ decline from being the
greatest city of the eastern Mediterranean to a sordid existence as the lackey of a harsh
barbarian.‟ AncW 19 (1989): 28.
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The fact that the edict refers to two kings is curious. At the time of Alexander‟s death Roxanne
was in her last trimester. Alexander‟s brother ruled alone until the birth of his nephew a few
months later therefore no letter could have been sent by the kings immediately after Alexander‟s
death.
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unfortunate circumstance that Plutarch‟s is the only detailed account available to
historians concerning the elder statesman‟s actions during this period. His is a
very biased biography from which it is often difficult to differentiate fact from
encomium. It is imperative, therefore, when reading Plutarch, to bear in mind
that the author is trying to put the best possible spin on Phocion‟s actions at this
time. Having taken this into consideration it is still possible to gain a quite good
understanding of Phocion‟s role in the embassies sent to Antipater after the
Lamian War. Quite simply, his was a defensive action taken in response to the
demands placed on him by the situation at hand, a situation which included the
presence of exiled Athenians such as Callimedon who were working against the
democracy. Having argued against Athenian involvement in the Hellenic War,
Phocion was then called upon, along with the other ambassadors, to extricate the
Athenians from a difficult situation.
Phocion‟s first concern was to ensure that Athenian territory was not invaded.
His request that Antipater stay in Thebes while discussions took place, therefore,
was a logical act and Antipater‟s willingness to agree to his request may have
been a conciliatory gesture perhaps aimed at alleviating the Athenian people of
their immediate apprehensions. Neither Plutarch nor Diodorus write of any
further efforts by the ambassadors to negotiate terms with Antipater. And it may
well be that Antipater simply stated his case at the outset demanding
unconditional surrender with no room for negotiation. It seems incredible,
however, that no effort was made on the part of the ambassadors to elicit some
sort of discussion from Antipater. And, as already noted, it would be surprising
if Phocion did not try to get some details from the Macedonian before returning
to Athens. Further, it is possible Antipater obliged his old friend and laid out his
plans for the city. Whether this is the case or not, there is no indication that
Phocion or for that matter any other member of the embassy had any influence
over Antipater‟s eventual peace terms. And, given that the sources offer no help
in ascertaining just what took place, perhaps the best proof we have that Phocion
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made little headway with Antipater is Plutarch‟s silence. Surely if he had
achieved anything at all in the first (or, indeed, the second) embassy Plutarch
would have reported it.192 As is, it can be fairly stated that Phocion probably
failed, if indeed he even attempted, to deter Antipater in his plans.193
It should be pointed out that if discussions between Phocion or any other of the
ambassadors took place secretly it is not surprising that the ancient sources know
nothing of them. However, it is possible to intimate that such discussions did
take place given the hostile tradition that grew up around Phocion and Demades.
There was certainly a belief held by some in Athens that these two men had
come to an arrangement with Antipater to place the city in Macedonian hands.194
192

Of course it can be argued that Plutarch did indeed find evidence to support the thesis that
Phocion played a part in the overthrow of the democracy but that he chose not to include it.
Unfortunately there is no way of knowing if this is the case. Nepos‟ all to brief biography does
highlight that Phocion‟s reputation had suffered as a consequence of the role in played in
Athenian affairs after the Lamian War. But how seriously can this material be taken? His
account does not give very clear information about what Phocion did to earn such a reputation.
Indeed the general criticism that he (and Demades) were responsible for the overthrow of the
democracy sounds like rhetorical bile possibly originating from Phocion‟s trial.
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Plutarch (Phoc. 8.1) notes how Phocion‟s civil policies were always in favour of peace and
quiet (ejpoliteuveto …ajeiv pro;V eijrhvvnhn kai; hJsucivan). If true, this was an unusual policy for
an Athenian general and statesman to adopt. However, Phocion, if Plutarch‟s account can be
accepted, seemed to revel in taking a contrary stance to common opinion and mores (much as
Socrates). Further, Phocion was not averse to pointing out his opposition to Athenian policy
(Phoc. 8.3). Plutarch‟s account paints a man at odds with the Athenian people and with current
trends. Phocion is also the only prominent figure recorded in the ancient sources to argue that
Athens, as the weaker power, should submit to Macedonian hegemony. Further, according to
Plutarch (Phoc. 7.3), while politicians and generals are two distinct groups in Athens, Phocion
wished to fill both positions. Cf. Hansen, The Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes,
pp. 268-271. He writes (p. 270): „The reason for the split was the growing specialization of
oratory on the one side and military technology on the other. The Assembly was increasingly
dominated by speakers trained in rhetoric, and the citizen militia increasingly give way to
mercenaries under the command of professional generals…‟ Contra Tritle, who argues: „The
separation of political and military functions which Plutarch suggests appears to rest on little
more than a character analysis and an arbitrary reconciliation of divergent accounts of the same
man at different periods of his life.‟ Phocion the Good, p. 13. For further discussion on this
point see above (pp. 26-29).
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Nepos (Phoc. 2.2). It should be stressed that, just because the city did in fact end up in
Macedonian hands, it does not mean Phocion and Demades actually orchestrated this process.
The accusation was more than likely based on slanderous talk that began to circulate shortly
after the peace talks ended. Nepos, as already stated (p. 70, n. 137), was aware of a tradition,
hostile to both Phocion and Demades. It is possible that Plutarch had read Nepos or his
source(s) but chose not to record this negative account. Geiger argues that Plutarch was
definitely aware of Nepos‟ work. He writes: „… it is certain that Plutarch used Nepos (only the
extent of this use may be a subject of controversy)…‟ (Author‟s parenthesis). Historia 47
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This perception, whether right or wrong, may have stemmed from reports that
both men had been seen meeting with Antipater without the other envoys.
Perhaps the other members of the embassy, trying to safeguard themselves from
the increasing anger of the people, alluded to these meetings in an attempt to
distance themselves from their involvement in the peace negotiations. These
clandestine meetings would have been viewed, quite rightly, with suspicion.
Suspicion, however, is not fact. And while Phocion and Demades may have had
talks with Antipater there is no way of knowing what these discussions were
about. All that can be ascertained is that both men placed themselves in a
compromising position that was later exploited to political advantage by their
enemies.
If the part Phocion played in the embassy that met with Antipater is difficult to
ascertain with any degree of certainty it is almost impossible to draw any real
conclusions as to Demades‟ role at this time. There is no doubt that he had had a
very good relationship with Antipater in the past. Indeed, Badian refers to him as
a „protégé of Antipater‟s‟.195 Further, this bond was recognized by the Athenian
people who were very keen for their compatriot to be part of the embassy to meet
with Antipater. None of this means, however, that Demades had any real
influence over the Macedonian. Indeed, Demades‟ subsequent actions, his letters
to Perdiccas and possibly Antigonus, are a strong indicator that the orator did not
think he had been given much of a hearing by the Macedonian. From all
accounts Demades appears to have had a very high opinion of himself and a firm
belief in his diplomatic abilities.196 It would have been a considerable blow to
(1985): 38. Other sources that argue for Plutarch‟s familiarity with Nepos‟ work are: Tritle,
ANRW II.33.6: 4265 and n. 40; Theander, Plutarch und die Geschichte, p. 69; Podlecki and
Duane, ANRW: II.33.6: 4063; R. H. Barrow, Plutarch and His Times, p. 52. Plutarch was
certainly aware of some of Nepos‟ work (See: Luc. 43.1; Marc. 30.4; Comp. Pel. and Marc. 1.5
and TG, 21.2). This does not necessarily mean that he had read Nepos‟ Life of Phocion, but it
would be surprising if Plutarch only limited himself to examining part of Nepos‟ writing
195

JHS 81 (1961): 34.
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According to Harris, this belief was not shared by Phocion: „…Phocion is reported to have
found Demades‟ style of negotiating distasteful…‟ Aeschines and Athenian Politics, p. 137.
Unfortunately Harris does not cite who „reported‟ this point.

89

his ego therefore, if Antipater failed to treat him with the respect he felt he
deserved. Such treatment would necessitate a retaliatory response: hence
Demades‟ correspondence with Perdiccas and/or Antigonus.197 It is difficult to
believe that he would have started negotiations with Antipater‟s potential rivals if
his friendship with the regent had remained solid. The orator‟s seeming betrayal
of Antipater, therefore, is perhaps a strong indication that, much to his chagrin,
he only played a minor role in the peace talks.198
Ultimately, as a consequence of the peace terms, Phocion effectively became
head of the government in Athens.199 This was probably at the behest of
Antipater (Diod. 18.65.6). This was a natural choice. Phocion had maintained a
healthy and friendly relationship with both Alexander III and Philip II. It appears
that, at some point during Philip‟s reign, he came to the conclusion that
continued resistance against the Macedonians was futile. He then consistently, if
rather unimaginatively, pursued a policy of appeasement and sought to change
the militant attitude of the Athenian people.200 Antipater no doubt had met
Phocion during his past dealings with the Athenians and he may have recognized
a kindred spirit. Both men, while above-average military leaders, were superb
politicians.201 Each had learned to tread the precarious waters of their respective
197

Such behaviour is not unprecedented. Alcibiades is believed to have acted for similar reasons
when he sought an alliance with Argos. Thucydides (5.43.2-3) writes: „To him (Alcibiades) it
seemed really to be better to side with the Argives; it was not that alone, however, for he also
opposed the treaty because he was piqued in his pride because the Lacedaemonians had
negotiated it through Nicias and Laches, overlooking him on account of his youth and not
showing him the respect that was due him on account of the old proxeny that once existed in his
family. … And so considering himself in every way slighted, he … spoke against the treaty…‟
See also Plutarch, Alc. 14.
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Of course this didn‟t prevent Demades‟ enemies from labelling him a traitor along with
Phocion. See also p. 88 and n. 194 above.
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Phocion‟s position in Athens, the extent of his powers and the type of government put in place
following the conclusion of the peace will be discussed below.
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His attitude can best be seen in a comment he made before the council: „I tell you then, either to
be superior in arms or to be friends with those who are superior.‟ Plut. Phoc. 21.1
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The literary record clearly shows the two men to be clever and pragmatic politicians. Antipater
managed to remain regent in Macedonia despite the many attempts of Alexander‟s mother to
discredit him. Further, he kept a firm hold of affairs in Greece and managed successfully to
deal with the potentially dangerous revolt of the Spartans under Agis III. Similarly, Phocion

90

political environment with great skill. For his part, Antipater had found a man
whose honesty and integrity was above reproach and who seemed resigned to the
fact that the balance of power in Greece had now shifted to Macedonia. Further,
Phocion‟s many years of service as general was also an important factor. It
revealed to Antipater that the Athenian people respected his leadership abilities.
Here was an Athenian whom he felt he could trust. For his part, Phocion perhaps
gave away Athenian hegemony too early and did not support the people in their
attempts to overthrow Macedonian suzerainty when he should have. His
influence may have ensured greater support for both the struggle against Philip,
Alexander and Antipater. It would seem, however, that Phocion ultimately
formed the opinion that Macedonia was the new powerhouse in the region and
that the Athenian people needed to accept this new state of affairs. This belief
shaped the latter half of his political and military life. And it would shape the
last few years of his life as he took greater control over Athenian affairs.

was able to retain an influential position in Athens despite his annoying habit of arguing
contrary to the wishes of the general populace. He judiciously balanced this openly antagonistic
manner by living a frugal and simple life. Clearly the Athenians respected him and perhaps
even admired his willingness to go up against them. The fact that he was repeatedly voted one
of the ten generals in Athens is surely an indication of his political nous and military skill. Both
men, therefore, shared a tenacity, arrogance and confidence in their own abilities that enabled
them to maintain positions of power in their respective political environments. It would not be
surprising if they both recognized and appreciated these qualities in each other.
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Chapter 4

THE NEW REGIME: THE EARLY MONTHS
The Lamian War ended in the fourth or fifth month of Philocles‟ archonship
(322/1).202 Despite the terms of Antipater‟s peace the epigraphic and literary
record does not indicate that the archonship was affected at all in that year by the
subsequent peace.203 Indeed, the surviving inscriptions for 322/1 reveal nothing
concerning changes being made to the constitution or to the running of
government. However, it should be pointed out that, in many cases, only the
formulaic parts of the decrees are able to be restored.204 Be that as it may, all the
inscriptions that have survived, and are legible, appear to be honorific or granting
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The war started not long after Alexander‟s death in June 323 (324/3). Diodorus (18.8.1)
records that during the archonship of Cephisodorus (323/2) the Greeks rose up against the
Macedonians in what came to be known as the Lamian War. As already noted, this war was
effectively concluded at the Battle of Crannon in Metageitnion of 322 this being early in the
new archon year 322/1. Unfortunately Diodorus confuses matters by recording all of the events
of the Lamian War during the archonship of Cephisodorus. However, given that Plutarch dates
the Battle of Crannon to August or September (Cam. 19.5) it is clearly impossible that the
Lamian War lasted less than a year. The Macedonian garrison was installed in Munychia in
Boedromion (Plut. Cam. 19.6-7) and Demosthenes died in the following month of Pyanopsion
(Plut. Dem. 30.4). It is likely that by this time the Athenians had given their oaths to the
Macedonians. An Athenian embassy may not have been sent to receive the Macedonian oaths
until after Antipater had returned home sometime in late Pyanopsion or early Maimakterion.
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It is likely that Philocles met Antipater‟s wealth census. However, it was not unprecedented for
the archon to remain in office despite political change taking place during his year. In 508/7,
when Cleisthenes reorganised Athenian tribes, the archon may have remained in office. As
Andrewes notes: „…Iasagoras‟ name survived on the official list of archons to designate the
year 508/7, suggesting that he came near to finishing out his year; otherwise we might expect a
suffect archon, who would have given his name to the year as Theopompos did for 411/10.‟
(My italics). CQ 27 (1977): 246. See also the Ath. Pol. (17.1, 19.6, 21.2, 32.2 and 35.1) for
instances where the archonship does not appear to have been affected by quite significant
political upheaval. Consider, however, the events of 411. The short duration of the
Constitution of the Four Hundred resulted in political confusion. The Ath. Pol. (33.1) records
that Mnesilochus was archon for two months and Theopompus for the remaining ten months.
And note Xenophon (HG. 2.3.1-2) who records that the archon year 404/3 was not named after
Pythodorus because he was chosen during the time of the oligarchy but it was instead called
“the archonless year” (ajll= ajnarcivan to;n ejniauto;n kalou:sin).
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The inscriptions will be discussed in greater detail below (see Appendix B).
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citizenship.205 Significantly, the first known decree after the war honours
Antipater, the king and their friends (IG II². 402). This decree has been dated by
Bosworth to the early weeks after the war206 and, if this dating is correct, it
reveals a frantic effort by the Athenian people to appease Antipater and King
Philip III. It is possible that the writing of this decree coincided with the
destruction of others written for those people who had assisted the Athenians
before and during the struggle with Antipater.207
Ultimately, there is nothing to indicate that, during Philocles‟ term, any changes
were made to the Athenian constitution or in the way the Athenians ran their city.
But given that Antipater demanded the governing of the city be handed over to
those citizens who met a wealth or property census it is reasonable to assume that
there must have been some quite dramatic affect on the day to day running of the
machinery of state in Attica almost immediately after the peace was finalised.
The changes made would have resulted in increased power and workload for the
wealthier classes and the effective disenfranchisement of the lower classes.
However, it is possible that the wealthy citizens already occupied most of the
magistracies and consequently the higher echelon political offices in Athens were
only slightly affected by Antipater‟s peace terms. And, while it is possible that
some of these offices were vacated by those men expelled from the city as a
result of Demades‟ decrees, it is also possible that these positions would have
been immediately filled by Phocion as he quickly took control of the city‟s
affairs. Indeed, gaining control of the magistracies may have been a relatively
straightforward affair. The real difficulty lay in maintaining law and order in
205

For an excellent and succinct analysis of the decrees proposed during this period see Oliver‟s
„Oligarchy at Athens after the Lamian War‟, recently published in The Macedonians in Athens
322-229 B.C.: Proceedings of an International Conference held at the University of Athens May
24-26, edited by Palagia and Tracy (henceforth: „Oligarchy at Athens‟), pp. 40-51.
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CQ 43 (1993): 427.
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Cf. IG II². 448 which honours a certain Euphron of Sicyon. This inscription, which has been
dated to 318/7 B.C., states that the honourand had originally been rewarded for his beneficence
to the Athenian people in 323/2 but that the stele, recording this honour, had been torn down
during the oligarchic regime. This decree is discussed below (pp. 303-304).
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both the city and the country. With perhaps some two thirds of Athenian men no
longer able to play an active role in political affairs a new form of government
had to be established in order to ensure the continued safety and security of the
city-state.
The bodies of state, which had up to that point relied upon the participation of
thousands of Athenian citizens from all classes in order to run efficiently, was
now to be run by a select group of men. Subsequently, significant administrative
changes needed to be made. All classes across the board were affected. Those
citizens whose wealth was below the limit set by Antipater no longer had the
opportunity to participate in the administration of the city. It is questionable,
however, if their right to speak at the assembly or act as dikasts was lost due to
the census.208 Diodorus (18.18.5) states that the government was conducted
according to the constitution of Solon but this is a vague statement and, given
that Solon‟s reforms, even by the time the Athenaion Politeia was written, had
become part fact and part folklore, there is no way of knowing exactly just what
this means.209 It is possible that much of the „constitutional‟ framework
established by Solon in the sixth century B.C. still existed in 322 though many of
its laws had fallen into disuse. Diodorus, therefore, may be implying that many
of these laws once again came into effect. This point will be discussed in this
and subsequent chapters. Also, in this chapter the initial impact of the peace on
Athenian life is examined. In particular, an examination will be made of the
immediate changes that needed to take place in order to placate Antipater and
secure Athens from further Macedonian interference. Incorporated in this
discussion will be an examination of the material and literary evidence both of
which serve to emphasise the above thesis that little was done initially to alter the
Athenian Constitution such as it was.
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This will be discussed further below.
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It might be thought that Plutarch, who wrote a biography on Solon, would be more qualified to
make such an assertion, however, he makes no reference to the Athenians reverting to a

94

It is likely that, either during the last assembly that met to accept Antipater‟s
terms, or, in meetings shortly thereafter, a number of decrees were passed in
order to take the first steps toward making the necessary changes needed to
ensure adherence to Macedonian demands.210 The first order of business,
however, was to deal with those issues about which Antipater would have
expected an almost immediate response. One such issue was the Macedonian‟s
request that the Athenians surrender a certain number of citizens to him. This
matter was straightaway addressed by Demades, who proposed a decree
condemning to death Demosthenes and several other prominent Athenians (Plut.
Dem. 28.2, Arrian, Succ. F 1.13 Roos). This act is significant, especially in light
of the fact that no source states that Antipater actually demanded the Athenians
pass such a sentence on any of their citizens. All that is stated in the literary
sources is that the Athenians were ordered to surrender or give up certain people
to the Macedonians (Plut. Phoc. 27.3). This point needs careful examination.
Why, if Antipater did not request it, did the Athenians condemn these men to
death?
In his Life of Phocion Plutarch states that Antipater ordered the Athenians to
surrender Demosthenes and Hypereides to him.211 And while it is likely that
acceding to this request might have been tantamount to signing their death
warrants it does not mean Antipater explicitly requested the Athenians condemn
them to death. In fact, the decision to pass such a judgement may have stemmed
from the fact that these men had fled the city before the Athenians could hand
them over to Antipater. Both Plutarch (Dem. 28.2) and Arrian (Succ. F 1.13
Solonian type constitution. Instead, he simply states that Antipater ordered the Athenians revert
to their earlier constitution based on a property qualification (Phoc. 27.3).
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It is also possible that in the immediate period after the Lamian War up until the imposition of
the Macedonian garrison in September of 322 many honorary decrees were passed. This point
is made by Bosworth in his article „Perdiccas and the Kings‟ in CQ 43 (1993): 420-427. He
notes (pp. 426-7) that in this period „…there was intense diplomatic activity, and there must
have been a plethora of honorific decrees, designed to massage the vanity of Antipater and those
close to him.‟
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Phoc. 27.3: tw:n de; peri; to;n Fwkivwna dialecqevntwn ajpekrivnato filivan e[sesqai toi:V
=AqhnaivoiV kai; summacivan ejkdou:si me;n tou;V peri; Dhmosqevnhn kai; +Upereivdhn.
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Roos) state that the Athenians condemned Demosthenes and his supporters after
they had fled Athens.212 This makes sense as their flight had placed the
Athenians in an awkward position. They could not comply with one of
Antipater‟s most straightforward demands. Further, the people may have been
concerned that Antipater might think them complicit in the escape of their
compatriots. It was a difficult situation to be in and the only way to save
themselves was to condemn Demosthenes and his associates to death.213 As well
as securing the death penalty for those Athenians who had fled the city, Demades
may have also proposed that the Athenian people surrender those citizens named
by Antipater that were still resident in Athens. If this is the case then this decree
was also passed and the men handed over to Antipater.214
It is likely that Antipater demanded the surrender of a great many citizens. It is
also possible that their ultimate fate was not decided until their individual cases
were brought before him. This is not simply a matter of conjecture. Plutarch
(Phoc. 29.3) states that Phocion managed to secure exemptions from exile for
many Athenians whom Antipater had decided to punish. Further, for those
212

Arrian (Succ. F 1.13-14 Roos) furnishes the names of those condemned to death. Included with
Demosthenes and Hypereides was the Marathonian Aristonicus as well as Himeraeus the
brother of Demetrius of Phalerum. The Suda (s.v. =AntivpatroV) reports that ten orators, whom
Antipater demanded, were handed over by the Athenians. They were: Demosthenes,
Hypereides, Lycurgus, Polyeuctus, Ephialtes, Thrasybulus, Chares, Charidemus, Diotomus,
Patrocles and Cassander. Of course the list is incorrect. Lycurgus was dead by this time and
Cassander was Antipater‟s son.
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Williams, who generally tries to paint a more flattering picture of Demades than he perhaps
deserves, is unfairly critical of the orator here. Athens Without Democracy, p. 21, n. 61. If
Demades had not proposed the decree then someone else would have. Antipater was marching
toward Athens with his army and he would have been very unhappy had he arrived and found
that this measure had not been implemented. Further, Demosthenes and the others had fled the
city and the fate of men who had acted similarly after the Battle of Chaeronea should not be
forgotten. As Lycurgus states in his speech Against Leocrates (52-3): „For the Council of the
Areopagus… seized and executed men who then had fled from their country and abandoned it
to the enemy… Moreover you condemned Autolycos and punished him because, though he
himself had faced the dangers, he was charged with secretly sending his wife and sons away.‟
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There are interesting parallels to be noted here with events that took place after Demetrius of
Phalerum‟s removal from office. In 306 some of the „oligarchs‟ associated with Demetrius
were exiled while those who had already fled were sentenced to death. The death sentence,
however, appear to have been given in the knowledge that it would not be implemented. Cf.
Habicht, Athens from Alexander to Antony, pp. 67-68. It is possible that Demades never
believed that the death sentences he proposed would be carried out.
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Athenians whom he could not save from exile he managed, in some cases,215 to
ensure that they were not debarred from Hellas altogether. And while many
Athenians may have followed Demosthenes‟ example and fled the city
voluntarily it is likely many of the less vociferous or militant citizens decided to
stay in Athens and await their fate.216 An example of such a case may be that of
Hagnonides who, though not reported by any of the ancient sources as having
fled the city, is noted by Plutarch (Phoc. 29.3-4) as being in exile. It is possible
Hagnonides chose to remain in the city rather than flee in the hope that Antipater
would not bother with him. Further, in Athens he may have felt he was in a
better position to plead his case with influential people, such as Phocion, who
might then be able to alter his fate. Indeed, if Plutarch‟s account is to be
accepted, Phocion, although not able to prevent Hagnonides‟ banishment, was
able at least to prevent him being driven out of Hellas altogether.217
The fate of Hagnonides, however, raises many more questions than it potentially
answers. In particular, given that Phocion is supposed to have secured a lighter
punishment for his fellow countryman, why did Hagnonides play such a key role
in the prosecution of the elder statesman just a few years later?218 It is tantalizing
to consider that perhaps Phocion‟s role in his compatriot‟s exile was not so
215

Given the number of exiles who appear to have returned to Athens after Antipater‟s death
(18.65.4, Plut. Phoc. 33.2) it is likely that Phocion was unable or unwilling to help a great many
of his fellow countrymen. But note that many of those who moved to Thrace may have
considered themselves as exiles and may have, in fact, been included in the „exiles‟ that
returned to Athens after Antipater had died.
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Other concerns such as family or business commitments may have also limited the choices of
these men. Further, economic constraints and lack of any overseas connections would have
played a part in the decision to stay.
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Plutarch held a very low opinion of Hagnonides, describing him rather curtly as oJ sukofavnthV
(Phoc. 29.3-4). It is difficult to assess the attitude of ordinary Athenians to this enigmatic
figure. It seems certain, however, that neither Antipater nor Phocion trusted him.
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Hagnonides supported the decree proposed by Archestratus which resulted in the embassy that
was sent to denounce Phocion in front of Polyperchon and the King (Plut. Phoc. 33.4). It was
also Hagnonides who prepared and read out the decree setting out that the people were to vote
on the guilt of Phocion and his comrades (Plut. Phoc. 34.5). Although he did prevent Phocion
from being put to the torture, his actions, if Plutarch‟s account is to be accepted, were dictated
by the Macedonian Cleitus who appeared unhappy with the prospect of treating Phocion so
indelicately (Phoc. 35.1).
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benign as Plutarch would have his readers believe. Although Antipater had
decided the fate of the Athenians it was important that the new regime be given
the best possible foundation in order for it to work effectively. And while
Antipater appears to have summoned those Athenians who presented the greatest
threat to him there were still a great many Athenians who might be able to harm
the new regime. In light of this, Phocion, and perhaps the same group of men
that had originally treated with Antipater, may have discussed with the
Macedonian who else needed to be removed from the city in order to facilitate a
smooth transition in government.219 If this is correct then Phocion may not so
much have renegotiated the punishments of Hagnonides and his fellow
countrymen as worked with Antipater in deciding their individual fates.220 While
there is no way of proving this thesis it does serve to explain the hatred shown to
Phocion by those exiles who returned to Athens after Antipater‟s death. If
Phocion had tried to make their time in exile less distressing why did those same
men show such malevolence toward him upon their return? It is plausible to
argue that it was because these men knew or had learned who had been
responsible for their fate and thus sought revenge.221
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Phocion was nothing if not a pragmatist. Faced with the non-negotiable demands of Antipater
he may have seen the only room for manoeuvre was to advise or inform Antipater that the
Athenian people could not be kept quiet unless those men capable of stirring unrest were
removed from the city. Nepos (Phoc. 2.3) alludes to this when he writes: „…it was by his
(Phocion‟s) advice that Demosthenes and the rest of those who were thought to have served
their country well had been exiled by decree of the people.‟
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Although impossible to prove, it is unlikely that Hagnonides fell below the two thousand
drachmas property assessment set by Antipater. It should be noted, however, that Davies does
not list him in his APF (He is in Kirchner: PA 176). But even if he were included among the
many thousands of citizens who fell below the census, this did not automatically mean that he
had to leave Attica. Plutarch (Phoc. 29.3-4) clearly states that he was exiled, a fate he shared
with a great many Athenians who had either opposed Antipater or could not be relied upon to
accept Macedonian hegemony in Greece. Cf. Heckel‟s Who’s Who in the Age of Alexander the
Great, “Hagnonides”, pp 128-129.
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Of course the above thesis does not preclude the possibility that Phocion did indeed save many
Athenians from exile. He may have convinced Antipater that some of those selected would
present little or no problem to the new regime whereas certain others might be worth being got
rid of in their place.
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Another point worth considering is that those Athenians exiled initially appear to
have been the wealthy and/or influential citizens who had actively opposed
Macedonian hegemony. As noted by the list of names given in the ancient
sources (Plut. Phoc. 27.3, Arrian, Succ. F 1.13-14 Roos) these were men able to
speak before the people in the assembly or boule.222 But it was a relatively small
group that were both capable and willing regularly to talk before the people and
while the census established by Antipater had served to reduce significantly the
numbers of those able to partake in governing the city-state there would still have
been many wealthy citizens who only accepted grudgingly the new state of
affairs. These men presented a potential threat to the new administrative body.
It is possible, therefore, that another, more substantial group of exiles,
determined by Phocion and his supporters as being capable, in some way, of
undermining the authority of the new government, were expelled from Athens.
Certainly it would be surprising if Antipater had been the sole arbitrator of who
was to be exiled from Athens. His knowledge of the ins and outs of Athenian
political life, while possibly quite good, could not have been so thorough as to
enable him to know exactly who could be trusted to work with him in bringing
peace to Athens and the surrounding region. It seems likely that, in the end, both
the Macedonians and the Athenians provided lists of names of those citizens who
should be removed from the city. The final make-up of the list of those to be
exiled, however, was ultimately approved by Antipater and he would have been
particularly keen to ensure that those he felt to be serious troublemakers were
taken care of permanently.
Demosthenes and Hypereides were certainly viewed as a significant threat to
Macedonian hegemony. Indeed, Demosthenes‟ ability to sway public opinion
had been noted by both Philip, after the Battle of Chaeronea (Plut. Dem.19.3),
and Alexander who had himself demanded the Athenians surrender the famous
222

The removal of vociferous opposition was not unusual in Athens. Thucydides (8.65) records
how, in the oligarchic coup of 411, many Athenians thought to be a threat to the revolutionaries
were secretly done away with.
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orator to him after the destruction of the city of Thebes (Plut. Dem. 23.3; Phoc.
17.2-3). Given Demosthenes‟ continued resistance to Macedonian hegemony
and to the fact that even as an exile he had proved an invaluable aid to the
Athenian cause during the Lamian War (Plut. Dem. 27.1-4), it is all too likely
that Antipater had intended to have him executed. The claims of the bounty
hunter Archias deserve no more to be believed today than they were by
Demosthenes.223 Certainly the other men named by both Arrian and Plutarch
were executed, either immediately by Archias himself, or after being sent to
Antipater.224 However, the fact that many other Athenians were simply exiled
should be seen as sufficient proof that Antipater did not view all dissidents with
the same degree of malevolence. Key to his actions appear to be a desire to
remove all those men who were believed to be capable of encouraging rebellion
and dissatisfaction among the people. The Lamian War had been a close fought
contest and it would be understandable if Antipater, then in his seventies,225 felt
that he did not have much time left to arrange affairs in Europe. Further, he not
only had to secure peace in Europe but also to consolidate his own position in
Macedonia. Antipater, with the assistance of key Athenians such as Phocion,
therefore took those measures he felt necessary to bring about quickly a
successful and, hopefully, long-term end to hostilities.
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Plut. Dem. 29.1-3. Archias tried to assure Demosthenes that Antipater would not treat him
harshly. Demosthenes, however, was not fooled and responded by saying that just as Archias‟
acting had never convinced him in the past, nor did his promises convince him now.
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The account given in Photius‟ epitome of Arrian (Succ. F 1.13 Roos) implies that Archias had
put the men to death. Plutarch (Dem. 28.4) notes that upon finding Hypereides, Aristonicus and
Himeraeus he sent them to Antipater who had them put to death. Pausanias (1.8.3) writes that
Demosthenes „…was the only Greek exile Archias did not bring back to Antipater and the
Macedonians.‟
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Cf. the Suda (s.v. =AntivpatroV) where it is stated that Antipater lived seventy-seven years. It is
noted in [Lucian] (Macrobioi), however, that he lived to his 80th year. Habicht writes that
Antipater was 78 years old when he was elected regent after the death of Perdiccas. Athens
from Alexander to Antony, p. 44. For a brief biography see Heckel‟s Who’s Who in the Age of
Alexander, pp. 35-38.
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Another step taken by Antipater was to limit political power to those Athenian
citizens who owned property valued at more than two thousand drachmas.226
This act also may have been instigated by a decree proposed very shortly after
Antipater‟s terms were accepted. In this instance the poorer citizens in
attendance voted, in effect, to hand over administrative power to those men who
met Antipater‟s wealth census.227 This one measure affected perhaps some two
thirds of the Athenian adult male population.228 Almost overnight control of the
machinery of state was placed in the hands of a relatively small number of
wealthy citizens.229 The above can in some way be shown to be correct by a
passage in Plutarch (Phoc. 32.2) in the context of Phocion‟s own later demise.
Plutarch writes that Antipater‟s successor, Polyperchon, used those who had been
voted out of office to remove Phocion from power.230 This implies that a vote
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Diodorus (18.18.4) states that the government was to be determined based on an assessment of
property and also gives the figure of two thousand drachmas. Plutarch (Phoc. 27.3) is more
specific in stating that the constitution was to revert to one based on a property qualification.
The question remains to be asked, however: who was the two thousand drachmas assessment
aimed at? Some have argued that this figure represented the lowest amount by which an
Athenian citizen could serve as a hoplite. Jones, Athenian Democracy (p. 31), argues that
„…many hoplites were quite poor men; the qualification is generally, and probably correctly,
believed to have been property to the value of 2,000 drachmae – roughly 5 acres and a cow.‟
His figure, however, is derived from Antipater‟s wealth census. In his footnote (n. 50) he
writes: „The figure of 2,000 drachmae for zeugites is an inference from Diod. XVIII. 18.4-5, on
the assumption that Antipater set up a hoplite franchise. The figure was probably reached by
multiplying by ten the Solonian income of 200 mevtra converted on the Solonian scale of values
into 2000 drachmae…‟ For references to other such arguments see Williams‟ article „Solon‟s
Class System‟, in ZPE 52 (1983): 242 and n. 3. Williams, however, does not accept their
theses, arguing that Athens‟ hoplites could own less than 2,000 drachmae (p. 244).
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The Athenians acted similarly in 411 when they ratified the proposals which ultimately resulted
in their dissolution. See Thuc. 8.65-69 and the Ath. Pol. 29-33.
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The affect that this wealth census had on the population in Athens has been subject to much
debate and is discussed below (Appendix A).
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Green argues that Antipater‟s wealth census was aimed at those poorer citizens who manned the
ships. He writes: „In 322 Antipatros, a sick and tired old man, clearly wanted to neutralize
Athens‟ naval aggressiveness without further expansive and risky conflict: a fleet minus its
citizen-rowers was one easy solution.‟ „Occupation and Coexistence: The Impact of Macedon
on Athens, 323-307‟, p. 2. In The Macedonians in Athens, ed. O. Palagia and S. V. Tracy
(2003), pp. 1-7. (Henceforth „Occupation and Coexistence‟).
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Plutarch (Phoc. 32.2) adds that, by taking this step, Polyperchon was hoping to undermine and,
ultimately, get rid of Phocion. He writes: „For Polysperchon was scheming … to dispose the
city in his own interests, and had no hope of succeeding unless Phocion was banished; he was
sure, however, that Phocion would be banished if the disfranchised citizens overwhelmed the
administration, and the tribunal was again at the mercy of demagogues and the public
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had been taken against those citizens who did not meet Antipater‟s assessment
and it coincides with what Plutarch recorded earlier at Phocion, 28.4.
However, while those poorer men not holding a magistracy were immediately
barred from being appointed to the governing body, it is not known if those
already in office were forced to leave their position. In light of the absence of
any concrete evidence concerning this matter it is perhaps pertinent that an
examination be made of a similar constitutional change that took place in Africa
at the instigation of Ptolemy. Fortunately, the inscription for the constitution of
Cyrene has survived and it offers some interesting parallels with the Macedonian
and Athenian peace negotiated after the Lamian War. In the constitution of
Cyrene the governing body was to be made up of ten thousand men231 who
„…have an assessment (tivmhma) of possessions (that are) permanently secure,
together with those of the wife, worth twenty Alexandrian minas, (an

informers.‟ (suskeuazovmenoV ga;r eijV eJautovn wJV mikro;n u{steron e[deixe toi:V e[rgoiV, oJ

Poluspevrcwn th;n povlin, oujde;n h[lpize peraivnein mh; tou: FwkivwnoV ejkpesovntoV.
ejkpesei:sqai de; ejkei:non a{ma tw:n ajpeyhfismevnwn ejpicuqevntwn th:/ politeiva kai; to; bh:ma
dhmagwgw:n katascovntwn kai; sukofantw:n).
231

This „body politic‟, as Harding notes (Translated Documents of Greece and Rome 2, p. 161, n.
1), is distinct from the civic body. The Ten Thousand were those citizens who met certain
criteria beyond simply having parents of appropriate birth. Unfortunately there is no way of
knowing how many Cyrenian men were excluded from the governing body. It is interesting,
however, that the figure of ten thousand is much larger than the nine thousand who met the
wealth census in Athens. Further, the wording of the decree stipulates that the body politic was
to be made up of ten thousand; it does not say that this was the total number available. Thus it
is possible that many more men were eligible to serve in the Ten Thousand but either failed to
be selected or chose not to put their names forward. The much larger number of citizens
eligible to take part in governing the state may indicate a wealthier populace (i.e. that more men
were able to meet the two thousand drachmas assessment) or it may highlight that the citizen
population at Cyrene was much greater than that at Athens. Interestingly, Cyrene also had a
council of 500 (ll. l6-19), though it was markedly different from the Athenian boule. This body
was chosen by lot from a pool of men fifty years of age or older. Its members served for two
years, after which they had to wait a further two years before being eligible to serve again. An
additional point worth noting is an important clause recorded in lines 18-19 of the decree. It
states: „…if the (required) number is not achieved, they are to hold an additional lottery for the
remainder from the forty-year olds‟. It is surprising, given the debate that has raged over the
citizen population of Athens for the last fifty years, that advocates for the lower figure have not
argued for the possibility that the Athenians included a similar clause in their constitution during
the Phocionic regime. The population question is discussed below (Appendix A).
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assessment) that the assessors rate as unencumbered.‟232 Certainly it‟s possible
that it is simply a coincidence that both Antipater and Ptolemy decided upon a
property qualification of two thousand drachmas when they chose to settle affairs
in their respective cities. However, it is also possible, especially in light of the
fact that Antipater and Ptolemy had been negotiating an alliance since not long
after Alexander‟s death,233 that the two had discussed, through their embassies,
the pressing problems on the domestic front.234 It does not matter whose
constitution came first, what is revealed here is the possibility that whoever
learned of the original settlement may well have copied aspects of it to suit their
own ends. If this is the case then the clause on line 15 of the Ptolemaic
inscription is quite significant. Here it is written: „For the first year let political
rights (politeuevsqwsan) be calculated on the basis of the previous property
assessments.‟235 What is significant is that a similar clause may have also been
232

Line 7. Translation by Harding, Translated Documents of Greece and Rome 2, no. 126, p. 159.
According to Harding, p. 161, no. 6: „The sum of 20 minas (2000 drachmas) is the same as that
required for the franchise in the constitution imposed on Athens by Antipatros after the Lamian
War.‟ It should be noted that the date of the decree is not certain. Harding offers the following
possible dates: 322/1, 313/12, or 308/7. Bagnall is surer in his dating. He argues that the
absence in the decree of the royal title highlights that Ptolemy was not king at the time it was
inscribed. He concludes: „Since the mention in the inscription of the exiles to Egypt tallies
exactly with what Diodorus tells us of the situation at the time of the intervention of 322-1, there
can be no hesitation in accepting 321 as the correct date.‟ The Administration of the Ptolemaic
Possessions Outside Egypt, p. 29. The „Constitution of Cyrene‟ offers many other points of
interest that may help in examining the nature of the regime under Phocion. This will be
discussed below.
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Diod. 18.14.2: „With Antipater he carried on a diplomatic correspondence that led to a treaty of
co-operation…‟ Ptolemy would also marry Antipater‟s daughter Eurydice (Paus. 1.6.8), an
important link which helped forge a firmer bond between the two men. It must be noted,
however, that it is not known when this marriage took place. Ellis writes: „…it was probably
just before or shortly after the assembly at Triparadisus.‟ Ptolemy of Egypt, p. 41.
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Williams, also discusses the constitution imposed by Ptolemy I on Cyrene. He argues,
however, that the „exact parallel‟ to Antipater‟s census level, that appears in the Cyrene
inscription, is perhaps an indication that „ownership of 2000 drachmae was a commonly
accepted means of distinguishing oiJ bevltistoi from oiJ ponhroiv. Athens Without Democracy,
pp. 108 and 118.
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Of course this clause indicates that, unlike in the Athenian democracy, participation in the
governing body of Cyrene was already subject to some form of property assessment. However,
the constitution of Cyrene, before Ptolemy‟s intervention, is difficult to determine. Diodorus
(18.21.6) writes that, prior to the Ophellas‟ victory over Thibron, the city was briefly under the
control of the commons (dhmotikoiv). These men drove out the wealthy citizens and, it is
assumed, formed their own democratic government. It would appear that up to that point the
rich citizens of Cyrene had played a prominent role in the city‟s affairs and that perhaps the
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included in the treaty formulated by Antipater after the Lamian War. And if this
is the case it would mean that the Athenians did not need to implement
immediately all the changes, necessary to meet Antipater‟s terms.236 Therefore,
as already briefly noted above, what may have taken take place is that, after the
peace was finalised, those men who did not meet the wealth census and held no
office immediately lost the right to take part in the administration of the city‟s
affairs, while those currently in office were able, if they wished, to stay in their
respective jobs until the end of the archon year.
The question then has to be asked: what was the fate of those Athenian citizens
who did not meet Antipater‟s wealth census? It should be stressed that at no
point in either Plutarch or Diodorus is it stated that the Athenian people lost their
citizenship status. These men are not labelled as a[timoi.237 This is significant.
There are many examples of what might happen to an Athenian deprived of his

government was a form of mild oligarchy. It certainly appears, as stated above, that there had
been some form of property assessment in place to determine who could partake in the
governing of the city-state. If this is correct then it is unlikely that Ptolemy‟s census would have
been set at less than the previous assessment and, in fact, it is logical to assume the figure was
increased (perhaps doubled). Ultimately, however, it does not matter what type of government
existed prior to Ptolemy‟s intervention. What is important is the fact that the Cyreneans were
given time to get their affairs in order before they had to adhere to the terms set out in the
decree. It is not implausible to argue, therefore, that, if Ptolemy felt it necessary to allow a
period of grace for the Cyreneans to make what may have ultimately been minor changes to
their constitution, then Antipater, who was ordering the Athenians to change from democracy to
oligarchy, may well have granted the people of Athens a similar temporary respite.
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Although Williams does not consider the above clause in the Cyrene document he does argue
that the property qualification did not come into effect immediately. He bases his argument,
quite correctly, on the fact that epigraphic evidence of the period reveals that other reforms were
not implemented until 321/0. Athens Without Democracy, pp. 117-118.
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Plutarch‟s (Phoc. 28.4) is the only account that uses the word atimos, but, as Tritle (Phocion the
Good, p. 209, n. 87) points out, Plutarch does not use the „technical term‟ atimia which might
refer to disenfranchised Athenians „but rather the adjective atimos, atimon meaning
dishonoured.‟ Contra Williams, Athens Without Democracy, p. 121, who notes: „Since the
disfranchised were probably no longer able to serve the state in any public capacity, the pool of
manpower from which Athenians drew her administrators, jurors and councillors shrank
sharply.‟ Gehrke argues that nine thousand retained their full citizenship rights whereas the rest
(in his case twelve thousand), had their rights restricted. He writes: Ausgedrückt in Zahlen,
nahm sich das so aus, daβ 9000 ihre vollen Rechte behielten, während 12000 in ihnen
eingeschränkt wurden.‟ Phokion, pp. 92-93. His argument is similar to that made by Cloché
who refers to those affected by the census being reduced practically „à la condition d‟atimoî.‟
RHist 144 (1923): 178.

104

civil rights and privileges.238 Indeed, Demades‟ position after the Battle of
Crannon serves as a useful illustration. He was insolvent because of fines
imposed for introducing illegal decrees.239 Further, he was disenfranchised and
unable to speak or vote in the assembly.240 Both sources note that he had been
deprived of his rights as a citizen.241 This was not the fate suffered by those
Athenians who failed to meet the wealth census. Their citizenship status was not
affected. They voted to accept Antipater‟s terms and by doing so accepted that
they would lose certain privileges to which they had grown accustomed but to
which they were not, legally, entitled.242 In particular, with their vote the people
238

This matter has already been discussed briefly above (pp. 56-57, n. 100). Andocides, On the
Mysteries (1.73-76), offers an excellent rundown of who could be disenfranchised and the
different punishments an a[timoV might receive. For a very good discussion on atimia see
section III of Hansen‟s „Apagoge, Endeixis and Ephegesis against Kakourgoi, Atimoi and
Pheugontes‟. In Odense University Classical Studies 8. D. M. MacDowell gives a brief
explanation as to what atimia meant in Athens. He writes: „It is convenient to translate it
„disenfranchisement‟. However, it involved loss of more than just the right to vote. A
disenfranchised citizen was not allowed to enter temples or the Agora. He could not hold any
public office, nor be a member of the boule or a juror. He could not speak in the Ekklesia or in
a law-court (though he could be present in a court without speaking). But it is not clear that he
lost any other rights and duties of a citizen; probably he could still marry an Athenian wife and
own land in Attika, and was still liable to pay taxes and perform military service.‟ (Author‟s
parenthesis). The Law in Classical Athens, p. 74.
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Demades‟ punishment may have been similar to that noted by Andocides (1.75). Citing an
example of disenfranchisement, Andocides writes: „The soldiers who remained in Athens under
the four hundred are a case in point. They enjoyed all the rights of ordinary citizens, except that
they were forbidden to speak in the Assembly or become members of the Council.‟ For further
discussion on Demades‟ conviction see p. 56, n. 99 above.
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As has already been noted (pp. 56-59), despite his disenfranchisement Diodorus (18.18.1-2)
implies that he was still able to attend the assembly. Plutarch (Phoc. 26.2) also implies that he
was in the assembly that met to discuss how to proceed after Antipater‟s victory at the Battle of
Crannon though he was not permitted to speak. His presence at the meeting, however, may be
logically explained. His ability to attend the assembly may be more a reflection of the state of
affairs in Athens at the time rather than an indication of his actual legal status. The assembly
would have attracted a huge crowd of very upset and worried Athenians. They would have
been more concerned with the Macedonian army marching toward their city than they would
have been about whether or not those in attendance all had a right to be there.
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The wording of Plutarch and Diodorus is slightly different but both record that Demades had
lost his civic rights. Plutarch writes (Phoc. 26.2): hJlwvkei ga;r eJpta; grafa;V paranovmwn kai;
gegonw;V a[timoV ejxeivrgeto tou: levgein. Compare Diodorus (18.18.2): ajpolabw;n de; th;n
ejpitimivan uJpo; tou: dhvmou.
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This point, as will be discussed in greater detail below, is made clear in the Athenaion Politeia
(7.5) where it is stated that those rated in the labourer class were „…admitted to no office: hence
even now when the presiding official asks a man who is about to draw lots for some office what
rate he pays, no one whatever would say that he was rated as a Labourer.‟ It should also be
noted that, according to the Ath. Pol. (43.1): „All the officials concerned with the regular
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accepted that no Athenian citizen with property valued at less than 2000
drachmas could hold political office.243 All of their other civil rights were
unaffected.244 It was not Antipater‟s intention to take away citizenship from
many thousands of Athenians.245 The main objective was to prevent the lower
classes from having any influence on the decision making process.
This then poses another question: how many Athenians were affected by
Antipater‟s wealth census? This is a question that has yet to be answered
satisfactorily. The confusion stems from two different accounts given by
administration are appointed by lot, except a Treasurer of Military Funds, the Controllers of the
Spectacle Fund, and the Superintendent of Wells; these officers are elected by show of hands…‟
The inference is clear: legally a member of the thetic class could not be considered for any
political office. It was only because the Athenians chose to ignore this particular legal
restriction that thetes had been able to, in effect, run for office. It is debatable if many of the
poorer citizens had the time, the money or the inclination even to consider trying to win many
of the more demanding political offices, however, many (especially those living close to the
city) would have been keen to serve on the boule. This was one of the more financially
rewarding and less taxing government posts. It is worthwhile noting Hansen‟s comments
regarding participation in the boule. He writes: „I believe that a prytanis living in a remote
deme probably had to move to Athens and stay with a relative or demotes during the prytany
allotted to his tribe. During the other nine prytanies his deme was probably represented in the
boule mostly by the demotai who had moved to Athens permanently.‟ (Author‟s italics).
Hansen, GRBS 24 (1983): 237.
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Contrast Tritle, who argues: „Approximately twelve thousand Athenians were thus
disenfranchised, though they were not deprived of the private rights of citizenship.‟ Phocion the
Good, p. 133. He also notes (p. 134): „...a careful reading of Plutarch and Diodorus does not
suggest that the disfranchised were prohibited from attending the ekklesia or law courts.‟ Note
also Habicht, who writes: „They were thus placed in effect on a level with the atimoi, the
“dishonoured.” These were citizens who had been found guilty of committing an offence and
deprived of their political rights.‟ Athens From Alexander to Antony, p. 44.
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For example, they were able to keep their property (Diod. 18.18.5). It might be questioned,
however, whether or not Diodorus, in writing „pavnteV‟, means everyone or only all those who
met the wealth census. There is no indication, however, that any of the citizens who remained
in Athens were deprived of their properties. And Diodorus does state quite clearly at 18.18.4
that Antipater allowed the Athenian people „to retain their city and their possessions and
everything else.‟ Further, Plutarch (Phoc. 29.4) implies that those who did not meet the wealth
census were able to keep their homes and land when he writes that Phocion taught them „to be
fond of home and to delight in tilling the soil.‟ Of course the matter can not be resolved with
any absolute certainty and it is perhaps wise to remember Aristotle‟s words in Politics 2.1.8:
„All is an ambiguous term‟ (Tov gavr pavnteV dittovn). With regards to the ownership of
property see Hansen‟s discussion in: „Apagoge‟, Endeixis and Ephegesis against Kakourgoi,
Atimoi and Pheugontes.‟ In Odense University Classical Studies 8. Metics could not own land
except by dispensation (grants of enktesis).
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Once again there are parallels with Ptolemy‟s constitution for Cyrene. Lines 1-6 clearly
differentiate between eligibility for Cryrenean citizenship as opposed to eligibility to partake in
the governing of the city-state.
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Diodorus and Plutarch. Diodorus originally stated that the two thousand
drachmas limit affected twenty-two thousand Athenians (18.18.5). Plutarch,
however, notes that those of the state who had their offices voted away from
them due to poverty numbered over twelve thousand (Phoc. 28.4) some of whom
remained in Athens while others moved to Thrace. An emendation of Diodorus‟
text, to match the figure of Plutarch, by Wesseling (1794) is generally accepted
by modern scholars not wishing to get bogged down in the complex debate about
how many Athenian citizens there were in the fourth century B.C. This subject
has been tackled from every possible angle in order to try and find a way of
measuring how large the population in Athens was in the fourth century and in
particular at the end of the Lamian War.246
Perhaps the best discussion on the question of population was given by Mogens
Hansen in his book Demography and Democracy (1986). Hansen argues that the
population figure given in the original text of Diodorus is correct and that the
Athenian citizen population would have been around thirty-one thousand. And
his arguments in support of his thesis are attractive. There are those who
disagree, however. Sekunda believed that Plutarch‟s figure is the more accurate
and argued for a total male citizen population of around twenty-one thousand.247
It is more than likely that the true figure may never really be known because of
the lack of evidence for population numbers at that time in any of the ancient
sources. However, a closer examination of the two key sources may help to
resolve some of the problems surrounding this debate.
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The question of the population in Athens at the time of the Lamian War is discussed below
(Appendix A).
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BSA 87 (1992): 319. For Hansen‟s response to this article see EchCl 38, n.s. 13 (1994): 299310. Hansen has been crossing swords with his detractors concerning this issue for a quite a
few years. Indeed, the ongoing discussion between Hansen and Ruschenbusch is an enthralling
and exciting read. See: E. Ruschenbusch, ZPE 35 (1979): 177-180; ZPE 72 (1988): 139-140
and ZPE 75 (1988): 194-196. For Hansen‟s replies see: ZPE 75 (1988): 189-193 and AHB 3.2
(1989): 40-44. For further discussion on this issue see Appendix A below.
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According to Diodorus (18.18.4-6) Antipater stipulated that the democracy be
changed and that those possessing two thousand drachmas have power over the
government and over the elections (by show of hands). He goes on to note that
Antipater excluded from taking part in the administration of the state248 those
who did not meet the wealth census, considering them to be „disturbers of the
peace and warmongers.‟ These same men were in turn given the option of being
settled in Thrace where land was made available. At this point Diodorus‟
wording becomes confusing. He writes that „these men‟ (presumably those
labelled disturbers of the peace and warmongers) numbered more than twenty
two thousand and that were removed from the fatherland (metestavqhsan ejk th:V

patrivdoV).249 If this figure is correct, and if the fatherland is taken to mean
Attica alone, then Diodorus is reporting a dramatic drop in the population of the
city-state. It is a drop made even more significant in light of Diodorus‟ next
comment. He states that those who met Antipater‟s wealth census numbered just
nine thousand and that these men became masters of both the city and country
and ruled according to the laws of Solon. The numbers are difficult to accept,
especially if the total citizen population of Athens is determined simply by
adding twenty-two thousand with nine thousand. Such a calculation would
imply that over seventy percent of the population of male citizens left the city
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ajphvlase th:V politeivaV. This translation of Diodorus is contrary to that given by R. M. Geer
in the Loeb who offers: „He removed from the body of citizens…‟ Here ajpelauvnw has been
taken to mean „to be excluded from a thing‟ rather than to be expelled or removed. Of course
the possible translations of the noun politeiva are numerous. It can refer to citizenship as well
as government or administration and its proper rendering can only be based on the context in
which it is being used. In this case Antipater is noted as changing the government from a
democracy (th;n de; politeivan metevsthsen ejk th:V dhmokrativaV) and handing power to those
who met the wealth census while excluding from power those who did not.
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Bosworth (in discussion) suggested the possibility that Diodorus‟ used patrivV here for no other
reason other than to avoid using politeiva: a word he had already used twice in his previous
sentence (18.18.4). If this is correct then it was surely an unfortunate moment for him to
concentrate on matters of style as opposed to content. Another argument might also be made
that Diodorus mistakenly wrote patrivV rather than politeiva. It is possible that, having just
written of Antipater‟s offer of land in Thrace, Diodorus absentmindedly wrote „the fatherland‟
rather than „the administration‟. Of course, such theories are impossible to argue as no evidence
can be found to support them. All that can be done, therefore, is to assume that Diodorus meant
what he wrote and try to make some sense of it all.
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after the Lamian War.250 The matter is further exacerbated by Plutarch‟s
seemingly contrary account. Plutarch (Phoc. 28.4) writes that twelve thousand
Athenians were voted out of government251 (tw:n de; ajpoyhfisqevntwn tou:

politeuvmatoV) as a consequence of the decision to accept Antipater‟s peace
terms. Further, of this number, some chose to leave Athens and migrate to
Thrace where land was made available to them.252 Plutarch (Phoc. 29.4) also
reports that, of those who remained in Attica, the busybodies and innovators held
no office and raised no uproars (tou;V de; polupravgmonaV kai; newteristavV,

aujtw:/ tw:/ mh; a[rcein mhde; qorubei:n) and that these men were taught to love
their home and to be contented with tilling the land.
Now it is interesting that no attempt appears to have been made to reconcile the
above two accounts and their figures; this is curious given that both authors refer
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The figures become even more incredible if it is considered that many family members and
slaves would also have left the city. While this percentage is unacceptable, however, the figure
of twenty-two thousand should not be disputed. This is the total number of those men who
could have participated in the administration of the city before Antipater‟s wealth census. One
other point should be considered. If only the nine thousand privileged citizens remained in
Athens then over whom did they govern? Of course, there were still metics and slaves resident
in Athens but they (usually) could not own land; had only limited rights; and held no positions
of authority in Attica. Surely there were very small landowners in Attica whose properties were
valued at less than two thousand drachmas but who still managed to make a relatively
comfortable living from working the land or perhaps running a small business. Is it to be
accepted that all these men simply uprooted their families left their homes and fled their
fatherland because they were no longer able to take part in the affairs of the city? This takes
pique a little too far and must surely be rejected. Many thousands of Athenians, however
unhappy with the political situation, are likely to have remained behind in Attica. Indeed, some
may have hoped that peace would, ultimately, bring prosperity and offer a hardworking citizen
the chance to make a quite decent living.
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This is the usual translation given of tov polivteuma, though it does not really give a proper
understanding of the Greek. In essence, Plutarch writes that the Athenians voted to accept
Antipater‟s wealth census, which meant, ultimately, that twelve thousand citizens could no
longer hold political office (a magistracy). Cf. LSJ „polivt-euma, atoV, tov ‟ where one of the
definitions given is „business of government‟, „act of administration‟.
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The effect of Antipater‟s constitutional changes may not have been so dramatic as the ancient
sources suggest. Shalom Perlman, as noted below (p. 129, n. 316) points out that the
participation of the non-propertied classes in the affairs of state may have been quite small.
Her, thesis, however, is not universally accepted. Nor does it detract from the above argument.
Human nature is such that even if a given right is never taken advantage of people are generally
reticent to have that right taken away from them. An Athenian who chose not to attend the
assembly or the law courts would still have been proud of the fact that he could do so if ever he
changed his mind.
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to a specific group of people being affected by Antipater‟s changes. Firstly,
Plutarch (Phoc. 28.4) refers to those citizens living at home. His figure of twelve
thousand, therefore, relates only to Attica. Secondly, these men are referred to
specifically as having an office voted away from them on account of their
poverty (tw:n de; ajpoyhfisqevntwn tou: politeuvmatoV dia; penivan). The
wording is not too dissimilar from that of Diodorus (18.18.4) who states that
Antipater excluded from the government all who possessed property worth less
than two thousand drachmas (tou;V de; katwtevrw th:V timhvsewV a[pantaV...

ajphvlase th:V politeivaV). Diodorus (18.18.5), however, goes on to write that
Antipater offered those who wished it land in Thrace and that these men, more
than twenty-two thousand in number, were removed from their fatherland (toi:V

boulomevnoiV cwvran e[dwken eijV katoivkhsin ejn th:/ Qra/vkh/. ou|toi me;n ou\n
o[nteV pleivouV dismurivwn kai; discilivwn metestavqhsan ejk th:V patrivdoV). It
should be noted that Diodorus writes that more than twenty-two thousand left the
„fatherland‟ and not „Attica‟ or „Athens‟. It is possible, therefore, that Diodorus
is referring not only to the residents of Attica but to all Athenians living at home
and abroad. It is likely that Diodorus‟ source, Hieronymus of Cardia, obtained
his numbers from official Macedonian records.253 It would be surprising if
Antipater did not keep some sort of watch on the colony in Thrace and on the
numbers of Athenians being transported there. It is even possible that a garrison
was placed in or near the colonised territory ostensibly to ensure the safety of the
new occupants but primarily to keep an eye on things. Diodorus, therefore, may
be quoting the total number of Athenians who ended up settling in Thrace. If this
is the case then this figure must surely include a considerable number of
253

Of course, there is no way of knowing for sure if Hieronymus did indeed have access to
Macedonian archives. Further, it is uncertain at what point in his very long life he began to
write his History of the Successors. What is known, however, is that Demetrius I, Poliorcetes
made Hieronymus guardian of Thebes sometime in 293 (Plut. Demetr. 39.3-7), and that he died
at the court of Demetrius‟ son Antigonus Gonatas (perhaps as late as ca. 260). Given his long
service with the Antigonids (some of it in Macedonia) it would be surprising if he were unable
to make use of the Macedonian archives in order to write or perhaps edit his work. Cf.
Hornblower, who writes that one „fund of documentary material to which Hieronymus had
access was the archive at Pella.‟ Hieronymus of Cardia, p 135.
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Athenian cleruchs who were forced to leave Samos after Perdiccas decided in
favour of the exiles (on which, see below pp. 149-155).254
Diodorus was well aware of the Samian issue and makes specific reference to
Perdiccas‟ decision concerning the cleruchy; Plutarch makes no such reference.
Diodorus‟ twenty-two thousand, therefore, relates to the total number of
Athenian citizens who could no longer take part in the administration of the city
and were unwilling either to live in or return to Attica. The number of cleruchs
living in Samos at the time of Alexander‟s death has been estimated to be as high
as twelve thousand.255 Very few of these men would be likely to meet the wealth
census if they returned to Athens unless they possessed property in Attica as well
as on the island. For the majority of these men, therefore, returning to the city
would have been a very unwelcome prospect. Antipater, perhaps anticipating
Perdiccas‟ decision and the attitude of the cleruchs that would be forced to leave
the island, made the sensible decision to offer land in Thrace to all who wished
to move there. It is likely that a great deal of those twelve thousand cleruchs
took up this option and either left Athens immediately upon their arrival into the
city or went straight to Thrace.
While those Athenians who did not meet the census were not de jure
disenfranchised it appears that steps were taken to de facto disenfranchise them.
Another decree may have been proposed by Demades at this time. There is
reference made in the Suda to his dismantling (katevluse)256 the law courts
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While having resided on Samos for over forty years it is likely that most still considered Athens
to be the „fatherland‟. These men and their families, therefore, can be included in the number of
Athenians who chose or felt compelled to move to Thrace.
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See below pp. 150-151 and n. 374.
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Interestingly Boegehold argues that the word katevluse refers only to a temporary termination.
He notes Ath. Pol. 35.2 uses the same word when recording what happened to the courts during
the period of the Thirty. He writes: „After the Thirty, the dikesteria, immediately reestablished,
had a long and vigorous life, another eighty years or so.‟ Agora XXVIII, p. 41, n. 61.
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(dikasthvria) and rhetorical contests (rJhtorikou;V ajgw:naV).257 It is unclear
what is meant by this passage. One argument has been advanced that payment
for attendance in the law courts and the assembly was stopped after the Lamian
War.258 It is further argued that, if Demades put forward the motion to stop these
payments, it is to this act that the Suda refers and that it was this which emptied
the courts.259 This thesis may well be correct. The latter part of the text might
refer to the fact that Demades had brought forward the decree condemning
Demosthenes and the other orators. With this move he rid the city of some of its
finest speakers and exponents of anti-Macedonian rhetoric. The rhetors
remaining in Athens were now, whether willingly or no, of one voice.
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Suda (s.v. DhmavdhV), FGrHist 227 T1. Cf. LSJ, oJ ajgwvn can have many meanings. Generally
it appears to refer to a gathering or an assembly. However, it can also refer to some kind of
contest or, indeed, to a trial or some sort of action of law. In Thucydides (3.38.2-7) Cleon, in
his famous speech concerning the fate of Mytilene, admonishes the Athenians for allowing the
contests between speakers which results in decisions being made based on the skill of the orator
rather than the facts of a particular case. (hJ de; povliV ejk tw:n toiw:nde ajgwvnwn ta; me;n a\qla

eJtevroiV divdwsin, aujth; de; tou;V kinduvnouV ajnafevrei. Ai[tioi d= uJmei:V kakw:V
ajgwnoqetou:nteV, oi{tineV eijwvqate qeatai; me;n tw:n lovgwn givgnesqai, ajkroatai; de; tw:n
e[rgwn, ta; me;n mevllonta e[rga ajpo; tw:n eu| eijpovntwn skopou:nteV wJV dunata; givgnesqai,
ta; de; pepragmevna h[dh, ouj to; drasqe;n pistovteron o[yei labovnteV h] to; ajkousqevn, ajpo;
tw:n lovgw/ kalw:V ejpitimhsavntwn). Further, in Plutarch‟s Demosthenes 6.2 it is noted how
Demosthenes „…won the first place among the citizens who strove with one another on the
bema‟ (...kaqavper stefanivtaiV ajgw:si prwteuvein tw:n ajpo; bhvmatoV ajgwnizomevnwn
politw:n). Note, however, that Antiphon in his speech On the Choreutes (6.21) uses the same
word when he refers to his bringing of suits against Aristion and Philinos. (mellovntwn e[sesqaiv
moi ajgwvnwn pro;V =Aristivwna kai; Fili:non……). And Demosthenes, in the opening words of
his first speech against Aphobus (27.2), also talks of the difficulty in entering a contest against
able and clever speakers. Clearly oJ ajgwvn could be used either way. In the context of the Suda
reference, however, the law courts are explicitly referred to firstly as being dismantled. It is
logical to assume, therefore, that rJhtorikouvV ajgw:naV refers to the debate held within the
assembly.
258

For example Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens, p. 23, and more recently, Tritle, Phocion the Good,
p. 135. Once again comparison can be made with events in 411. Thucydides (8.65.3) writes
that the pro-oligarchichic forces in Athens argued for payments to stop for all but the armed
services.
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Cf. Tritle, Phocion the Good, p. 135. Contra Williams who writes: „They (many scholars)
alleged that reforms took place eliminating sortition and pay for state service, neither of which
seems to have occurred.‟ (My parenthesis). AncW 19 (1989): 26. It is noted in the Ath. Pol.
(41.3) that attendance at the assembly was low in Athens until a system of payment was
introduced. It is possible that payment for jury duty was implemented for the same reason and
it is likely that once payments ceased the level of participation by the poorer citizens
immediately began to wane. For a contrary stance with regards to the correlation between the
introduction of payment for political participation and the rate of political participation see S.
Podes‟ article in AJAH 12 (1987) [1995]: 167-188.
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Consequently, it could be stated that the rhetorical contests had been ended.260
But while this argument perhaps serves to explain the meaning of the latter half
of Suda (s.v. DhmavdhV) the matter of the dismantling of the law courts still needs
to be addressed. And the answer here may lie once again in nuance rather than a
more literal interpretation of the text.
The changes instigated by Solon did not include the introduction of payment for
performing public duties. This had not been part of Solon‟s plan. And since the
constitution was to be run according to the Solonian model the new leadership
could legitimately put an end to the democratic practice of paying Athenian
citizens for performing public services. Of course, such a measure would
certainly be looked upon unfavourably by the majority of Athenian citizens but it
could not be said to be illegal as it is likely that the introduction of payment for
jury service, assembly attendance and other public offices was never actually
written into the Athenian constitution such as it was. The first decision made
then, was to put a stop to such expenditure.261 This in turn would have resulted
260

The cessation of payments for assembly attendance would also have reduced quite significantly
the number of Athenians willing to attend meetings. The ecclesia would have been filled
predominantly by those men who met the wealth census or, at least, by those who could afford
the time. The atmosphere in the assembly was therefore likely to have been much more
subdued and the debate less lively than when the general mass of people were in attendance.
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The ephebic corps may also have been abolished at this time. As well as the possibility that the
city could no longer afford to pay the cadets it is likely that its role of training the youth for war
and furnishing troops for garrisons would have been viewed by Antipater as an anathema.
Certainly none of the first year ephebes could continue to garrison Munychia which was now
occupied by the Macedonians. And it would be surprising if the Macedonian would have
allowed a garrison to be kept at the southern promontory of the Piraeus (Ath. Pol. 42.3).
Similarly, the second year recruits would be unlikely to be allowed to patrol the countryside and
to be quartered in guard posts throughout the country (Ath. Pol. 42.4-5). Cf. Tritle, Phocion the
Good, p. 131. Cf. Mitchel, Hesperia 33 (1964): 347 and Gehrke, Phokion, p. 93, n. 38. A
curious point worth noting is the possibility that a cadet served for a period of three years and
not two as commonly attested. A reading of the Athenaion Politeia (42.3-5) implies that the
first year of service was spent in training and guarding Munychia and Acte (kai; to;n me;n
prw:ton ejniauto;n ou{twV diavgousi). In the next year they display their skills before the
assembly (to;n d= u{steron, ejkklhsivaV ejn tw:/ qeavtrw/ genomevnhV ajpodeixavmenoi tw:/ dhvmw/ ta;
peri; ta;V tavxeiV…). After this they then serve on patrols in the country and are quartered at the
guard posts (…peripolou:si th;n cwvran kai; diatrivbousin e;n toi:V fulakthrivoiV). Finally,
It is stated in the Athenaion Politeia that the cadets‟ service on patrol goes on for two years
(frourou:si de; ta; duvo e[th). This chapter concludes by adding that when the cadets have
passed through these two years they are now in common with the rest (diexelqovntwn de; tw:n
duei:n ejtw:n h[dh meta; tw:n a[llwn eijsivn). All this appears to state that the cadets train (and
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in a radical reduction in the number of citizens willing to fill these positions.
While the income from performing these duties may not have been great it still
served as an incentive to do so. If there was to be no more compensation for lost
time then that time would better be spent at home or at work. Thus with this one
move the jury lists were no longer filled. The inability to supply the courts with
jury members would in turn result in the postponement of trials and lengthy
delays. Ultimately this may have led to the decision to dismantle the law courts
and to find a more efficient way of handing out justice.262 Lack of remuneration,
therefore, combined with the absence of spectacle263 resulted in a dramatic drop
in the number of citizens willing to act as jurors and attend meetings.
The closure of jury courts would have had a significant impact on Athenian
political life. Individual magistrates may have regained some of their former
judiciary powers. These had essentially been lost after Solon had introduced the
right of appeal, which enabled the people to dispute decisions made by individual
officers (Ath. Pol. 9.1-2, Plut. Sol. 18.2). Such a reform is likely to have
undermined considerably the authority of individual magistrates because any
guard the Piraeus) for one year and then serve a further two years quartering at guard posts
throughout the country. Cf. Pollux (Onomastikon 8.105-6) who also notes that the patrolmen
went around the countryside performing guard-duty for a period of two years. Hence their
service is for a three-year period and not two. It would appear that most, if not all, historians for
some reason have simply assumed that the ephebes served for two years. For example: O. W.
Reinmuth, The Ephebic Inscriptions of the Fourth Century B.C.: Mnemosyne Supplement 14
(1971): 127-136; J. Ober, Fortress Attica, Defence of the Athenian Land Frontier 404-322 B.C.:
Mnemosyne Supplement 84 (1985): 90-95. For a translation of Pollux‟s passage see Harding,
Translated Documents of Greece and Rome 2, p. 134, no. 109B.
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It was not unprecedented for the Athenians to close some of their courts when the city‟s funds
were running low. Hansen notes that for whole periods in the fourth century the Athenians were
forced to reduce the activities of the courts. He notes: „If we can believe Demosthenes, all
private suits were suspended for several years in the 360s, and in 348 the courts were shut again
for a shorter period, because there was no money for jurors after the Eubioan campaign.
Hansen adds, however, that usually it was only private suits that were affected and concludes
that „a court could always be found for public prosecutions.‟ The Athenian Democracy in the
Age of Demosthenes, p. 189.
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There should be no doubting that part of the attraction of serving on juries was the opportunity
of hearing titillating stories and seeing the wonderful performances given by such brilliant
orators as Demosthenes and Hypereides. The loss of these animated and entertaining men,
along with the absence of any form of remuneration, would have reduced interest in court
proceedings and subsequently made it very difficult to fill jury quotas.
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unfavourable decision they made could be, and in many cases probably was,
taken before the people. Now the Heliaea is thought to have been the only
popular court created under Solon‟s reforms and was the one before which,
initially, all appeals were heard.264 As Andrewes notes: „…the general opinion is
certainly right, that the court instituted by Solon was the whole assembly sitting
in a judicial capacity.‟265 In time, however, one law court became many and the
people were no longer upholding or overturning the decisions of others but
deciding for themselves the guilt or innocence of an individual or group. With
the closure of these jury courts under Phocion it is possible the Heliaea, as it was
originally conceived, became, once again, the sole court of appeal.266 That is: the
decisions of the magistrates were once again heard before the people in assembly
acting in a judicial capacity. If this is correct then the new assembly, made up of
those Athenian men who could still afford the time (not to mention the expense)
to attend meetings now assumed responsibility for the laws. And since this
group would have been predominantly made up of those citizens who met
Antipater‟s wealth census, these men, in essence, became their own regulatory
body. This in turn meant that the general populace no longer had the power to
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J. M. Moore notes: „Heliaia was originally used in Athens to mean the people sitting as a court
as instituted by Solon…‟ Aristotle and Xenophon, p. 309. Hignett, A History of the Athenian
Constitution (p. 216), writes: „At the end of the sixth century there was probably only one
popular court, the Heliaia.‟ See also Hansen‟s, The Athenian Democracy in the Age of
Demosthenes, p. 191. But note Boegehold: „Two post-Solonian citations of Solonian legislation
can reflect Solon‟s actual language. Although “heliaia” in these fragments has been construed
as referring to the Athenian assembly acting in its judicial capacity, nothing in the laws as they
are quoted need imply such an assembly… “Heliaia”… possibly in Solonian laws could clearly
in the 5th, 4th, and early 3rd centuries B.C.E, denote at the same time the whole heliastic court
system or a single heliastic panel, whether enhanced or not.‟ Agora XXVIII, pp. 19-20.
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CAH, vol. 3, pt. 3, 2nd ed., p. 388. Cf. Hignett, A History of the Athenian Constitution, p. 97.
See also Bury and Meiggs, who write: „A people‟s court was also established by Solon, the
Heliaea, which represented the Assembly as a judicial body… Later writers saw in the Heliaea
the ancestor of the people‟s courts of the fully developed Athenian democracy, when all the
judicial decisions had passed through the magistrate to the jurors.‟ (Authors‟ italics). A History
of Greece (4th ed.), p. 124. Cf. Rhodes, A Commentary on the Aristotelian Athenaion Politeia
(henceforth: A Commentary), p. 160.
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As will be discussed below (p. 159), the administrative body as whole may have constricted as
time went on and the wealth census reduced the number of men available to hold magistracies
and other administrative positions. Certainly IG II². 380 (see p. 291) appears to reveal that such
a process of refinement was occurring in Athens during this period.
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exert its will over public affairs. Thus the appeal process would have fallen into
decline as verdicts in legal cases went generally uncontested and decisions
relating to matters of policy or administration were decided by the relatively well
to do who attended and voted at assembly meetings.267
The above acts would have been cause for much distress in Attica and it is likely
the people saw the immediate consequence of the peace as being the end of the
democracy. This belief is initially implied by Diodorus (18.18.4) who states,
rather ambiguously, that Antipater changed the government from a democracy
(th;n de; politeivan metevsthsen ejk th:V dhmokrativaV). Further, he adds that
Antipater stipulated that political participation (to; polivteuma) should be
assigned to those who met a wealth census (tivmhsiV). And a little later in the text
Diodorus (18.18.5) writes that those Athenians who met the census imposed by
Antipater held authority (kuvrioV) over the city and the country and that they
governed according to the laws of Solon (kata; tou;V SovlwnoV novmouV

ejpoliteuvonto). Plutarch (Phoc. 27.3) writes that Antipater demanded the
Athenians be governed according to their ancestral polity268 where the
magistrates were chosen according to property (politeuomevnoiV de; th;n pavtrion

ajpo; timhvmatoV politeivan).269 As noted above, Plutarch is clearer concerning
267

A more thorough examination of the legal, political and administrative infrastructure of Athens
during the Phocionic period is given below.
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This polity was, of course, based on a property qualification or at least on an assessment of
what an individual‟s property might produce. The Ath. Pol. (7.3) states clearly that Solon
divided the citizens into four classes based on such an assessment of wealth.
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The Greek is difficult to render in English. Cf. Liddell and Scott who translate oJ ajpo;
timhmavtwn politeiva as „a government where the magistrates were chosen according to
property. Contrast the Ath. Pol. (34.3) where it is recorded that the peace with Sparta, ending
the Peloponnesian War, was concluded „…on terms of their (the thirty) carrying on the
government according to the ancestral constitution‟ (politeuvsontai th;n pavtrion politeivan).
Cf. Diod. (14.3.3) where debate between supporters of oligarchy and democracy is noted.
Diodorus writes: „For those who were bent on oligarchy asserted that the ancient (palaiovV)
constitution should be revived, in which only a very few represented the state, whereas the
greatest number, who were partisans of democracy, made the government of their fathers (th;n
tw:n patevrwn politeivan) their platform and declared that this was by common consent a
democracy.‟ It is interesting that the wording of the latter argument is similar to that used by
Plutarch. It is also interesting to note that the Athenians themselves were unsure as to what it
meant to „employ the polity of their fathers‟ (th:/ patrivw/ politeiva/ crh:sqai) (Diod. 14.3.2), as
was ordered by the Spartans after the Peloponnesian War. Rhodes, examining these passages,
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the fate of the democracy a little later in the text when he writes that, after
Antipater‟s death, his appointed successor, Polyperchon, determined to win the
Greeks to his side and so issued an edict in which it was stated that the Athenians
were to have their democracy restored and which further ordered that all
Athenians take part in the administration of the city according to their earlier
polity.270
The vagueness of the ancient sources has resulted in a lack of general consensus
among modern scholars as to the type of government established in Athens after
the Lamian War.271 Over the years the regime has been variously labelled an
oligarchy,272 a moderate oligarchy,273 a modified oligarchy,274 a moderate
democracy,275 a “polity” or limited democracy,276 a timocracy,277 a timocratic
oligarchy,278 a meritocracy,279 a limited plutocracy,280 and so on. However,
notes that „…the different interpretations placed upon pavtrioV politeiva by A.P. and Diodorus
point to a contemporary dispute … and … the peace treaty may very well have contained a
clause such as =AqhnaviouV ei\nai aujtonovmouV kata; ta; pavtria… which was not intended to
refer to the constitution but could have been misinterpreted as applying to the constitution by
men seeking a pretext for overthrowing the Democracy…‟ A Commentary, p. 427 (see also
Rhodes‟ comments on page 428).
270

Plutarch, Phoc. 32.1: „e[pemyen ejpistolh;n toi:V ejn a[stei gegrammevvnhn, wJV tou: basilevwV
ajpodidovntoV aujtoi:V th;n dhmokrativan kai; politeuvsqai kata; ta; pavtria pavntaV
=AqhnaivouV keleuvontoV‟. Another source, Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Din. 9), recorded that
the democracy was dissolved (oJ dh:moV kateluvqh).
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For a useful, though brief, comment on the uncertainty regarding the type of government that
ruled Athens at this time see Oliver‟s (p. 50) „Oligarchy at Athens‟.
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This appears to have been the term commonly accepted by the Athenians for the period of
Phocion‟s time in power (see Appendix B below). Green, in one of a number of names he gives
the government of this period (see n. 279 and 280 below) refers to it as oligarchic on page 11 of
his Alexander to Actium.
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Perlman, PP 22, (1967): 161 - 176; Williams, Athens Without Democracy, p. 1, and p 18, n. 52
and Habicht Athens from Alexander to Antony, p. 46.
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Lawton, „Athenian Anti-Macedonian Sentiment and Democratic Ideology in Attic Document
Reliefs‟, The Macedonians in Athens 322-229 B.C., p. 126.
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Tritle, Phocion the Good, p. 136.
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Bury and Meiggs, A History of Greece (4th ed.), p. 498.
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Poddighe, Nel segno di Antipatro, p. 8. Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens, p. 37. J. M. Moore,
Aristotle and Xenopohon on Democracy and Oligarchy, p. 218.
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Schmitz, History of Greece, From the Earliest Times to the Destruction of Corinth, B.C. 146, p.
581.
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judging the Athenian constitution at any stage of its development by modern
political concepts and terms is a dangerous practice that must be avoided.281 It is
important to remember that Athenian „democracy‟ did not allow women, metics
or slaves to partake in government. Further, despite efforts to encourage political
activity among the male Athenian citizens there would have been many who
were unable to take advantage of the privileges citizenship offered them.282
Many Athenians would not have been able to leave their farms or their
businesses in order to attend regularly assembly meetings in the city or act as a
member of the jury.283 When examining the type of government that ruled in
any particular time in Athens, therefore, it must be the Athenian people‟s view
that determines any modern day interpretation.
Epigraphic evidence indicates that the people felt immediately their democracy
had been replaced by an oligarchy. In a decree honouring Demosthenes, the
proposer, Demochares of Leuconoion, records that the orator was „…exiled by
the oligarchy when the democracy had been destroyed…‟ (fugovnti de; di=

ojligarcivan, kataluqevntoV tou: dhvmou).284 Although this decree appears to
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Green, Alexander to Actium, p. 42. Green calls it, in effect, a meritocracy. On page 43,
however, he refers to it as (also in effect) a „Macedonian-backed junta‟.
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Green, „Occupation and Coexistence, p. 3.

281

Cf. Rhodes, LCM 3 (1978): 207-211.
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Factors such as ill health, poverty, and travel time would have played a role in a citizen‟s ability
to take part in the major political affairs of the city. It should also be remembered that the
Athenian assembly, whether held at the pnyx or other venues, could only sit a finite number of
people. There was never a time when all Athenian men could attend the ekklesia at the same
time. Cf. Hansen, The Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes, p. 313.
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This is not to say that such commitments prevented these citizens from always participating in
Athenian affairs. Harding has quite rightly noted that there would have been times either when
business at home was quiet or when it necessitated a trip to the city that afforded a citizen the
perfect opportunity to exercise one‟s political rights. Classical Contributions, pp. 46-47. Of
course the promise of a little extra cash served as a further incentive to participate in the citystate‟s political affairs.
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The decree is recorded in [Plutarch‟s] Moralia 850f – 851c. Other references to an oligarchic
regime can be found in the famous inscription „For Euphron of Sicyon‟ (IG II². 448, l. 61) and
in Diodorus 18.55.2 and 65.6. Tritle dismisses such oligarchic references as „democratic and
ideological hyperbole.‟ Phocion the Good, p. 133 and p. 208, n. 77. Demochares is thought to
have been the nephew of Demosthenes ([Plut.] Mor. 847c, Cicero, Brutus, 83.286, Polybius,
12.13.40-5).
Note especially Cicero (Brutus, 83.286-7): „Demochares, nephew of
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have been proposed many years after the events it describes285 it records what
many Athenians probably thought to be true. As stated above, Demosthenes is
believed to have fled Athens before being condemned to death by the Athenian
people. However, as also noted previously, it is likely that Demades put forward
the decree proposing his death sentence not long after the people accepted the
peace terms.286 Demochares‟ decree, therefore, indicates that, in essence, the
Athenians believed the democracy ended with the conclusion of the peace.
Once again, it is interesting, given the changes Antipater demanded be made to
the government after the Lamian War, that there is no detailed evidence of any
alterations being made initially to the Athenian constitution. Nor is there
anything in the epigraphic or literary material that indicates that immediate steps
were taken to alter in some way or reduce the size and/or number of particular
magistracies or administrative bodies. Indeed, the surviving eight inscriptions
for the year 322/1 indicate, on the surface at least, that business continued as
normal with minimal, if any, interruption.287 Interestingly, the decrees passed in
the first six months of the regime are all non-proboulematic. In fact, only one
inscription for the year appears to have been brought before the Council of Five
Hundred. It is telling that proposals were being made and passed in the assembly
without them first being referred to the council. It is possible that body was in a
state of transition while some members, unwilling to continue serving if they

Demosthenes, wrote some speeches and was author of a history of Athens in his own time,
written in a style rather oratorical than historical.‟ Demochares appears, not surprisingly, to
have opposed Antipater‟s demand for the orators ([Plut.] Mor. 847d). He was a political enemy
of Demetrius of Phalerum (Polybius, 12.13.8-9).
285

Davies states that this decree was proposed in the year 280/79, APF (no. 3716) p. 142.
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See p. 95 above.

287

Cf. Williams, Athens Without Democracy, pp. 117-118, who argues along similar lines. See
also p. 92, and n. 203 above. The inscriptions for the period are: IG II². 402 [EM 2639] + Agora
I 4990; IG II². 401 [EM 8170]; IG II². 376 [EM 88]; IG II². 371 [EM 7183], (Fr. a) + IG II². 308
[EM 2754], (Fr. b); IG II². 372 [EM 7184], (Agora XVI 95), (Fr. a) + IG II². 289 [EM 7129],
(Fr. b); IG II². 242 [EM 7064] + IG II². 373 [EM 7186]; IG II². 375 [SEG 21.302] and IG II².
377.
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were not going to be paid, were replaced by their substitutes.288 Alternatively, it
may be a sign that the new leaders in Athens were keen to flex their political
muscle as well as to make their subservience to Antipater and the king clear and
thus secure the continued support of the Macedonians. Further, the surviving
legible (or at least decipherable) inscriptions reveal that the decrees simply award
honours to Athenian benefactors: there is no public record of any attempt being
made to alter the Athenian constitution during this archon year.
If the dating of all eight of the above-mentioned decrees is accepted then it can
be seen that little appears to have been done initially, via the assembly at any
rate, to alter the constitution in 322/1. This, however, can be given a plausible
explanation. Both Diodorus and Plutarch make reference either directly or
indirectly to the Athenians reverting to a type of Solonian constitution.289 And
the Aristotelean Athenaion Politeia is clear in stating that, even at the time of
writing, some of Solon‟s laws were still valid though not necessarily strictly
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For a brief discussion of the councillor substitutes see p. 270 and n. 668 below.
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Diodorus (18.18.5) clearly states that those who held power governed according to the laws of
Solon (kata; tou;V SovlwnoV novmouV ejpoliteuvonto). Plutarch (Phoc. 27.3) simply notes that
the Athenians were to govern, as in their forefather‟s day, according to a property assessment
(toi:V =AqhnaivouV … politeuomevnoiV de; th;n pavtrion ajpov timhvmatoV politeivan. Note
Hansen‟s comments regarding patrios politeia: „The Greeks in general debated whether
democracy was good or bad, and, because they looked backwards, the universal „hurray word‟
was not, as with us, „democracy‟ but patrios politeia, the „ancestral constitution‟… . When, in
Demosthenes‟ time, the Athenians wanted to legitimate the present by the past, how far did they
actually look for the „golden age‟? Well, it depended on what they were talking about… when
they were discussing their constitution… the great paradigms were not Ephialtes and Perikles,
nor even Kleisthenes, but Solon.‟ The Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes, pp.
296-297. Note also Kagan‟s comments (The Fall of the Athenian Empire, p. 408): „The term
was imprecise and deliberately so. Its meaning lay in the ears of each listener. To most, it
would denote the full democracy that had existed with only brief interruptions since the reforms
of Ephialtes in 462. To others, it would bring to mind still older and more moderate forms of
democracy between the reforms of Cleisthenes in 508 and those of Ephialtes. Some would
think of the Solonian constitution of the sixth century, and few might even think of the dimly
remembered days of Draco‟s laws in the seventh century.‟ Finally, consideration should be
given to K. R. Walters‟ thesis. He writes: „The concept of an ancestral constitution was possible
only after the codification of the laws at Athens in 403/2. And the crucial term patrios in the
pertinent sources in fact means „traditional and still in use‟ rather than „ancestral and no longer
in use‟. Fifth- and early fourth century writers spoke of patrioi nomoi as the object of the
frequent commissions set up between 410 and 403 to revise the laws. These were the traditional
democratic laws.‟ (Author‟s italics). AJAH 1 (1976): 129.
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obeyed.290 One important law that was ignored was the restriction of thetes from
performing certain political or official functions.291 This law still existed and so
could be enforced without difficulty.292 This point is worth investigating and it is
important that Solon‟s reforms be examined in the hope that it will help to
answer satisfactorily the question concerning the type of government put in place
in Athens after the Lamian War.293
Plutarch records that, as part of his reforms, Solon undertook an assessment of
the property of the citizens (e[labe ta; timhvmata tw:n politw:n).294 He was
given authority to affix a property valuation (tivmhma) for the magistracies,
assemblies, courts-of-law and councils (Plut. Sol. 16.3). This was done,
according to Plutarch (Sol. 18.1), in order to ensure that all the magistracies
(a[rcai) stayed in the hands of the well to do (eu[poroi). Similarly, it is written in
the Athenaion Politeia (7.1-4) that this assessment of property was used to divide
the Athenians into the four classes. Subsequently, if a landowner could make
290

Ath. Pol. 8.1: „For the offices of state he (Solon) instituted election by lot from candidates
selected by the tribes severally by a preliminary vote. For the Nine Archons each tribe made a
preliminary selection of ten, and the election was made from among these by lot; hence there
still survives with the tribes the system that each elects ten by lot and then they choose from
among these by ballot.‟ For other such references to laws still being valid in Aristotle‟s day see
Ath. Pol. 47.1 and 60.2 It has been debated whether or not Solon did in fact introduce election
by lot. The question is further exacerbated by apparent contradictions in Aristotle‟s Politics (for
eg., II. 1273b 35 – 1274a 3). For discussion on this matter and reference to contrasting views
see Rhodes, A Commentary, pp. 146-148. Rhodes concludes: „A.P. tells a consistent story;
Solon‟s laws survived, and were available for him to consult; it can easily be argued that
Aristotle did not make a thorough investigation when commenting on Solon in Pol., and did not
revise what he had said in Pol. when later he or a pupil did investigate.‟
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Ath. Pol. 7.3-8.1 and especially 47.1. Cf. Rhodes (CAH, vol. 6, 2nd ed., p. 565) who writes: „In
theory there were property qualifications for office, and members of the lowest class were not
eligible for membership of the council or any office, but by the second half of the fourth century
these were ignored…‟
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Cf. Tritle, who writes: „There was… no constitutional reform lifting the restrictions banning the
thêtes from office, hence Aristotle‟s statement that in his time no one would admit being a thês
when drawing for office. It is clear, then, that whether or not they were observed, the property
qualifications for holding office remained a constant feature of the Athenian democracy.‟
(Author‟s italics). Phocion the Good, p. 134.
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The best account of Solon‟s reforms can be found in Plutarch‟s Life of Solon and in the
Athenaion Politeia, a work attributed to Aristotle though thought to have been written, or at
least edited, after his death by one or more of his students.
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Life of Solon, 28.1.
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five hundred measures (medimni) from his own land he was rated as a
pentacosiomedimnos, if three hundred, a knight and if 200, a zeugites. Those
Athenians who owned little or no land made up the thetes, the fourth and lowest
class. The Athenaion Politeia further notes that the magistracies were distributed
among the three highest classes.
Now as a consequence of Solon‟s reforms the thetes were not allowed to
participate in the administration of the city, however, they were admitted to the
assembly295 and the law courts.296 He is supposed to have done this because he
also wanted to bring together the others who had not previously been able to
partake in the government (th;n d= a[llhn mi:xai politeivan h|V oJ dh:moV ouj

metei:cen). However, this seemingly small concession to the masses (allowing
them to attend the assembly and the law courts) ultimately enabled the poorer
citizens of Athens to play a very significant role in the affairs of the city-state.
The thetes greatly outnumbered the other three classes and thus they could, if
they so wished, vote against any measure put forward in the assembly.297 This
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Cf. Rhodes‟ A Commentary (pp. 140-141), who writes: „Suspicion is indeed better directed
against the assumption that the thetes were excluded from the assembly before Solon… More
probably every citizen could attend, though… the lower classes were expected, both before
Solon‟s reforms and after, to attend as „brute votes‟ rather than active members…‟ It should
also be noted that Rhodes questions the use of dikasthvria in this instance (A Commentary, p.
160). He argues that the word itself must be anachronistic and that Solon in fact would have
written heliaea.
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The Ath. Pol. (7.3-4) refers to more than one court although at 9.3 the author refers to „the right
of appeal to the jury court.‟ Plutarch (Sol. 18.2) writes that Solon „…allowed… an appeal to a
popular court when anyone desired it.‟ It is unlikely that the Athens of Solon‟s day had more
than one law court and the reference here to „law courts‟ is likely to be a mistake on the part of
the author(s) or editor(s) of the text writing at a time when the city-state had numerous courts.
As already noted above (n. 295 above) Rhodes calls the reference to law courts in the Ath. Pol.
and in Aristotle‟s Politics as „anachronistic‟. A Commentary, p. 160. Excavations of the Agora
have uncovered a large rectangular building in the southwest corner. Dated to some time in the
sixth century B.C. it has been argued that this building may well have been a law court (possibly
the Solonian appeals court or Heliaea). As John Camp notes in his book The Athenian Agora
(pp. 46-47): „The usual function of a large walled temenos is to enclose a sacred area, but
excavations… revealed no trace of an alter or shrine and no trace of votive offerings of the sort
commonly found in sanctuaries. Its large size, early date, and prominent location by the Agora
all suggest that it is a public building; a likely candidate would be one of the lawcourts of the
city… It has been… suggested that it is, in fact, the Heliaia…‟
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Cf. Hansen, The Athenian Assembly in the Age of Demosthenes (p. 11), who writes: „What we
know about the constitutional development at least in the fifth-century Athens seems to support
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ability, in effect, to veto a proposal, made usually by the richer and more
politically active citizens, changed dramatically the political landscape.
Consideration had now to be given to the way in which a proposal was brought
before the assembly. And for those politicians unwilling or unable to exploit the
prejudices of the crowd or to play on the heartstrings or patriotism of the masses,
the chances of success were very slim.298 More importantly, by introducing the
right of appeal into the legal process, Solon placed incredible power in the hands
of the thetes. And, just as in the assembly, success or failure in a court case was
determined by an individual‟s ability to win over the sympathies or prejudices of
the audience. Solon‟s concession to the members of the thetic class, therefore,
was deemed to be of great significance because, over time, both legal and
political matters came more and more under the control of this large body of
men.299 Thus those poorer citizens, to whom Solon wished to give just a taste of
political life, came to play a key role in the city-state‟s affairs because, with their
vote, they gained the power to veto almost any decision made by the magistrates.
Now it would appear that Solon‟s laws could still be read in the latter half of the
fourth century B.C. They were held both at the Stoa Basileius and in the
Prytaneion (Plut. Sol. 25.1).300 It is debatable whether his laws relating to class

his (Aristotle‟s) contention that Athens was a radical democracy ruled by an ekklesia in which
the majority was constituted by thetes who lived within the city walls and were called up to row
the ships wherever a squadron was launched.‟ (My parenthesis).
298

Phocion appears to have been one such ineffectual statesman. He refused to appeal to the baser
instincts of the audience and as a consequence was generally unable to win them over to his way
of thinking. Despite this apparent flaw, however, Phocion was still a much-respected figure.
His honesty, intelligence, and his proven ability as military leader and diplomat earned for him
the trust and confidence of the Athenian people.
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According to the Ath. Pol. (9.1) the most significant change made by Solon was the
introduction of the right of appeal. The text states: „…the three most democratic features in
Solon‟s constitution seem to be these: …and third, what is said to have been the chief basis of
the powers of the multitude, the right of appeal to the jury-court – for the people, having the
power of the vote, becomes sovereign in the government.‟ See also Plutarch‟s Solon, 18.2 and
Aristotle‟s Politics 1274a. There has been much debate as to the actual meaning of the word
e[fesiV as used in the Ath. Pol. For a succinct discussion on this point (plus references to other
arguments) see Rhodes, A Commentary, pp. 160-162.
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The laws of both Draco and Solon were written on wooden tablets (axones) and on stele
(kyrbis). These were originally housed on the Acropolis before being removed by Ephialtes,
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distribution and the allocation of magistracies had been replaced by the 320s
B.C., but given that members of the poorest class had to deny their station in
order to be considered for some offices it seems apparent that the old rules could
still be applied. If this is correct, then no change really needed to be made to the
constitution after the Lamian War because the framework, with regard to the
imposition of a property census, was already established and the mechanisms in
place. Citizens were now prohibited from undertaking certain public duties and
even if some had never actively taken part in political affairs they would still
have resented the fact that it was no longer their choice to neglect their civil
duties. Such is human nature. This curtailment of political involvement would
have been a bitter pill to swallow.301
If the above is correct, then the following can be argued. By the time of the
Lamian War all four classes, including the thetes, were allowed to hold most
political offices, although it is possible that constraints of time and money would
have meant that few men of the thetic class or of the zeugitai would have been
able or willing to put their names forward for many of the magistracies. After
the Lamian War, however, members of the thetic class no longer had any choice
in the matter. Antipater‟s wealth census would have precluded them from
becoming magistrates. It is important to note here the possibility that the four
classes did exist prior to Solon‟s reforms302 and that they still survived in

perhaps in 461. The axones were placed in the Prytaneion while the kyrbeis were moved to the
Stoa Basileius. Some of the laws appear to have been republished in the fifth century with one
copy being inscribed on the walls of the Royal Stoa. Cf. R. Stroud‟s „The Axones and Kyrbeis
of Drakon and Solon‟, in Classical Studies 19 (1979): pp. 41-42. Stroud (p. 42) believes that
Aristotle „probably‟ saw the kyrbeis in the Royal Stoa.
301

Tritle believes that, though having lost their right to vote, the lower classes still retained their
„private rights of citizenship‟. Phocion the Good, p. 133. Ferguson contends that Antipater‟s
restrictions resulted in the creation of a new class in Athens. Hellenistic Athens, p. 22.
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In the Athenaion Politeia (7.3) it is stated that Solon arranged the constitution by dividing the
people into four classes according to an assessment, just as it had formerly been divided (kai;

dievtaxe th;n politeivan tovnde trovpon timhvmati diei:len eijV tevttara tevlh, kaqavper dih/vrhto
kai; provteron) and that the magistracies were allocated to different classes. He goes on to write

that Solon „…distributed the offices to be held from among the Five-hundred-measure men,
horsemen and Teamsters – the Nine Archons, the Treasurers, the Vendors of Contracts, the
Eleven and the Paymasters, assigning each office to the several classes in proportion to the
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Aristotle‟s day even though they were only rarely used to restrict access to
political office.303 Further, the similarity in the wording of Solon‟s reforms with
that written by Plutarch and Diodorus concerning Antipater‟s wealth census is
striking. All three write of an assessment, either of property or of wealth, being
used to determine who was to govern. This similarity can also be seen in Plato‟s
Republic (550c). When asked what sort of constitution he would call an
oligarchy Plato replies: Th;n ajpov timhmavtwn, h\n d= ejgwv, politeivan, ejn h|/ oiJ

me;n plouvsioi a[rcousi, pevnhti de; ouj mevtestin ajrch:V. 304
Now Solon‟s census, implemented early in the sixth century B.C.,305 was a
significant initiative. But it was not based on monetary value (Athens at that
amount of their assessment; while those who were rated in the Labourer class he admitted to the
membership of the assembly and law-courts alone.‟ Cf. Wallace, The Areopagos Council to
307 B.C., who writes (p. 52): „Membership in Solon‟s classes was determined by wealth.‟
303

See Ath. Pol. 47.1 for an example where election to office was restricted to the five-hundredbushel class. Hignett disputes the existence of the classes prior to Solon. He writes: „…the
assumption in the Athenaion Politieia that they had existed before is due to the author‟s
acceptance of the bogus „Constitution of Drakon‟. It is ... probable that in the fourth century the
Solonian law defining the telē was no longer in existence. If the telē had existed before Solon,
what could have been their function? The old view that they were used by Solon or later to
provide a sliding scale for taxation has long been exploded, and in any case the existence of
direct taxation before the tyranny is unlikely.‟ A History of the Athenian Constitution, pp. 99100.
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One further point worth noting, in a speech delivered by Andocides (On the Mysteries) in 399 a
decree is noted (1.83-84) in which the People decided that Athens „…be governed as of old, in
accordance with the laws of Solon (politeuvesqai =AqhnaivouV kata; ta; pavtria, novmoiV de;
crh:sqai toi:V SovlwnoV), his weights and measures, and in accordance with the statutes of
Draco, which we used aforetime.‟ The irony here is that in 403, when this decree was passed,
the Athenians were attempting to restore democracy. It should also be pointed out that the
decree indicates that those laws of Solon and statutes of Draco that were still relevant at the time
would remain active. For a succinct discussion of this passage see: D. M. MacDowell, The Law
in Classical Athens, p. 47.
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For his reforms see the Ath. Pol. ch. 6-12 and Plut. Sol. ch. 14-15. Solon was eponymous
archon in Athens in 594/3. The date he implemented his reforms, however, has been subject to
much debate. See Rhodes‟ A Commentary (esp. pp. 120-122), for the various arguments as well
as references and bibliography. He is often referred to as the father of democracy. Hansen, The
Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes, p. 298, writes: „In the fifth century the
Athenians believed that it was Kleisthenes who had started their democracy, but in the fourth
they asserted that Kleisthenes had only restored the democracy initiated by Solon after it had
been overthrown by Peisistratos (and there was a variant of that, that democracy had really been
invented by King Theseus and had developed gradually down to Solon).‟ (Author‟s
parenthesis). He adds a little later: „Attributing the beginnings of Athenian democracy to
Theseus and Solon is of course a nonsense, and nowadays we know as much, but it was a
nonsense that the Athenians believed…‟ (My italics).
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time wasn‟t a monetary economy). Rather it was based on the agricultural output
(wet and dry) of an individual landowner.306 In other words, the classification of
the different classes under Solon‟s reforms was based on the amount of produce
a landowner could generate from his land or lands. Of course, the amount of
produce would in turn be determined by the size of land(s) owned. By the time
of Antipater‟s wealth census Attica had long been a money economy and it was
therefore a simpler process to determine wealth by calculating the total worth of
an Athenian‟s property.307 This would serve to include those landowners who
may not have owned agricultural land but city properties from which they ran a
business or received rent. Further, land in Solon‟s day may have been
inalienable308 and therefore there was little point in trying to determine its asset
value whereas in Antipater‟s time property could be bought and sold and
therefore it was necessary for a property owner to have some understanding of
the value of his own holdings.
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As Rhodes points out, Athens had no coinage at this time. See his, A Commentary (p. 113), and
his article in NC 15 (1975): 1-11. In this article he writes: „…it is now generally thought that
coins were not struck at all before c. 630 … nor in Athens before c. 575 or the 540s.‟ Cf. P.
Harding‟s Androtion and the Atthis, p. 130. Harding writes: „…coinage was not introduced into
Athens until long after Solon‟s reforms in 594/3…‟ See also J. M. Moore‟s comments, Aristotle
and Xenophon on Democracy and Oligarchy, pp. 223-4 as well as those of A. Andrewes in
CAH, vol. 3, pt. 3, 2nd ed., p. 379.
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Although it is impossible to say if similar provisions were stipulated by Antipater, it is
interesting to note here Ptolemy‟s terms for participation in the Cyrenean government. It is
written (ll. 7-12): „The body politic is to be the Ten Thousand. There shall belong to it the
exiles the ones who have fled to Egypt, whomever Ptolemy receives and who have an
assessment of possessions (that are) permanently secure, together with those of the wife, worth
twenty Alexandrian minas, (an assessment) that the assessors rate as unencumbered. And all
those who are owed twenty Alexandrian minas, together with the (possessions) of the wife that
have been assessed as possessions (that are) permanently secure (at a value) not less than the
(capital) of the debt and the interest, and let the debtors on their part swear solemnly, even if
their neighbours do not hold civic honours, these also (i.e. the creditors) are to belong to the Ten
Thousand, if they are not younger than thirty years (of age).‟ Trans. (and parentheses) by P.
Harding. Translations Documents of Greece and Rome, vol. 2, n. 126, p. 159.
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The question of whether or not land could be bought and sold at this time has yet to be
answered with any degree of certainty. Rhodes discusses this point in his A Commentary, pp.
92-93. He works upon the „theoretical possibility‟ that Athenian land could be sold. However,
he does acknowledge (on p. 92) that „…what we know of primitive societies suggests that, even
when theoretically possible, it will in fact have been rare for land to change hands outside the
family: a man‟s livelihood depended on his large estate or his small plot, and if he parted with
that he would have little opportunity of sustaining life in any other way.‟
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According to the sources, therefore, the main point of a wealth census was to
ensure that the wealthier classes held political office. More specifically, it was to
draw a line between the thetes, who may have made up some two-thirds of the
Athenian citizen population, and the other three classes.309 Now according to
Athenian tradition, Solon had allowed the thetes admission to the assembly and
the law courts only (Ath. Pol. 7.3-4). He thus offered them a taste of Athenian
political life while at the same time ensuring the actual machinery of state stayed
in the hands of the relatively well-to-do. And it was perhaps in an effort to reestablish this Solonian set-up that the wealth census was implemented. Certainly
the leadership in Athens appear to have been keen to promote at least the idea
that the new constitution was, if nothing else, invoking the spirit of the
„Solonian‟ legislation.310
Both Plutarch and Aristotle write that the poorer classes were given alternatives
to occupy their minds and time. Plutarch (Solon, 22.1) writes that Solon „turned
the attention of the citizens to the arts of manufacture‟ (ta;V tevcnaV).311
Moreover, he gave dignity (ajxivwma) to all the trades. Contrast Phocion (Plut.
Phoc. 29.4) who taught the „busy-bodies and stirrers‟ (polupravgmonaV kai;

newteristavV) „to be fond of home and to delight in tilling the soil.‟ Both Solon
and Phocion appear to have recognised the advantage of putting the people to
work.312 Plutarch also writes that Solon adapted his laws to the situation rather
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See Appendix A below for a discussion on the population and the debate surrounding the makeup of the Athenian population in the fourth century B.C.
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The role of the Areopagus also may have changed at this time. According to the Ath. Pol. (8.4)
Solon appointed (e[taxen) the Areopagus guardian of the laws (nomofuvlax) and to watch over
the constitution (ejpivskopoV... th:V politeivaV) a role that body may have regained after the
Lamian War. This is discussed below (pp. 186-187).
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Solon, 22.1. It should be stressed that Solon‟s actions, (according to Plutarch?), were motivated
by the need to improve trade. Attica‟s natural resources were limited. And the city was
unlikely to attract merchants from overseas unless it had something worth buying. Solon
believed that an improved manufacturing industry would result in the creation of marketable
goods that would encourage seafaring traders to bring their own wares to Athens.

312

Similarities may also be seen in Pericles‟ building programme (Plut. Per. 12.5-6) which, in part,
was implemented in order to keep busy those non-military members of the community (i.e. the
tradesmen and craftsmen) who stayed at home. A connection with Plutarch‟s Cimon (11.2-3)
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than the situation to his laws (Solon, 22.3). Similarly, Phocion was forced to
change Athenian affairs to accommodate the situation that resulted after the
peace was finalised. Further, in the Athenaion Politeia (16.2-4) it is stated that,
during his administration, Peisistratos:
…advanced loans of money to the poor for their
industries, so that they might support themselves by
farming. In doing this he had two objects, to
prevent their stopping in the city and make them
stay scattered about the country, and to cause them
to have a moderate competence and be engaged in
their private affairs, so as not to desire nor to have
time to attend to public business.

It is also stressed in Plutarch‟s Solon (31.1) that Peisistratus continued to adhere
to most of the laws of Solon.
Whether or not Phocion and the leadership in Athens tried to sell the new regime
in Athens as being based on an earlier Solonian type constitution, it was probably
the view of the Athenian people that Athens was ruled by an oligarchic
government after the Lamian War; with power being handed to the wealthier
citizens.313 In effect, Antipater‟s terms resulted in those men worth less than two

should also be noted. He writes that Cimon willingly accepted money and ships without crews
from those Greek allies who did not want to go out on service, but would rather stay at home
and attend to their private affairs. Interestingly, Plutarch admonishes these Greeks for their
decision because their love of comfort served to undermine their ability as fighting men. He
records how they became „unwarlike merchants instead of warriors, and all through their foolish
love of comfort.‟ Note also Ath. Pol. 24.1-2, where it is stated that Aristides „…began to advise
them (the Athenians) to aim at the leadership, and to come down from their farms and live in the
city, telling them that there would be food for all, some serving in the army and others as
frontier-guards and others conducting the business of the community, and then by this method
they would keep the leadership.‟ Of course Aristides was referring to empire and the people
needed to be close to the city in order to man the fleet. But it was the sailors who were thought
to have been the key to the vitality of the Athenian democracy and it was necessary to be rid of
them in order for oligarchy to survive.
313

It was certainly Aristotle‟s view: „…for their (magistrates‟) selection by lot from a list
previously elected by vote is a feature common to both oligarchy and democracy, but the
compulsion put upon the richer citizens to attend the assembly and vote for magistrates or
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thousand drachmas no longer being able to put their names forward for any
administrative office.314 The fact, however, that there appears to have been no
major disruption to Athenian affairs may mean that this initially had little effect
on the day to day running of the government. Again, this is not surprising as, in
the fourth century, most political offices in Athens were unpaid and required an
individual have the necessary private income to support them during their term of
office.315 No doubt this meant that those citizens who would have met the wealth
census already held many if not all of the key political positions.316

perform any other political function, while the others are allowed to do as they like, is
oligarchical, as is the endeavour to secure that a majority of the magistrates shall be drawn from
the wealthy and that the highest offices shall be filled from the highest of the classes assessed by
wealth.‟ Pol. 1266a 9-14.
314

This is clearly stated by Diodorus (18.18.4): thvn de; politeivan metevsthsen ejk th:V
dhmokratiaV kai; prosevtaxen ajpo; timhvsewV ei\nai to; polivteuma kai; tou;V me;n
kekthmevnouV pleivw dracmw:n discilivwn kurivouV ei\nai tou: politeuvmatoV kai; th:V
ceirotonivaV… The wealth census imposed by Antipater is curious and has been subject to
much discussion and it is uncertain whether or not this census was imposed by Antipater after
consultation with the Athenian ambassadors. The similarity, however, between this census and
that imposed by Ptolemy in Cyrene is interesting. And it is important in light of the fact that
Ptolemy and Antipater may have been corresponding with one another soon after Alexander‟s
death (Diod. 18.13.2) and therefore may have influenced each other in the settlements they drew
up. This has been discussed on pp. 102-104.
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Note Hansen on this point: „…Athenian magistrates were paid for their services in the fifth
century, down to the oligarchical revolution of 411, when pay for magistrates was almost totally
abolished. When the democracy was restored in 403/2 the Athenians reintroduced pay for the
courts and undoubtedly for the Council as well and shortly afterwards actually introduced it for
the Assembly; yet never, so far as we can tell from the sources, did they return to pay for
magistrates. The majority, whether elected or chosen by lot, had henceforward to serve the state
without regular remuneration: the only exceptions were the archons, … the overseas magistrates
and a few others.‟ The Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes, pp. 240-241. The
latter point is quite significant. The poorer citizen was not going to take time away from his
farm or his job in order to perform work for which he would receive no remuneration; only the
wealthier members of the community had the leisure and the resources to engage in such an
undertaking. Of course, as Hansen notes elsewhere, a magistrate might receive remuneration in
some other form, such as gifts. He cautions, however, that while the Athenians might turn a
blind eye to perquisites and to „gifts‟ at the time they were given, these same prizes, so to speak,
might come back to haunt the receiver should he fall from favour at a later date. „The Athenian
„Politicians‟, 403-322 B.C. in The Athenian Ecclesia II: A Collection of Articles 1983-1989, pp.
35-36. On this point see Hypereides (5.24-25) who states: „You give full permission, gentlemen
of the jury, to the orators and generals to reap substantial rewards. It is not the laws which grant
them this privilege but your tolerance and generosity. But on one point you insist: your interests
must be furthered, not oppressed, with the money they receive.‟ For a contrary view to that of
Hansen read A. H. M. Jones Athenian Democracy (1957): 6 and PastPres 1 (1952): 15.
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Cf. Perlman who writes: „Though the Athenian was a direct democracy… it appears that the
number of citizens who took part either in the various official posts, or even in the popular
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Both Diodorus (18.18.5) and Plutarch (Phoc. 29.4) record that those men who
met the wealth census took control of the city‟s affairs. More specifically, both
write that those who failed to meet Antipater‟s wealth census could take no part
in the affairs of state. But just what did this mean? As has already been noted,
Diodorus writes that those men who met the wealth census gained control of the
government and of elections (by show of hands) whereas Plutarch states that the
busy-bodies and the innovators who remained in Athens held no office and
raised no uproars. Both accounts appear to refer, on the one hand, to elected
offices and, on the other, to the ability to speak before and vote at the assembly.
And in this sense there is some similarity with the wording of the Suda, which, as
noted above (pp. 111-114 and n. 257), states that Demades dismantled the law
courts and rhetorical competitions. Indeed, it may be that all three sources are
correct and that from each account an accurate overall picture can be drawn of
the events that took place in Athens at this time.
A government need not pass legislation to disenfranchise legally one or many of
its citizens. Placing barriers in the way of poorer citizens, thus making it very
difficult to take advantage of one‟s citizenship rights and/or privileges can have
just as much ability to limit the franchise of a certain group or class of people. In
Athens the removal of payment for the performance of public duties would have
had a substantial impact on the ability of the poorer men in the city to partake in
political affairs. It is debatable if the monies earned for performing such duties
were enough to live off, however, any form of remuneration was better than
none.317 Despite the fact that a citizen could still become a juror or attend and
assembly and in the judicial courts from among the non-propertied class was small.‟ PP 22
(1967): 163.
317

With regard to pay for jury service, see Sinclair, who writes: „Most Athenians lived frugally,
and it may be suggested that a family of four may have managed to subsist on about 2½ obols a
day for food and somewhat less than 3½ obols for all their basic needs. Perhaps poorer
Athenians lived more frugally than those estimates allow. In any case, it is reasonable to
believe that to the poor of whatever age jury pay had its attractions. To the younger citizens
with a family, however, jury pay would be a useful source of support, but not a sufficient means
of livelihood in itself.‟ Democracy and Participation in Athens, p. 129. Hansen, in examining
the importance of assembly pay, argues that, in general, a meeting of the ecclesia only ended
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speak before the assembly once the incentive to do so was taken away the
numbers of those actually prepared to perform these duties would, in all
likelihood, drop dramatically. Further, it does not matter how many times
someone is told that they have the right to do something, if enough barriers are
put in place to prevent that person from doing that „something‟, they will
consider themselves disenfranchised and no longer an equal member of the
citizen body.
As has been noted already, Antipater‟s wealth census excluded many citizens
from being able to „run for office‟ or take part in the administration of the city‟s
affairs. However, while it was a relatively easy matter to prevent those ineligible
to partake in government from attempting to do so, there would have been some
difficulty in preventing Athenian citizens from voting in the assembly if they
were still eligible to attend meetings. And there is nothing in Plutarch or
Diodorus that specifically states that any Athenian was barred from attending the
ecclesia. One means of curbing a citizen‟s enthusiasm for sitting in on meetings
was to stop paying them for the privilege. This form of de facto
disenfranchisement would have kept most of the poorer men away from the
assembly.318 This in turn would ensure that the wealthier citizens would

around noon. He further states that this left a poorer citizen free to supplement the income he
had received from the meeting by working for the rest of the day. He concludes: „Thus
assembly pay was a full compensation for the lost working hours.‟ The Athenian Assembly in
the Age of Demosthenes, pp. 32-34 and 47. See also Hansen‟s article in CP vol. 74, no. 4
(1979): 43-49.
318

Contra Williams, who argues that the payments received for attending the assembly were never
sufficient to attract a significant part of the peasant population. He further states that the extra
payment offered for those who attended the sovereign assembly was an attempt to at least
ensure good attendance at that meeting. Williams concludes: „I doubt whether any peasants
from outlying areas of Attica bothered to attend meetings except in crises.‟ Athens Without
Democracy, p. 85. Williams is prepared to concede, however, that some peasants with farms
near the city might take part in political affairs (p. 95). However, in conceding this point, he
makes the rather interesting statement that such people, if they had no other work to do,
„…might welcome a restful day spent lounging around listening to speeches…‟ Anyone who
has spent some little time sitting on the Pnyx or in the Theatre of Dionysus could hardly claim
the experience to be a restful one. And it is hard to believe anyone, even with cushions to sit on,
was able to „lounge‟. Even if a meeting was not overly crowded there was always the weather
to consider. And given that these meetings were held outside it would not be too long before
the hot sun or bracing wind or freezing cold would make a citizen yearn for the relative
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dominate the meetings: giving them the power to elect whomever they wanted
into office.319 The poorer citizens were further de facto disenfranchised when
payment for jury service was stopped. Once again, there was nothing in
Antipater‟s peace terms that prevented all eligible Athenian citizens from putting
their names forward for selection on the jury lists. However, when dikasts
stopped being reimbursed for their services, there would have been a drop in the
numbers of those willing to serve.
While the cessation of payment for assembly attendance and jury service served
to disenfranchise the poorer citizens of Athens, the property census imposed by
Antipater was simply the reimposition of a law that had long been ignored by the
Athenian populace. A member of the thetic class was, legally, not allowed to
hold certain political offices. Indeed, according to the Athenaion Politeia (7.3-4),
a thete was only really able to attend the assembly and act as dikast in the law
court.320 He had been given no other rights than these. Over time, however, the
comforts of home. Whatever reason a citizen had for attending a meeting of the assembly it was
certainly not to rest or lounge about. One other point worth considering is just what „near
Athens‟ means. How far did an Athenian have to live from the agora before he considered
himself too far from the city to bother visiting it regularly? It should be remembered that, at the
beginning of Plato‟s Republic, Socrates was quite content to walk the 14 kilometre round trip to
the Piraeus and home in order to offer up his prayers to the goddess Bendis. More recently, in a
report done one year after the 2004 tsunami it was noted that Jalat, a Sri-Lankan fisherman, was
walking an almost twenty kilometre trip to and from his temporary home in the hills in order to
reach his fishing boat on the coast. A transcript of this report can be found at the following
website address: http://news.sbs.com.au/dateline/index.php?page=archive&daysum=2005-1220#. Jalat‟s story offers an interesting insight into the supposed difficulties faced by Athenians
living outside the city. As Hansen notes: „Another important point is the daily mobility of
citizens of an ancient polis. In our age of rapid transportation we tend to forget that people in
preindustrial societies commonly walked long distances almost daily. As long as ca. 1900,
many workers were accustomed to walk as much as fifteen km to there place of work, and the
same distance back home after a working day of ten hours.‟ (Author‟s italics). GRBS 24
(1983): 235. However, walking for a living is one thing, walking for the possibility that one
might be paid for attending an assembly meeting is another.
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Of course, only those who met the wealth census could be elected to office at any rate.
Therefore it did not really matter who voted as the race was, effectively, fixed.

320

There is some debate as to just when members of the thetic class were first admitted to the
assembly and the role they were permitted to play. Cf. Rhodes A Commentary, pp. 140-141.
With regard to the judicial process, the Ath. Pol. actually refers to „law courts‟ but it is likely
that, in Solon‟s time, there was only one court: the heliaea (this point is discussed above, pp.
114-115 and n. 264). See again Rhodes, p. 160, Hignett, History of the Athenian Constitution,
pp. 216-217 and MacDowell, The Law in Classical Athens, p. 30.
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growing bureaucracy of the city-state required the services of more and more
Athenians and it may have come to the point that a persons competency to
perform a certain task was considered more important than their social rank. The
Athenaion Politeia states clearly that, until 325, the thetes did put their names
forward to act in some capacity in the government. But the account implies that
this was a privilege rather than a right. Antipater‟s wealth census, however,
resulted in the poorer citizens losing this privilege. This restriction to office is
similar to that which occurred in 411 B.C. It is noted in the Ath. Pol. (33.1-2)
that, after the four hundred were deposed, the administration was entrusted to the
five thousand who consisted of men possessing military equipment.
Interestingly, it was also stipulated that no office should receive pay. Thucydides
(8.97.1) also writes that the five thousand included those of the hoplite status
(and, once again, it was decided that noone was to receive pay for any office). A
little earlier in book eight he notes that in the oligarchic coup of 411 those
wishing to overthrow the democracy made a proposal „…that no others ought to
receive pay except those who were serving in the war, and that not more than
five thousand should share in the government and they only so far as they were
especially competent to serve the state with both property and person.‟
Thucydides then concludes by adding: „…this was only a specious pretext
intended for the masses, for the very same men who were endeavouring to
change the government were going to have control of the state.‟321 Such a
government is not far removed from that ruling in Athens after Solon‟s reforms.
The majority of citizens were not able to hold public office and so the general
administration of the city was in the hands of the relatively few well off members
of Athenian society.
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Thucydides (8.65.3-8.66.1). Interestingly, Lysias (20.13) gives the figure of nine thousand a
number suspiciously commensurate with that given by Diodorus above (pp. 108-109). Contrast
Theramenes‟ proposal in 404 B.C. (Xen HG. 2.3.48) when he argued that the constitution
should be directed in company with those capable of helping with horses and with shields.‟

133

Such was the state of affairs in Athens not long after the Lamian War. The
Athenians had accepted terms that resulted in perhaps two thirds of the total
citizen population experiencing some form of disenfranchisement or loss of
privileges. It was fear and apprehension within the city that led to the acceptance
of Antipater‟s terms and the willingness of those at the assembly to vote
themselves out of office, hand power over to a select body of men and to allow
the constitution not so much to be changed as tailored for the times.322 Such an
act is not unprecedented. Thucydides (8.1.3) records that, after the Athenians
learned of the defeat of their forces in Sicily, they selected a board of elderly men
„who should prepare measures with reference to the present situation as there
might be occasion.‟323 Further, Thucydides (8.67.1-2) reports that in 411
Peisander and his colleagues proposed a resolution before the assembly that ten
men be chosen as commissioners with full powers „…for the drafting of laws,
and that these men, after drafting such laws, should bring before the assembly …
a proposal embodying provisions for the best administration of the state.‟324 The
Athenaion Politeia (29.2) also refers to this body adding that another twenty men
aged over forty should be added to their number and that this body should draft
„…whatever measures they think best for the state.‟ In addition to the above
instructions, the Athenaion Politeia (29.3-4) states that these men should „…also
investigate the ancestral laws (tou;V patrivouV novmouV) laid down by Cleisthenes
when he was establishing the democracy, in order that they might decide on the
322

Contra Williams, who argues that the poorer citizens had, over time, taken less interest in
political affairs and more interest in making a living. He states that these men were content to
let the wealthy bourgeoisie manage the day to day running of the city-state because they neither
had the time nor inclination to take part in political affairs themselves. It was as a consequence
of this attitude, according to Williams, that the people were willing to accept Antipater‟s terms
and allow an oligarchy to be set up. He concludes that it was only the incompetence of leaders
such as Phocion, Demades, and (later on) Demetrius of Phalerum that forced the poorer classes
to take a renewed interest in the affairs of the city and remove the oligarchs. Athens Without
Democracy, pp. 1 and (especially) 94-96.
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…kai; ajrchvn tina presbutevrwn wJV ajndrw:n eJlevsqai, oi{tineV peri; tw:n parovntwn wJV a]n
kairo;V h/\ probouleuvsousin.
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kai; prw:ton me;n to;n dh:mon xullevxanteV ei\pon gnwvmhn devka a[ndraV eJlevsqai xuggrafevaV
aujtokravtoraV, touvtouV de; xuggravyantaV gnwvmhn ejsenegkei:n ejV to;n dh:mon ejV hJmevran
rJhth;n kaq= o{ ti a[rista hJ povliV oijkhvsetai. One of those placed on or under the commission
was Nicomachus. Cf. Lysias 30.2.
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best course to advise after hearing these laws also, on the ground that the
constitution of Cleisthenes was not democratic but similar to that of Solon.‟
If a similar body existed in Athens after the Lamian War then it is likely that both
Phocion and Demades were key members. Other members may have included
those men who made up the embassies sent to negotiate the peace after the Battle
of Crannon. The fact that, at the collapse of the regime, Nicocles, Thudippus,
Hegemon and Pythocles, were all condemned to death with Phocion indicates
that they played an important role in the affairs of the city.325 Further, the flight
of Callimedon, Charicles326 and Demetrius of Phalerum after Antipater‟s death
implies that they had been key players in the regime.327 It is interesting to note
that the above named, along with Demades and perhaps his son or, more likely,
Pytheas, make up a body of ten men.328 This number had great significance at
the conclusion of the Peloponnesian War. After the deposition of the Thirty, ten
men were appointed to bring an end to the war between the people of the city and
those occupying Munychia. These ten in turn were deposed (by the party
holding Piraeus and Munychia) and replaced by another ten men who ultimately
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Their condemnation is noted in Plutarch, Phoc. 35.2. A little earlier in the text (33.3) Plutarch
notes that when Phocion set out to meet with Polyperchon he was accompanied by his friends
(oiJ fivloi) who remained faithful (paramevnw). There is no way of knowing what role these
men did play in the oligarchic regime. Nor is there any way of knowing if the role they played
was official or not. All that is known for certain is that, after Phocion had been removed from
office, these men were considered by the majority of Athenians to have played some part in the
administration of the city after the Lamian War.
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Presumably this is Phocion‟s son-in-law (Plut. Phoc. 21.4, 22.2).
certainly identifies him as such.
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Plutarch, Phoc. 35.2, writes that these three kaiv tinwn a[llwn ajpovntwn kateyhfivsqh
qavnatoV. Another important figure may have been Euphiletus whom Nepos writes was an

Kirchner (PA 15403)

intimate friend of Phocion (Phoc. 4.3). Tritle writes that Phocion, Demades, Callimedon and
Hegemon dominated the political scene in Athens during the period 322-318. ANRW II.33.6:
4264.
328

It is interesting to note that, of the eleven names noted, eight are listed in APF. They are:
Phocion (no. 15076), Thudippus (II) (no. 7252), Pythocles (II) (no. 12444), Callimedon (II) (no.
8157), Charicles (no. 15403), Demetrius (no. 3455), Demades (no. 3263), and Demeas (II) (no.
3263). The three remaining men are listed by Kirchner: Nicocles (PA 10892), Hegemon (PA
6290) and Pytheas (PA 12342). It is curious that these men are not included in Davies‟ book,
however, it may indicate that they, despite their obviously having met Antipater‟s census, were
not very wealthy men.

135

brought about a reconciliation of the two groups.329 It is possible that a similar
body of men was appointed either by Phocion or by the people to bring about the
necessary changes to incorporate Antipater‟s wealth census. This body having
come into being may have retained power until they were ultimately overthrown
in 319/8. This is a reasonable argument, especially given the small number of
people that appear to have been targeted by the Athenians during the trial of
Phocion and his associates. It is plausible to argue that this small body of men,
with Phocion in charge, took control of affairs.
It is worthwhile noting once again the striking similarity between the events that
took place after the Lamian War and those that occurred in the coup of 411. In
411 the decisions that led to the overthrow of the democracy took place, as in
322, outside of the city.330 Further, while the Athenian Peisander and his fellow
conspirators discussed how to set up an oligarchy in Athens, men of the same
mind worked within the city to undermine the democracy (Thuc. 8.65.2-3). Of
course there was not the campaign of terror in 322 that occurred in 411.
However, the recent loss of a war and the imposition of a garrison so near to the
city created its own measure of terror sufficient to make the people give up, not
only their independence but their democracy. Again, events here are very similar
to those already advanced. When Peisander arrived in Athens he found much of
the work had already been done to overthrow the democracy. Indeed, the
members of the pro-oligarchic party had murdered key demagogues within the
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Such is the account given in the Ath. Pol. 38. Xenophon (HG. 2.4.23-43), however, offers a
slightly different version of events; though he does refer obliquely to the ten men in charge in
the Piraeus (2.4.38). See also Diodorus‟ all too brief discussion of these events (14.5.5-6.3).
Cf. Harding for an examination of two key sources. He argues that there was only one body of
ten men and not the two as recorded in the Athenaion Politeia. Hermes 116 (1988): 186-193
(esp. pp. 187-188).
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Thuc. 8.47.2-48.2. The events that led to the overthrowing of the democracy were begun on
Samos. Thucydides notes that the Athenian trierarchs on the island „and the most influential
men‟ were eager to put down the democracy. A further point worth noting is the fact that the
meeting of the assembly, that resulted in the decision to place control of the city into the hands
of the Four Hundred, was made outside of Athens, in Colonus (8.67.2). In 322 the decision to
overthrow the democracy was made, in effect, by Antipater in Thebes. Of course the vote to
accept the Macedonian regent‟s conditions took place in Athens.
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city and thus rid themselves of their most dangerous opponents.331 Without fear
of opposition, therefore, the men in Athens were able to take control of Attic
affairs with relative ease.332 However, despite their taking control in Athens, the
assembly333 and the boule continued to hold meetings, though no final decision
was made before referring it for approval to the oligarchic party.334 Any
opposition continued to be done away with until the Athenians were cowed into
submission (Thuc. 8.66.2). It was at this time that Peisander arrived in Athens
and began the formal process of replacing the democracy. In the end, the
assembly was dissolved and a body of four hundred men was established with
full powers to govern the city (Thuc. 8.67.1–8.69.1).
While the events noted above are similar to those that took place in 322,
conditions in Athens after the Lamian War were very much different than they
were nearly a century earlier. The events of 411 took place while the war against
the Peloponnese was still on going. The people, therefore, played a greater part
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In 411 a small group of men secretly went around the city murdering any Athenians whom they
felt might oppose a plan to overthrow the democracy (Thuc. 8.65.1-2). Thucydides (8.66)
paints a terrifying picture of Athens at this time. He writes: „…no search was made for those
who did the deed, nor if they were suspected was any legal prosecution held; on the contrary,
the populace kept quiet… Imagining the conspiracy to be much more widespread than it
actually was, they were cowed in mind, and owing to the size of the city and their lack of
knowledge of one another they were unable to find out the facts.‟ The situation in Athens after
the Lamian War was markedly different; the atmosphere of fear, suspicion and paranoia did not
exist as it had in 411. This, however, should not take away from the fact that the Athenian
people would have been in a terrible state until they finally learned Antipater‟s terms.
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Thuc. 8.65.3.
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There was no reason, despite a quite substantial drop in attendance, why the assembly could not
still continue to function. Cf. Bearzot, Focione tra storia e transfigurazione ideale (p. 185),
who argues along these lines. Bearzot writes: „…è anzi probabile che sia la boulé, sia forse la
stessa assemblea abbiano continuato as esistere, anche se costituite su base censitaria…‟
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Given that the ecclesia would have been made up of those citizens more inclined to agree with
Phocion and his associates there was little harm in keeping up appearances and having decrees
formerly ratified. As has been showed recently by Graham Oliver („Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 44
(table 2)) such a practice appears to have gone on throughout the time Phocion remained in
power. A similar state of affairs existed in 411. Cf. Thucydides (18.66.1) who writes that,
while the pro-oligarchic forces were conspiring to overthrow the government and were
murdering any opposition, the assembly and the council continued to meet but referred all
decisions to the revolutionary party.
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in orchestrating their own disenfranchisement.335 In 321 the people voted to
accept Antipater‟s terms and by doing so automatically began the process of
disenfranchisement for some two thirds of their population. The leading men of
Phocion, Demades, Callimedon, Pytheas, Demetrius of Phalerum and others had
effectively been given full powers to undertake any act that enabled them to
provide what they felt to be the best form of government for the state.336 This
government, however, was not to be a rehash of the thirty or the five thousand.
Perhaps it had more in common with Plato‟s philosophical ideals.337 There is no
record of there being any violence directed against the people. Though the
record is exceptionally sparse, aside from the initial condemning or exiling of
certain Athenian citizens no effort appears to have been made to further harass or
harm the people.338 The rule of Phocion appears to have been a form of
benevolent dictatorship where the Athenians were encouraged to stop interfering
in politics and live a quiet life.339 In this too it resembles the tyranny of
335

For an excellent discussion on this decision of the people and on Thucydides‟ retailing of the
events see Taylor‟s article entitled: „Implicating the Demos: A Reading of Thucydides on the
Rise of the Four Hundred‟ in JHS 122 (2002) 91-108.
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Of course it should not be forgotten that Antipater would have had a great deal to say about the
type of government put in place in Athens at this time. And he would have made sure to keep a
very close eye on the city in order to ensure it stayed true to the terms of the peace.
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R. W. Wallace examines Plato‟s influence on the late fourth century politicians in his article
„Book Burning in Ancient Athens‟ which appears (pp. 226-240) in Transitions to Empire:
Essays in Greco-Roman History 360-146 B.C., in Honour of E. Badian. Edited by R. W.
Wallace and E. M. Harris.
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Plutarch (Phoc. 28.4) writes that those voted out of government and who stayed at home
„seemed‟ (dokevw) to be „suffering grievous and undeserved wrongs‟ and not that they actually
were. All other indications are that those who lived in Attica were treated mildly and in
accordance with the law (Plut. Phoc. 29.4). Diodorus (18.18.6) also writes that the Athenians
were humanely treated by Antipater and that „…since henceforth they conducted their public
affairs without disturbances and enjoyed the produce of the land unmolested, they quickly made
great progress in wealth.‟ With regards to the measures of 411, however, Taylor argues that
modern analyses of these events places too much emphasis on the „campaign of terror‟ and not
enough on the fact that the Athenians appear to have „raised no audible voice in support of
democracy when Peisander first broached his oligarchic proposals‟. Taylor concludes: „I do not
mean to suggest that the oligarchs did not engage in a calculated campaign of political
intimidation that terrified Athenians. However, we should be aware that Thucydides tells us
that it is not political intimidation alone that accounts for the Athenians‟ move to oligarchy.‟
JHS 122 (2002): 101.

339

It should be pointed out that appearances can be deceiving and that the limited source material,
both literary and epigraphic, offer only a slight glimpse into what life was like in Athens at this
time. Plutarch states clearly that many Athenians were unhappy with the timing of the arrival of
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Peisistratos, who ruled not long after Solon‟s reforms and who worked within the
constitution Solon had framed.340
Despite the fact that life appears to have been (or is certainly portrayed by
Plutarch as being) very quiet and quite prosperous during the three and a half
years Phocion was in charge the people never completely accepted the new state
of affairs. Indeed, the level of disquiet would have grown as time went on and
the Athenians came to realise the implications of the settlement.341 It is possible,
as already stated above, that they had been led to believe that the new regime was
to be a temporary measure and that ultimately they would recover their former
privileges. Just as in 411, the people believed that they would one day be given
back their democracy.342 This might serve to explain the initial willingness of
the people to vote themselves out of office. Further, it explains why they grew
more incensed and discontented over time. They had been led to believe that
change was necessary in the short term in order to appease Antipater but as the
months went by and Phocion, along with a small group of associates, was seen to
take a firmer hold of power there was a growing unease in the city.

the Macedonian garrison (Phoc. 28.1) and it is likely that this was not the only thing that upset
them. The very presence of this force, however, ensured that the more disgruntled citizens
remained, at least while Antipater was alive and well, quiet.
340

Cf. p. 128 above.
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Plutarch‟s account is intriguing in that he tells of the unhappiness of the Athenians in the early
period just after the peace was finalised. At Phoc. 28.1 Plutarch writes that the people found the
imposition of the garrison to be an arrogant measure. Further, at Phoc. 29.1-2, he reports that
the deaths of Demosthenes and Hypereides made the Athenians yearn for Philip and Alexander.
In both instances Plutarch uses the thoughts or words of the people to malign Antipater‟s name.
This is very clever because it at once reveals that the residents of Athens did not blame Phocion
for their fate but the insolent and tyrannical Macedonian. Having made this point, Plutarch then
notes (Phoc. 29.3-4) how his hero managed to save many men from exile and how he ruled the
city with mildness and according to the laws. He then briefly paints an idyllic picture of life in
the city-state where only the educated and cultured men played a part in managing the affairs of
state while the rest were taught to love staying at home and tilling the soil (Phoc. 29.4). And
presumably this is how life in Athens continued for a few years, because it is not until Antipater
is near death that Plutarch returns to Athens (Phoc. 30.4-5).
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Cf. Thucydides, 8.53. Certainly the Athenians thought the imposition of the garrison, after the
Lamian War, was to be for a limited period (Diod. 18.48.1-2).
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The Athenians were now a subject people.343 Although this had essentially been
the state of affairs since the Battle of Chaeronea in 338, the Panhellenic war
instigated by Philip II and carried on by Alexander the Great had enabled the
Athenians to fool themselves into believing that Philip was no more than the
general and chief of the war in Asia. The people still believed that they had
control over their own affairs and their own fate. And it would have been in the
best interests of both Philip and Alexander to encourage such a belief. Plutarch
appears to present an example of Alexander fostering this false sense of
autonomy in his meeting with Phocion after the destruction of Thebes in 335.
Alexander, annoyed at the role the Athenians had played in the events leading up
to the rebellion of the Thebans, demanded certain Athenian citizens be
surrendered to him.344 In response to his persistent demands Phocion was sent to
petition Alexander to reconsider his position. According to Plutarch it was
owing to the reputation of Phocion that Alexander not only agreed to listen to the
elder statesman but also acceded to his request. Further, the king, so impressed
by Phocion‟s sound words, advised the Athenians to take care of their own
affairs because, should he die, „…the leadership of Greece would properly fall to
them‟ (Plut. Phoc. 17.5). Such a statement highlights that the new king of
Macedonia lacked none of the diplomatic skills of his father. Given that
Alexander had more pressing issues to attend to in the east he would have been
eager to secure peace at home. It served him no good to chastise or upset the
Athenians especially considering that the Spartans continued stubbornly to refuse
to accept Macedonian hegemony. Alexander had made his point. The
destruction of Thebes had served as a clear warning of what might happen if any

343

George Grote writes with a flourish when he notes that the events that immediately followed
the loss of the Lamian War marked „…the extinction of the autonomous Hellenic world.‟ A
History of Greece, p. 263.
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According to Plutarch (Phoc. 17.2) Alexander demanded Demosthenes, Lycurgus, Hypereides,
Charidemus, „and others‟. In Dem. 23.3, however, the list excludes Hypereides and includes
Polyeuctus, Ephialtes, Moerocles, Demon and Callisthenes. For further discussion regarding
this list see above (p. 33, n. 50). Of course (as noted above: p. 59, n. 106), Plutarch‟s account of
these events in his Life of Phocion contrasts greatly with that given in his Demosthenes.
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other city or state thought to rebel. Severity, however, needed to be countered
with a measure of clemency. And so Alexander gave in to Phocion‟s pleas.
Alexander did not let matters rest there, however. His final comment on the role
Athens might play in Greece should he die (Plut. Phoc. 17.5), while flattering the
Athenians was also a parting shot at the Spartans. Alexander ignores their claim
to be the rightful rulers of Greece emphasizing that after himself the Athenians
were the true power in the region.345 Thus, not only was Alexander leader of the
Spartans, but so too were the Athenian people. This was not just a simple act of
flattery but the thin edge of a diplomatic wedge used to force the two great cities
apart. Of course, other than serving a diplomatic end Alexander‟s words were
nothing more than a bit of sophistry. The Macedonians were never going to
abdicate power to the Athenians if Alexander suddenly died. Nor did they when
Alexander did die unexpectedly. The tide had turned; the Athenians no longer
held sway in Europe and the Mediterranean. For many Athenians this was a state
of affairs that was difficult to accept. For Phocion, ever the pragmatist, it was a
fact of life. And so, while the people tried to come to terms with their new place
in the world, Phocion took command of „a shipwrecked state‟ and began the
difficult task of reshaping the Athenian way of life.
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The Spartans had refused to grant Alexander leadership of the Persian expedition arguing that it
was not their custom to follow others but to lead them (Arr. 1.1.2-3). See too: [Plut.] Mor.
240a-b. As Cartledge notes: „For as she had done since 362, so under Alexander and his
immediate successors Sparta continued to cut a lone furrow in soil that was generally thin and
stony.‟ Hellenistic and Roman Sparta, 2nd ed., p. 16.
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Chapter 4

ATHENS UNDER PHOCION: THE LONG HAUL
In the previous chapter the immediate effect of Antipater‟s peace terms was
examined. It is the purpose of this chapter to examine the process of refinement
that was continuing during the life of the oligarchy. Further, it attempts to
ascertain the extent of Phocion‟s powers as well as the influence of other key
Athenians who formed the new government. In particular, there is a need to
ascertain the role Demades played in Athenian affairs at this time because there
is still much confusion as to the true extent of his powers and influence after the
Lamian War. Certainly, as has already been seen, Demades played an important
part in the peace process and in the initial flurry of activity that took place in
order to accede to some of Antipater‟s most pressing demands. Further, the
surviving epigraphic evidence reveals that he was responsible for a significant
number of decrees during the brief life of the oligarchy.346 However, Demades‟
willingness to lend his name to yhfivsmata does not necessarily mean that he
held any real power in Athens at this time and the question still needs to be
asked: what influence did he have on the day-to-day running of political affairs
once the clouds of war had dissipated and Antipater had returned home?
After the most pressing of Antipater‟s demands had been met there followed the
process of refining the governing body in order to accommodate the remainder of
Antipater‟s terms. This took time. Indeed, the constitution was probably still a
work in progress at the time of its eventual demise. With two thirds of the
population no longer willing or able to take part in political affairs and with little
time to make the adjustments necessary to prevent civil unrest and disharmony
much trial and error may have been involved. The first vital move was to ensure
346

The nature of these decrees is discussed in detail below (see Appendix B).

142

power rested in the hands of a very small body of men. This would enable
important changes to be made quickly and without the risk of prolonged debate.
And while there is no direct evidence to prove that Antipater handed power to
one person or a group of people it would seem likely that this in fact did occur.347
It is probable that, as his son would do in 317,348 Antipater appointed one man to
take charge of the city‟s affairs: Phocion.349
When Cassander took control of Athens he appointed Demetrius of Phalerum a
one time friend and ally of Phocion,350 overseer in Athens (ejpimelhth;V th:V

povlewV).351 The fact that Cassander appointed an associate of Phocion‟s should
347

Diodorus (18.18.5) fails initially to state explicitly who was in charge in Athens: simply writing
that the nine thousand were appointed master of the city and country. It is only after writing
about Phocion‟s removal from office that Diodorus (18.65.6) records that the old general „had
held supreme authority under Antipater‟. Plutarch (Phoc. 29.3) simply records that Phocion
managed the city mildly and according to the laws. See below (pp. 144-145) for further
discussion on this point.
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Cassander appointed Demetrius of Phalerum to take control in Athens. There is some
confusion as to what his official position was. Diod. 18.74.3 and 20.45.2 (ejpimelhthvV); Strabo,
9.1.20 (ejpevsthse... tw:n politw:n); Duris, FGrHist, 76 F 10 (ejpemelei:to de; kai; th:V o[yewV);
Polyaenus (Stratagems 4.7.6) simply refers to Demetrius as „the Athenian general‟. Polybius
(12.13.9) writes that Demochares referred to Demetrius as prostavthn th:V patrivdoV. F. W.
Walbank translates this as „the leading man in the state‟ and writes: „…this was scarcely
Demetrius‟ official title, for prostavthV was not the name of any office within the constitution.‟
A Historical Commentary on Polybius, p. 358. Walbank argues that Diodorus is correct in
referring to Demetrius as ejpemelhthvV stating that „this title was apparently his official one
relative to Cassander and the Macedonian power, as laid down in the agreement.‟
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Cf. Bearzot, Focione tra storia e trasfigurazione ideale, p. 184 and Gehrke, Phokion, p. 97 and
n. 58, who argue that Phocion may not have held a specific office or title, but simply continued
to be called „general‟. Plutarch records one instance in which it is implied that Antipater had
given Phocion power in Athens. When Phocion begs Antipater not to place a garrison in
Athens the Macedonian responds, in one scenario, by saying: „O Phocion, we want to oblige
you in all things except those which will undo you (sev) and us (hJma:V)‟ (Phoc. 27.4-5). The
singular accusative of the pronoun „you‟ contrasts with the plural accusative „us‟. Antipater is
clearly referring to Phocion. There is some irony in Antipater‟s words, however, given the
response of the Athenian people to the imposition of the garrison (Phoc. 28.1).
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For Demetrius‟ relationship with Phocion see Tritle‟s Phocion the Good, pp. 31-32. Tritle
argues that there may have been a possible familial connection. He notes, however, that even if
this is not the case Demetrius was related to Timotheus who in turn was related to Phocion‟s
mentor Chabrias.

351

Diod. 18.74.3. See also Diod. 20.45.2: (…DhmhvtrioV oJ Falhreu;V ejpimelhth;V th:V povlewV
gegehmevnoV uJpo; Kasavndrou…). According to Diodorus (18.74.1-3) the Athenians, regarding
Polyperchon with contempt, decided it was time to seek terms with the more capable Cassander.
The eventual terms are interesting: „the Athenians were to retain their city and territory, their
revenues, their fleet, and everything else, and to be friends and allies of Cassander, Munychia
was to remain temporarily under the control of Cassander until the war against the kings should
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not be surprising. Nor is it likely to be mere coincidence. It is possible
Demetrius had served his diplomatic or political apprenticeship under the
guidance of Phocion and that, as a consequence, he was of the same political
mind as his former mentor. This would explain Demetrius‟ appointment.
Cassander saw in him a man capable of ruling the city with wisdom and
authority; the same traits exhibited by the Athenian general. If this is correct
then it stands to reason that Demetrius‟ position, as „overseer‟ was also similar to
that which Phocion had held during his few years as supreme authority in
Athens.
He did not, however, govern alone. He enlisted the help of a select group of men
whose political strengths, he may have felt, would assist him in his endeavour to
bring peace and prosperity to the city. Such men as Demades, Demetrius of
Phalerum, Hegemon, Thudippus, Pythocles and Phocion‟s old friend Nicocles
came to play important roles in Athenian affairs.352 Not surprisingly Plutarch
gives Phocion the primary role in Athens at this time. However, as already
noted, Diodorus (18.65.6) also records Phocion as holding complete authority
(th;n tw:n o{lwn ajrch;n) under Antipater. Indeed, both writers give him the pre-

be concluded; the government was to be in the hands of those possessing ten minae (…to;
polivteuma dioikei:sqai ajpo; timhvsewn a[cri mnw:n devka); and whatever single Athenian
citizen Cassander should designate was to be overseer of the city (ejpimelhth;n th:V povlewV).‟ It
is possible the lower assessment of 1000 drachmas may indicate an impoverishment of
Athenian citizens following the death of Antipater. The ongoing struggle between Cassander
and Polyperchon probably had a dramatic effect on trade. Further, with the Piraeus firmly in
Macedonian hands, grain imports would have been subject to interference and grain prices may
have risen considerably as a consequence.
352

Dinarchus of Corinth also appears to have become a man of some influence, in Athens, at this
time. See Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Dinarchus, 2), where he writes: „His (Dinarchus‟) finest
period was after the death of Alexander, when Demosthenes and the other orators had been
sentenced to permanent exile or death, and no other orator worthy of note was left to succeed
them.‟ This is an interesting comment in light of the fact that both Demades and Phocion were
considered fine orators in their own day. Other men of influence were: Callimedon and
Charicles, both of whom took flight when Phocion came under attack (Plut. Phoc. 33.3). In the
end Hegemon (Plut. Phoc. 33.7, 35.2), Nicocles, Thudippus, Pythocles were executed while
Demetrius of Phalerum, Callimedon and Charicles and some others were condemned to death in
absentia (Plut. Phoc. 35.2).
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eminent position in Athens from late 322 to 318.353 It would appear, therefore,
according to these two accounts, that Phocion was the effective leader in Athens
after the Lamian War up until his removal from office in 318.354 And, as already
noted, it was a position that Antipater may have entrusted to Phocion because he
felt that only this long serving Athenian elder statesman could guarantee a quiet
and submissive city.
But what of Demades? What role did he play in Athens after the surrender?
Williams believes that the fact that Demades put forward the proposal for the
Exiles‟ Decree is an indication of his power in Athens at that time. He goes on to
argue that Demades may not have foreseen the ruthless actions of Antipater in
hunting down and killing the Athenians once they had been exiled.355 Williams,
while justifiably trying to reverse the terribly biased attitude toward Demades,
goes too far in making him the only real power in Athens during this period.
There is no indication given by any of the sources that Demades held supreme
power in Athens after the Lamian War.356 Indeed, if he ever held a leadership
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According to Plutarch (Phoc. 32.2), the primary strategic purpose of Polyperchon‟s decree
(319/8) was to remove Phocion from power. An example of Phocion‟s authority at the time
may be seen in his ability to enrol Xenocrates as a citizen (Plut. Phoc. 29.4).
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Phocion was probably removed from office along with all the other magistrates a short time
after Polyperchon‟s decree. If this was proclaimed sometime in winter 319/8 then Phocion may
have been out of office by the following spring. For further discussion concerning the dating of
these events see p. 223, n. 563 and p. 232, n. 586 below.
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AncW 19 (1989): 25. Tarn also believes Antipater‟s actions were not foreseen by the
Athenians. He writes: „Demosthenes, Hypereides, and their friends had fled from Athens when
she surrendered, and the people, on Demades‟ motion, condemned them to death. A nominal
death-sentence, coupled with voluntary exile, was a well-understood form, which they probably
thought would satisfy Antipater.‟ CAH, vol. 6 (1927): 460. See also Tracy, Athenian
Democracy in Transition, p. 20. Perhaps those exiles executed by Antipater‟s henchman also
did not expect the sentence to be carried out. Hence they did not run away to somewhere more
secure - Aetolia for example. Or perhaps they stayed close to Athens expecting someone to
speak on their behalf and, hopefully, change Antipater‟s mind.

356

Plutarch (Phoc. 1.1-2) is quite clearly comparing the two leaders and their style of leadership at
two distinct and separate times. Demades was in a position of authority at some point during
Antipater‟s regency, though Plutarch offers no explicit chronological marker. He is clear,
however, in noting that Phocion‟s administration or government came to power when Athenian
affairs were in a much worse state. Indeed, according to Plutarch, Demades‟ reference to a
„ship-wrecked state‟ better described Athens under Phocion than any other time when Demades
may have held a position of authority in the city-state.
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position in Athens Plutarch makes it fairly clear that it was at a time other than
when Phocion came to dominate Athenian affairs after the Lamian War.357
There can be no denying Demades a significant role in both the embassies sent to
negotiate with Antipater and in Athenian affairs after the war but there is nothing
to endorse the thesis that he was as powerful a figure as Williams argues.358
Demades had a reputation for receiving payment for putting forward other
people‟s decrees or for writing their speeches.359 In essence, he was willing to do
pretty much anything if there was a drachma in it.360 It is not difficult to believe
that this tendency continued after the Lamian War and that Antipater now offered
him considerable inducements to put forward decrees.
This would serve to explain the relatively large number proposed by Demades
during the period 322/1 to his death. Both the literary sources and the
epigraphical evidence reveal that Demades proposed a significant number of
decrees during this period. As noted above (p. 95) he was credited with putting
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Cf. Plut. Phoc. 1.1-2. Plutarch in his Life of Demosthenes (24.1) records that Demades and his
associates were megavloi in Athens after Alexander had defeated the Thebans. Perhaps this is
the period to which Demades himself alludes when he stated that he was in charge of a
shipwrecked state (Plut. Phoc. 1.1).
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In AncW 19 (1989): 19-30 (esp. pp. 27-30). See also Williams‟ dissertation Athens Without
Democracy.
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Demades‟ willingness to accept payment for his services was well known beyond Attica.
Plutarch notes Antipater commenting that he had never been able to sate Demades by his gifts
(Phoc. 30.2 and [Plut.] Mor. 188f). And note [Plutarch‟s] own comments: „For Demades
himself played the demagogue to fill his belly, and regarding Athens as no adequate provision
for his prodigality laid in supplies from Macedonia as well‟ (Mor. 525c). Demades, however,
was not unique in his behaviour. Athenian forensic speeches are replete with accusations of
Athenians being „bought off‟ or bribed by their enemies. For example note Hypereides‟ words
(5.25): „Now Demosthenes and Demades, from actual decrees passed in the city and from
proxenies, have each received, I believe, more than sixty talents, quite apart from the Persian
funds and money sent from Alexander.‟ Harvey‟s comments should also be noted: „If we were
to believe everything our sources tell us, we could conclude that the giving and taking of bribes
was a habit that permeated the entire fabric of Greek life, and penetrated into every corner.‟
History of Political Thought 6 (1985): 89.
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For example, in Plut. Dem. 23.5 it is stated that Demades was paid five talents to defend those
men Alexander requested be exiled after the destruction of Thebes. It should be noted,
however, that, while Williams accepts that Demades was „willing to perform exceedingly
disreputable acts‟ and that he had „a huge appetite for food, sex and financial gain‟, he disputes
the veracity of the report that Demades took a „bribe‟ to meet with Alexander. Athens Without
Democracy, pp. 20, 23 and 24.
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forward the decree to exile Demosthenes and other prominent citizens (Plut.
Dem. 28.2, Arrian, Succ. F 1 13 Roos). He was also responsible for proposing
three honourific decrees (IG II². 372, IG II². 383b and Agora XVI 100). Further,
he proposed the important decree (IG II². 380) which called for the restructure of
certain magistracies. His prominence at this time might also serve to explain
Diodorus‟ comment (18.48.1) that Demades appeared to direct Athenian policy
favourably towards the Macedonians. Rather than being a sign of his preeminent position in Athens it is rather an indicator of the man‟s love of money
and notoriety.361 Demades may have been an influential speaker, able to sway
both the masses and foreign heads of state with his eloquence and quick wit but
the ancient sources generally reveal him to be a man with a rapacious appetite for
money and power.362 This rapacity need not have been repugnant to Antipater
who, flush with the treasure sent to Macedonia during Alexander‟s campaign,
could afford to lubricate the wheels of diplomacy through generous gifts to
friends and allies. However, while Antipater could rely upon Demades to accept
his money he may have suspected both the rhetor‟s loyalty363 and, more
importantly, his ability to maintain order in Athens. Phocion, on the other hand,
while supposedly impossible to bribe,364 was a man of honour and deeply
361

Williams‟ argues that the fact that more decrees are proposed by Demades is an indication of
his power in Athens during this time. He makes curious asides such as Phocion was willing to
allow someone else to take the reins. AncW 19 (1989): 26. But if Phocion allowed Demades to
„rule‟ surely the implication is that Phocion was effectively in charge. Phocion must have been
in a position of authority in order to abrogate it.

362

Demades did not hide this side of his personality. Indeed, Dinarchus (Ag. Demos. 1.104) notes
that Demades himself warned the assembly of his character and of his willingness to accept and
continue to accept money. It is also worth noting that there may have been no masses for
Demades to appeal to. Certainly he was effective before the people, but the people may no
longer have turned up to the assembly.

363

A man so enamoured with money would be likely to accept better offers if they came along.
Certainly Antipater would have been very wary of Demades once he learned of the Athenian‟s
correspondence with Perdiccas and/or Antigonus (see p. 148 below). He presumably
discovered these letters in the summer of 321. For the dating of Perdiccas‟ death see: Bosworth,
Chiron 22 (1992): 79.
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Plutarch (Phoc. 30.2) records Antipater‟s complaining that he could neither persuade Phocion
to take his gifts nor satisfy Demades with them. Harpalus faced a similar problem when he tried
to buy Phocion‟s support (Plut. Phoc. 21.2-3). It is interesting to note, however, that both
Phocion‟s son and son-in-law may not have been so high minded when it came to receiving
proffered gifts. Certainly Charicles was susceptible to Harpalus‟ charms (Plut. Phoc. 21.4) and
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respected if not very much loved by the Athenian people. He was, therefore, a
man whom Antipater could trust.
Perhaps the most significant evidence that exists to suggest the possibility that
Demades lacked (or felt he lacked) influence at this time is the indisputable fact
that he wrote letters to Perdiccas (and/or Antigonus) suggesting one of them take
Macedonia and save the Greeks365 who were tied to it by an old rope and rotten
thread.366 This letter must have been sent prior to word being received in Athens
of Perdiccas‟ death in the summer of 321 and it gives an indication that Demades
was unhappy with his role in Athenian affairs not very long after the peace with
Antipater was finalised. Indeed, it may indicate that he was dissatisfied with
Antipater‟s treatment of him while serving on the embassy. Certainly Plutarch
implies (Phoc. 26.3-4 and 27.3) that Antipater took the most notice of Phocion
during the embassy‟s stay in Macedonia.367 He appears to have paid little
attention to the other ambassadors. And while the extent of Phocion‟s influence
Plutarch‟s (Phoc. 20.1-3, 30.1 and 38.2) portrayal of Phocus reveals a man of dissolute
character who might easily be led astray by the lure of the Macedonian‟s coin. It is also worth
noting here Pericles‟ words in his speech to the Athenian people (Thuc. 2.60.5) in the early
stages of the Peloponnesian War. Pericles refers to himself as one „who is above being
influenced by money‟. Plutarch noted early in his Life of Phocion (7.3) that Phocion wanted to
emulate Pericles‟ abilities as orator and general. Clearly Plutarch also wanted his readers to
understand that Phocion matched the renowned Athenian in more than just his political and
military acumen.
365

Plut. Dem. 31.3 and Arrian, Succ. F 1.14 Roos. It should be noted that in Plutarch‟s Phocion
(30.5) Demades simply asked for Antigonus (not Perdiccas) to present himself in Greece and
Macedonia. Similarly, Diodorus (18.48.2) records that Demades requested Perdiccas cross over
into Europe against Antipater. It is more probable that the letter was sent to Perdiccas though
not impossible that Demades wrote to both men. Errington argues that Demades‟ letter was sent
during the Lamian War. JHS 90 (1979): 62.
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Ironically the phrase might apply to both Antipater and Phocion. There is some debate as to
whether or not Demades met with Perdiccas as part of an official embassy. Brun accepts that it
is a possibility. L’orateur Démade, p. 126 (also see n. 45 for references). Williams certainly
believes that Demades served as ambassador to Perdiccas to discuss the fate of Samos. AncW
19 (1989), p. 27 and n. 45 (which also furnishes references). Williams does not argue for a
second embassy being sent to discuss the „old and rotten thread‟, however.
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It is only Nepos (Phoc. 2.2) who records that Demades had some part to play in the eventual
peace terms but he is hardly the most reliable source for this investigation. Another allusion to
Demades having some part to play in the setting up of the constitution can be found in the
Index. Acad. Herc. Col. 8 11.3-4 (Dorandi). However, this slim reference, written by the
Epicurean poet Philodemus in the first century B.C., offers little to support a thesis that
Demades was in charge in Athens after the Lamian War.
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has probably been exaggerated by Plutarch the fact that Demades chose to betray
Antipater is telling. Certainly Demades‟ description of Antipater as that old and
rotten thread highlights a particular animosity toward the Macedonian. It is
curious given the amount of money Antipater appears to have thrown at
Demades that he should instil such loathing. It is clear that the orator was
unhappy with the status quo and it is likely because he did not believe he was
being given the due consideration he felt he deserved.368
It is worth, at this point, examining in a little more detail the extent of Demades‟
dealings with the Macedonian regent Perdiccas. Although this incident is given
short-shrift by the ancient sources it is none the less a very important matter that
is deserving of further investigation. Demades‟ decision to contact Perdiccas is
likely to have had significant ramifications both for Antipater and for the
Athenian leadership. There were fears among the diadochoi that the regent
desired for more than simply a share of Alexander‟s empire and that it was
inevitable that he would launch an attack against one of them. If their fears were
correct then Demades‟ request for help could only serve to have fired this
ambitious man‟s lust for power.
Demades is likely to have served as a member of the embassy that met with
Perdiccas to discuss the Samos question.369 Since the 360s this island off the
coast of Ionia had been occupied by Athenian cleruchs at the expense of the
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Brun argues that Demades turned to Perdiccas because his distance from Athens, and his
preoccupation with affairs in Asia would make him a more accommodating master. Brun states
rather dogmatically that Perdiccas would have allowed the Athenians to restore their democracy
and regain their autonomy. L’orateur Demades, pp. 126-127. There is no guarantee, however,
that Perdiccas would have done any such thing. Presumably, had he been successful, Perdiccas
would have appointed someone to administer affairs in Europe while he dealt with matters in
the east. Certainly, this successor to Antipater would be just as eager to keep the Greek peoples
in line. As to how he went about achieving this end; there is no way of knowing for sure.

369

It is possible that this matter was not referred to Perdiccas until after the Macedonian garrison
arrived in Athens some time in September 322. Cf. Bosworth, CQ 43 (1993): 427. The
Athenian ambassadors may not have returned with news of Perdiccas‟ decision, to award the
island to the Samians, until late autumn or early winter 322. See also p. 295 below.
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Samians who had been expelled en masse.370 In 324 B.C. it became an explosive
issue when Nicanor of Stagira delivered Alexander the Great‟s infamous Exiles‟
Decree at the 114th Olympiad.371 Prior to his arrival in the Peloponnese news had
spread throughout Greece and Asia that a decree, written by Alexander the Great,
was to be read out at the Games. Rumour had it that this decree would stipulate
that all Greek cities had to take back their exiles. The Athenians were greatly
disturbed at the news and, in anticipation of the momentous event, they had sent
Demosthenes to Olympia to confer with Nicanor372 after the decree had been
read (Dinarch. 1.81, 103). His main concern was to discover whether or not the
decree applied to Samos.373 By 324 this island had become home to some twelve
370

Politeiai 10.7 (FHG II, 216). There is no way of knowing, if all the Samians were removed
from their homeland, or at what point this huge undertaking was carried out. Heraclides, after
recording the sending out of two thousand cleruchs to the island, concludes by stating that all
the Samians were driven out. Strabo (14.1.18) also refers to the sending of the same number of
Athenians to the island but, once again, there is no sure way of dating the event. Note, however,
Griffith who writes: „…it was the sending of 2,000 cleruchs in 352/1, evidently, that really
made Samos an Athenian possession, and reduced „the Samians‟ to exiles. Whether or no we
believe the writer (Heraclides) who wrote „They expelled them all‟, it is clear enough that in the
end most of the Samians did find themselves exiles, whether they had quitted Samos by
compulsion or by their own choice.‟ (Author‟s parenthesis). „Athens in the Fourth Century‟, p.
140. Care should be taken not to confuse Heraclides Ponticus with another Heraclides
(Lembos). The latter source (Fragmenta, (FHG III, 170)) was used by Diogenes Laertes in his
introduction to book ten (Epicurus 10.1). Shipley accepts that the entire population in Samos,
or at least all that could be rounded up, were removed and replaced by Athenian cleruchs. A
History of Samos, p. 141 and n. 69. It would have been a near impossible task to remove all the
Samians from the island. Samos is quite large and hilly. Anyone with a good understanding of
the terrain could easily evade Athenian troops. Shipley also disagrees with Cargill (GRBS 24
(1983): 326) concerning the number of exiled Samians, living in Athens since 405/4 when they
were expelled by the Spartan admiral Lysander, that returned to Samos with the Athenian
clercuchs. Shipley writes: „no doubt there were some; but most Samians now in Athens would
be fairly settled after (in most cases) nearly forty years.‟ The problem with this thesis, however,
is the fact that the thousands of Samians who had been exiled in 365 were still keen to return to
their homeland over forty years later.
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Diod. 17.109.1, 18.8.3. The year of the 114th Olympiad. Bosworth offers two prospective dates
for the Olympics: either the 4th of August or the 3rd of September of 324. Conquest and Empire,
p. 220 and n. 36.
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Bosworth has argued, quite conclusively, that this Nicanor should not be confused with his
namesake; the trusted lieutenant of Cassander and second commander of the Macedonian
garrison in Munychia. „A New Macedonian Prince‟, in CQ 44 (1994): 57-65. Cf. p. 226, n. 570
below.
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It is possible that the decree did make specific mention of Samos, though the Athenians may
not have known of the exact contents of the decree until Nicanor read them out to the expectant
throng. There is no evidence in any of the sources, however, to show that Nicanor issued
anything more than a general all encompassing address that simply stated that all the exiles, bar
those guilty of certain crimes, were to be allowed to return home. The purpose of such a general
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thousand citizens374 and their fate, as a consequence of the decree, became
uncertain.375 If Alexander‟s decree applied to Samos it left the Athenian cleruchs
living on the island in an almost impossible position. They would have been
forced either to leave their homes and abandon all their possessions or fight it out
with the many thousands of Samian exiles who were keen to reclaim their
homeland.376 More significantly, their fate would also have an huge impact on
decree may simply have been to ensure that the mercenary forces, which Alexander, a short
time earlier, had ordered his Asian satraps to disband (Diod. 17.106.3, 111.1), were able to
return home. In particular, Alexander may have been concerned with the force under
Leosthenes that had accumulated at the Laconian city port at Taenarum (Diod. 17.111.1-3). A
large part of this force may have been made up of Greek exiles who, having nowhere else to go,
chose to stay with their army buddies and look for new employment. Alexander may have
hoped that the Exiles‟ Decree would encourage many of these men to return home and thus,
ultimately, cause the break up of this formidable force. Cf. Badiam, „Harpalus‟, in JHS 81
(1961): 28-31. Contra Robin Lane Fox, Alexander the Great, p 415 and Bosworth Conquest
and Empire, p. 148.
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Shipley argues that somewhere between six and twelve thousand „landholdings‟ were occupied
by cleruchs. A History of Samos, p. 14. It should be stressed that Shipley writes of „landholders‟
numbering between six and twelve thousand. Similarly, on page 141, he writes that the
„probable number of cleruchic families was within the limits of about six and twelve
thousand…‟. The total population of the island would have been much greater: perhaps as high
as fifty thousand. Certainly this appears to be the number of people that Shipley believes may
have occupied the island at the time of Timotheus‟ attack (pp. 14-15).
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The cleruchs on the island adopted a style of government that mirrored, in miniature, that of the
Athenians. Habicht, in a discussion of a very important document found on Samos, has shown
that there was a two hundred and fifty man boule on the island as well as five generals, nine
archons, a number of secretaries and a herald. PAPS 140 (1996): 400. He (p. 401) dates the
document to sometime between 352 and 348/7. This inscription is further discussed in an
earlier article Habicht wrote in collaboration with Klaus Hallof: „Buleuten und Beamte der
athenischen Kleruchie in Samos‟ in AM 110 (1995): 273-304. For an examination of other
Samian decrees see also Habicht‟s important work: „Samische Volksbeschlüsse der
hellenistischen Zeit‟, in AM 72 (1957): 152-174. The size of the boule, Habicht argues,
confirms Shipley‟s contention (A History of Samos, pp. 14 and 141) that the „cleruchy at Samos
has been estimated to number up to 12,000 families.‟ Habicht adds (PAPS 140 (1996): 401): „It
seems therefore that almost a third of all adult male citizens of Athens lived on Samos at the
time. And this at once explains… why the Athenians were clinging so desperately to their hold
over Samos, and why the city was even prepared to go to war against Alexander the Great to
keep possession of the island.‟ See also pp. 271-272 below.
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There is of course the possibility of a third option: that the Athenian cleruchs might stay on the
island and negotiate with the returning exiles a fair and equitable distribution of land. However,
it is difficult to see how such negotiations could work given the animosity that would naturally
have existed between both groups. Further, there is the matter of just how many people the
island could accommodate before its resources were stretched too far. Unfortunately, there is no
way of knowing, with any degree of accuracy, just how many Samian exiles there were.
Shipley has argued that the total population of the island may have been around fifty thousand.
A History of Samos, pp. 14-15. Even if this figure is correct, however, it can only assist in
determining the number of exiles if it is accepted that the Athenians removed all the Samians
from the island.
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the lives of those living in Athens. The sudden influx of thousands of people
would put a strain on Attica‟s limited resources. The city might soon face food
shortages and, as living conditions worsened, the spread of disease.377 It is no
wonder then, that the Athenians were unwilling simply to forgo their interest in
Samos.378 Nor is it surprising that Nicanor‟s announcement served as catalyst for
a series of events that, ultimately, led to the Lamian War.379
Now, given the unusual nature of the Samian case, it was logical to hope that
Alexander had not intended the island to be part of the decree. After all, Philip
had allowed the Athenians to keep possession of the island (Diod. 18.56.7, Plut.
Alex. 28.1-2). The questions needed, then, to be asked: had Alexander
considered the special problems Samos presented? And did Alexander include
Samos amongst those cities that were to receive back their exiles? These were
questions, however, that Nicanor, in all likelihood, was unable to answer.380
Bosworth argues that Nicanor came to Greece prepared to discuss the matter of
377

The Athenians need not have understood the link between the spread of disease and
overcrowding to know that overcrowding and lack of housing are a poor combination.
Thucydides (2.52.1-2) noted, in his examination of the plague in Athens in 430 B.C., that poor
living conditions were another factor contributing to the death toll in the city. One important
point that has not been adequately considered is the likely possibility that the people of Athens
would have to accept the return, not only of the cleruchs, but of their own exiles. These men,
women and children would present another set of legal and administrative problems for the
government of the city. This is point is discussed further below.
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See Diodorus (18.8.7) who writes: „…the Athenians, who had distributed Samos in allotments
to their citizens, were by no means willing to abandon that island.‟
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Cf. Curt. 10.2.6-7: „The Athenians… shut out the exiles from their territories, preferring rather
to endure anything rather than admit what was once the off-scourings of their city, and even
then of their places of exile.‟ Although Curtius makes no mention of Samos specifically, the
island would no doubt be included as one of „the territories‟. Of course, Diodorus (18.8.6-7) is
clear when he records that the Athenians took exception to Alexander‟s decree because it meant
they had to give up Samos.
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Nicanor‟s response to the myriad of questions put to him by various representatives is not
known (cf. p. 153 and n. 381 below). Discussions, however, did later take place with
Alexander. Arrian records Greek embassies meeting with Alexander while he was on his way
to Babylon (An. 7.14.6) and once he had arrived in the city (An. 7.19.1-2, 7.23.2). Ambassadors
from Tegea (SIG 306: Tod 201; Harding 122; Rhodes and Osborne no. 101 and Heisserer,
Alexander the Great and the Greeks, ch. 8) and Mytilene (IG 12, 2, 6; Tod 201; Harding 113;
Rhodes and Osborne no. 85B and Heisserer, Alexander the Great and the Greeks, ch. 5) met
with Alexander to negotiate the terms by which the exiles might return. It is very likely
Athenian envoys were also sent to meet with Alexander soon after Demosthenes made public
the results of his discussion with Nicanor.

152

Samos with the Athenians but there is no real evidence to support this thesis.381
It is also possible that, when asked if the decree included Samos, Nicanor simply
restated the wording of the decree; that all Greeks, except those guilty of
sacrilege, be allowed to return to their cities. Bosworth further argues that
Alexander stipulated that „…the Athenian cleruchies on Samos were to be
withdrawn‟,382 but again there is nothing in the wording of the decree, as
recorded in the literary sources, that explicitly states this. Alexander simply
ordered that the Greeks accept the returning exiles. The only reference made to
the Athenian Cleruchs being removed from the island is by Diogenes Laertes
(10.1-2) who writes that Perdiccas expelled the cleruchs from Samos. There is
no evidence to show that this is what Alexander had envisaged.383
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Conquest and Empire, p. 221. Bosworth adds that Nicanor was „…clearly both messenger and
ambassador.‟ Further he concludes (on p. 222): „Nicanor bought more than a single letter; he
was commissioned with a whole package of regulations designed to reorganise the political
structure of Greece.‟ Certainly Hypereides (Dem. col. 18) notes that, as well as the matter of the
Exiles‟ Decree, Nicanor had orders (ejpivtagma) concerning the common league (peri; tou: tou;V
koinou;V sullovgouV) of the Achaeans, Arcadians and Boeotians, however, there is no evidence
to suggest that Nicanor was anything other than messenger. Indeed, a decree of the Tegeans (if
the restoration of the opening lines is accepted) appears to state explicitly that their envoys dealt
with Alexander about correcting certain aspects of the king‟s diagramma (SIG 306). For a
translation and brief commentary of this inscription see Harding, Translated Documents of
Greece and Rome 2, no. 122, pp. 150-152 and Rhodes and Osborne, no. 101, pp 526-533.
Habicht states that Nicanor agreed to an Athenian embassy being sent to Alexander and that it
was the king who reported to the Athenians that the decision „was irrevocable‟. PAPS 140
(1996): 399. Mendels appears to hedge his bets writing that the Athenians negotiated with
Nicanor and possibly sent a delegation to meet with Alexander at the beginning of 323.
Historia 33 (1954): 147 and n. 116. The question as to whether Alexander considered the
Samian case at the time he wrote the decree is hotly debated. Errington, Chiron 5 (1975): 53,
argues that the decision was only made after the Athenian ambassadors met to talk with him in
the spring of 323. Contra Heisserer, Alexander the Great and the Greeks, p. 188 and Ashton,
Antichthon 17 (1983): 62-63. It is quite possible that Alexander himself prevaricated over this
issue. It certainly appears that there was a great deal of discussion taking place concerning the
matter and it may well be that the king changed his mind more than once regarding the fate of
Samos. Indeed, it is possible that no firm decision had been made at the time of his death. And
this might offer another reason as to why Antipater felt the need to refer the matter to Perdiccas.
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Conquest and Empire, p. 221.

383

A similar argument was also advanced by Worthington. He writes: „I suggest that what
Alexander did was to grant the Samians ownership of their island again but, at the same time, he
allowed the Athenian cleruchs to continue living there, perhaps even paying rent to their new
“landlords”‟. ZPE 57 (1984): 143. Perdiccas‟ decision may have been based on his
interpretation of what Alexander had intended. Though it should be remembered that for some
of the time during which Alexander may have been making up his mind concerning this issue
Perdiccas was otherwise occupied with arranging the safe transportation of Hephaestion‟s body
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If Alexander did not intend (or at least had not yet decided) to remove the
Athenian cleruchs then the question needs to be asked: why did Perdiccas choose
this course? The answer, in short, may be that he hoped to destabilize affairs in
Greece. If the Athenians were forced to accept thousands of returning citizens it
would have a desperate effect on the city. Another way it may be looked at,
however, is that it furnished the Athenians with thousands of potential fighting
men.384 The people of Athens would have been faced with two options: accept
the returning men and try to find some means of absorbing them, or use them in
one final effort to fight off the Macedonian oppressor or, in other words, to rid
Greece of the old and rotten thread. Either decision presented problems both for
the leadership in Athens and for Antipater who no doubt hoped that affairs in
Greece would settle down. A peaceful Europe, however, may have been the last
thing Perdiccas wanted. His circumstances had changed quite considerably in
the time between the Lamian War and the arrival of Athenian envoys sent to
discuss the matter of Samos. It is likely that by this time Perdiccas had already
reached an agreement with the Aetolians (Diod. 18.38.1). This alliance would
originally have been seen as an insurance policy. An ally near Macedonia would
give Perdiccas leverage against Antipater and Craterus should their ambitions get
the better of them. The Aetolians might (and indeed almost did) prove useful if
Antipater decided to travel east and threaten Perdiccas‟ position. The agreement,
therefore, ultimately aimed at keeping Antipater in Europe.385 Further, as noted
to Babylon (Diod. 17.110.8). Further, the regent had already shown that he was willing to go
against the supposed wishes of Alexander when he managed to have the king‟s memoranda
(uJpomnhvmata) quashed (Diod. 18.4.2-6). While Diogenes‟ opening chapters (of book 10) to his
life of Epicurus are invaluable for the detail they provides concerning the Samian cleruchy and
about the fate of the Athenian settlers after Alexander‟s death there is nothing in the account
that furnishes an insight into Alexander‟s intent. There is simply no way of knowing if
Perdiccas was following the wishes of his former master or if the decision concerning the
cleruchs was his own.
384

If the number of Athenian men on the island numbered around twelve thousand then a
considerable percentage of these would have been of fighting age and many of these would
have been very unhappy at their fate. The potential for civil unrest or, perhaps more hopefully
for Perdiccas, another uprising against Antipater and his occupying force should not be
underestimated.
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Diodorus (18.38.1). Certainly this agreement had been reached before Antipater crossed over
to Asia in spring of 321. Diodorus only notes this sunqhvkh between Perdiccas and the

154

above, Perdiccas had received word from Demades requesting his help in dealing
with Antipater and inviting him to invade Greece.386 The Athenian may also
have met privately with the regent when he came as part of the embassy sent by
the Athenians to discuss the Samian question. Added to these events was the
arrival in Asia of both Antipater‟s daughter Nicaea and Alexander‟s sister
Cleopatra.387 These two women had come intent on marrying the kings‟
guardian. By the time it came to make a decision concerning Samos, therefore,
Perdiccas was at a crossroads. And it may have been as a direct consequence of
having this decision foisted upon him that he chose to sever his ties with
Antipater. As Bosworth noted: „…it was a thankless task which would
inevitably cause bitterness, at Athens or among the Samian exiles…‟388
All of these events took place sometime late in 322. The Athenian delegation
could have arrived just before the winter of 322 by which time Perdiccas had
destroyed the cities of Isaura and Laranda (Diod. 18.22). At that moment
Perdiccas was the most powerful of the diadochoi with his position as guardian
of the kings unassailable.389 Meeting with the Greek delegates he would have
been put out by having to make the distasteful decision concerning Samos.
Aetolians after he records that Antipater had left for Asia. Any agreement, however, must have
been arrived at prior to Antipater‟s departure and presumably would have taken some weeks to
negotiate. Properly establishing an accurate chronological timeline for this period is perhaps a
forlorn hope. Debate has raged over the viability of „low‟ or „high‟ chronology. In truth, each
thesis has its problems with the former leaving unsightly gaps (of up to months) between critical
events and the latter, as an over stuffed suitcase, trying to pack too much into too little space.
For a summary of the different proponents of either chronology see Bosworth, Chiron 22
(1992): 55, n. 1.
386

Cf. pp. 148-149 above. There is no way of knowing when these letters were received. It is
possible, however, that Demades began writing to Perdiccas not long after the Lamian War.
Perhaps they came with the envoys that arrived to sort out the Samos question (cf. p. 148, n. 366
above).
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Diod. 18.23.1. Errington argues that both women arrived at roughly the same time. JHS 90
(1970): 62. While this thesis is accepted Errington‟s date for their arrival (summer 321) is not.
In the end Perdiccas chose Nicaea. This may have been a smoke screen, however. The
marriage would serve to dampen any fears that Antipater may have felt when he learned of
Perdiccas‟ decision concerning Samos.

388

CQ 43 (1993): 425.

389

Cf. Bosworth‟s thesis set out in his article „Perdiccas and the Kings‟ in CQ 43 (1993): 420-427.
His „high‟ chronology is also followed.
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Perdiccas‟ position was such, however, that he, much as Antipater had done after
the Lamian War, need only have given his decision and sent the Athenians away.
Further, any annoyance he felt about the whole affairs may have been lessened
when Demades requested his assistance in removing Antipater; that „old and
rotten thread‟. Indeed, Demades‟ words may have excited in him the possibility
of achieving even greater glory at the expense of his two key rivals: Antipater
and Ptolemy.390
If the above is correct then the following may be conjectured. Perdiccas issued
the order forcing the Athenians off the island in order to destabilize affairs in the
west. It had not been Alexander‟s intention to remove the Athenian cleruchs
from Samos.391 His intent, perhaps, had been to bog the Greeks down in an
administrative nightmare while they tried to accommodate the influx of hundreds
and, in some cases, thousands of returning exiles.392 A further reason for the
390

Craterus‟ position at this time, as has already been briefly discussed (pp. 61-63 and n. 113), is
difficult to judge. Demades does not seem to have given the formidable and popular old general
any thought. His letter leaves no question that Antipater was sole master in Europe. But
whatever Craterus‟ official position at this time Perdiccas would no doubt have considered him,
along with Antipater and Ptolemy, a very great threat.
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Alexander at no point gives any indication that his intention was to force the removal of the
cleruchs from the island. Indeed, at the time of his death in June of 323 he had taken no real
action at all regarding Samos. Some ten months had elapsed since Nicanor had read out the
decree at the Olympic Games; for a man who was renowned for his impatience and
impetuousness this inaction is very surprising. However, if his intention was to destabilize
affairs in Greece then it was perhaps in his best interests to leave the issue unresolved.
Antipater was left sitting on a powder keg while the king set about organising affairs in Asia
Minor and making preparations for his next campaign. Most importantly, the Exiles‟ Decree
reasserted Alexander‟s authority in Europe. He had been away a long time and he perhaps
feared that his absence had diminished somewhat the fear and awe which he had inspired in the
Greek people before he crossed to Asia. Such fears would have been exacerbated by the
numerous letters he was receiving from his mother warning him that Antipater was beginning to
think above his station and to forget who it was who had appointed him (Arr. 7.12.6-7). What
better way to reassert his authority than by ordering the restoration of Greek exiles. With one
move he made clear who was the real authority in Europe. Further, by ordering Antipater to
make the Greeks comply to the terms of the decree (Diod. 18.8.4) Alexander once again showed
the regent to be nothing more than the King‟s lackey.

392

Consideration should be given to the fact that Alexander had no reason to enforce the removal
of the Athenian cleruchs. The residents of the island could either accommodate the incoming
peoples or leave of their own volition though it is probable that they would have been reluctant
to give up even part of their property. It is likely, however, that Alexander did allow for the
possibility of unrest and that his sending of Craterus to Macedonia with a substantial army was
an attempt to dampen any desire for war that might have arisen as a consequence of the decree.
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decision would have been to provide an incentive for thousands of mercenaries to
return to their homeland rather than to continue their plundering of Asia.393
Perdiccas, however, wanted much more. He may have hoped to force the
Athenians to rise up against Antipater. This would force the Macedonian to
march south and deal with this new threat to his authority. The Athenians were
not to be alone. While they rose up in the south the Aetolians would cross from
the east and launch an attack on Macedonia thereby forcing Antipater and
Craterus394 to fight on two fronts. The outcome of the battle would not have
interested Perdiccas, however. While all this was taking place in Europe he
would be free to begin his invasion of Egypt. Diodorus (18.14.2) writes that
Ptolemy was certain Perdiccas would attempt to wrest Egypt from him. Indeed,
his fears were such that, upon securing his own position, Ptolemy immediately
began discussions with Antipater about forming some kind of alliance. This
same fear is likely to have troubled Antipater and may explain not only his
willingness to talk with Ptolemy but his eagerness to marry off his daughters.395
In the end none of the successors really trusted each other and each man worked
desperately to secure his own interests. For Perdiccas, however, it would seem
that the only way he felt that he could ensure his own survival was at the expense
of everyone else.
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It would be interesting to know how many of the Samian exiles had served as mercenaries. The
number may be quite significant. As well as the Exiles‟ Decree Alexander had ordered his
satraps to release from service all the mercenaries in their armies (Diod. 17.106.3, 111.1). Upon
being dismissed these men roamed about Asia wreaking havoc (Diod. 17.111.1).
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Craterus does not appear to have made any secret of the fact that he intended to return to Asia.
This move, however, was delayed by the campaign against the Aetolians (cf. p. 63, n. 116
above). As already noted, there is no way of knowing what he had hoped to achieve in the east
but there should be little doubting that Perdiccas would be none-too-pleased to have this most
distinguished general in his backyard.

395

It should be remembered that Antipater had offered one of his daughters to Leonnatus (Diod.
18.12.1). In the end his eldest daughter Phila would marry Craterus (c. spring 321), Eurydice
married Ptolemy (Paus. 1.6.8) and Nicaea (late 322), for a brief period, was Perdiccas‟ wife.
While the dates of both Phila‟s marriage and Nicaea‟ can be estimated with some accuracy it is
not known when Ptolemy married Eurydice. Errington, JHS 90 (1970): 64, n. 110, dates the
marriage tentatively to around the time Antipater and Ptolemy formalised their alliance in
winter 320. Of course Errington is arguing the cause of the „low‟ chronology.
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Although it may be argued that Demades‟ discussions with Perdiccas reveal a
disgruntled and frustrated man unable to accept a secondary role in Athenian
affairs after the Lamian War, they do not show that he altogether lacked a voice
during this period. As has been discussed above, he proposed a number of
decrees that ensured that the Macedonian general‟s most pressing concerns were
addressed. As well as being responsible for proposing the decree which called
for the exile of key Athenian figures he also proposed a decree which played a
key role in reducing assembly attendance and dramatically curtailing citizen
participation in the law courts. These proposals, however, were made at a time
when it was imperative that the Athenians be seen to be complying quickly with
Antipater‟s peace terms. And while it might be felt that the epigraphic evidence
gives a better picture of the orator‟s influence in Athens, it is dangerous to read
too much into what are essentially only proposals brought before the assembly
for the people‟s approval. There is no way of knowing if Demades was acting on
behalf of someone else or indeed if he was being paid to bring these matters
before the ecclesia. However, even if it is accepted that Demades was acting on
his own initiative this is not evidence enough to argue that the orator was in
charge in Athens at this time.
An examination of the surviving inscriptional evidence for the period would
appear to substantiate the above thesis. Although the number is not certain there
are possibly eighteen which can be dated to the period 322/1 – 320/19 B.C. and,
of these, only four can confidently be attributed to Demades.396 Now three of the
inscriptions are relatively inconsequential honorific decrees.397 The fourth stele,
however, is a very important inscription. It was proposed in the archonship of
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See Appendix B for a list and short description of these inscriptions. The total number of
decrees for the period 321/0 – 319/8 may be as high as forty-one. Of course, Demades was
dead by the summer of 319 B.C. The decrees known to have been proposed by Demades are:
IG II². 372, 400, 383b and 380.
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They were inconsequential in the sense that they did not affect the Athenian constitution. These
decrees were important, however, because they encouraged outsiders to give aid which was
urgently needed.
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Neaichmus (320/19) and it highlights that Demades did have some role to play in
Athens during this period. IG II². 380 called for a change to be made to the
Athenian magistracies. As Habicht notes: „The authority of the ten magistrates,
whose responsibilities included streets and public thoroughfares, was transferred
to another ten-member board in charge of the city‟s markets.‟398 Here then is an
example of an attempt, by those in charge, to reduce the bureaucracy. Perhaps
this was an economy measure aimed at reducing the annual expense or perhaps it
was necessary because Phocion was finding it difficult, as time went on, to find
men willing and/or able to hold government jobs.399 Whatever the reason for the
decree it certainly highlights that Demades was involved in some capacity in the
machinery of state. But that is all that can be drawn from it. Once again, the
inscription alone can not be used as proof that Demades was in charge in Athens
at this time.
Unfortunately, there is no way of knowing what percentage of inscriptions have
survived from those few years after the Lamian War up until Demades‟ death.
However, the evidence that is available shows that the majority of the decrees
passed during this time were honorific in nature. If this is correct, then it is not
surprising that Demades was keen to sign his name to these quite common and
very public displays of Athenian beneficence. These decrees at least allowed
Demades the opportunity to present himself as a man of some influence and
power. But the fact that he undertook a clandestine correspondence with the
other diadochoi alludes to the possibility that things were not as they seem. It
suggests that he was dissatisfied with his lot; that he felt that he was not part of
and/or had not enough influence over decisions being made at some higher level.
Further, the available epigraphic evidence highlights the possibility that the
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Athens from Alexander to Antony, p. 45. See also Williams, who writes that IG II². 380 „…is
the only decree of constitutional significance; that is, it is the only one which deals directly with
a change of the constitution. Others give information in passing.‟ Athens Without Democracy,
p. 123, n. 324.
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This will be discussed further below. See pp. 173-75 (and n. 433). See also Gehrke, Phokion,
p. 93 and Mitchel, Hesperia. 33 (1964): 346.
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important decisions were rarely voted upon.400 It is possible that many of the
decisions being made in Athens were not proposed before, nor approved by, the
members of the assembly. Phocion, having taken control of affairs in the city
may have made the important decisions himself and simply ordered what needed
to be done. And while it is possible that such orders were recorded on papyri,
Phocion would have felt little need or inclination to leave a more permanent and
prominent record of his decisions. It should not be forgotten, however, that, if
Plutarch‟s account can be accepted, the elder statesman was very mindful of not
pushing the Athenian people too far. As a politician and general, Phocion had
lived much of his life in the public eye and in order to avoid raising the ire of the
populace he had lived a relatively frugal and unsensational domestic life. This
effort to appease the people did not stop after the Lamian War. It must be
remembered that the Athenians could still, if they so wished, attend the
assembly. Further, it is likely a considerable number of the nine thousand
citizens did play some role in administering the affairs of the city-state. Phocion
could not ignore all of these men. Nor could he simply rule the city-state in
dictatorial fashion. He was too pragmatic and clever a politician to alienate so
completely the entire citizen population. The elder statesman needed at least to
maintain the illusion that some small part of the democracy still remained. He
therefore made arrangements for proposals to be put before the boule and the
assembly. Given that both these bodies would have been predominantly made up
of the nine thousand it is unlikely any of the proposals would have received
much if any criticism or opposition. It did not hurt, then, for Phocion to follow,
in some cases, standard practice; the end result was the same, though it took just
that little bit longer to be accomplished.
While Demades proposed insubstantial decrees and perhaps lamented his lack of
influence in Athens during this period, Demetrius of Phalerum appears to have
played an increasing role in political affairs as the brief rule of Phocion went
400

See Appendix B below.
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on.401 As already argued (pp. 63-64), he likely went with Phocion to meet with
Antipater and Craterus to deliver the oaths and this may have been Phocion‟s
way of introducing Demetrius into Athenian foreign affairs. Perhaps, as
Chabrias had helped Phocion‟s career (Plut. Phoc. 6), now Demetrius was taken
under the wing of the old Athenian general and taught the ways of the
Philosopher ruler.402 Further, Demetrius probably played a significant role in
Athens in the period immediately following Demades‟ execution and he may
have been the leader of the small band of men who fled Athens after Antipater‟s
death.403 Certainly he would have had to have been a man of some importance
401

It is important to consider the influence that Demetrius himself may have had on the historical
picture of Phocion. It is possible that Plutarch‟s Life of Phocion was derived predominantly
from the works of Demetrius of Phalerum. Unfortunately, there is no way of determining with
any degree of certainty just what impact Demetrius‟ writing had on the Boeotian. Plutarch does
not cite him as a source. Indeed, his only citation is to Duris of Samos whom he references on
two occasions (Phoc. 4.2 and 17.6). This, of course, proves nothing but it does make it difficult
to determine how much Plutarch was influenced by Demetrius‟ work. Interestingly, Plutarch
does cite Demetrius in his other biographies. For example see: Sol. 23.3, Demetr. 8.4, 11.1,
14.2 and 28.3-4 and Arist. 1.1-9, 1.2, 5.7, 5.9-10 and 27.3-5.
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Habicht notes that Demetrius is thought to have been a student of both Aristotle and
Theophrastus. Athens from Alexander to Antony, p. 53 and n. 44. If this is correct then it is
possible Phocion sought to improve his theoretical knowledge by giving Demetrius the modern
equivalent of on the job training.
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Demetrius‟ departure is not unlike that of Aristotle‟s in 322. He left Athens not long after the
death of Alexander the Great. According to Diogenes Laertius (5.5-6) and Aelian (VH, 3.36) he
left the city because he had been indicted for impiety. The philosopher died a short time later
on Chalcis (D.L. 5.6, 5.10 and Strabo 10.1.11). As already noted above (p. 61, n. 110)
Demetrius‟ career began during the Harpalus affair, and he had travelled with Phocion to deliver
the oaths to Antipater after the Athenians had accepted the Macedonian‟s peace terms. He
appears to have been in some way connected with the family of Timotheus, though the exact
nature of that connection is not clear. Aelian (V.H. 12.43) states he was born a slave in that
family whereas Diogenes Laertius (5.76) simply records that, although not of noble birth, he
was from the household of Conon. Davies (APF no. 3455) dismisses the story of Demetrius‟
slavery. He instead considers him and his brother to be „novi homines in Athenian public life.‟
Much has been made of this link with Timotheus‟ family; due mainly to the fact that Phocion
and Conon were sent as part of an embassy to meet with Nicanor after the Macedonian had
captured the Piraeus. There is too little known about Demetrius‟ background, however, to draw
any firm conclusions as to his position in Athens after the Lamian War. What is certain is the
fact that the people thought so poorly of him as to include him among those sentenced to death
after the fall of Phocion‟s regime (Plut. Phoc. 35.2). And this must surely indicate that he
played an important role in Athens at some point during the period 321-318. As Dow and
Travis note: „…a death sentence by the democrats… attests his prominence.‟ Hesperia 12
(1943): pp. 147-149. Williams argues that Demetrius was „probably prominent‟ in the
oligarchic group that he believes existed in Athens during the Phocionic regime. Athens without
Democracy, p. 99. Williams adds (p. 100): „He certainly held prominent offices under the
oligarchy of 321-318, and his position was so important and political leanings so well known
that the short-lived democracy which succeeded this oligarchy condemned him to death in
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and influence in order for Cassander to give him power in Athens. And
Demetrius‟ influence was probably strengthened by the growing remorse felt by
the people at the treatment of Phocion. Indeed, Demetrius may have played on
this growing regret and highlighted his own support and loyalty for the old
general. And it should be remembered that Nepos believed that Demetrius was
in a position of power equal to that of Phocion by the time of Antipater‟s death
(Phoc. 3.2).404 It is also possible that the growing relationship between Phocion
and Demetrius was another annoyance for Demades who saw this as a personal
slight and a further sign of the weakening of his own position.
The Lamian War ended officially for Athens with the arrival of the Macedonian
garrison at Munychia in September 322 (Plut. Phoc. 28.1). It is possible that at
this time Antipater made it known publicly that Phocion was to be in charge of
affairs in Athens. With the backing of a foreign military force, therefore, the
Athenian general took up the reins of power. And from this point he set about
following a two-fold policy. First, as stated above (pp. 144-145), he collected
about him a group of capable and like-minded men to assist him in the governing
of the city-state. Second, he began a programme to encourage the
disenfranchised citizens to forget about political affairs and look after their own
backyard. Plutarch refers to this at Phoc. 29.3-4 when he writes that „…by
absentia.‟ O‟Sullivan is a little more reserved, writing: „His (Demetrius‟) connection with the
oligarchy was such as to ensure his conviction by the restored democratic assembly in 318.‟
The Rule of Demetrius of Phaleron in Athens, [Diss., University of Western Australia, 1999]:
15. (My parenthesis).
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Nepos, however, offers a very contracted account of Phocion‟s life which is not of very great
historical value except for the fact that it highlights the existence of a tradition very hostile to
the Athenian general. Cf. Bearzot, Focione tra storia e trasfigurazione ideale, pp. 50-57.
Tritle argues that Nepos is incorrect in attributing Demetrius such power in Athens at the time
and suggests that Demetrius „…may even have created this perception in order to legitimize his
later accession under Cassander.‟ ANRW II.33.6: 4264. However, the possibility that
Demetrius used his relationship with Phocion as propaganda in order to further his claim to
power in Athens does not negate the sliver of fact that lay at the heart of such statements.
Cassander would not have placed the city in the hands of someone who did not already hold
significant influence in Athens. Indeed, O‟Sullivan argues that Cassander may have exploited
Demetrius‟ connection with Phocion for his own ends. She writes that Demetrius‟ „…selection
itself may have stemmed also from Cassander‟s desire to emphasise the continuity between his
settlement and that of his father‟s, since Demetrius was clearly associated with the leaders of the
earlier oligarchy.‟ The Rule of Demetrius of Phaleron in Athens, p. 17.

162

managing the affairs of the city, justly and according to the laws, he (Phocion)
kept the men of education and culture in office…‟ Plutarch goes on to write that
Phocion kept the busybodies and revolutionaries (polupravgmonaV kai;

newteristavV) busy by teaching them to love their environment and be content
with farming.405 It is possible that Phocion also took steps to inure the recently
disenfranchised to their fate by offering them sundry entertainments.406
Certainly Phocion followed this policy when Nicanor took over the Macedonian
garrison after Antipater‟s death (Plut. Phoc. 31.2) and it would not be surprising
if this were simply a continuance of a practice that had proved effective up until
that point in time.
While Phocion and his colleagues deliberated on the best and most expedient
way of adjusting the Athenian constitution to accommodate Antipater‟s peace
terms, a review (dokimasivva) of the civic lists needed to be undertaken to
determine who was still eligible to participate in political affairs. This
examination was to determine who met the two thousand drachma wealth
census.407 Of course there would have been many Athenians who would
normally attend the assembly, serve on the juries or, for that matter, row in the
fleet,408 that suddenly found themselves forced, by economic constraints, to stay
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Phoc. 29.4. It is interesting to compare these men with Diodorus‟ taracwvdhV and polemikovV
(18.18.4). Diodorus writes that Antipater brought in the wealth census in order to take control
of the government away from the „disturbers of the peace‟ and the „warmongers‟. These could
be the „meddlers‟ and „innovators‟ or „revolutionaries‟ mentioned by Plutarch. Hence the men
Antipater‟s wealth census barred from office Phocion made to be fond of „tilling the soil‟.
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When Nicanor took over command of the garrison at Munychia Phocion persuaded him to
undertake and become director of expensive games – though he does not, unfortunately, name
them (Plut. Phoc. 31.2). It would be surprising if this were an isolated incidence. It is more
likely that Phocion encouraged the previous garrison commander, Menyllus, to hold similar
games not long after he arrived in the Piraeus.
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This argument is also advanced by Williams in his dissertation. He writes: „To determine how
many citizens met the two thousand drachmae property qualification imposed by Antipater
would probably have taken a considerable amount of time…‟ Athens Without Democracy, p.
118, n. 310. It is also possible a full review of the citizen lists was undertaken at this time to
ensure that all Athenian citizens were legitimate. Thus the new ruling body would be able to
kill two birds with one stone.

408

Williams writes of a „small fleet in support of Cassander from 315-313‟ (though he cites no
source). Athens Without Democracy, p. 80. He is perhaps referring here to a naval effort
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home and look after their private affairs. These, perhaps, are the citizens
Plutarch refers to as appearing to be suffering grievous and undeserved wrongs
(Phoc. 28.4). Those citizens, however, who still wished to take part in public
affairs would need to be seen to meet Antipater‟s wealth census. One of the first
tasks organised after peace was finalised, therefore, would have been to arrange
for demarchs to undertake a thorough census.409 This information, once
collected, would have then been passed on to the tribal leaders who in turn
forwarded all the data to the leaders in Athens.410 Thus was established, over
time, the number of men able still to hold a magistracy. Anyone ineligible to
participate in the affairs of the city-state would presumably, at some point, have
been removed from office and a suitable replacement found to take his place.411

undertaken during the archonship of Praxiboulus (315/4) in IG II². 682 (ll. 7-10). Williams also
states (p. 116 and n. 306) that „an Athenian naval contingent even joined the fleet of Perdiccas‟
enemies in battles off Cyprus.‟ This battle is dated by Hauben to the second half of 321. ZPE
13 (1974): 63-64. See also Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens (p. 21), who writes that a certain
Thymochares of Sphettos took command of the fleet for the rest of the year 322/1. (cf. IG II².
682 (ll. 3-7)). It is possible, however, that some of the ships were used to ferry those men
women and children forced to leave Samos after Perdiccas decided in favour of the Samian
exiles. Other than that, however, it appears that the rowers of the fleet were either forced to find
other forms of employment or serve as mercenaries on the fleets of the successors.
409

It was at the deme level, where everyone was more likely to know everybody else‟s business,
that a more accurate assessment of a person‟s true worth could be ascertained. Interestingly, as
already stated above (p. 108), Diodorus (18.18.5) specifically points out that the nine thousand
took charge of both the city and country. This indicates that local government was affected by
the change in the constitution. Perhaps the leaders in the demes and the tribes lost their
independence and came under the wing of the government in Athens. If so then the new regime
was more centralized. Greater power was placed in the hands of a relative few and this power
was wielded from the city. It is possible that, in regional areas, the elite, while taking nominal
control of affairs, reported back to Athens and took their orders from the central authority under
Phocion. Mitchel‟s description of an „efficient‟ and „centralized administration‟ during
Lycurgus‟ dominance in Athens may also apply to the regime in power from 322/1 – 319/8.
GaR 12, 2nd series, (1965): 195.
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Perhaps events took shape as they had in 411. At that time, according to the Athenaion Politeia
(29.5) a list of five thousand men able to best serve the state was to be drawn up by ten persons
drawn from each tribe.
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It is possible that adverse decisions were subject to review by the assembly. This is where the
review process is thought to have begun after Solon‟s reforms (cf. Ath. Pol. 9.1) and
subsequently it may have regained this function with the suspension of the law courts.
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It may have taken many months, however, before all the information was
collected and examined.412
But what was the manner of the deme review? If Antipater‟s census, as already
discussed above (p. 101 and n. 226), was based on rateable property then it is
possible that within each deme there were records of who owned what land.
Proof of this may be seen in the speech Demosthenes wrote for Apollodoros
Against Polycles (8-9). In this speech Apollodorus records how the people voted
that the boule members should report on behalf of the demesmen „…the names
of those who were members of the demes and those who owned property in
them.‟ Apollodoros then states that his „…name was reported from three demes,
as my property was in land.‟ This passage is curious, however, in that
Apollodoros refers to his visible property (dia; to; fanera;n ei\naiv mou th;n

oujsivan). This implies that a wealthy citizen may have other less obvious
property or „investments‟.413 An assessment of visible property, therefore, may
have simply necessitated a review of the public records by the demesmen which
were then brought to the members of the boule. A problem would arise,
however, if a person‟s visible wealth did not meet the two thousand drachmas
census. Such a predicament would force a wealthy citizen, should he wish to
retain his full citizenship rights, to publicly disclose that he was worth at least
412

Cf. Williams, Athens Without Democracy, p. 118, n. 310. He also argues that it would have
taken considerable time to determine how many citizens met the property census.
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This point is raised by M. M. Austin in CAH, vol. 6, 2nd ed. Austin (p. 547), discussing
eisphora, writes: „…the assessment represented the total declared wealth (the assessment was
based on wealth both movable and immovable, i.e. it included cash, personal belongings and
slaves as well as land and houses…). There was no register of landed property, still less of
slaves and other chattels, and no available bureaucracy: reliance therefore had to be placed on
the declaration of individuals.‟ (Author‟s italics and parenthesis). Cf. Finley, Studies in Land
and Credit in Ancient Athens, pp. 14 and 207, n. 19. Also, Davies notes, APF (Demosthenes
(XIV), no. 3597), that the estate of Demosthenes‟ father „…contained no landed property at all,
and only one item of real property (the house… which was also the factory)‟. (Author‟s
parenthesis). Davies goes on to note that Demosthenes senior „…kept much of his property
a;fanhvc and undeclared.‟ He did this in order to avoid having to pay a public debt incurred by
Gylon, his father-in-law. Of course, it would have been impossible to hide the fact that he
owned slaves. Indeed, Demosthenes (27.9) states clearly that his father, at the time of his death,
owned approximately fifty-three slaves, many of whom, presumably, were skilled craftsmen.
Some of these slaves were worth as much five or six minae; a not inconsiderable sum.
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two thousand drachmas.414 Given the above, it is likely that in some cases time
was needed to investigate a person‟s assets in order to ascertain with some
degree of certainty that he was still eligible to take part in government affairs.415
There are a number of examples in the literary sources of the fourth century that
indicate that the above problem did arise.416 For example, in the Athenaion
Politeia it is implied that an Athenian citizen might well have known his own
social or economic status while his fellow citizens did not.417 And this indicates
that no official, or at least very accurate, register was kept detailing such
information. Further, the fact that, by the late fourth century B.C., a person‟s
class status generally did not interfere with his ability to run for office, enabled
anyone devious enough to keep most of his assets hidden from his fellow
citizens. Indeed, Phocion is an excellent example of someone who appears to
have gone to a great deal of effort to ensure that he appeared, and was thought by
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Of course, for a wealthy man, such a sum was not a significant amount. However, by admitting
that he was indeed worth more than he had previously claimed he exposed his duplicity and laid
himself open to personal and political attack at the hands of his enemies.

415

The situation is unique in that an Athenian, in some instances, sought to avoid performing
certain liturgies and to avoid the possibility of having to exchange properties by hiding his true
worth. Now, however, not providing a complete list of one‟s assets might result in losing the
right to partake in government. For a brief discussion on the issue of visible and invisible
property see Finley, Studies in Land and Credit in Ancient Athens, pp. 54 and 246, n. 10.
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If such were not the practice then there would have hardly been any need for the antidosis. Cf.
Finley, Studies in Land and Credit in Ancient Athens, p. 14. For examples of such behaviour in
the speeches of the day see: Demosthenes, 14.25-26 and Dinarchus, 1.70.

417

As already noted above (p. 121), it is recorded in 7.2-4 that the Athenian people had been
divided into four different classes prior to the reforms of Solon. He, however, arranged this
division by the amount of produce, both wet and dry, each person could generate from his land
holdings. Only the first three classes were able to hold political office. The thetes were only
able to attend the assembly and law-courts. It is probable, though it can not be argued with any
certainty, that the above rating changed over the years as coinage came to play a greater role in
Athenian affairs. Rhodes gives tentative support to this thesis. He notes: „It has been widely
assumed that later generations applied a new means of classification with a monetary basis…
such a change would have been sensible, though there is no evidence that it was ever made…‟
A Commentary, p. 142. Hignett is even more hesitant on the subject he writes that „the evidence
on which this assumption was based is inconclusive‟, and concludes that „even if the alleged
innovation is accepted as fact, it is more likely to have been introduced by Perikles…‟ A
History of the Athenian Constitution, pp. 142-143 (see also pages 225-226). Cf. p. 125, n. 306
above.
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his fellow Athenians, to be relatively poor.418 It is also interesting to note here
that the pentakosiomevdimnoi still existed at the time the Athenaion Politeia was
written. At chapter 47.1 it is written that the ten treasurers of Athena were
elected from the tribes by lot from the „five-hundred bushel‟ class. What is
telling here is that a member of this class need not be wealthy. The Athenaion
Politeia notes that „…the one on whom the lot falls holds office even though he
is quite a poor man.‟ It appears that membership of this class was hereditary419
and that even if an Athenian family had fallen on hard times or appeared to be
poor they still could maintain their classification.420 Such men would be able to
partake in public affairs and yet not be liable to perform liturgies or pay
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Phocion‟s real financial position is difficult to ascertain. However, there are hints in Plutarch‟s
Life of Phocion that indicate he had substantial wealth. Certainly Plutarch (Phoc. 4) did not
believe Phocion to be of ignoble birth or to be an impoverished citizen. Phocion was very well,
and, one would imagine, expensively educated (Phoc. 4.1). He equipped a trireme (Phoc. 7.1)
and was elected general forty-five times (Phoc. 8.2). His son, Phocus, spent part of his
education in Sparta (Phoc. 20.2) and was able to compete at the Panathenaic festival (Phoc.
20.1). See also Davies, APF (no. 15076), who writes: „…the period he spent as a pupil of
Plato… and his tenure of generalship forty-five times… would both have been impossible
unless his father were at least of rentier status.‟ Most historians today agree that Phocion, if not
exactly rich, was certainly not poor. See Tritle, Phocion the Good, p. 40, Gehrke, Phokion, pp.
1-3. But note Fordyce Mitchel‟s assessment: „As for Phokion himself, he was hardly an
aristocrat. Only because of his innate nobility and his alleged youthful association with the
Akademy does Plutarch doubt the tradition of his humble background. But against this doubt
must be weighed the tradition itself, and that Phokion lived his whole live in ostentatious
poverty… It was to his friendship with Chabrias rather than to birth and position that Phokion
owed his early military training and his promotion to a command.‟ „Lykourgan Athens‟, p. 181.
It is worth noting here that Lycurgus shared Phocion‟s tendency to wear mean attire. [Plutarch]
(Mor. 842c) notes that, despite being rich, Lycurgus wore the same cloak during winter and
summer and only wore sandals on days when they were necessary.
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Cf. Rhodes, who writes: „I … suspect that a man would retain his class membership, and a son
would inherit his father‟s class membership, unless he took positive steps to have it changed.‟ A
Commentary, p. 143.
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Cf. Rhodes, A Commentary, p. 551. He refers to a fragment of Theophrastus (MS Vat. gr.
2306, B, lines 18-32) in which it is written: dokei: gou:n wJV ejpi; to; pa:n ajrcaïkwvteroV oJ tw:n
timhmavtwn novmoV ei\nai d(i)a; to; kwluvein a[n pollavk{e}iV tou;V ajlhq{e}inou;V hJgemovnaV.
ou[te ga;r =Epam<e>inwvdaV ou[te PelopivdaV ou[te =Aqhvnhqen =IfikravthV kai; CabrivaV
ejstrathvghsan <a[n>… „On the whole, the law (restricting office to men) of the (specified)
census ratings seems to be too old fashioned, because it would often keep out the true leaders.
For instance, neither Epaminondas nor Pelopidas nor, from Athens, Iphicrates and Chabrias
<would> have been generals…‟ Greek wording, punctuation and translation by J. H. Oliver.
GRBS 18 (1977): 326-7 and 330.
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eisphora.421 And, again, Phocion appears to have exploited this situation by
seeming to be one of the impoverished landed gentry.422
Circumstances, however, now warranted that a man‟s financial position be made
public knowledge. And once the census was established it is likely that the
system already in existence, to determine whether or not a citizen was eligible to
become a magistrate, simply adapted this extra provision whereby an Athenian
having met all other criteria now had to meet this specific criterion as well.423
The final decision concerning the magistrates would likely have been addressed
at the first sovereign meeting of the assembly after the review had been
completed.424 Once again, the process, however it took place, would have taken
some time and it would seem likely that the existing system remained in
421

Note Demosthenes On the Navy Boards (14.19) where he talks about the „rateable value of the
country‟ (to; tivmhm= ejsti; th:V cwvraV) as amounting to 6000 talents. Cf. Philochorus (FGrHist
328 F46). However, there is another figure of 5750 talents offered by Polybius (2.62.7). Also
note M. M. Austin in CAH, vol. 6, 2nd ed. (p. 547): „…these figures are much too low to relate
to the total wealth of Attica, but refer rather to the total declared taxable wealth. This involves
two restrictions: in the first place those with a property rating below a certain figure, perhaps
2,500 drs., were excluded.‟ Although Austin offers no explanation for how he comes to this
figure, it is perhaps taken from Jones, Athenian Democracy, pp. 28-9.

422

Of course, he did not appear so poor that confusion might arise as to his ability to meet
Antipater‟s wealth census. As already noted (p. 167, n. 418) Plutarch‟s account alludes to the
possibility that Phocion was wealthier than he let on. And the fact that his wife had at least two
maidservants or slaves (Plut. Phoc. 19.2, 37.3) highlights at least a modest wealth. Cf. Jones,
who notes the unlikeliness that „any slaves were owned by two-thirds to three-quarters of the
citizen population.‟ Athenian Democracy, p. 17. If this thesis is correct then it is clear (and it
would presumably have been clear to the Athenian people) that Phocion met Antipater‟s wealth
census. See too Mitchel, who, accepting Phocion‟s relatively impoverished position, supports
his thesis by highlighting the fact that the general „refused to contribute to a public sacrifice on
the grounds that he was a debtor, and as far as we know never performed a single liturgy.‟
„Lycurgan Athens‟ p. 181. It should not be doubted that Phocion was indeed short of cash at
times. It is possible that, on occasion, the income he received from whatever property he owned
sometimes did not meet his living requirements. He was certainly forced to take out a loan at
one point (Plut. Phoc. 9.1) which would indicate he sometimes had difficulty in making ends
meet. Williams believes that, during the fourth century, the resources of the wealthier citizens
were sapped due to the many financial burdens and numerous other problems they faced.
Athens Without Democracy, pp. 70-71.
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The Ath. Pol. 45.2-3 records the questions asked of a citizen in order to determine if he is
qualified to hold office.
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According to the Athenaion Politeia (43.4) it was during the kuriva e;kklhsiva that a vote took
place to confirm the current magistrates in office. While such an examination normally took
place to see if a particular magistrate was governing well, this common practice may have been
used here to disclose of someone were still eligible to perform the duties of office.
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operation while the appropriate steps were being taken to bring about the
necessary changes to meet Antipater‟s terms.
As already noted, it seems apparent from the literary and epigraphic evidence
that changes to the Athenian administration occurred over time. The immediate
steps taken by the Athenians had accommodated Antipater‟s initial requirements.
A number of Athenian orators and demagogues had been killed and many had
been exiled, thus ending the rhetorical contests in the assembly. Payment for
assembly attendance was stopped, resulting in the effective (de facto)
disenfranchisement of many thousands of poor Athenians. Further, payment for
jury service ceased, which resulted, due to a significant drop in the numbers of
those willing to act as jurors, in the suspension of most of the law courts. The
ephebic corps was also disbanded. In other respects, however, the affairs of state
remained unchanged. Current magistrates continued to hold their positions until
their eligibility for office could be properly ascertained. It is even possible that
many, if not all remained in office for the remainder of the year (as had happened
in Cyrene).425 Radically altering a governing body overnight was too dangerous.
These offices, however, only employed just over seven hundred men,426 and
many of these would have been held by relatively well-to-do Athenians who met
the wealth census: thus would not have been disturbed by the new state of affairs.
Those affected by the immediate changes, however, made up the majority of
Athenian citizens. It was to these that land in Thrace was offered.
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Cf. pp. 102-104 above.
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The figure, not including members of the boule, is taken from Hansen, The Athenian
Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes, pp. 152, 230 and 232. See also his article in GRBS 21
(1980): 151-173. This figure is not accepted by all, however. Jones believes that the
magistrates numbered only three hundred and fifty. Athenian Democracy, p. 6 and n. 9.
Williams also disputes the figure of seven hundred. He argues that „the total number of posts in
Athens‟ government amounted to only a few hundred positions.‟ Athens Without Democracy,
p. 78 (See also n. 204 on p. 79).
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That the political offices were not changed immediately can be seen by the fact
that Philocles continued as eponymous archon.427 Further, epigraphic evidence
reveals that, as well as the archon, the position of secretary did not change.
Euthygenes, the son of Hephaistodemus428 held this office for the year. It is
likely that these men met the wealth census set by Antipater and so their position
was assured. An important consideration, however, is the fact that the
anagrapheus usurped the position of secretary in the following archon year. This
reveals that some change took place in the new archon year (321/0) that had not
occurred before. Further, it highlights the possibility that radical reforms or
changes to the political body or even the constitution were deferred until the new
archon year. Instead of risking the possibility of creating a state of fear and
unrest by radically altering the system of government, Phocion and his associates
took measured steps toward change.429
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There are a number of decrees that were passed during Philocles‟ archonship. The following
inscriptions are attributed to this year: IG II². 402 + Agora I 4990, IG II². 401, IG II². 376, IG II².
371 + 308, IG II². 372 (Agora XVI 95) + 289, IG II². 242 + 373, IG II². 375 and IG II². 377. See
Appendix B below.
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This position is found or restored in the following inscriptions: IG II². 371, 372, 373, 375 and
376. The spelling of this name varies. Woodhead (Agora XVI, p. 143) writes that in 322/1:
„The grammateuvV of the year was Euthydemos, son of Hephaistodemos, of Kephisia‟. Oliver,
however, refers to him as „Secretary Euthygenes Hephaistodemou Kephisia‟. „Oligarchy at
Athens‟, p. 42. So too Develin, Athenian Officials, p. 411. Davies, APF, lists two men as
Euthydemos of Kephisia (no‟s. 5537 and 5538) neither of whom are noted as being
grammateus. According to the transposition of the inscriptions in IG II² the grammateus
EujqugevnhV can be confidently made out in two of the inscriptions (371 and 375). Further,
Davies notes (APF, no. 5538), there was an EujquvdhmoV KhfisieuvV who had served as trierarch
on the Chryse and is recorded on IG II². 1609 (l. 114) as contributing naval equipment.
Unfortunately, Davies does not list Euthygenes in his book despite the fact that he served as
grammateus after the Lamian War. Kirchner, however, does list him as a separate identity (PA
5512). Interestingly, Bosworth (in discussion) pointed out the possibility that the two different
spellings might indicate two separate individuals: that Euthydemos (the trierarch) was brother to
Euthygenes (the grammateus). This is an attractive proposition that needs further investigation.
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Perhaps either they themselves or an appointed individual or group began a review of the
Athenian constitution and of the magistracies. Much as in 411/0, when Nicomachus was
appointed commissioner for transcribing the laws (tw:n novmwn ajnagrafeu;V), this body may
have been given a prescribed period of time to undertake the review and make any necessary
recommendations for change. Of course, Nicomachus was given four months to undertake his
task (Lysias, 30.2) and ended up taking over six years. It is likely that any review of the
Athenian system of government after the Lamian War would have taken a considerable time
and it is conceivable that those involved in undertaking it also went beyond the time constraints
originally imposed. And again, just as in Nicomachus‟ day, changes may have begun while the
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Whether or not the above argument is accepted, it in no way alters the fact that
the Athenian democracy was effectively ended when Macedonian troops entered
the Pireaus. The majority of citizens no longer had any input into the running of
the city. For these men the city was no longer a democracy but an oligarchy. It
is recorded by Dionysius of Halicarnassus (Dinarchus, 9) that it was during
Philocles archonship that the democracy was dissolved. This dissolution of the
democracy applied just as much to the initial efforts made by the Athenians to
acquiesce to some of Antipater‟s demands as to any later initiatives. The
changes noted in the previous chapter could be and were seen as effectively
bringing the democracy to an end. But this need not mean that specific steps had
been taken to officially alter the constitution or to oust current magistrates from
office.
The question then remains: just what changes were made during the years
Phocion was in charge of the city? In order to discover the answer to this
question it is necessary firstly to examine the political process in Athens just
prior to the Lamian War. Fortunately, and uniquely, historians have available a
vital tool that can help to achieve this in the Aristotelian Athenaion Politeia.
From this work it is possible to draw a picture of life in Athens almost up to the
period of the Lamian War. Further, Aristotle‟s Politics adds another insight into
the Athenian world in the fourth century B.C. Firstly then: a concise rundown of
the political and social life of Athens up until the 320s.430
In the Athenaion Politeia chapters forty-two to sixty nine examine the present
constitution (hJ politeiva) in Athens. It begins by recording that an Athenian
male was registered on his deme roll, as a cadet, after it had been determined that
he had reached the age of eighteen and that he was born a freeman and of citizen
review was ongoing and continued to be made throughout the period of Phocion‟s time in
charge.
430

The date the Athenaion Politeia was written and published is uncertain. At 54.7 mention is
made of the archon Cephisophon (329/8) so it is clear the work was at least finished sometime
beyond this date.
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parents.431 This decision of the demesmen was subject to examination
(dokimasiva) by the boule (42.2). Once registered the fathers of these young men
held tribal meetings and elected three men over forty years of age from each tribe
who were to supervise the cadets or ephebes. From these thirty the people then
elected by a show of hands one man from each tribe to be disciplinary officer and
a marshal over them all was elected from the citizen body as a whole (42.2-3).
The ephebes then spent a year in training before performing another two years on
guard duty. It was only after the three years was up, and, in particular, the last
two, that an Athenian could be properly accepted as an Athenian citizen (42.3-5).
It is unknown if the period of service had to be served all in one go. However, it
is fairly clear that it was only after a cadet had finished his service that he could
call himself an Athenian citizen.432
As stated in the previous chapter, it is likely the ephebic corps was disbanded
after the Lamian War. The Macedonian army now watched over the Athenian
people. And any Athenians wishing to fight with the Macedonians could do so
as mercenary soldiers. Antipater would not countenance a body of young men
either performing guard duty in the Piraeus (Ath. Pol. 42.3) or patrolling the Attic
countryside (Ath. Pol. 42.4-5). Further, as will be discussed below, the
Athenians may no longer have had the resources to continue to pay for this
institution. If the young men no longer served as ephebes then it is possible they
were automatically registered as citizens once all other qualifications had been
met. Thus at eighteen a boy became an Athenian citizen.
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42.1. It is disputed whether or not his parents had to be married. See Rhodes, A Commentary
(pp. 496-7), for discussion on this point. The Ath. Pol. does note that an Athenian male has to
be born according to the laws (gevgone kata; tou;V novmouV) but it is not certain if this refers to
his legitimacy or not.

432

At the beginning of chapter 42 of The Athenaion Politeia it is written: „Citizenship belongs to
persons of citizen parentage on both sides, and they are registered on the rolls of their demes at
the age of eighteen.‟ However, at the end of that same chapter (42.5) it is written that when the
two years spent serving as a frontier guardsman are concluded „…they (the ephebes) now are
members of the general body of citizens‟. This seems clearly to indicate that a young man was
not legally considered a citizen until he had completed his service in the ephebic corps
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The Athenaion Politeia (43.1) records that all those magistrates dealing with the
general affairs of government were appointed by lot except, however, for the
treasurer of military funds (tamivaV stratiwtikw:n), the controllers of the theoric
fund (tw:n ejpi; tw:n qewrikw:n) and the superintendent of wells (oJ tw:n krhnw:n

ejpimelhthvV) who were elected by a show of hands. These last positions were
held for a four-year period from one Panathenaic festival to the next. All military
officers (ta;V pro;V to;n povlemon aJpavsaV) were also elected by a show of hands.
The boule was elected by lot. The poor could attend the law courts and the
assembly and, at the time of writing the Athenaion Politeia, they could hold
most, if not all, political positions. Given the dramatic reduction of those able to
partake in political affairs it is likely election by lot for all magistracy positions
was abandoned in the regime under Phocion. Indeed, many of the minor political
offices would likely have disappeared as the government bureaucracy was
streamlined. In the Politics (1299b) Aristotle noted that in small states many
jobs were performed by one magistrate but in a big state these tasks came under
the purview of a number of smaller magisterial positions. Thus as a state grows
bigger so too does the bureaucracy. There is no reason that the reverse could not
also take place. When the numbers of those able to participate in political affairs
drops the bureaucracy must contract. Non-essential positions might disappear
while others might be merged together.433 If this is correct, then it is possible
that some magistracies were dissolved as the process of government was
streamlined. However, it was a streamlining not only dictated by the reduction in
the number of men able to hold political office but also by the need to secure a
firm hold of the bureaucracy and reduce overheads. A case in point is when, in
320, the ten market-controllers (ajgoranovmoi) of the Piraeus took over the
functions of the ten city controllers (ajstunovmoi).434 This act, preserved in a
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So argues Tritle, Phocion the Good, p. 131. He writes: „Much of the administrative apparatus
was either scrapped or assumed by other magistrates since there was a shortage of qualified
citizens for all available posts.‟

434

IG II². 380. The agoranomoi were also to look after the streets of Plataea, through which the
procession of Zeus the Saviour and Dionysius travelled. Cf. Ferguson, Hellenistic Athens, p.
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decree proposed by Demades in 320, highlights that efforts were still being made
to fine-tune the government two years after the peace was finalised. Work that
had once been undertaken by two separate groups of magistrates now came
under the control of one: it would be surprising if this were the only effort made,
during Phocion‟s time in office, to streamline the bureaucracy. This process,
however, takes time. And epigraphic evidence reveals that changes were being
made throughout the period Phocion was in charge.435
One important reason for scaling down the size of the government was to reduce
the workload of the boule which, presumably, would have taken over sole
responsibility of checking (dokimasiva) the eligibility of all of the magistrates.
According to Athenaion Politeia (55.3) at one time the boule had had first and
final say in this process but that this power had been lost to the jury-court before
which an appeal might be brought if the boule refused to pass an individual.
Once again, with the dissolution of the jury-courts, the boule may have regained
this responsibility. This duty, along with all the other jobs coming under the
discretion of the council, would have increased quite significantly the workload
of its members.436 Any reduction in the number of magistracies, therefore,
would serve to relieve some of the pressure on this body.
Now the Athenaion Politeia includes among the magistrates chosen by lot, the
Council of Five Hundred (43.2). Antipater‟s wealth census, therefore, applied to
24. Indeed, he argues for a quite extensive reorganisation of financial and other offices. Pp. 2324.
435

This point will be discussed in greater detail below.
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There are some duties, however, which the council may not have found too difficult to perform,
if, indeed, they tackled them at all. For example, the work involved in looking after the shipsheds and the warships (Ath. Pol. 46.1) may have been negligible. The Macedonians now had a
substantial and competent fleet of their own; they had little need of Athenian ships. And many
Athenian sailors may have taken up service with Antipater or Ptolemy or any other leader who
was prepared to offer good money. Further, there does not appear to have been any call for the
construction of public buildings at this time. The bouleutae, therefore, who were responsible for
inspecting such buildings (Ath. Pol. 46.2), would have not been required to perform this task. It
is also questionable if the boule continued to carry out an inspection of the cavalry (Ath. Pol.
49.1-2). The Athenians were now a subjugated people and it would be surprising if the
Macedonians allowed them to continue with its regular review of the cavalry register.
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the boule: a circumstance which would have severely reduced the pool of men
able to serve as bouleutai.437 The matter was further exacerbated by the fact that
an Athenian could not serve as councillor more than twice in his lifetime.438
Despite the reduction in some of its powers over the years,439 the boule still had a
formidable role to play in the day-to-day running of the Athenian state. The
Athenaion Politeia (43.2-50.1) provides a long list of tasks performed by this
important body440 many of which were essential services that needed to continue
under the new regime. The workload of the council was such that its operations
could not afford to be impeded by prolonged political debate concerning the
running of the new government. Moreover it is likely that the duties of the boule
were increased with the suspension of the law courts: with the council regaining
many of its former judicial powers.
As already noted the council would have been dramatically affected by the
wealth census imposed by Antipater. At the time of writing the Athenaion
Politeia, bouleutai were selected by lot with positions being open to all male
Athenian citizens aged thirty years and over. According to Hansen, Attica
needed a minimum citizen population of about twenty-five thousand in order to
be able to fill the 500 seats each year.441 Further, he argues, somewhat
tentatively, that the wealthier citizens „… were represented in more than their due
437

Cf. Bearzot, Tra Storia e trasfigurazione ideale (p. 185), who argues along similar lines.
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Ath. Pol. 62.3. Another point that should be noted is that even if an Athenian did choose to
serve twice he could not do so in consecutive years (Dem. 24.150). See Hansen, Demography
and Democracy, p. 51.
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As an example: it had, at one point, been able to inflict fines, imprisonment and pass sentence
of death but these powers had essentially been given over to the people who made the final
decision in a court of law (Ath. Pol. 45.1). Indeed, it would appear that, where once the council
could decide a myriad of matters without fear of question, by the 320‟s, at least, all adverse
findings were subject to appeal before a law court. It should be noted, however, that, with the
disbanding of the courts after the Lamian War, the boule may have recovered some of its old
powers.

440

Among some of the duties performed by the boule were: the responsibility for triremes and for
their tackle as well as for inspecting the cavalry. The body also cooperated in many duties
carried out by other magistrates such as the commissioners for public contracts and the
commissioners of enrolment to name just two.

441

Demography and Democracy, pp. 51-64 (esp. p. 64).

175

proportion…‟442 If he is correct, and if it can be argued that two thirds of the
council were made up of comparatively wealthy citizens, there would be left
between one hundred and sixty and one hundred and seventy members who came
from the poorer class of citizens. A number of these citizens might be replaced
by those wealthy men who made up the ejpilacovnteV,443 however, it is likely that
there would have still been a considerable number of positions (perhaps as high
as one hundred) that needed to be filled after Antipater‟s wealth census came into
effect. Clearly, with the numbers of those eligible to serve reduced to nine
thousand, the councillors could no longer be selected by lot but either needed to
be elected by the assembly or appointed directly by Phocion and his
associates.444 If appointment was by election, it is likely that service was no
longer voluntary but mandatory for all those eligible and able-bodied citizens.445
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Demography and Democracy, p. 64. Note also Rhodes who, commenting on the makeup of the
council, writes: „A certain amount of bias towards the rich must have been inevitable…in the
320‟s the daily fee of 5 obols was less than 1 or 1½ drachmae paid for attendance at the
assembly, and less than even an unskilled man could earn in a day‟s work. Active membership
of the boule must have involved some financial sacrifice for most men, and it is likely enough
that many poorer citizens will have been reluctant to abandon their normal occupation for a
year.‟ The Athenian Boule, p. 5. See also Jones, Athenian Democracy, p. 106.
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Aeschines, speaking of Demosthenes‟ appointment to the boule, refers to the „substitute‟ in his
speech Against Ctesiphon (3.62 – interestingly the wording exactly matches that found in Dem.
58.29: ou[te lacw;n ou[t= ejpilacw;n). If, as argued above, it is correct that many of those who
made up the council were from the top three classes of Athenian society then it stands to reason
that the same is true of their substitutes. It is not known whether a second or deputy was
regularly appointed or, if they were, how many were appointed each year. A fragmentary
excerpt from Plato Comicus‟ play Hyperbolos (fr. 166-167) reveals the remote possibility that a
substitute councillor existed for every boule member and that they were specifically assigned a
particular councillor. Cf. Chistopher W. Blackwell, “The Council” in C.W. Blackwell, ed.,
Dēmos: Classical Athenian Democracy (A. Mahoney and R. Scaife, edd., The Stoa: a
consortium for electronic publication in the humanities [www.stoa.org]) edition of January 23
2003. Contact: cwb@stoa.org. (See p. 3 of 24). Plato, however, is a weak hook on which to
hang such a thesis. A more conservative view would be to argue that there was one second for
every two or three members. However, it is also possible there may have only been one second
for each deme. For a brief discussion on this see: Rhodes, The Athenian Boule, pp.7-8.
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Bearzot, Focione tra storia e trasfigurazione ideale, argues that both the assembly and the
boule continued to exist though their make-up was determined by the new wealth census
imposed by Antipater, p. 185.
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There has been some debate as to whether or not service on the boule was mandatory. Hansen
has argued quite convincingly that Councillors were appointed from candidates who
volunteered to serve. Demography and Democracy, pp. 57-58. Contra Ruschenbusch ZPE 35
(1979): 177-180. See also Rhodes‟ response to Ruschenbusch‟s article in ZPE 38 (1980): 193197.
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However, given that Phocion is clearly noted as being in charge in Athens, it is
likely that he was able to determine who was appointed to serve in all
magistracies or that he at least had some influence on the selection process. This
influence may have simply been the ability to approve the list of proposed
candidates before they went before the assembly. One other very important
change that needed to be made was that the prohibition on iteration be stopped.
All eligible citizens could serve in any magistracy as many times as they
wanted.446 Further, they could serve in consecutive years and did not have to
wait for twelve months to pass before they sought re-election.447 With these
changes made it would have been possible for the boule to continue functioning
without the need to reduce the size of the body.
Following a discussion of the council of 500 and many of the city‟s other
magistrates, the Ath. Pol. (55.1-61.7) examines the appointment and duties of the
ten archons. All these offices were, by the 330s, elected by lot. The boule was
responsible for first checking the qualifications of nine of the archons448 even
though all of the candidates were ultimately checked by the jury-court (55.1-3).
Given the importance of these offices it would be surprising if Phocion, perhaps
under the eye of Antipater, did not nominate the candidates to be appointed and
that these men were then not simply rubber stamped by the boule.449 If the
archons were hand picked then they could be trusted to continue many of the
duties noted in the Athenaion Politeia. And it was important that they could be
trusted as it is likely they recovered the authority to decide certain legal cases.
446

Another important point to consider is the possibility that many of the nine thousand had
already served once before in the boule and that some would have even served their second
term. It was imperative then that the law concerning iteration be abandoned in order for the
boule to continue functioning.
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Ath. Pol. 62.3.

448

The boule did not check the qualifications for the grammateus. (Ath. Pol. 55.2).

449

The election of the candidates was probably confirmed by election (ceirotoniva). Cf. Diodorus
(18.18.4) who writes that those possessing more than two thousand drachmas were to be „in
control of the government and of the elections (ceirotoniva)‟. According to the Ath. Pol. (56.1)
the eponymous archon, king archon and war-lord took two assessors each whom they
themselves selected. There is no reason for this not to continue after the Lamian War.
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According to the Ath. Pol. (3.5) the archons had once had the ability to decide
certain cases but by the time of (its) writing this had been limited to overseeing
preliminary trials, the jury-courts having taken over the archons‟ role.450 Once
again then, with the jury-courts no longer functioning, it made sense to return
control of such matters to the nine archons.451
As can be noted from the above, before the Lamian War the people, serving as
jurors, held significant power in Athens. It was to them, ultimately, that all
judicial cases were brought. In particular, all appeals against adverse decisions
went before this body. This function, first held by the Heliaea and then by the
various jury-courts, was supposedly introduced by Solon and, in time, came to
occupy a significant place in the Athenian way of life.452 The different courts, in
all probability, were made up of a large cross section of the community. There
has been much discussion, however, on whether juries were predominantly made
up of wealthy or poorer Athenian citizens.453 Of course the introduction of
payment for jury service must go part way in settling this issue. Hansen writes:
„…there is probably a connection between dikastic pay and the reforms of
Ephialtes, for it was in 462 that the People‟s Court had its powers importantly
450

The Athenaion Politeia lists the cases which were heard by the archons (56.6-7, 57.2-4, 58.2-3,
59.3-6). At the time of writing the Ath. Pol. the decisions of the archons were not final but had
to be brought before the courts (3.5-6).

451

See previous discussion of the fate of the dikasteria on pages 113-114.

452

Cf. pp. 114-116 above. It should be pointed out that, in effect, once the law courts were
established the appeals process was no longer observed. Solon had given the people the power
to vote upon the validity of a decision made by an individual officer - by a magistrate.
Eventually these officers came to the realisation that any negative decision they made would,
more than likely, be appealed. Once this was understood the magistrates may have simply
referred all their cases to the people‟s court. Hence the people came to hear and decide the
cases for themselves and were not simply overriding or upholding a decision that had already
been made.

453

For example: A. M. H. Jones Athenian Democracy, p. 50 and S. Perlman, „Political Leadership
in Athens in the Fourth Century B.C.‟, PP, CXIV (1967): 164, believe that the courts mainly
consisted of middle class or propertied citizens. Dover argues that that the courts were attended
predominantly by „fairly prosperous‟ Athenians who were neither very rich nor poor. He argues
that the pay for jury service was not sufficient, over time, to attract the poorer citizens. Greek
Popular Morality, pp 34-35. His argument is refuted by M. M. Markle in his article „Jury Pay
& Assembly Pay at Athens‟, A History of Political Thought 6 (1985): 266, n. 4, 281-282 and
289-292.
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enlarged, and it may well have been increased pressure on the courts that obliged
the state to pay citizens in order to get them to serve.‟454 It is likely other means
of „persuading‟ the Athenian citizen to perform his duties were tried and tested
but jury pay, ultimately, proved the most efficient and powerful means of
improving attendance. This payment must have appealed to the poorer citizens
who are likely to have used the stipend to supplement a meagre income or
perhaps just simply to stave off hunger. Juror numbers must have increased
dramatically as a consequence of this new incentive and the bulk of these men
presumably came from the general mass of poorer citizens.455 The success of
this initiative may have been copied over half a century later when falling
attendance at the assembly resulted in the decision to recompense citizens for
their time and effort.456 Indeed, both decisions may have been similarly
motivated by a perceived need to bring the masses in to ratify the voting.457 It
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The Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes, p. 188.
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It is implicitly stated in the Ath. Pol. (27.4) that the introduction of payment for jurors was
believed, by some, to have resulted in the deterioration of the courts because it was the ordinary
people as opposed to the better who were eager to be selected for jury service. Interestingly,
Cimon is reported to have given subsistence to the poor men in his deme which, because they
did not have to work to feed themselves, afforded them the free time to take part in public
affairs (Plut. Cim. 10.1-2). Pericles, of course, attached himself to the poor and the many rather
than the rich and the few (Plut. Per. 7.2). He did this, according to Plutarch, by bribing the
masses with allowances for public festivals and fees for jury service (Per. 9.1; Ath. Pol. 27.3-4).
Note also Rhodes, A Commentary, p. 338: „…the way in which payment for jury service is
emphasised in the sources suggests that this was the first instance of payment for the
performance of a citizen‟s civic (as opposed to military) duties…‟ (Author‟s parenthesis).
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The Ath. Pol. 41.3 clearly states that the presidents of the boule introduced payment in the
assembly in order to get the multitude to attend. It would appear some contrivance was needed
in order to get the people in. The dates for both events are not certain. Jury pay was introduced
sometime between 462 and 458. See Rhodes‟ A Commentary, pp. 338-340 for further
discussion concerning jury pay. The Ath. Pol. (41.3) states that Agyrrhios first provided for
payment of one obol for assembly attendance. Rhodes believes that the introduction of this
payment occurred „soon after the democratic restoration‟ (403/2). A Commentary, p. 492.
Hansen, however, writes that payment for attendance of the assembly did not begin until the
390s. The Athenian Ecclesia, p. 227: „Probably due to the introduction (in the 390‟s) of
payment for attendance, the meetings of the ecclesia seem to have been better attended in the
fourth century than in the fifth…‟ Concerning Agyrrhios of Kollytos, see Develin‟s Athenian
Officials 684-321 B.C., p. 200. He was grammateus in 403/2.
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Contra Williams, who argues that monetary incentives held no great appeal for most of the
poor, especially those living in the outlying areas. Athens Without Democracy, p. 85. Of course
if this thesis is correct then why did the people persist with making such payments? It is more
likely that payment for attending the assembly was a very great incentive. Further, it must be
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may well be that while the richer Athenian citizens were quite happy to perform
the more important political positions acting as jury members may have been
considered beneath them. This is conjectural.458 However, payment for jury
service was obviously meant to entice those people who up to that point were not
willing to spend their time in court. Both attendance at the assembly and at the
courts required a citizen to give up a measure of his time that might otherwise be
given to earning a living or, indeed, simply surviving. While the wealthy had
both leisure and financial security to perform either duty such men would have
made up a minority of the Athenian citizen population.459 Significant numbers
would have been unable or unwilling to leave their place of work in order to
spend hours, perhaps days, performing duties for which they received no reward.
The appointment of military officers during the period of the oligarchy is another
point that needs careful consideration. In particular, the election of the generals
is of very great significance. Chapter 61 of the Athenaion Politeia examines this
important issue. Here it is noted that there are ten generals elected each year.
One was placed in command of the hoplites who were to fight outside of Attica.
Another general was placed in command of the homeland forces. A further two

assumed that the introduction of pay for jury service had been a success and that this resulted in
the decision to try a similar tactic with regard to the assembly.
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Interestingly, Phocion appears to have served on a jury on more than one occasion. According
to the Suda (s.v. FilivskoV), Phocion, when serving as a juror, would always give a verdict of
not guilty. If this is correct then it reveals that Phocion served as a dikast on more than one
occasion. Of course, a juror‟s vote was supposed to be secret. Either Phocion was none too
careful about how he held his token before depositing it in the urn or he was not averse to letting
people know which way he voted.
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Contrast Aristotle‟s Politics (IV 1293a 5) where it is noted that in a democracy, where the
state‟s revenues are large enough to pay its citizens to perform civic duties the multitude of the
poor (to; tw:n ajpovrwn plh:qoV) „become sovereign over the government rather than the laws‟.
Further, Aristotle writes that in such a state the multitude have a great deal of leisure and, unlike
the wealthy, are not hampered by their private affairs. This then leads to the situation where the
rich citizens take no part in the assembly nor in the judging of lawsuits. This is interesting. It is
possible that those wealthy men who do participate in the assembly and law courts are those
who speak in some capacity or are part of the boule or hold a magistracy. If Aristotle is correct,
the masses, in essence, attended the assembly and law courts whereas the rich did not have the
free time to do so. The wealthier citizens, presumably, as well as dealing with their own private
affairs (including partaking in lawsuits, whether as defendant or prosecutor), were holding
political office.
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generals were responsible for the Piraeus and another was placed in charge of the
symmories. The other five generals were to command as and when required.
Before examining this issue a little more fully it should be stressed that it is not
certain if all of these positions continued to be filled during the oligarchic period.
For example, Antipater may have seen no reason for the Athenians to appoint a
general responsible for foreign campaigns. Nor, indeed, would he have seen the
need for the Athenians to appoint the other five generals who were called upon to
lead an army when the need arose. The Macedonian army was responsible for
ensuring peace. Athenian soldiers might offer their services as mercenaries but
the Athenians themselves were no longer able to pick and chose when and with
whom they went to war. However, there is no way of knowing what Antipater‟s
position was concerning this matter. It is equally plausible to argue that he gave
Phocion free rein to appoint those men whom he thought could be trusted to hold
these important offices. It should be remembered that, aside from the ephebic
corps, there was no standing army in Athens. Athenian men were called upon to
serve as and when needed.460 This meant that an Athenian general might not
actually be required to perform the duties of the position in times of peace and
stability. Consequently, it did not matter if some or all of the positions were
filled as long as the men who held them could be relied upon to do what they
were told.461 Whatever the fate of the other offices, it is likely that Phocion
continued in his role as general. He had held this position many times in his long
life; it was a duty, therefore, that the people of Athens were familiar with him
performing. Further, holding this office cemented his position as leader of the
new regime. It can not be stated with any certainty, however, if he held a
specific command. Plutarch (Phoc. 32.4) refers to him, late in the oligarchy, as
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Cf. Josiah Ober who writes: „By the time Aristotle wrote the Constitution of Athens (53) a new
system of recruitment based on age classes had been devised. Each citizen was assigned to a
class according to his year of birth; when an expedition was deemed necessary, all classes up to
a certain age were called up.‟ Fortress Attica: Defence of the Athenian Land Frontier 404-322
B.C., Mnemosyne Supplement 84, p. 96.
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While there is no way of knowing how many generals existed during this period, it could be
argued with some confidence that fear of upsetting Antipater would be reason enough for
choosing not to appoint the two generals in charge of the Piraeus.
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being strathgo;V kai; a[rcwn, but it is debatable just what this means. Once
again, his position in Athens during this period appears ambiguous.
Nevertheless, it would seem that he was (whether officially or unofficially)
effectively the commander-in-chief in Athens.462
Significantly, there is no reference in the epigraphic or literary sources of any
independent fighting undertaken by Athenian forces, either at home or overseas,
during the years 322-319.463 It is only after the death of Antipater, and, more
importantly, after news reached Athens of a rift between Polyperchon and
Cassander, that the situation in Athens became volatile. Further, it was only after
the king‟s edict or letter had been read out that the Athenians appear to have
considered taking a more militant stand against the Macedonian garrison.464 And
it is at this point that one of Phocion‟s „trusted‟ men, decided, perhaps in
response to the mood of the people, that he would actually exercise his
authority.465 Nicanor, commander of the garrison at Munychia, had become
concerned after noticing the effect the kings‟ communication was having on the
Athenian people, and decided to address them. However, when he appeared
before the Council, which was being convened in the Piraeus, Dercylus, the
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Although Leosthenes had been placed in charge of the Athenian forces after the death of
Alexander it would appear that Phocion still held one of the ten generalships, along with a
certain Antiphilus. After Leosthenes‟ unexpected demise the people appointed the latter to take
over command of the Athenian forces (Plut. Phoc. 24.1-2). It is clear, however, that many
Athenians were concerned that Phocion might be chosen to replace Leosthenes (Plut. Phoc.
24.1). And this indicates that he was one of the five generals who could be called upon to
command when needed.
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IG II². 682 (ll. 3-18) does indicate that Athenian ships served with Antigonus in either 321 or
315 B.C. Cf. Arr. FGrHist 156 F10 B7 and Roos‟ commentary on his F25.1. Whatever the
year of this campaign, there is nothing to indicate that the Athenians were acting independently.
It is clear, however, that the Athenian Thymochares (IG II. 682, l. 3-4) was in command of the
Athenian contingent. See also p. 163 and n. 408 above.

464

Note should be made of the fact that the Athenians did not consider, as they had done after the
death of Alexander the Great, rising up against the Macedonians in an effort to reclaim their
freedom. Indeed, they were hoping, rather optimistically, that Polyperchon would give them
back both their autonomy and Munychia (Diod. 18.66.3).
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(Plut. Phoc. 32.3). The only reference made to any general at Athens occurs after Polyperchon
had issued a letter to the citizens announcing that the king had restored to the Athenians their
democracy. There is no way of knowing when he became general but it is possible that he had
been one of the men appointed by Phocion.
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general in command of the country,466 attempted to have him arrested. This
move was clearly made against Phocion‟s wishes. The octogenarian had assured
Nicanor that he would not be mistreated (Plut. Phoc. 32.3) and Phocion would
have been shocked when Dercylus acted so defiantly. Ultimately, Nicanor
escaped unharmed, however, the attempt made to arrest him is the first recorded
sign that Phocion‟s authority had been undermined. And it is not long after this
that the Athenians finally removed him from office. This will be discussed in
greater detail below. However, it is worthwhile pointing out that, after Phocion
had been deposed, the Athenians immediately appointed new generals (Plut.
Phoc. 33.2). Unfortunately Plutarch‟s account is very brief and as such it is
difficult to draw an accurate picture of what took place at this time. The fact,
however, that the Boeotian writes that Phocion, after being removed from his
command, was replaced by other generals is yet another indication of the
significant role he played in Athens after the Lamian War. As already noted
above, it is clear that Phocion was not the only general in Athens in the period of
the oligarchy. At least one other Athenian, Dercylus, held an army command
during this period. But his position was clearly subordinate to that of Phocion.
And it is likely he and, presumably, others were removed from office at the same
time as their commander-in-chief.
Of course the cost to the city for the payment of these and other public services
must have been huge.467 Fortunately, in the latter half of the fourth century the
city came under the sound management of Lycurgus who, so it is reported, was
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The Loeb translation by Bernadotte Perrin records that Dercylus was in command of the district
(of Piraeus). However, Plutarch (Phoc. 32.3) writes: Derkuvllou de; tou: ejpi; th:V cwvraV
strathgou:... As noted above (p. 181, n. 461), it would be surprising if Antipater allowed the
Athenians to continue to appoint the two generals responsible for the Piraeus after the
Macedonian garrison had been installed at Munychia. Dercylus was clearly in charge of
looking after Attica.
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Hansen states that in Aristotle‟s time the assembly alone would cost forty-five talents a year.
He also calculated that the council probably cost fifteen talents and the courts between twentytwo and thirty-seven talents a year. The Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes, p.
315. Further, Hansen (p. 316) calculates the per annum cost of honorary decrees as being
between 10 and 20 talents.
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able to lift the city‟s revenue to as high as 1200 talents per annum.468 But
Lycurgus died in 324 and with him, it would seem, his financial acumen. And,
despite the long held belief that Lycurgus‟ policies were aimed at readying the
Athenians for the day when they would again fight for the hegemony of Greece,
there is no evidence to support such a thesis.469 There is certainly no evidence to
show that the Athenians were flush with surplus cash at the time of the Lamian
War.470 However, no matter what the true state of affairs before the war it is
likely that after the treaty was signed the Athenians had reason to be concerned
about their financial position. The cost of maintaining the army and the navy
468

See [Plut.] (Mor. 842f). He (Mor. 841c) notes that Lycurgus is reported to have been in charge
of some eighteen thousand six hundred and fifty talents during the twelve-year period he
managed the finances of the state (a slightly higher figure is given at Mor. 852B). Pausanias
(1.29.16) records that Lycurgus raised around twelve thousand talents for the Athenian treasury
though he does not state specifically how much of this was spent on such things as construction
projects or on building ships. For further discussion of events at this time see: F. W. Mitchel,
„Lycurgan Athens 338-322‟, Classical Studies II: Lectures in Memory of Louise Taft Semple.
Interestingly, Burke argues that the success of Lycurgus‟ economic polices relied upon
maintaining „…a pragmatic accommodation with Macedon. He concludes: „Successful or not,
rebellion by Athens from the Macedonian hegemony would have struck at the heart of the
Lycurgan recovery program. With rebellion, traffic on the Aegean would once again have been
virtually halted.‟ „Lycurgan Athens‟, in GRBS 26 (1985): 264.
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Mitchel points this out rather nicely when he writes: „In all this activity there is nothing to
indicate that Athens was deliberately preparing to initiate a war of revenge against Macedon to
recover her lost possessions… under Lykourgos military preparedness was only a part of the
overall program… It was in part only coincidental that all elements of his program contributed
toward military preparedness, in that they stimulated patriotism and devotion to the state which
made men again willing to make the personal sacrifices which were necessary if Athens was to
hold on to what she had and resist further interference in her internal affairs.‟ „Lykourgan
Athens‟, p. 211. See also Mitchel‟s article in GaR 12 (1965): 202.
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The initial cost of the war, of course, was met by using Harpalus‟ money. When money was
given to Leosthenes to prepare his mercenary forces it was taken from the funds Alexander‟s
one time friend had left behind (18.9.4). Further, Demosthenes is supposed to have claimed to
have used the twenty talents he took from Harpalus to help the city (Hyp. Dem. col. 13).
Regardless of the above, Phocion (Plut. Phoc. 23.2) still did not believe the Athenians had the
resources to go up against the Macedonians. Though it would be surprising if any city or state
at that time could match Macedonia‟s riches. For an excellent account of the efforts taken by
the Athenians to meet the city‟s considerable financial obligations see French‟s article:
„Economic Conditions in Fourth-Century Athens‟, in GaR, 2nd series v. 38 (1991): 24-40.
Williams believes that the Athenians had the necessary resources „in men and money‟ to defeat
Antipater, but that the Athenians should have waited (as Phocion had advised them to do)
before taking action. Athens Without Democracy, p. 48. Of course it is easy to draw this
conclusion with the benefit of hindsight. As far as the Athenians were concerned, however,
their moment had arrived. They were not to know that the successors to Alexander‟s empire
would so quickly turn on each other. Nor could they be sure if and when Craterus‟ army would
return to Macedonia. All the Athenians, and indeed the rest of the Greeks knew, was that, at the
time of Alexander‟s death, Antipater was all alone and vulnerable.
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during the war would have been considerable. This cost, combined with the
dramatic impact the conflict may have had on trade plus Antipater‟s demand that
the Athenians pay both for the cost of the war and a fine (Plut. Phoc. 27.3),
would have depleted the treasury reserve. How much the latter punishment
amounted to is not known but it is likely that the total figure to be paid was
substantial. Indeed, it appears that the Athenians had only been able to pay the
fine in instalments and that even this proved to be a difficult task. Plutarch
(Phoc. 30.4) states that Phocion met with Antipater and persuaded him not to
exact the money owed to the Macedonians.471 While it is true that Plutarch
might here refer to the entire debt it would be surprising if Antipater had allowed
so long a period to elapse without receiving at least some part payment. Three
years had passed since the peace treaty had been signed in 322. Antipater must
surely have expected the Athenians to have made at least some little effort to
repay their debt.
It appears likely, therefore, that after the war Phocion faced financial concerns.
As has already been noted, Plutarch indicates that, after the peace treaty was
signed, Phocion encouraged those Athenians still resident in Athens to return to
their day-to-day business. It is possible that this return to business was a matter
of necessity rather than simply a desire on the part of the leaders in Athens to try
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See further discussion on this matter above (pp. 41-42). Ferguson (citing Plutarch (Phoc. 30.5)
as his source) wrote that the removal of the Macedonian garrison was conditional on the
payment of the war indemnity. Hellenistic Athens, p. 27. There is no evidence, however, to
support this argument. But if there was such a connection between the payment of the fine and
the removal of the garrison then by delaying payment Phocion was effectively extending the
time the garrison would stay. However, the Athenians at no point make any mention of the
outstanding debt and Plutarch‟s account appears to indicate that the Athenians wanted the
garrison removed despite the fact that the fine had not yet been paid. But surely if the garrison
was such an important issue, and the Athenians had money to spare, an attempt would have
been made to meet this part of the agreement. The fact that no such attempt was made is a
strong indicator both of the large amount of money owed and of the inability of the Athenians to
pay the fines outright. Williams argues that the fine was remitted „…on condition of Athens‟
good behaviour.‟ Athens Without Democracy, p. 46 and n. 130 (see also p. 110 and n. 291) and
AncW 19 (1989): 24. His reference in support of this thesis (n. 291) is to Diodorus 18.18,
however, there is nothing in the text that states Antipater made such a concession. The fact that
Phocion arranged to have the payments deferred a short time before he was removed from
office (Plut. Phoc. 29.4) must surely indicate that Antipater, up until that point, still expected the
Athenians to pay off this debt.
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and prevent the Athenians from thinking too much about their sorry plight. In
order to return the city-state to a sound financial position some cost cutting
needed to take place. Key to restoring the city‟s fortunes was to reduce all nonessential expenditure. Thus, as discussed above (pp. 112-114), payment for
political office was stopped as well as for jury service and attendance of the
assembly. Thus too, the dissolution of the ephebic corps and the elimination of
certain government departments. This may also serve to explain the prominent
role the treasurer of the demos came to play during this period. Very little is
known of this officer except that he was in charge of dispensing the money
necessary for the publication of decrees. This office had existed, according to
Hansen, since the early part of the fourth century B.C. so it was not an oligarchic
creation.472 Of course, there is no way of knowing, with any degree of certainty,
whether the re-appearance of this officer on the inscriptions is significant.
However, it is plausible to argue that it is an indication of the frugal nature of
Phocion‟s rule. With the emphasis now on sound economic management there
was a much more careful monitoring of expenditure during this period.
The role of the Areopagus is important to consider at this point. In Solon‟s time
this council of ex-archons allegedly acted as superintendent of the laws and as
general guardian of the constitution (Ath. Pol. 8.4). The key to its power,
however, may have rested on the council‟s ability to try cases of conspiracy
against the constitution (Ath. Pol. 8.4). These were functions with which Solon
chose not to interfere. As the Athenian state became more democratic the
472

The Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes, p. 149. According to Hansen (p. 116) the
treasurer of the people was responsible for managing the annual allowance (of ten talents)
allocated to the assembly. This was the sum made available to the people which they could
spend by decree. He adds that this official may have been elected by the assembly and not
selected by lot. Cf. Jones who writes: „…the assembly itself had a petty cash account of 10
talents a year to pay for engraving inscriptions, presenting crowns to deserving persons,
supplying journey money to ambassadors, entertaining foreign envoys and the like.‟ Athenian
Democracy, p. 102 (see also p. 154, n. 33). There appear to have survived seven decrees (which
can be adequately restored) from this period where the cost of the decrees was met by the
treasurer of the demos. They are: IG II². 391, IG II². 392, IG II². 393, IG II². 394, IG II². 396, IG
II²., 397 and IG II². 398b. Contra Dinsmoor, Archons of Athens (p. 27), who only lists five (IG
II². 391-393 and 397-398).
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Areopagus‟ influence appears to have waned until, following the Persian War,
the council again recovered its control of the political stage.473 The reforms of
Ephialtes (462/1), however, once again deprived the council of its powers and
privileges and thus divested the body of its role as guardian of the constitution
(Ath. Pol. 25.2). By the time the Athenaion Politeia was written the Areopagus‟
official duties included trying cases of wilful homicide, attempted murder, arson
and lethal poisoning (Ath. Pol. 57.3). But there are hints in other sources that the
ancient council had started to regain a measure of its pre-eminence. The Law
Against Tyranny, proposed by Eucrates in 337/6,474 may be an indicator of the
growing power and influence of the Areopagus in the latter half of the fourth
century B.C.475 This law effectively sanctioned the murder of any man involved
in overthrowing the democracy (ll. 7-11). More interestingly, it forbade the
council of the Areopagus from meeting if the people or the democracy had been
overthrown (ll. 12-22). Clearly it was feared that a meeting of this esteemed
body of men at such a time might lend an air of legitimacy to the new regime.
The influence of this council should not be underestimated. It had played a
significant part in having Phocion appointed general after the Battle of
Chaeronea476 and it may have been this sign of the Areopagus‟ renewed power
and influence that proved the impetus for Eucrates‟ decree. That is not to say
that the council had legally recovered some or any of its former powers. It may
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Ath. Pol. 23.1, Pol. 1304a 17-21. Wallace, The Areopagos Council (pp. 77-83) discusses the
council‟s role in Athens from the time of the Persian Wars to the reforms of Ephialtes. As well
as citing the above-mentioned references, he argues that Isocrates (7.50-52 and 7.80) also
alludes to the increased power of the Areopagus during this period. Wallace accepts the
appraisal of the ancient sources (p. 82). Contra Cawkwell in JHS 108 (1988): 1 and Rhodes, A
Commentary, p. 287. For further details of those arguments both for and against the above
interpretation of the Areopagus‟ powers at this time see Wallace, p. 248, n. 35.
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Agora I 6524. See also: Meritt, Hesperia 21 (1952): 355-359, no. 5 and Harding, Translated
Documents of Greece and Rome, vol. 2, pp. 127-128, no. 101.
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As Hansen notes: „In the second half of the (fourth) century the Areopagus seems sometimes to
have taken upon itself to intervene in the election by the Assembly of representatives of certain
kinds…‟ (My parenthesis). The Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes, p. 291.
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Plut. Phoc. 16.3. According to Plutarch it was only due to the entreaties of the council that
Phocion was appointed general rather than Charidemus.

187

simply have been that the esteem in which this august body was held could, at
times, be sufficient to wield significant power and influence over the people.477
It is possible that the Areopagus had similar influence after the Lamian War.
The members of the council may have argued for Phocion to be sent on the
embassy to Antipater. Further, they could have encouraged the Athenians to
accept Antipater‟s terms when the ambassadors returned. The Areopagites were
not precluded from attending the assembly478 and could bring matters before the
people much as any ordinary citizen. They were in a good position then to use
gentle persuasion and assist Phocion in restoring order to the city. And once the
peace was finalised it is possible that the Areopagus recovered many of those
functions that had been taken away from it the previous century. Most
importantly it may have recovered its role as guardian of the constitution and
regained the power to punish anyone who attempted to change it.479
As already noted the surviving epigraphic evidence reveals that only a couple of
the decrees of the period deal with substantive matters relating to the running of
the state. It is surprising that, with so many inscriptions datable to this period, so
few give any insight to what must have been a period of intense political activity.
Oliver notes that during the period 322/1 to 319/8 there are 39 decrees which can
be confidently attributed to the period. Further, he notes that, of these 39
decrees, 22 can be identified as passed either by the boule or the assembly and he
adds over seventy percent were passed by the latter.480 This is telling. The
members of the assembly were proposing points for discussion and making final
recommendations without first referring them to the members of the boule for
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The prestige of this body is noted by Lycurgus (Ag. Leocrates, 12-13): „…you have, in the
Council of the Areopagus, the finest model in Greece: a court so superior to others that even the
men convicted in it admit that its judgements are just.‟
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Cf. Plut. Phoc. 16.3.
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Ferguson believed that the Eleven were dispensed with „…and their duties of summary
imposition of justice upon “evil-doers” were transferred to the Areopagus.‟ Hellenistic Athens,
p. 24. However, his reference to Pollux (8.102) offers little to justify such a thesis.
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Oliver, G., „Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 40.
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consideration. As Oliver notes: „The Boule was indeed one of the cornerstones
of the democracy and the reduction in the number of the decrees that enacted its
probouleumata and were inscribed may indeed reflect a real shift in
constitutional power that was introduced by reforms in 322/1.‟481 The boule,
however, did exist in some form.
While the inscriptions do not provide a plethora of information concerning the
workings of the Phocionic regime, they none the less reveal important details that
would otherwise be unknown. For example, the anagrapheus comes to play a
much more prominent role in Athenian affairs at this time. As already noted (p.
170) this change does not take effect until 321/0 (Ag, xvi. 97). This officer482
was superintendent of the records and he appears to have been the superior of the
grammateus.483 The significance of the anagrapheus in the oligarchy is difficult
to assess, however. Certainly he became more prominent in the decrees; being
placed ahead of the archon in the prescript on a number of occasions and even
being inscribed first in the superscript at one point.484 However, there is nothing
in the epigraphic or literary evidence that supports any thesis that the
anagrapheus‟ duties included anything other than the superintending of the
records. Of course even if the influence of this officer were not very great or his
duties very onerous, the fact that he usurped the role of the grammateus is
important. As Dow correctly reports „…when an alteration was introduced into
the constitution whereby, beginning in 321/0 B.C., the term for the official in
charge of decrees was altered to ajnagrafeuvV, the mere change of term was
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Oliver, G., „Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 46.
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Rather than attempt to find a term that can adequately describe or explain, in English, the role
of the ajnagrafeuvV, it seems wiser, as Dow suggested many years ago, simply to use the
transliteration anagrapheus. Cf. HSCP 67 (1963): 38.
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Dow points out that the anagrapheis began appearing in the inscriptions in the latter half of the
fourth century B.C. Interestingly, he points out that the Athenaion Politeia makes no mention
of this official. Indeed, he is only to be found in the inscriptions. HSCP 67 (1963): 39.
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See Appendix B.
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doubtless felt to be, and was meant to be, significant.‟485 But other than the
symbolic impact that such a change would have had on the political landscape
did the man holding this office have any substantive power?486 It is possible that
his conspicuous position in the inscriptions may be more a reflection of a decline
on the prestige of the eponymous archon at a time when the real power of Athens
lay in the hands of the Athenian general Phocion. There is no evidence to
support the claim that this officer held any special or significant power during the
time of the oligarchy except that he could control where his name was placed on
inscriptions. Indeed, the argument that his being placed before the archon in the
prescript indicates that his duties or his authority must have been greater is a
spurious one.487 Following this premise it might also be argued the anagrapheus
was more important and more influential than the Gods whom he is listed above
in the superscript of IG II². 383b. It is more likely that Sterling Dow is correct in
arguing that perhaps the connection between the ajnagrafeuvV with that of the
more powerful ajnagrafei:V tw:n novmwn held by Nicomachus and his colleagues
at the end of the fifth century B.C., lent the former official an air of dignity that
the title Grammateus lacked.488
As already noted, the new role of the anagrapheus is only revealed in the
epigraphic evidence. There is no mention of this officer in the literary material.
Indeed, the rather vague reports given by Plutarch, Diodorus and the other
literary sources do not really explain what took place in Athens during the three
and a half years Phocion held supreme authority in Athens. However, even with
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Ferguson argued that the anagrapheus took over the duties of the prytany secretary. Hellenistic
Athens, p. 24. This officer was responsible for the publication and preservation of public
decrees (Ath. Pol. 54.3). Given the fact that the anagrapheus‟ name came to be inscribed before
that of the secretary during much of the period Phocion was in charge, Ferguson‟s thesis is
probably correct. Cf. Williams, who argues along similar lines. Athens Without Democracy, p.
124.
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„The Athenian Anagrapheus‟ in HSCP 67 (1963): 40. Nicomachus is discussed briefly on p.
170, n. 429 above.
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the invaluable information that can be garnered from the epigraphic evidence
there is still very little evidence to support substantive change in the way the
Athenian government operated. Of course great change must have occurred and
it seems likely that the reason we do not see it both in the literary and epigraphic
evidence is because very little was recorded by the oligarchic regime. Phocion
was in charge. He had a small group of friends and associates and, no doubt,
hangers on who assisted him as he ran Attic affairs but the key decisions of the
day were made by him. Very few of these decisions were recorded on stele
because they may not have been voted on. And as long as Macedonia remained
under Antipater‟s firm control there was little the Athenians could do to check
Phocion‟s actions.
The above review of the changes made in Athens after the Lamian War reveal
that most, if not all, of them were simply a reversion to the old, perhaps Solonian,
way of doing things. Before the general masses gained hegemony in the citystate a relatively few thousand men were responsible for the administration of
Attica. However, as more and more people began to take part in political affairs
the government body expanded to accommodate this growth. After the Lamian
War three issues served to reduce the government body. Firstly, the exiles‟
decree passed by Demades forced many prominent Athenians to leave Athens.
Secondly, the cessation of payments for political office resulted in many
Athenian citizens having to return to their farms or other forms of employment in
order to survive. Thirdly, Antipater‟s wealth census restricted the number of
citizens able to become magistrates. This reduction in the number of people
willing and/or able to take part in political life in Athens resulted in a contraction
of the government body. Phocion, having been designated overseer of Athens,489
took control of the Athenian government and endeavoured to put the city in a
sound position to take best advantage of the new world order. To this end, after
the immediate steps were taken to ensure that the Athenians had complied, where
489

Cf. previous discussion of Phocion‟s position above, pp. 143-145 and n. 349.
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possible, with Antipater‟s peace terms, the next task was to make whatever
changes were necessary to ensure sound government continued.
The administration of both the city of Athens and the Attic countryside had
required the efforts of many thousands of Athenian citizens. In particular, the
jury and the assembly had needed the involvement of many thousands of
Athenian men in order to perform effectively. Further, as Sinclair notes, after
Cleisthenes‟ reforms „…there were meetings and corporate activities not only at
the tribal level, but also at the intermediate level of the 30 trittyes (or thirds)
which formed the link between the demes and the ten tribes, and, most
importantly, at the level of the demes.‟490 Such activity required the efforts of
many more people than the nine thousand that met the wealth census imposed by
Antipater after the Lamian War. With the majority of people no longer able to
take part in political life the roles that those people performed in democratic
Athens would need to be taken over by a much smaller body of men. This
transference of power needed to take place smoothly so that the day-to-day
running of both the country and the city continued without too much disruption.
To achieve this end Phocion used whatever means at his disposal, including
friends and colleagues. Demades, in particular, may have been used by Phocion
in order to avoid the wrath of the Athenian people.491 Indeed, the orator may
have made a healthy living from payments received for putting forward other
people‟s proposals. He certainly gave his name to a number of decrees during
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Democracy and Participation in Athens, p. 4.
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Phocion may have also used him to deal with the less important issues while he got down to the
business of running the city. Such behaviour is similar to that exhibited by Pericles (Plut. Per.
7.6). [Plutarch] (Mor. 842c) also states that Lycurgus used the services of an Olynthian for
drafting the texts of decrees. Cf. Rhodes, JHS 106 (1986): 138. Commenting on the political
activity of fifth century politicians, Rhodes writes: „Leading politicians seem to have been
surrounded by a circle of lesser men who worked on their behalf, holding offices, appearing in
the courts and proposing measures in the assembly.‟ Refer to Rhodes‟ article (esp. pp. 138-141)
for further references concerning this kind of behaviour.
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this period, most of which are honorary or citizenship grants.492 These were a
throwback to older days and offer the illusion that the Athenian government still
worked independently. It would be surprising, however, if an honorand was not
first vetted by Antipater or at least consideration was given of what the
Macedonians might think. Indeed, the Athenians had already taken down public
declarations of honours for those citizens who had been important players in the
Lamian War (see Appendix B below). Whether this act was done at the behest
of their Macedonian masters or on the initiative of the Athenian government it
highlights a desire to appease Antipater.
It was this policy of appeasement which did much to undermine the oligarchy
and Phocion‟s authority. As the months went by those thousands of Athenian
citizens who felt disenfranchised grew more and more incensed at the way events
had unfurled. If Plutarch‟s account is to be accepted (Phoc. 29.1), the people
yearned for a Philip II or an Alexander; kings who had at least treated the
Athenians with a modicum of respect. Certainly it appears that the regent lacked
their charisma and majesty and was not interested in trying to win the hearts or
the respect of the Athenian people. He appeared old and arrogant. He changed
the democracy, demanded war reparations and placed a garrison in the Piraeus.
In a very short time he came to be hated, and anyone who collaborated with him
was viewed as a traitor. But as long as Antipater lived the people kept quiet and
Phocion was able to govern Athens in relative peace and quiet. All this changed,
however, as soon as news of Antipater‟s failing health first reach Athenian ears.
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The decrees of the period reveal that honours were given to a number of people for their
supplying grain to the city (IG II². 401; IG II². 400; Agora XVI 106J). A few other decrees
honouring city benefactors and granting citizenship may also relate to assistance given the city
at a time of hardship. It is likely that Phocion and his associates reached out to friends and allies
from other cities and states during the time offering rewards to those men willing and able to
help the people in their time of need.
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Chapter 6

THE END OF PHOCION
Phocion‟s fall from power came quite quickly. It began when news reached
Athens that Antipater was ill.493 This news had a dramatic impact on the
Athenian populace. It presented another opportunity that needed to be exploited.
After the deaths of both Philip II and Alexander the Great unrest had followed in
Greece. With Antipater‟s death there was the possibility that another shot might
be taken for freedom and autonomy. However, for the Athenians at least, the
removal of the garrison was key to any chance of a successful rebellion. In light
of this the people of Athens began strenuously to demand that Phocion meet with
Antipater and discuss the possibility of removing the Macedonian force at
Munychia. It was a request Phocion refused (Plut. Phoc. 30.4). This is hardly
surprising. With the possibility that Antipater might die soon, Phocion must
have known the chances were good of renewed unrest both at home and
throughout Greece. Further, he would have expected Antipater to have a similar
understanding of affairs. It took little foresight to see that the garrison was
essential at least to reduce the chances of disturbances taking place when the
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Dating the events following Antipater‟s death is very difficult. Indeed, the date of the
Macedonian‟s death is thought to have occurred anywhere between spring and autumn of 319.
Contrast Heckel who writes that Antipater „…was mortally ill when Demades reached him, but
the latter did not leave Athens before the end of June 319 (as is clear from IG II² 383b)…‟
(Author‟s parenthesis). Who’s Who in the Age of Alexander the Great, p. 292, n. 88. Davies,
however, (APF, p. 101) writes: „A date in spring 319 for the deaths of both Demades and
Antipatros remains, I think, a strong enough probability to cast serious doubt on any restoration
in ii.² 383b which implies that Demades was still alive and in Athens in the tenth prytany of
320/19, but that is as far as one can go.‟ A footnote in the Loeb edition of Diodorus (pp. 144-5,
n. 1) concludes: „He (Demades) did not leave Athens before the end of June, 319 (IG, 2². 1. 383
b). Antipater‟s death, accordingly, may be placed late in that summer.‟ For an excellent
account of the discussion that has taken place over the proper dating of events following
Antipater‟s death see Bosworth‟s „Philip III Arrhidaeus and the Chronology of the Successors‟,
in Chiron 22 (1992): 55-81. Bosworth examines the debate surrounding the chronological
problems for this period and argues for the „high‟ chronology. He states (p. 66) that Antipater
died in summer or autumn 319. For another account of the events covered in this chapter see
Gehrke‟s Phokion, pp. 105-120.
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regent died. Antipater, therefore, was not going to remove the one thing that,
along with Phocion, helped to keep the Athenians in line.
The garrison may have played a pivotal role in keeping the peace and in enabling
Phocion to place himself securely in charge in Athens but it also, ultimately,
undermined that which it helped to create. In the end the Macedonian force in
Munychia was a double-edged sword. While it initially helped to protect
Phocion‟s regime by ensuring the people remained quiet and subservient, it
eventually became the main focus for Athenian anger and frustration. This
symbol of defeat and subjugation continued to remind the population of Attica of
how far they had fallen. It served everyday to remind the Athenian people that
they had failed to measure up to their past; to match the glorious deeds of their
ancestors.494 An occupying army will always face a certain amount of opposition
no matter how benign its intentions. And the government which that force props
up is guaranteed to receive the disapprobation of many of its people. Such, no
doubt, was the case in Athens. The garrison represented failure and Phocion‟s
close connection with it served, in the end, to undermine his position and raise
the ire of many thousands of his fellow citizens.
In spite of the above, it is likely that Antipater viewed the imposition of a
garrison as a wise precaution taken against a people who had attempted to
remove the bonds of servitude. However, while Antipater may have deemed it a
measure necessary to curtail the revolutionary spirit of the citizenry, Phocion
appears to have felt, at least on some level, that its imposition was a mistake that
would only serve to chastise and embarrass the people.495 And, the possibility
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This was, of course, one of the virtues raised by Pericles in his funeral speech (Thuc. 2.36.2-3):
„For this land of ours, in which the same people have never ceased to dwell in an unbroken line
of successive generations, they by their valour transmitted to our times a free state. And not
only are they worthy of our praise, but our fathers still more; for they adding to the inheritance
which they received, acquired the empire we now posses and bequeathed it, not without toil, to
us who are alive today. And we ourselves… have further strengthened the empire in most
respects…‟ Loeb translation by C. F. Smith.
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Misgivings concerning the imposition of a garrison may have been the one point on which all
the Athenians meeting with Antipater were in agreement. Antipater‟s question to Phocion was,
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should not be discounted that Antipater intended this effect. It may well be that
he wanted, by imposing the garrison, to humble and humiliate the Athenian
people.496 Whether this is true or not, there can be no denying the strategic value
of having Macedonian troops housed near Athens. It is important to remember
the role a garrison played in the defeat of Thebes (Plut. Alex. 11.5, Arr. 1.8.6,
Diod. 17.8.3-7 and 17.12.5). This force attacked the Thebans from the rear and
thus were instrumental in Alexander‟s victory over the city.497 While a garrison
may not, therefore, have been sufficient to defeat a city in revolt it could
withstand, for a short time, a siege. Once the battle proper got underway, the
people of the city were under the constant threat of being attacked from within
their walls. Alternatively, the occupants of a city intending to revolt might first
attempt to remove an occupying force.498 This act, however, would serve to
telegraph the people‟s intentions to the enemy. Unless the garrison could be
removed quickly the residents of the city could again find themselves fighting on
two fronts. And while the garrison troops in themselves could not defeat the
populace they could, and did in the case of Thebes, prove invaluable in a

as Callimedon rightly implies (Plut. Phoc. 27.5), little more than a cruel joke made at the old
general‟s expense. This was perhaps the one issue in the peace talks about which Phocion
seriously tried to change Antipater‟s mind; all to no avail. Antipater was going to impose a
garrison no matter what anyone said.
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It should not be forgotten that the garrison arrived in Athens at the time of the Mysteries (Plut.
Phoc. 28.1) and that this greatly upset the Athenians. Antipater was making a clear statement.
Cf. Green, „Occupation and Coexistence‟, p. 2. The Athenians had helped orchestrate and lead
a revolt against him. But even so Antipater could not treat the city as Alexander had done
Thebes. To destroy Athens would be to emulate the Persians and to jeopardize the chance of
attaining peace and order throughout Greece. Antipater may have deemed it better simply to
ridicule the Athenians and, by doing so, to belittle them. It was an act of sweet revenge and an
exercise in propaganda which served to tell the whole world that Antipater and the Macedonians
were in charge in Greece.
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A garrison, however, was not a guarantee against rebellion. In 379 Pelopidas managed to drive
out the Spartan garrison in Thebes (Nepos, Pelopidas 3). Nepos‟ account of the treatment of
Thebes at the hands of the Lacedaemonians is interesting. He writes: „…after the
Peloponnesian war and the defeat of Athens they (the Lacedaemonians) looked upon the
Thebans as rivals and as the only people that would dare to resist them. Owing to this feeling,
they had given the highest offices at Thebes to their sympathizers, and had either put to death or
exiled the leading men of the opposite faction.‟ (Pelopidas 3-4).
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For example: the Rhodians were able successfully to expel their garrison soon after Alexander
died (Diod. 18.8.1).
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battle.499 Indeed, it would be surprising if the Athenian people were not once
again reminded of the fate of Thebes. If they were then they would probably
have realised where their own fate lay should they attempt another uprising.500
The garrison, therefore, effectively prevented any chance the Athenians had of
rising up against their usurpers.
There is another reason why the garrison became such an important focal point.
It made obvious what might otherwise have remained obscure. The poorer
citizens of Athens had lost control of government affairs. They could no longer
hold positions of power. Though they might attend the assembly or be members
of the jury the loss of payment for performing such duties effectively
disenfranchised many thousands of Athenian citizens.501 But the poor might
have been able to live with the shame if it were not so obvious to everybody.
The Macedonian garrison was, in effect, rubbing salt into the wound.502
Ironically, while its presence may not have been necessary in the beginning, the
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The Cadmea in Thebes, however, is in the heart of the city whereas Munychia was situated
approximately six kilometres southwest of Athens. In essence, however, the Macedonian
garrison was in the economic heart of Athens with its close proximity to the Piraeus. Indeed the
Piraeus was Nicanor‟s first objective when unrest began to mount in the city (Plut. Phoc. 32.5).
Access to the Athenian harbour meant that troops could be ferried into the city. Further, it
meant that grain supplies to the city could be disrupted. It should also be remembered that,
according to Diodorus (20.45.5-7), it took Demetrius the Besieger two days to defeat the
garrison at Munychia: enough time for news of the offensive to at least reach Macedonia.
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It should be remembered that the Athenians took in many Thebans who had escaped the city
(Plut. Alex. 13.1-2) so the people would have received first hand accounts of the devastation.
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It is worthwhile noting here Aristotle‟s comments (Pol. 1308b-1309a 9-10): „And in every form
of constitution it is a very great thing for it to be so framed that both by its laws and by its other
institutions that it is impossible for the magistracies to make a profit… And indeed the sole way
in which a combination democracy and aristocracy is possible is if someone could contrive this
arrangement; for it would then be possible for notables and also the multitude both to have what
they want; for it is the democratic principle for all to have the right to hold office and the
aristocratic one for the offices to be filled by the notables, and this will be the case when it is
impossible to make money from office; for the poor will not want to hold office because of
making nothing out of it, but rather to attend to their own affairs, while the wealthy will be able
to hold office because they have no need to add to their resources from the public funds; so that
the result will be that the poor will become well-off through spending their time upon their
work, and the notables will not be governed by any casual persons.‟
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Habicht argues similarly writing: „In mid-September 322 Macedonian troops took over the
fortress in Piraeus. At once they became the despised symbol of foreign control, not only
renewed but now exerted much more directly than before.‟ Athens from Alexander to Antony, p.
41.
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unrest it ultimately caused resulted in its becoming an important element in
ensuring the survival of the Phocionic regime. And the account in Diodorus and
Plutarch reflects Phocion‟s awareness of the situation. Although he was initially
unhappy with the prospect of having a garrison placed on Attic soil (Plut. Phoc.
27.4-5), he ultimately had little choice but to accept that its presence was
necessary in order to maintain the status quo.
The Macedonian garrison in Munychia could monitor proceedings in the
dockyards. Normal trade would have received little if any interference but any
attempt at improving the battle fleet would have been reported to Antipater and
may have resulted in dire repercussions.503 The garrison in the Piraeus was
imposed to ensure the continued acquiescence of the people to the terms of the
peace. Its presence also ensured the safety of Phocion and the new regime and
that no attempt was made to change the government to a democracy. Plutarch
(Phoc. 28.4) notes that the Macedonian garrison, under the command of
Menyllus, did nothing to distress the people.504 However, he also notes that
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It is tempting to recall Plutarch‟s comments concerning the Piraeus in his Life of Themistocles
(19.2-4). He writes that Themistocles wanted to attach the whole city to the sea. This was
contrary to the policies of the Athenian kings who encouraged the people to live by agriculture
and not by navigation. By his actions, Plutarch writes, Themistocles increased the privileges of
the common people and controlling power came into the hands of the skippers, boatswains and
pilots. One further point should also be noted here. Plutarch states that the thirty moved the
bema (of the Pnyx) so as to look toward the inland „because they thought that maritime empire
was the mother of democracy, and that oligarchy was less distasteful to the tillers of the soil.‟
This is all very telling. The Macedonian garrison, in effect, cut off the city from the Piraeus.
And Phocion, so it is reported, encouraged the people to work the land. It would appear that the
Athenians were being encouraged to return to a simpler lifestyle in which the everyday working
of the land took precedence over the affairs of government. Of course, another, less dramatic,
reason for moving the bema might simply have been to avoid having to speak into the sea
breeze.
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Interestingly, there is very little information given about the activities of the soldiers garrisoned
at Munychia. It would be surprising if they never left the Hill and there must have been some
interaction between the Athenian populace and the soldiers. Life in the fort can not have been
very stimulating and the men must have sought female (or even other male) companionship.
Perhaps they frequented brothels or fraternised with the local women: presumably much to the
distaste of the Athenian men. Further, there would surely have been merchants or profiteers
eager to make money from the regularly paid Macedonians. For a succinct discussion on the
impact a foreign garrison might have on an occupied city see Chaniotis‟ „Foreign Soldiers –
Native girls? Construction and Crossing Boundaries in Hellenistic Cities with Foreign
Garrisons‟, in Army and Power in the Ancient World, A Chaniotis & P Ducrey (eds.), pp. 99113.
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those who had had their offices voted away from them and remained in the city
still appeared to be suffering cruelty and dishonour while those who left for
Thrace were „like men driven from a captured city‟. Plutarch stresses that these
people appeared to be in such state despite the decent behaviour of the
Macedonian troops and their commander stationed at Munychia.
It is no coincidence then, that, as Antipater‟s health began to deteriorate, affairs
in Athens also took a dramatic turn. Certainly, Diodorus (18.48.1) connects
Antipater‟s illness with the Athenian decision to send Demades as envoy to meet
with the regent about the garrison. However, according to Plutarch (Phoc. 30.45), the Athenians only sent Demades after Phocion ignored their repeated
entreaties that he go and meet with Antipater. As already stated it is likely that
news had reached the Athenians of Antipater‟s poor health and so they urgently
sought an answer concerning this matter before he died. The uncertainty that
might, and indeed did, follow Antipater‟s death could delay the removal of the
garrison for years and it was, therefore, a matter of some urgency that this
question be raised before Antipater died. This urgency can be seen by the
manner in which the people harassed Phocion. But he, as noted above, was not
to be moved on this subject and consistently refused the requests of the people.
He did, however, visit Antipater and arrange for the collection of monies, owed
to the Macedonians, to be deferred.505
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It is difficult to date when this meeting took place. It appears that, just prior to sending
Demades to Macedonia, news had reached Athens that Antipater‟s illness had taken a turn for
the worse (Diod. 18.48.1). It should be noted, however, that Plutarch makes no mention of
illness when Phocion meets with Antipater (Phoc. 30.4). Indeed, Plutarch‟s account implies
that the Athenians were still unaware that the regent was ill when they sent Demades to meet
with him. It was simply bad luck that the orator happened to arrive in Macedonia at a time
when Antipater was already unwell (Phoc. 30.4-5). Of course, this makes little sense; rumour,
at least, of the regent‟s ill-health must have reached Athens before they really began demanding
that Phocion meet with the Macedonians to discuss the removal of the garrison. This does not
mean, however, that this was the first time that the Athenians had broached this subject (perhaps
somewhat tentatively) with Phocion. Further it is possible that Phocion learned of Antipater‟s
illness before the general populace and that, upon receiving this news, he sought a meeting with
the ailing Macedonian in order to deal with the question of the garrison before the Athenians
really began harassing him over the issue. Whether this thesis is correct or not, it appears
certain that, when news of the regent‟s failing health did eventually reach Athens, the people
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Now Plutarch writes of a mob or mass of Athenians harassing Phocion to meet
with Antipater and discuss the removal of the garrison.506 Phocion declined to
act as the public wished and one of the reasons given for this is that he saw that
the people (oJ dh:moV), through fear, conducted public affairs (politeuovmenon) in
a more orderly way. When Phocion refused to do as they wished they convinced
the more obliging Demades to accept the mission. This raises the question as to
who these people were and what Plutarch means when he uses the verb

politeuvw. This verb generally refers to citizens and/or those taking part in the
affairs of state.507 Once again, this highlights that the people could, if they chose
to, attend, speak and vote at meetings of the ecclesia. The people had been
stirred by the news of Antipater‟s failing health. This renewed hopes of ridding
the city of the Macedonian presence and of the Athenians regaining their
freedom and autonomy. Lack of pay was no deterrent in this case. The possible
long-term rewards far outweighed the short-term loss of a day‟s wages. Thus
„the people‟ are all those men who chose in this instance to attend the assembly

immediately sent Demades to demand the removal of the garrison. The text is ambiguous as to
whether Phocion went to visit Antipater on his own or as part of an embassy. All Plutarch
(Phoc. 30.4) writes is that Phocion managed to „…persuade Antipater not to exact the moneys
due from the city, but delay, and postpone their payment‟. If, however, it is correct to argue that
the removal of the garrison was in some way connected with the payment of the fine (see above,
p. 185, n. 471), then to defer payment was to extend the garrison‟s stay. The amount of the fine
is not known but it would have been considerable and it is possible it was deliberately set high
in order that the people would be unable to pay it quickly: as long as the debt was owed the
garrison could stay put. It has been argued that Phocion arranged the suspension of payment so
as to ensure the permanence of the garrison (cf. p. 185, n. 471). It is just as feasible, however, to
argue that the fine was too great and therefore Phocion had no choice but to stop payment for
the moment. There is also a question of who was paying for the upkeep of the garrison at
Munychia. It is possible that the Athenians had to foot the bill. If this is correct then this too
would have placed a not inconsiderable strain on the Athenian treasury.
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Phoc. 30.4. Plutarch here again implies that Phocion was in charge. The Athenians kept on
asking him to send an embassy to meet with Antipater. It is only after his ongoing refusal to do
as they ask that eventually Demades was asked to go instead. That Demades accepted on the
first request is pretty clear. Plutarch writes (Phoc. 30.5): „The people, accordingly, transferred
their importunities to Demades. He readily undertook the mission…‟ While Phocion had
probably been refusing to make the trip for some time, Demades accepted straight away,
probably happy to be once again in demand.
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Cf. LSJ where it is noted that, in its middle form, it can mean: to take part in government;
meddle with politics, hold public office; show public spirit.
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and to call upon Phocion (and then Demades) to meet with Antipater and discuss
the possible removal of the Macedonian garrison.
It is likely that the majority of the population were keen to see the garrison
removed. This constant reminder of their political impotence was a source of
aggravation.508 And it was no breach of the peace terms to seek the removal of
the Macedonian force. The Athenian people believed that its presence was to be
a temporary measure and as such they felt justified in seeking its removal (Diod.
18.48.1-2). Whether or not their understanding of the arrangement was correct
one thing was certain: it had been made with Antipater. There could be no
guarantee that his successor would feel obligated to keep such a commitment. It
was essential, then, that this matter be dealt with before Antipater died. The
people, therefore, despite the fact that they would not be paid, turned up for the
assembly and proposed that Demades be sent as envoy to discuss the question of
the garrison with Antipater.
The role of the demos here is very important. The fact that the people were able
to meet and discuss such vital issues is a further indication that they had not been
de jure disenfranchised. Of course, there is no way of knowing if the
participation of the general masses was a unique event. As has already been
noted, no attempt was made to legally or constitutionally prevent Athenian
citizens from attending the ecclesia. However, an effort was made to de facto
disenfranchise the poorer citizens by stopping payment for performing public
duties such as attending the assembly or serving as jurors. Such a measure
probably succeeded in deterring many thousands of Athenian citizens from
regularly taking part in political affairs while Antipater‟s hold on power
remained firm. However, when news of his illness reached Athens the people
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Griffith offers an excellent insight into the likely effect an occupying force might have on the
psyche of the populace of a city. He writes: „…a flash in the sun or a silhouette against the sky,
the soldiers of the garrison went through their duties of the day, the living mockery of any
notion that the Greeks were free.‟ History of Macedonia II, p. 646.
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would have been keen to meet and discuss future possibilities.509 Their
eagerness to attend the assembly, despite the fact that they would not be paid,
highlights both how seriously the people took this matter and how they could,
when they wanted, still be an effective force in Athens. The loss of pay and the
presence of the garrison could not prevent the people from meeting en masse
when the circumstances were right. The ill-health of the regent made matters
throughout Greece uncertain. His power and influence was seen to be waning
and while the matter of a successor remained unresolved the people had reason to
believe that change was possible. The Athenians, therefore, attended as in the
days before the Lamian War, but without the incentive of pay. This was an issue
that was close to the heart of most Athenians and it was worth the sacrificing of
one or two day‟s wages in order to get what they wanted.510
It is only Plutarch (Phoc.30.4) who states that the Athenians importuned Phocion
to meet with Antipater and arrange for the removal of the garrison. And it is
only in the Phocion (30.4) that it is recorded that the Athenians turned their
attention to Demades after the elder statesman refused to do as they wished.
Neither Arrian nor Diodorus mention Phocion. Instead Diodorus (18.48.1)
simply writes that „the Athenians‟ sent Demades as envoy to Antipater and the
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It is likely that news of these events reached the garrison commander at Munychia. His force,
however, may not have been sufficient to force the Athenians to end their intrigues. Further, he
may not have been willing to act without orders from Antipater or Cassander. The people,
therefore, were left free to agitate for change. Antipater would also have been kept abreast of
events and his meeting with Phocion may be seen as an effort to deal with the problem before it
got out of hand. It is possible Phocion hoped that the postponement of the paying of the debt
would serve to appease the people and put an end, at least temporarily, to their calls for the
removal of the garrison. Indeed, Phocion‟s efforts here look to have been well thought out. By
alleviating some of the problems created through the payment of reparations he hoped to win
over the Athenians. At the same time (if the clause concerning the fine and the removal of the
garrison did, in fact, exist) he knew that as long as the debt existed Antipater had a valid reason
to refuse any request the Athenians made for the removal of the garrison.
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It is debatable how long an assembly took. Hansen (CP 74, (1979): 44-49) argues that,
generally, an assembly only took half a day, thus leaving the rest of the day free for a citizen to
work. This of-course only really applies to those living close to the city. The further a person
moved away from the city the longer it took to travel to and from home. For those living
farthest away it would have meant at least one day, perhaps two, spent away from home
depending on how long the assembly took. For further discussion of this point see also p. 132,
n. 318 above.
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epitome of Arrian only records that Demades was sent to Macedon (Succ. F 1.14
Roos). Of course, it is certain that Demades did go and meet with Antipater.
What is not certain is whether or not he was the people‟s second choice. Did
they, as Plutarch reports, first turn to Phocion? It is difficult to answer this
question with any degree of confidence. However, it would be surprising if the
Athenians did not originally turn to Phocion. As already noted above, he played
a key, if rather impotent, role in the embassy that met with Antipater after the
Lamian War. The Macedonian appears to have paid most attention to Phocion
during these meetings and, ultimately, selected him to lead Athens after the peace
treaty had been finalised. Phocion, therefore, was the logical person to approach
to arrange another meeting with the regent to discuss the removal of the
Macedonian garrison. It is also quite logical that Phocion should refuse to
undertake such a venture. He had been unable to get Antipater to change his
mind about the garrison during the initial meetings that took place to negotiate
the peace terms. It was unlikely that the Macedonian would have changed his
mind in the intervening years. Further, Phocion had come to rely on the security
that the occupying force provided for himself and his regime. However, despite
his refusal to discuss the removal of the garrison with Antipater, it would appear
that Phocion did go to Macedonia to discuss other matters. Plutarch (Phoc. 30.4)
records that he met with Antipater to arrange for the deferment of monies owed
by the city. And it is possible that it was during his absence that the Athenians
turned their attention to Demades.
Whether or not Phocion was in Athens at the time the people met to importune
Demades to undertake the embassy is not certain. But it is probably immaterial.
Phocion had refused to meet with Antipater. He had no reason, however, to stop
Demades from making the trip.511 Phocion did not believe that the meeting, to
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If Phocion was outside of Attica at the time Demades was called upon to meet with Antipater
then he may not have known of Demades‟ mission. It would be surprising, however, if he did
not consider the possibility that the Athenians would approach somebody else to undertake the
embassy after he left the city. And if Phocion did consider this then who else might the
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discuss the garrison, would be productive and, as such, there was no reason to
prevent the people sending Demades on a futile mission. The fact that they
turned to him is not surprising. It is, however, interesting that he agreed to
undertake the mission. He was no doubt pleased that the Athenians had offered
him the opportunity to undertake such an important mission. It has already been
argued that Demades, much to his chagrin, played a subsidiary role in Athenian
affairs after the Lamian War and that he resented Antipater‟s treatment of him
during the peace talks. This resentment led him to write to Perdiccas (and
possibly to Antigonus) in an attempt to get rid of the Macedonian regent and,
presumably, Phocion. If this thesis is correct then Demades would have relished
the opportunity to prove his worth by meeting with Antipater to discuss the
removal of the garrison. Of course, this desire to reclaim a measure of respect
and authority at home still does not explain his decision to travel to Macedonia to
meet with the man he had betrayed. He must not have known that his
communications with Perdiccas had been discovered. Perhaps when he learned
of Perdiccas‟ death there was a period when he was concerned that Antipater
might discover his treachery but, as time went by and the Macedonian remained
conciliatory, Demades came to the conclusion that Perdiccas‟ papers had been
destroyed.512 This is surely the only logical explanation for his decision to meet
with Antipater and, more significantly, to take his son with him. Demades,
unwittingly, walked into the lion‟s den.
In the assembly that was held to discuss the sending of an embassy to Macedonia
Demades readily agreed to go and meet with Antipater. And, as already noted
above, he undertook this mission with his son Demeas. Given Phocion‟s refusal
to participate in the venture it is likely very few men were willing to travel with
Athenians turn to but Demades whose relationship with Antipater was generally considered to
be on a par with his own.
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This was a logical conclusion to come to. It is worth noting Eumenes‟ actions when his life was
threatened. Plutarch (Eum. 16.2-3) writes: „…he made his will, and tore up and destroyed his
papers; he did not wish that after his death, in consequence of the secrets contained in these
documents, accusations and calumnies should be brought against his correspondents.‟
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Demades. And it is possible only he and his son undertook the trip. Diodorus
records that the meeting took place with Antipater only (18.48.2-3), there is no
reference to Cassander being present at this meeting. This contrasts with
Plutarch (Phoc. 30.6, Dem. 31.3-4) who states that Demades talked with
Cassander and makes no mention of Antipater, except to say that he was ill.
Arrian (Succ. F 1.14 Roos) also writes that Demades met with Cassander.
Further, Plutarch reports that Cassander had assumed control of affairs in
Macedonia (Phoc. 32.5). It appears then that Diodorus‟ source for this affair was
different from that used by both Plutarch and Arrian. Diodorus‟ account,
however, could not be said to be hostile to Antipater. Indeed, his account is
given in a matter of fact and almost clinical manner.513 The narrative is neither
critical nor approving. Antipater, however, is portrayed as acting with just cause
and only after provocation. There was no rush of blood, and certainly no
theatrics. It is an account, perhaps, that reflects a rather one-sided view of
events. It is possible that Diodorus‟ source, Hieronymus of Cardia, only made
use of the official Macedonian papers at his disposal and that he did not bother to
check the Greek account of these events.514 On the other hand, Plutarch and
Arrian may have utilised the material gathered by a number of Greek sources
such as the Athenian Atthidographers or, perhaps, Demetrius of Phalerum and
Duris of Samos for their histories.515
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There are other differences in the accounts. According to Plutarch and Arrian, Demades wrote
to Perdiccas (and/or Antigonus) asking him to save Greece, which was hanging by an old and
rotting thread: „…ejk palaiou: kai; saprou:… sthvmonoV‟ (Plut. Phoc. 30.5). „…ajpo; saprou:
kai; palaiou: sthvmonoV…‟ (Arrian, Succ. F 1.14 Roos, Plut. Dem. 31.3). Diodorus (18.48.2)
only notes that Demades wrote to Perdiccas inviting him to „cross over swiftly into Europe
against Antipater.‟ Further, Plutarch‟s Phocion differs from his Demosthenes in that the former
states that Demades besought Antigonus to present himself in Greece and Macedonia whereas
the latter (so too Arrian) states that he wrote to Perdiccas urging him to save the Greeks (swvzein
tou;V {EllhnaV). It is only in Plutarch‟s Demosthenes and in Arrian that the Corinthian
Dinarchus is said to have played a part in these affairs.
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Hieronymus‟ use of Macedonian documents has already been discussed above (see p. 110, n.
253).
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Jane Hornblower writes that the fact that Diodorus did not note the letter to Perdiccas may
reflect that Hieronymus „tactfully‟ omitted to record it. Hornblower further states that Arrian
and Plutarch may have found the account of Demades‟ letter to Perdiccas among the Athenian
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Whoever Diodorus‟ source was it is clear that he did not give a thorough account
of the circumstances surrounding Demades‟ death and it appears more likely that
the accounts given in Plutarch and Arrian are a more accurate reflection of actual
events. Cassander was indeed in charge in Macedonia during the latter stages of
Antipater‟s illness.516 He had taken over control of affairs as his father‟s
condition worsened.517 It is possible Antipater wanted to see how Cassander
might cope as leader and, more importantly, whether the Macedonians would

writers „…who would have recorded the phrase with gusto.‟ Hieronymus of Cardia, p. 135, n.
126. Rosen believes, however, that Hieronymus was Arrian‟s and Plutarch‟s source. Acta
Classica 10 (1967): 63. Hieronymus did spend his last years in Macedonia and, as Rosen notes
(p. 44) he would have used the Macedonian archives. Hornblower discusses Hieronymus‟ final
years on pages 14-15 and 103-104.
516

Diodorus alludes to this a little later. At 18.57.2 he states that Olympias had remained in Epirus
„…because of her quarrel with Cassander‟ (dia; th;n pro;V Kavsandron e[cqran). This is
curious as at 18.49.4 Diodorus stated that Olympias had fled to Epirus „because of her quarrel
with Antipater‟ (dia; th;n pro;V =Antivpatron ajllotriovthta). While it is possible that
Cassander‟s appointment as Chiliarch (18.48.4) was of concern to Olympias it would be
surprising if this were enough to have kept her from returning to the city. Cassander appears,
almost immediately after his father‟s death, to withdraw from public affairs (18.49.2), and
therefore relinquish any real authority he may have had as second in command. It is more likely
that it was during Cassander‟s brief tenure as commander in Macedonia while his father was
alive that Olympias chose to stay, out of fear, in Epirus. It cannot be denied, however, that
Cassander inherited his quarrel with Olympias from his father (Antipater‟s arguments with
Olympias had been of great concern to Alexander (Diod. 17.118.1, Arr. 7.12.5-7, Plut. Alex.
39.7, [Plut.] Mor. 180e)). Cf. Bosworth, Conquest and Empire, pp. 161-2. One issue that does
not appear to have been addressed is Philip III‟s attitude to Olympias. The two do not appear to
have ever been close. Indeed, Olympias seems to have been the archetypal wicked stepmother.
And it is perhaps worth considering that Olympias was concerned about how the new king
might receive her should she return to Macedonia. Ultimately, however, as Elizabeth Carney
notes, Olympias‟ primary concern would have been her grandson. Carney, commenting on
Olympias‟ sudden decision to return to Macedonia in 317, writes: „…the fundamental cause of
Olympias‟ apparent reversal of policy was apparently her perception that the political fiction
created at Babylon – two joint kings from different branches of the royal family that had been
rivals for more than a generation – must someday be exploded and replaced by a return to
unified monarchy. Naturally she hoped that Alexander IV would become that single ruler.‟
Women and Monarchy in Macedonia, p. 121.
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Polyperchon‟s position at this time is difficult to ascertain. Nothing is recorded of him after his
decisive victory over the Thessalians in 321/0 (Diod. 18.38.5-6). He is likely to have played a
prominent role in Macedonian affairs during this period but it is telling that no mention is made
of him in the ancient literary sources until after Antipater‟s death. It may be that he was very
much respected by the Macedonian army and it is reasonable to assume that he continued in his
role as military commander; perhaps being responsible for the defence of the homeland.
Whatever his position was, it seems certain that, as Antipater‟s health deteriorated, there was
increasing confusion over the chain of command. And it was perhaps this very confusion that
Cassander, acting as the heir apparent, was willing and able to exploit to his own advantage.
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accept his leadership.518 If this is the case then it is likely his treatment of
Demades played a key part in Antipater‟s decision not to choose his son to
succeed him. Cassander‟s actions may have raised the concerns of the military
as well as of Antipater‟s friends and advisors; concerns that he could not afford
to ignore when considering the matter of his successor.519 Other, more
important, points also needed to be considered, however. Whoever was master
of affairs in Europe needed to be able to get along with Antigonus in Asia.
Arrian (Succ. F 1.42-3 Roos) records that Cassander had had a disagreement with
Antigonus which Antipater attempted to suppress. Arrian further states that
Cassander warned his father not to part with the kings and to be suspicious of
Antigonus. For his part Antigonus made every effort to conciliate Antipater and
while the two men parted on good terms Antipater still took the kings with him
when he returned to Europe.520 Thus while Antigonus remained, on the surface
at least, friendly toward Antipater his relationship with Cassander was not so
cordial. The regent may have considered that whoever was to take over affairs at
home might have to deal with a measure of unrest in Europe. He had first hand
knowledge of how dangerous such unrest could be. Antipater had only survived
through the help of allies. The new leader would struggle if he not only faced
518

Cassander certainly thought he had given his father ample proof of his abilities. Diodorus
records Cassander‟s annoyance upon learning of his father‟s decision. Diodorus (18.49.1-2)
writes: „Cassander… did not approve… regarding it as an outrage that one not related by blood
should succeed to the command of his father, and this while there was a son… who had already
given sufficient proof of his ability and courage.‟
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It should be pointed out, however, that Demades‟ execution does in fact appear to have proven
an effective deterrent. Further discussion concerning the Macedonian garrison died with the
Athenian orator. And there is no other record of the question of the garrison being raised before
the Macedonian leadership by any other Athenian representative.
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Antipater had originally assigned to Antigonus guardianship of the kings (Arr. Succ. F 1.38
Roos). It is interesting to note that while Antipater is noted as being convinced of Antigonus‟
good intentions (Arr. Succ. F 1.43 Roos) he still accepted Cassander‟s advice and took the kings
back home with him. The relationship between Cassander and Antigonus is quite curious.
Except for their lust for power, the two men had little in common and were clearly never
friends. Despite Antipater‟s efforts to prevent (or at least check) the quarrel that erupted
between his son and Antigonus soon after the settlement at Triparadeisos, there would have
been little love lost between the two men (Arr. Succ. F 1.42 Roos). Certainly Antigonus‟
motives for coming to the aid of Cassander after his father‟s death had nothing to do with
friendship. Diodorus (18.54.3-4) makes it perfectly clear the canny old general‟s offer of
assistance was made for sound strategic reasons.
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antagonism at home but from Antigonus in the east.521 He may have considered
Cassander, therefore, a poor choice, strategically, to appoint as regent.
One point worth considering is why Cassander chose at this point to reveal
Demades‟ treacherous behaviour. The orator‟s demand might simply have been
refused. It is possible, however, that Demades‟ star was on the rise. Phocion‟s
refusal to budge on the question of the garrison would have annoyed a great
many people. It is likely he was losing favour at Athens. Certainly the
Athenians were growing more annoyed at the continued presence of the
Macedonian garrison and of Phocion‟s refusal to discuss its removal with
Antipater. This growing unhappiness would in turn have fed Demades‟ dreams
for power. And his increasing confidence can be seen in the attitude he adopted
upon his arrival in Macedonia. He did not request the removal of the
Macedonian forces; he demanded it, arrogantly dispensing threats about the
garrison.522 This would have concerned Cassander. There was no way of
knowing what the orator would do once he returned to Athens. If he were able to
excite the people into attacking the soldiers at Munychia then Cassander might
have the beginnings of a Greek rebellion on his hands.523 Perhaps it was
considered better to be rid of Demades once and for all. And the murder of his
son might serve to instil an extra note of caution for anyone considering
following Demades‟ or, indeed, the Athenians‟ example.524
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Antigonus might lend assistance to any rebellious city-states.
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Diod. 18.48.3. It should be noted, however, that Demades appears to have been acting
according to the wishes of the people. Diodorus writes: diovper tou: Dhmavdou kata; ta;V uJpo;

tou: dhvmou dedomevnaV ejntola;V ajpaitou:ntoV th;n ejpaggelivan kai; parrhsiwdevsteron
ajpeilhvsantoV peri; th:V froura:V…
523

Demades oratorical skill should not be underestimated. He was considered a better speaker
than Demosthenes (See above discussion: p. 32, n. 47). There should be no doubting that if he
chose he could stir up the Athenians just as effectively as any of the great orators of the past.
This is very important. Neither Antipater nor Cassander wanted a repeat of what happened after
Alexander‟s death. It is quite likely that Demades fate was sealed, not by what he had done in
the past, but because of what he might do in the future.
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Viewed from a purely logical perspective it made sense to get rid of the son. If Demeas had
only a modicum of his father‟s talents he could have been a dangerous enemy. However, even
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A curious account of Demades‟ execution is offered by both Arrian (Succ. F 1.15
Roos) and Plutarch (Dem. 31.4) in which Dinarchus the Corinthian is shown to
have played a part in the Athenian‟s downfall. It is noted by Plutarch that a letter
Demades had written to Perdiccas in which he maligned Antipater had at some
point and in some way become public knowledge. Indeed, Plutarch‟s account
intimates that the letter had only just been released when Demades arrived in
Macedonia. If this is correct then it can be no coincidence that the one episode
coincided with the other. Indeed, it seems likely that the letter was intentionally
„leaked‟ at this time in order to trap Demades and create a legitimate excuse to be
rid of him. But who leaked the letter? It would be surprising if it were Antipater.
He had learned of Demades‟ double dealing not long after Perdiccas‟ death but
had decided to keep quiet about the matter.525 That was in the summer of 321
and two years later he had still not bothered to act on what he had learned. And
it is difficult to imagine that, after waiting so long, the ailing regent should now
decide to deal with the issue. Indeed, if he was going to use the letters, it would
make more sense if he simply took Demades aside and quietly let him know that
he was treading on thin ice and that, if he wasn‟t careful, he and his son might
find themselves in a great deal of trouble. Such a move had a good chance of
paying dividends.526 It would bring the orator back into line and remove a
if the above thesis is correct, the killing of Demades‟ son still looks like overkill. That is, of
course, unless it had been discovered that Demeas had somehow been involved in his father‟s
actions. If Demades had sent his son to meet with Perdiccas and/or Antigonus and deliver the
letters requesting help, then Antipater may be seen to have acted with legitimate cause.
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Diod. 18.48.2-3. However, Antipater may have decided to wait for the right moment to use this
information. It might also be argued, quite plausibly, that the regent had no prior opportunity to
deal with Demades‟ double-dealing. As already noted, Demades, upon hearing of Perdiccas‟
death, would have had every reason to be worried that Antipater might have learned of his
treachery. Consequently, the orator would have been keen to keep his distance from the regent
upon his return to Europe. Any invitation made by Antipater for Demades to come to
Macedonia would have been viewed with great suspicion. Further, it would have been a
diplomatic nightmare trying to orchestrate the “extradition” of the orator from Athens to
Macedonia. Demades could very easily claim that the letters to Perdiccas were a fraud.
Certainly Phocion would have had a very difficult task in keeping Demades quiet. Antipater‟s
decision to leave Demades alone, therefore, may have stemmed from political necessity as
much as from any tactical reasons.
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There is no doubt that Antipater would have been very upset upon first learning of Demades‟
betrayal. He may not, however, have been very surprised. Antipater was well aware of just
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significant threat to Phocion‟s authority. Further, after Demades informed the
people that his mission had failed they may have resigned themselves to their
fate. After all if he could not persuade Antipater (and Phocion was unwilling
even to try) then who else could.527 Of course, if Antipater did not leak the letter
the question of who did still remains to be answered. And it is only by taking
another, closer, look at the sources that a possible solution can be found to this
problem.
As already noted Plutarch (Dem. 31.3) writes that a letter „became known‟ or
was „leaked out‟ revealing that Demades had urged Perdiccas to seize Macedonia
which, so he claimed, was hanging by an old and rotten thread. Plutarch (Dem.
31.4) goes on to write that the Corinthian Dinarchus, who must have seen or
heard of the letter, denounced Demades in front of Cassander and that, in
response to the news, the young man flew into a rage, killed Demeas, and then
ordered that Demades also be executed. Such is Plutarch‟s very dramatic and
disturbing account. It is an account not too dissimilar from that given by Arrian
(Succ. F 1.14 Roos) who also retails both Dinarchus‟ denunciation and
Cassander‟s brutal reaction. Both versions, however, are in sharp contrast to that
given by Diodorus (18.48.1-4) who offers a much more clinical discussion of the
events. According to Diodorus, Demades did not simply request the removal of
the garrison but demanded that Antipater keep his promise and made threats
concerning the garrison, all of which served to upset an already unwell old man.
In response to Demades‟ arrogant attitude Antipater chose finally to punish the
orator for his intransigence and his treachery. It should be noted, however, that
at no point does Diodorus state that Antipater publicly revealed that he had in his

how far he could trust the Athenian orator (Plut. Phoc. 30.2). However, if he were not angry
enough to exact immediate retribution in 321, it is surprising he chose to punish Demades so
severely in 319. It is likely Antipater kept the information to himself in order that, if money
should lose its influence, he would have some other means of „persuading‟ his changeable ally.
527

Cf. Bearzot who argues that with the death of Demades the Athenians lost the sole possible
mediator between the city and the Macedonians. Focione tra storia e trasfigurazione ideale, p.
204.
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possession Demades‟ letters to Perdiccas. Diodorus simply writes that Antipater
had Demades and his son handed over to those in charge of punishments who in
turn took the two men to prison where they were executed. Taken at face value
the account makes perfect sense. Antipater was a sick man being admonished
for not keeping a promise by a man of singularly bad faith. Perhaps he would
have dealt with the matter differently had not his mind been clouded by his
illness but surely his actions can be justified by the intolerable behaviour of the
Athenian upstart. Growing weary and impatient with Demades, Antipater
refuses even to respond to his speech and simply ordered that he and his son be
taken away and killed. Such is the picture drawn by Diodorus. However, while
he provides a more civilized and sanitized version of events, his account leaves
the reader feeling a little unsettled. There is a certain air of illegality that
surrounds the whole episode. Neither Demades, nor his son, appear to have been
informed of their crime. Of course, it is possible that this was revealed to them
in private after they had been removed to the prison but even so, there remains
the matter of why Demeas was executed along with his father. Diodorus‟
account surely cannot be trusted. It reads like a cover-up. And it is likely that it
is a copy of the doctored version of events as recorded in the official Macedonian
records. If this is the case, then the accounts given by Plutarch and Arrian may
in fact be a more accurate reflection of what actually happened that fateful
day.528
Before re-examining Plutarch and Arrian‟s account it is worthwhile noting where
all three writers agree. It is clear that Demades did in fact write to Perdiccas
and/or Antigonus asking that they seize Macedonia and save Greece. Further, it
appears certain that Demades wrote disparagingly of Antipater. Although Arrian
does not specifically state that Antipater had learned of Demades‟ letters it can be
implied from the text that this in fact did take place and it is implicitly stated by
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Contra, Brun, L’orateur Démade, pp. 125-126 and n. 42, who argues that Diodorus‟ account
offers the only coherent version of events.
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both Plutarch and Diodorus that Antipater had discovered the letters after taking
possession of Perdiccas‟ papers. It also seems clear that Antipater told no one of
his discovery, not even his son. Despite the fact that the sources do not agree on
what happened before Demades was executed they are all in agreement about
how the matter ended: with both the father and son being summarily executed.
Such is the outline of the puzzle that can be confidently pieced together. But
what about the rest of the picture? Perhaps the key to answering this question lay
in one pivotal snippet of information given by all three writers: the murder of the
seemingly innocent Demeas.
The execution of Demades‟ son was a barbaric act. It seems clear the son was
made to pay a high price for the sins of the father. But if the matter had been
dealt with as clinically as Diodorus‟ account suggests there can be no explaining
the treatment of Demeas. There is no indication that he had played any part in
his father‟s intrigues nor that he joined in with his father in speaking harshly to
Antipater. By all accounts he had done nothing wrong and did not deserve his
fate.529 And the fact that he was treated so unfairly may indicate that his
execution was not the tidy, ordered act as noted in Diodorus but the violent
episode reported by both Arrian and Plutarch. Cassander, in an act of absolute
rage, took his revenge on Demades by killing his son and then turning his sword
on the traitor himself. It was a rash act for which Cassander would pay a heavy
price530 and it was one that could not be justified. However, even if the above is
correct it does not explain the role that Dinarchus played in this notorious event.
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It is possible to argue that Antipater was adhering to Macedonian law, which, according to
Curtius (6.11.20), stated that the relatives of anyone found to have plotted against the king could
be executed. However, there are a number of problems with arguing along this line. Firstly,
Antipater was not king. Indeed the king (later kings) were with Perdiccas the very man to
whom the Athenian was writing. Secondly, it is debatable if Macedonian law could be applied
to an Athenian envoy performing his official duties. And finally, it should be noted that King
Philip III appears not to have been involved in the decision to punish Demades and his son. In
fact it is difficult to ascertain the whereabouts of either kings at this time.

530

See above discussion, pp. 207-208.
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How could he have learnt of Demades‟ letter before Cassander?531 The answer,
of course, is that he could not have and it is likely that Dinarchus‟ announcement
was no surprise to Cassander. Indeed, Cassander may have found the Athenian‟s
letters as he was going through his ailing father‟s papers.532 If this is correct then
it was Cassander who leaked the letter that Dinarchus533 was later to use so
successfully to denounce Demades.
With the execution of Demades and his son the Athenians, for the moment,
remained quiet. All was to change, however, once news of Antipater‟s death
reached Athens.534 And in light of the effect events in Macedonia had on those
in Greece it is important to examine carefully what took place after Antipater‟s
death in order to understand Phocion‟s fate. The Macedonian had been a
powerful force in Europe since being appointed regent in Macedon and
representative of Alexander as leader of the Corinthian League.535 His influence
had kept, for the most part, the subjugated peoples in line. He had managed to
defeat the Greek revolt under the Spartan king Agis during Alexander‟s lifetime
531

It is implied by both Arrian and Plutarch that Cassander acted in response to Dinarchus‟
accusation. See n. 533 below.
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As Antipater‟s illness progressed Cassander took increasing control over Macedonian affairs.
And it is possible that the ambitious young man went through his father‟s papers in order to
familiarize himself with the day-to-day affairs of the state.
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Arrian, Succ. F 1.15 Roos and Plut. Dem. 31.4. However, Plutarch makes no mention of
Dinarchus in his Life of Phocion. Careful note should be taken not to mistake the above
Dinarchus with that of Sostrates‟ son ([Plut.] Mor. 850b-c). The latter individual was a metic.
He was a speechwriter and orator and a former pupil of Theophrastus. He had also attended
Demetrius of Phalerum‟s lectures. This Dinarchus was active in public affairs after Antipater‟s
death and was a friend of Cassander. Cf. [Plutarch] Mor. 850d: „But at a latter time he
(Dinarchus) was accused of having dealings with Antipater and Cassander in connexion with
their occupation of Munichia (sic) when it was garrisoned by Antigonus and Demetrius in the
archonship of Anaxicrates, whereupon he turned most of his property into cash and went into
exile at Chalcis.‟ Details concerning the above-mentioned Dinarchus are sketchy. His family is
unknown (Suda s.v. DeivnarcoV). He is listed by Demosthenes (Dem. 18.295) among those men
who betrayed their own people for personal gain. He had been on good terms with Antipater
([Dem.] Ep. 6) and, in all likelihood, Cassander too. Indeed, it is believed that Dinarchus was a
supporter of Cassander. Cf. Heckel‟s Who’s Who in the Age of Alexander, p. 106.
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News reached Athens a few days after Nicanor had taken over command of the garrison in
Munychia (Plut. Phoc. 31.1-2). If Nicanor arrived within twenty-four hours of Antipater‟s
death then the Athenians received the news perhaps three or four days later.
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He had filled this role from the time Alexander left Macedonia in spring of 334 (Arr. 1.11.3).
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and also to withstand the initial onslaught of the combined Greek forces in the
Lamian War. A good measure of political acumen and luck helped him not only
to win that war but, once again, to establish Macedonian hegemony in the region.
His death, therefore, was sure to stir up trouble in many parts of Europe. Only a
successor with a similarly strong personality could hope to maintain the peace.
Phocion, whose position in Athens was tied closely with Antipater, needed to
establish quickly a healthy relationship with the new leader if his fortunes were
to remain unchanged. Similarly, throughout Greece the other oligarchic leaders
who had been appointed by Antipater needed to ascertain what the new regent
intended.536 There is no doubt that many embassies were sent to Macedonia in
the days and weeks before and after Antipater‟s death.537 These men would have
been eager to ascertain the intentions of Antipater‟s eventual successor,
Polyperchon. Unfortunately there is no way of knowing what he intended for the
Greeks. Before he had any time to settle into the regency Cassander made it
clear that he was not going to allow him to remain in power without a fight. And
it was this fight that ultimately sealed Phocion‟s fate. Without the firm backing
of the Macedonian leadership his position at home became increasingly
untenable, especially when it became apparent that Athens was to play an
integral, though passive, role in the war between Polyperchon and Cassander.
The fact that the Athenians had very little influence on events at this time is
worth noting. As the following discussion will reveal the Macedonians fought
each other for the hegemony of Athens and Greece. They made use of both their
military might and diplomatic skills to achieve this end. But, ultimately, this was
a battle between the diadochoi. It was a battle fought, in effect, over and not by
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Dinarchus of Corinth may have been one such leader.
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At the time that Polyperchon chose to issue his edict there were envoys present from the cities
(Diod. 18.55.4). Initially the regent does not appear to have had any changes in mind. Indeed,
other than his summoning of Olympias from Epirus (Diod. 18.49.4) there is no indication that
he had any other plans. It was only when Cassander made his position clear that Polyperchon
finally made a decision concerning the Greek cities.
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the Greeks. And in this struggle for power Athens was simply one of the spoils
of war.
News of Antipater‟s death did not reach Athens before Cassander had managed
to place his man, Nicanor, in command of the Macedonian garrison in Munychia.
This step was probably taken immediately after his father passed away (Plut.
Phoc. 30.4). Secrecy was essential. Before Antipater had died he appointed as
his successor the general Polyperchon.538 He had thus passed over his son. It
should be stressed, however, that Antipater was not king. Indeed, Macedonia
already had two kings. Antipater‟s position, therefore, was not one that could be
inherited.539 Indeed, Antipater may have feared that appointing his son to
succeed him would appear inappropriate in the eyes of the mature but
incapacitated king Philip III. Better to appoint a popular general. And it should
not be forgotten that Polyperchon was quite old and could not be expected to live
very many more years.540 Cassander was placed second in charge. His position
was such that when Polyperchon died Cassander, as his immediate subordinate,
might legitimately lay claim to power. In this way, it could be argued, Antipater
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Diod. 18.48.4. It is worthwhile noting at this point that Polyperchon‟s son, Alexander, had been
appointed one of the bodyguards of the king at Triparadeisus (Arrian, Succ. F 1.38 Roos). It
would be interesting to know if he was still performing this duty at the time of Antipater‟s
death.

539

This was not Cassander‟s belief, however. Cf. p. 207, n. 518 above.

540

This argument is, of course, conjectural and it perhaps might be dismissed outright because of
the fact that Polyperchon lived many years after Antipater‟s death. However, this is to argue
with the benefit of hindsight. Heckel writes that Polyperchon was perhaps born somewhere
between 390 and 380. Who’s Who in the Age of Alexander, p. 226. If this is correct then he was
likely in his mid sixties when he became regent. Antipater could not have envisaged that
Polyperchon would continue to live another twenty years. The diadochoi and their children
lived a very precarious life. And while some managed to survive into their late seventies or
eighties (e.g. Polyperchon, Ptolemy and Antigonus) many were dead before they had reached
their sixtieth birthday (e.g. Craterus, Eumenes, Perdiccas and Demeterius Poliorcetes). It is
reasonable to argue, therefore, that Antipater anticipated Polyperchon would only live another
five to ten years at most, after which time Cassander would assume control.
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avoided raising the ire of the royal household while, at the same time, setting
things up to fall as he would like after his death.541
It is not known exactly when Antipater decided upon Polyperchon. Perhaps the
decision had been made long before the illness and infirmity had taken a firm
hold, or perhaps Antipater in a moment of clarity saw that his son was not quite
ready to rule in his place. If nothing else, Demades‟ execution was intolerable
treatment of an envoy. This one deed may have forced Antipater to pass over his
son and give supreme command to Polyperchon. Cassander‟s act may have so
outraged the Macedonian army that they gave Antipater little option but to hand
power over to a more stable and capable leader. It is also possible that Antipater
did not have the only say in who was to succeed him. Polyperchon was popular
with the Macedonians (Diod. 18.54.2) and this surely included the army. He had
been second in command to Craterus when Alexander ordered the ailing general
to return to Macedonia and he was regent in Macedonia when Craterus was
killed in Asia Minor.542 These men remained loyal to their commander and may
have looked unkindly on Cassander who had, up to that point, shown little
diplomatic or military skill.543 Whatever the reasons for his father‟s decision
Cassander was clearly unhappy with it and was not going to relinquish what he
felt was his right to power (Diod. 18.49.1-3).
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Cassander was also relatively young and militarily inexperienced. Youth, however, had not
been a bar to the careers of Alexander the Great and Demetrius the Besieger. If Athenaeus can
be trusted then Cassander was possibly over thirty-five years of age at the time of Antipater‟s
death (Athen. 1.18A). It is more likely that Cassander‟s lack of military experience, as well as
his recent treatment of Demades and his son, played a significant part in his being passed over
for Polyperchon.
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Alexander had ordered Polyperchon to accompany Craterus on the march home. It is telling
that his appointment was a safeguard in case the ailing general died before he was able to
accomplish his task. Polyperchon was not just second in charge but Craterus‟ anointed
successor (Arr. 7.12.4). For an account of Craterus‟ death see Diodorus,18.30.5, Plut. Eum. 7.34 and 7.7-8 and Nepos Eum. 4.1 and 4.4.
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Polyperchon had, therefore, proven his ability to lead both in Asia and at home. Indeed, it was
while fulfilling these duties that he defeated the Thessalians who had risen up against Antipater
(Diod. 18.38.6). Cf. p. 219, n. 549 below.
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Cassander, therefore, upon hearing of Polyperchon‟s appointment, began
immediately to plot against him, his first act being, as already stated, to remove
Menyllus from command of the force at Munychia and arrange for his lieutenant
Nicanor to take over (Plut. Phoc. 31.1-2). It is interesting that Polyperchon does
not at first take steps to deal with Nicanor. Perhaps he was not sure enough of
his own position to undertake immediately a military campaign. It is more
likely, however, that he was simply taken by surprise. Cassander had been
prepared for any eventuality and he had made sure Nicanor was ready to move
immediately after Antipater had died. Indeed the move was executed so
promptly that Polyperchon perhaps believed, at first, that the decision to replace
Menyllus had been made by Antipater and thus was not to be altered. Certainly
there is no indication that, initially at least, Polyperchon saw in Nicanor‟s
appointment an overt act of aggression on Cassander‟s part. Indeed, Cassander
managed to convince Polyperchon, for a time, that he was resigned to his fate
and would not contest Polyperchon‟s appointment (Diod. 18.49.3 and 18.54.2).
As already stated, Cassander had been acting, jointly with his father, as regent
during Antipater‟s illness. His order, therefore, that Menyllus be replaced may
have been perceived as a last decision made with Antipater‟s approval before his
death. After Cassander succeeded in this endeavour he removed himself from
the capital and, though still chiliarch, appears to have taken little part in
government before ultimately making his escape into Asia.544
It is interesting to note that Cassander acted, contrary to accounts of his earlier
behaviour, with restraint and patience. He thus managed to lull Polyperchon into
a false sense of security. Polyperchon‟s first step on taking over command was
to set about summoning Olympias from Epirus where she had fled to escape both
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It is interesting to draw a parallel with Cassander‟s behaviour here and when his father attached
him to Antigonus as chiliarch in 321 (Diod. 18.39.7, Arrian, Succ. F 1.38 and F 1.42-44 Roos,
Plut. Eum. 8.3-7). On both occasions he refused to accept a subordinate role and was prepared
to abandon his post rather than stay and make the best of a bad situation. It was clearly not in
his character to play second fiddle to anyone other than his father.
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Antipater and Cassander.545 Ostensibly, Olympias was to take care of
Alexander‟s son, however, her status among both the Macedonians and the
Greeks546 meant that she would lend an air of credibility to Polyperchon‟s
position. This was a measure to secure firmly his hold on power. It is interesting
that whereas Antipater could afford to antagonise Olympias without fear of
undermining his position, Polyperchon felt the need to bring her nearer to him.
Perhaps he had always had a good working relationship with Alexander‟s mother
and so the invitation was simply a friendly gesture. The fact, however, that
Polyperchon first consulted with his friends before summoning Olympias
suggests that there were political motivations behind the invitation. While
Cassander endeavoured not to raise suspicion it would be surprising if there were
not some concern about his intentions. Olympias, enemy of Antipater and
Cassander, may have been seen as extra insurance against any possible attempt
by his second in command to usurp Polyperchon‟s position.547
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Diod. 18.49.4, 18.57.2. Olympias, however, did not leave Epirus until 317 (Diod. 19.11.1 and
19.23.2). See also p. 206, n. 516 above. It is surprising that Philip Arrhidaeus does not appear
to have raised any objections to Polyperchon‟s request. By all accounts Olympias had treated
her step-son very harshly in his youth and she was even thought to have been responsible for
causing the mental affliction from which he is supposed to have suffered (Plut. Alex. 77.5).
Surely, if there were any bad blood between the two, the king would have taken some steps to
prevent Olympias‟ return. As it is there is no record of any effort made on King Philip‟s part to
stop his step-mother‟s arrival nor does there appear to have been any trouble between the two of
them upon her return.
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According to Diodorus (18.65.2), the Athenians, in particular, had held Olympias in high
esteem. Her portrayal in Hypereides‟ Defence of Euxenippos (19-26), however, appears to
contradict this assessment. But his reference to Alexander‟s mother is not so much a comment
on any feeling of great enmity against her as against the Macedonians in general. Further, as
Elizabeth Carney notes, the negative portrayal of Olympias in the ancient sources may well
reflect the bias of the age as opposed to any real animosity toward the queen. Carney writes:
„The image of Olympias created by our sources results from the accumulation of many layers of
prejudice… . Naturally most Greeks disliked the role women played in Macedonian public life.
In Athens, respectable women were, if possible, not even named in public, yet Athenian
politicians refer to Olympias by name in the assembly, without even a patronymic… She had a
long public relationship with the Athenian assembly.‟ „Olympias and the Image of the Virago‟,
Phoenix 47 (1993): 33. See David Whitehead‟s commentary on Hypereides for a further
discussion (plus bibliography) of the above-mentioned passage. Hypereides: The Forensic
Speeches, pp. 215-229.
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Olympias may also have been the key agitator against Cassander. It is possible she was
regularly corresponding with Polyperchon and it would be surprising, given her hatred of
Antipater‟s family if she were not continually warning Polyperchon of the threat Cassander
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As stated above, Polyperchon‟s first decision after he came to power was to seek
the advice of his friends (Diod. 18.49.4). This is telling and may be an indication
of Polyperchon‟s debt to those who helped put him in power. It also indicates
that he was not to have the same freedom to operate as his predecessor.548
Polyperchon, although held in honour by the Macedonians (Diod. 18.48.4), was
not in the same league as Antipater and the other Macedonian leaders who had
been so closely tied to Alexander the Great.549 He could not command,
therefore, the same level of respect nor exercise the same degree of autonomy.
Thus, when Cassander did, ultimately, reveal his hand Polyperchon was forced to
re-appraise his own position. He quickly accepted Cassander‟s dominance of the
Greek cities and determined that he could not be beaten militarily. Polyperchon
therefore chose, fatefully, to use diplomatic means to achieve his ends.550 It was
decided that the only way to defeat Cassander was to negate his influence in
Greece (Diod. 18.55.2-4). And it was thought that the only way this could be
achieved was by “freeing” the Greek cities.551 A decree was therefore drafted,

posed. For some examples of the animosity between the two parties see: Diod. 18.49.4, Paus.
1.11.3, Arr. 7.12.5-7, Plut. Alex. 68.3 and 77.1-2.
548

Note that J. Hornblower (Hieronymus of Cardia, p. 224) believes this to reflect a weakness or
lack of leadership ability. However, both Cassander (Diod. 18.49.2) and Antigonus (Diod.
18.50.5) are seen acting similarly.
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This is not to say that Polyperchon was an insignificant personage. As already noted
Polyperchon had been Craterus‟ subordinate and successor (see p. 216, n. 542 above). There is
no doubt that he was a general of some ability. Not long after Antipater had left Europe, the
Aetolians began a campaign against the Macedonians. Their army attacked and defeated the
Macedonian army under the command of Antipater‟s general Polycles before launching a
successful campaign in Thessaly. Ultimately, the Aetolians were forced to abandon the
campaign because of pressing concerns at home, but this was not before they managed to bring
the Thessalians on side. Taking command of the Macedonian army, Polyperchon led his men
into Thessaly and routed the remaining enemy forces (Diod. 18.38). Despite this, however,
Polyperchon still does not appear to have the same air of authority as did Antipater, Antigonus
and Ptolemy.
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Subsequent events reveal that, while Polyperchon appears to have been a competent general, he
in no way matched Antipater‟s diplomatic prowess.

551

Cf. Flower, „Alexander and Panhellenism‟ in Alexander the Great in Fact and Fiction, p. 127.
He writes that Polyperchon „…re-enacted the Exiles‟ Decree in 319 as part of his effort to
consolidate his hold over Greece against Cassander and Antigonus.‟ Of course, if Polyperchon,
as he himself conceded, had no real authority in these cities then his ability to actually „free‟
them was limited. It was to be the responsibility of the Greek population to free themselves.
This was the hoped for outcome at any rate. Once unrest began to ferment throughout Greece,
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given to the Greek envoys, and delivered to the Greek cities.552 Polyperchon was
clearly behind in the chase to win over the support of the Greek people and, most
importantly, of the Athenians. Cassander relied on the fear of the garrison to
hold them in line. When that option was lost to Polyperchon the general began a
propaganda war. The garrison represented occupation and oppression and so
Polyperchon offered freedom and autonomy. Cassander had the Athenians by
the scruff of the neck. Polyperchon tried to take possession of their hearts and
minds. It was a struggle that the Athenian people could play little part in helping
to resolve. The city was a mere pawn.553
Unfortunately it is difficult to determine just when the kings‟ edict was issued.
Indeed, trying to ascertain, with any degree of accuracy, a timeline for many of
the events of this period is a very hazardous endeavour. In spite of the
treacherous nature of the waters, however, it is necessary to try and establish
some sort of timeframe. If the restoration of IG II². 383b is correct and Demades
was still in Athens in June 319 B.C. then it is plausible to argue that the orator
and his son were not executed until sometime in July (mid summer) 319.
Further, given Antipater‟s very poor health, it is likely the regent did not live
long after Demades‟ murder. He is likely to have died sometime in the summer
(Jul. – Aug.) of 319. 554 Immediately after Antipater‟s death (certainly before
news of it had reached Athens) Nicanor arrived at Munychia and replaced
Menyllus as garrison commander. It is clear that, for a short period after his
father‟s death, Cassander remained in Macedonia. However, he appears to have
Cassander‟s hold on power would disintegrate and thus make the Greeks easy pickings for
Polyperchon and the kings.
552

The text of the decree is given by Diodorus (18.56).

553

As Adcock and Mosley (p. 106) quite rightly note: „…Greek freedom remained a commodity
which could be granted and revoked at will according as it suited the various Macedonian
military barons, for there was no stability infused into the chaotic problems of the succession to
Alexander until 281 when the Battle of Corupedium fixed the political boundaries of the
successor kingdoms for some time.‟ Diplomacy in Ancient Greece.

554

Cf. Heckel, Who’s Who in the Age of Alexander, p. 292, n. 88. Contra Davies APF, p. 101.
The decree is discussed below (Appendix B).
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removed himself from the capital at the earliest opportunity and taken up
residence in the country (Diod. 18.49.1-2). Perhaps he left the city sometime in
November 319 just before winter set in. It was in the country that he spent many
weeks talking with his friends and making arrangements for his impending
struggle with Polyperchon. It was perhaps not until the mid-winter of 319/8 that
Cassander left Macedonia for Asia.555 Upon his arrival in the east he
immediately met up with Antigonus who, after victories against Eumenes,
Alcetas and Attalus (Diod. 18.50.1) was eager to assist Cassander in his struggle
against Polyperchon.556
Now Davies has argued that Antigonus heard of Antipater‟s death in the spring
of 319, after he had defeated Alcetas and Attalus in Pisidia (Diod. 18.47.4-5,
18.50.1).557 However, if Antipater died in summer 319 (as is argued above), then
Davies‟ dating cannot be accepted. It would appear that another look at
Diodorus‟ account is in order. Antigonus first hears of Antipater‟s death from
Aristodemus of Miletus (Diod. 18.47.4) when „he (Antigonus) had come to
555

Diodorus‟ account (18.54.3) states that Cassander arrived at the Chersonese before passing
through the Hellespont and arriving in Asia. His decision to travel over land may have been a
consequence of the fact that the weather was no longer safe for sailing. It should be noted that,
prior to his departure, Cassander had sent envoys to Ptolemy (Diod. 18.49.3). These men
appear to have completed their mission and returned to Macedonia before Cassander had left for
Asia. Indeed, Cassander had urged Ptolemy to send a fleet from Phoenicia to the Hellespont
(Diod. 18.49.3). Diodorus (18.54.3) states that Cassander informed Antigonus that Ptolemy had
already promised to be an ally. Presumably it would have taken a week or two at least for the
envoys to travel to and from Egypt. It would seem that, given all the preparation involved in
securing allies and considering the efforts he made shoring up support for his cause at home,
that it was some four to five months, after his father‟s death, before Cassander left Macedonia.
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As already noted above (p. 207, n. 520), Antigonus‟ decision to support Cassander was made
for strategic purposes only. Diodorus (18.54.4) writes that Antigonus „…pretended to be aiding
him (Cassander) because of his friendship for Antipater, but in truth it was because he wished
Polyperchon to be surrounded by many great distractions, so that he might proceed against Asia
without danger and secure the supreme power for himself.‟
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Davies (APF, p. 101) writes that: „…news of Antipatros‟ death reached Antigonus (Diod. xviii.
50.1) at the end of his successful campaign against Alketas and Attalos in spring 319…
separating the campaign of Diod. xviii 41 from that of Diod. xviii. 44 by Polyainos‟ notice (iv.
6.6) that he wintered in Kappadokia…‟ (My italics). It is worth noting, however, that Diodorus
(18.50.1) is not so much concerned with establishing a proper chronology in this short passage
as he is in providing a list of Antigonus‟ successes up to that point in time. By doing this
Diodorus (or his source, Hieronymus of Cardia) is able to contrast the old general‟s haughty and
proud attitude with that of the more prescient Eumenes, who is ever aware of the fact that
Fortune changes quickly (Diod. 18.41.6 and 18.42.1).

221

Cretopolis‟. Diodorus appears here to be referring to when the Macedonian
general first arrived in the „City of the Cretans‟, in pursuit of Alcetas and
Attalus.558 That is: before the campaign had even started (and not after its
successful completion, as argued by Davies).559 If this argument is accepted then
the following chronology might be applied. According to Polyaenus (4.6.6), it
was while Antigonus was wintering in Cappadocia that he sent Leonidas to deal
with certain Macedonian hoplites that had revolted against him.560 Antigonus
feared that these men would join Alcetas if given the opportunity. After
successfully dealing with this pressing issue it is possible Antigonus set out
immediately with his army on a forced march to Pisidia in order to surprise and
hopefully defeat quickly Alcetas‟ forces (cf. Diod. 18.44.1-3).561 According to

558

For a brief biography of these two men see Heckel‟s Who’s Who in the Age of Alexander the
Great. Alcetas (Heckel, pp 8-9) was the younger brother of Perdiccas. Attalus (Heckel, pp. 6364) was husband of Perdiccas‟ sister, Atalante. Before heading off to deal with these two,
Antigonus defeated Eumenes‟ forces at Orcynii in Cappadocia. The Cardian had not been
killed, however. He had managed to escape to a stronghold called Nora where Antigonus left
him surrounded by a sufficient guard (Diod. 18.41, Plut. Eum. 10.1 and 11.1). Eumenes appears
to have spent the winter of 319/18 at Nora. Cf. E. M. Anson, Eumenes of Cardia: A Greek
Among Macedonians, p. 131 and n. 53. He writes: „Eumenes‟ flight into Nora occurred in the
late spring of 319.‟ He also argues that the siege lasted one year; from spring 319 to spring 318.
Errington, argues that the siege of Nora took place (approximately) between June 319 to June
318. Hermes 107 (1977): 484 and 485. See also Bosworth (Chiron 22 (1992): 67) who argues
the siege began in the summer of 319 and „had taken the best part of a year.‟
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Note that Bosworth also argues (p. 67) that Antigonus learned of Antipater‟s death „when he
returned to Cretopolis.‟ So too Anson who argues that Antigonus heard the news „…while at
Cretopolis on his way to Celaenae to enter winter quarters…‟ Eumenes of Cardia, p. 135. See
also Billows, Antigonus the One Eyed, p. 80.
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The dating of this passage of Polyaenus is, of course, a precarious business. Davies, as noted
above (p. 221, n. 557), believes that the winter falls between Antigonus‟ campaign against
Eumenes and that against Alcetas and Attalus. Anson, however, dates it to the winter of 320/19,
before the battle at Orcynii. Eumenes of Cardia, pp. 121-122 and n. 21. Billows argues that
Antigonus wintered in south eastern Phrygia during the winter of 320/19 and that during this
time he was forced to deal with the defection of a certain Olcias. Antigonus the One Eyed, pp.
74-75. It is feasible to argue that the winter is, as Davies appears to argue, that in which
Eumenes was holed up in the fortress at Nora but that the year in question was in fact 319/18
and not 320/19.
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Plutarch (Eum. 12.1) writes that it was while the siege of the fortress at Nora was taking place
that Antigonus heard of the death of Antipater in Macedonia. However, Plutarch does not state
that the Macedonian was still in Cappadocia when this news reached him. Indeed, it is implied
in the text that Antigonus was elsewhere. Plutarch writes (Eum. 12.1-2) that Antigonus sent
Hieronymus to make a treaty with his compatriot but that Eumenes changed the wording of the
proposed oath and „…submitted it to the Macedonians who were besieging him…‟ Clearly,
Antigonus had left Cappadocia by this time.
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Diodorus (18.44.3 – 18.45.4), Antigonus nearly succeeded in this endeavour in a
battle that was fought somewhere near Cretopolis.562 Alcetas escaped, however,
to Pisidia where he was eventually betrayed and killed by the Pisidian elders
(Diod. 18.46.4-7). Now it is at this point that Diodorus, as noted above, reports
that Antigonus heard of Antipater‟s death. But the account implies that this
information was relayed to the Macedonian general before he had dealt with
Alcetas. That is: when Antigonus had originally arrived in Cretopolis (wJV de;

kathvnthsen eijV Krhtw:n povlin, h|ken pro;V aujto;n =AristovdhmoV oJ MilhvsiV
ajpaggevllwn o{ti =AntivpatroV me;n teteleuvthken). Once again, if this
interpretation of Diodorus‟ account is correct, then it can be argued that it was
sometime in the winter of 319/8 that Antigonus first heard the news of the
regent‟s death. It was not too long after receiving this news that Cassander
arrived on his doorstep. And it was during the winter and early spring of 318
that both the regent and Cassander made preparations for the upcoming
confrontation. It was also sometime around winter 319/8 that Polyperchon wrote
and released the kings‟ edict.563
Interestingly, Plutarch writes, not of a decree, but of a letter being sent to the
Athenians (Phoc. 32.1) stating that the king returned democracy to them and
ordering them all to take part in the government according to their ancestral
customs (politeuvesqai kata; ta; pavtria pavntaV =AqhnaivouV). Plutarch
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Billows furnishes a concise discussion on the events noted here. Antigonus the One Eyed, pp.
74-80. He appears, however, to date the battle of Cretopolis to sometime near mid-summer
319. Antigonus the One Eyed, p. 78.
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Diodorus (18.55) notes that the edict was written not long after Cassander had slipped away. It
is clearly stated that one reason Polyperchon decided to free the cities was because he was
aware that Cassander was being assisted by Antigonus (Diod. 18.55.2). It would have taken at
least a week or so for news of Cassander‟s successful meeting with Antigonus to have reached
the regent. However, Polyperchon‟s suspicions would have been raised as soon as his Chiliarch
left the country. It, therefore, is logical to argue that, upon hearing of Cassander‟s departure
Polyperchon immediately began considering his options. Rumour of his eventual decision to
free the Greeks would have spread very quickly throughout Greece and it would not be
surprising if, sometime during the winter of 318, Athens were not already buzzing at the news.
The edict itself was probably issued in the first few weeks of the new year. This would have
allowed a couple of months for the Greeks to comply with the terms of the edict. Cf. Bosworth,
Chiron 22 (1992): 67.
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(Phoc. 32.2) also writes that Polyperchon‟s motives for sending this letter were
to undermine Phocion‟s authority in Athens. The Macedonian felt that those
Athenians who had been voted out of office (ajpoyhfivzomai)564 would
overwhelm the government and the assembly (to; bh:ma) and that this would
again place the city at the mercy of demagogues and sycophants. This account
contrasts with that of Diodorus (18.56) who makes no mention of Phocion at all.
It is possible that, yet again, Diodorus‟ source chose to disregard the important
role both Athens and its leaders played in Polyperchon‟s decision to issue the
decree. If, as stated above, Hieronymus of Cardia was the source for this part of
Diodorus‟ work, then it is not surprising that Phocion‟s name was omitted.
Hieronymus appears to have had a particularly unflattering opinion of the elderly
Polyperchon, much preferring the younger, more energetic, Cassander.565 He
appears to have provided only a rudimentary sketch of the general‟s activities
during this period and seems not to have spent too much time trying to analyse or
understand his motives. Indeed, Hieronymus may have simply written his
account using the Macedonian records at his disposal, adding just a short aside as
to the possible motives for Polyperchon‟s actions.566 Of course this
interpretation is not certain. However, it does help to explain why Diodorus‟
account differs so much from that offered by Plutarch, who was surely using
another source. Ultimately, Diodorus writes that Polyperchon, rather than
attempting to overthrow the oligarchic leaders in Athens, issued the decree in an
attempt to undermine all the oligarchies established by Antipater throughout
564

According to Liddell and Scott the verb ajpoyhfivzomai can be translated to vote away from one,
to reject. It also can refer to the failure to register (or the expulsion of) someone on/from the
deme register. For the use of the verb see Dem. 57.12 and 59.59. The noun ajpoyhvfisiV, ewV,
hJ - an acquittal (LSJ) may also be translated as disenfranchisement (see, Dem. 57.2 and 57.4).
Cf. above pp. 101 and n. 230.
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Cf. Jane Hornblower, Hieronymus of Cardia, pp. 224-225.

566

Despite a couple of positive references to Polyperchon by Diodorus (18.38.6, 18.48.4) the
narrative, overall, portrays a rather unimpressive commander easily and repeatedly
outmanoeuvred by the cleverer, younger and more decisive Cassander. It is a portrayal that is
surely a reflection of his choice of source material. And it seems likely that this source is
Hieronymus. Jane Hornblower notes: „Hieronymus‟ unflattering sketch of Polyperchon, whom
he could not have known well, may reflect the prejudice of sources in Macedon or Athens.‟
Hieronymus of Cardia, pp. 225.
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Greece. Conversely, Plutarch fails to mention the decree and ignores the general
application of Polyperchon‟s letter to the Greeks as a whole. It is likely,
however, that a middle line can be drawn between the two accounts.
The decree was clearly issued to all Greeks. Diodorus (18.55.2-4) notes that the
aim of the edict was to undermine Cassander‟s influence throughout Greece.
While the decree specifically mentions Athens with regard to the people‟s
territorial possessions567 there is no other mention of the city and no mention of
Phocion at all.568 Its ultimate purpose therefore was to destabilize all the
oligarchic governments created by Antipater. The fact that Athens is given
specific mention in the decree does indicate, however, that Polyperchon had
given the Athenians extra consideration. And the fact that Olympias also wrote
to Nicanor concerning the restoration of the Piraeus and Munychia to the
Athenians (Diod 18.65.1) further shows that the city was considered to be of
some importance. If this is the case then any interest in Athens would have
necessitated interest in its leaders and, in particular, Phocion. The decree,
therefore, and the letters issued by both Polyperchon and Olympias, reveal that
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Diodorus 18.56.6-7. Specifically, mention is made of Oropus, which the Athenians were not
allowed to reclaim and Samos which was to be returned to them. While the matter of Samos
was of vital interest to the Athenian people the decree only really offered a faint hope that the
island might once again come under Athenian control. The edict offers no advice as to how the
Athenians might go about reoccupying Samos and there is no indication that the Macedonians
were going to provide any tangible support for what would be a costly undertaking. The one
thing the decree did offer, however, was the possibility of change. It offered the possibility that
the Athenian might once again recover their freedom and autonomy and in time regain the
strength to take back Samos by force. It would be interesting to know how the Samians
responded to Polyperchon‟s edict. They were no doubt shaken when news of the decree
reached them. But they would have felt reasonably secure in the short term. As long as Athens
remained occupied by Cassander‟s forces the Athenians were in no position to launch an
invasion fleet. It is likely they sent ambassadors to the Kings in Europe in order to appeal the
decision. And from that point the matter would have become bogged down in diplomatic
manoeuvrings and political intrigue. Indeed, events would have proceeded much as they had
done after Alexander‟s Exiles‟ Decree was proclaimed, when many months were spent trying to
sort out just what it all meant.

568

It should be noted that the only individuals named in the decree are Macedonian. This does not
refute Plutarch‟s claim that the decree was aimed at undermining Phocion‟s position in Athens.
However, it does bring into question whether or not the author‟s assertion is based on material
evidence or is simply his own interpretation of events.
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Athens, „the most famous city‟,569 played an integral part in the war between
Polyperchon and Cassander.
The first move in the bout, therefore, went to Cassander. And it is another
indication of the young man‟s power in Macedonia prior to Antipater‟s death that
he was able to succeed in replacing the garrison commander. Menyllus surely
would not have moved had he not felt the decision was authorized by
Cassander‟s father. Certainly it is possible that Nicanor told Menyllus that his
orders came from Antipater.570 However, it would be surprising if such orders
were given and accepted without some form of written authorization. Any such
written papers must have come from Cassander who, not disclosing his father‟s
death, signed the order on his behalf. If such an order was given then its
acceptance by Menyllus highlights that Cassander was the effective leader in
Macedonia during the last stages of Antipater‟s illness. It is impossible to know
just when the son took hold of affairs in Macedonia. Most likely it was a
gradual process. As Antipater‟s health deteriorated Cassander took greater
control of Macedonian affairs, perhaps deferring to his father in the initial stages
of the illness but making independent decisions as Antipater‟s health declined.
By the time of the regent‟s death, however, Cassander was the nominal leader in
Macedon.
It would appear that those Athenians still taking an active part in political affairs
and following, perhaps, Phocion‟s example, at first supported Cassander.
Diodorus (18.64.1-2) states that, after Cassander had left Macedonia, Nicanor
requested that the Athenians maintain their goodwill toward him. And it appears
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Diod. 18.66.2.
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Cf. Bosworth, CQ 44 (1994): 62 who writes that Cassander sent Nicanor to assume command
at Munychia „…on his own initiative and will have claimed that he had Antipater‟s mandate‟.
Also in this article Bosworth argues, quite convincingly, that Nicanor was Antipater‟s grandson
(the son of his favourite and influential daughter, Phila) and, therefore, Cassander‟s nephew.
This close family connection „…made his (Nicanor‟s) credentials safe from challenge by the
retiring commandant, Menyllus…‟ (My parenthesis). Further, Bosworth believes that Nicanor
was on good terms with, not only Phocion, but a number of prominent Athenian citizens.
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that, initially, he was relatively well received. As already noted, Plutarch (Phoc.
31.2) writes of how Nicanor, as ajgwnoqevthV, undertook sundry exhibitions.
Presumably his actions managed to sustain, at least for a short time, Athenian
support for Cassander.571 His eventual loss of favour, however, forced Nicanor
to try and convince the Athenians why it was in their best interests to remain
loyal to his uncle.572 This indicates that the Athenians, probably from the time
Antipater‟s health had begun to affect his ability to rule, had continued to deal
with the son as they had with the father.573 Diodorus‟ (18.64.1) wording is such
that Nicanor‟s request appears to come soon after Polyperchon‟s edict. This
meeting may have taken place in the Piraeus, where Plutarch (Phoc. 32.3)
records that the Macedonian addressed the boule in an attempt to counter the
affect of the edict.574
This meeting and the events in Athens that led up to it are worth further
discussion because they highlight the tenuous nature of Phocion‟s hold on power.
The Athenian constitution was, as has already been shown, malleable; it could be
bent and shaped to fit the circumstances. Further, the common catchphrase for
any new ruler in Athens hoping to lend an air of legitimacy to his rule was to
claim to be governing the city-state according to the ancestral constitution. And
this may have been the claim made by the new Macedonian backed regime under
Phocion. The use of such propaganda would help to inure the people to any
571

It would be interesting to know just how many exhibitions Nicanor undertook and over what
period of time they took place. It would not be too fanciful to argue that the new garrison
commander managed at least to appease the Athenians for two or three weeks before they began
turning on him.

572

Diodorus (18.64.1-2) writes that Nicanor sought a hearing with the Athenians after he learned
that Cassander had gone to Antigonus and that Polyperchon was expected to march his army
into Attica. Plutarch (Phoc. 32.3) reports that Nicanor wanted to address the Athenians after he
discovered that Polyperchon‟s communications had stirred them up. All of this indicates that it
was perhaps four to six months after Antipater‟s death that the garrison commander went to
plead his case before the Athenian people.

573

It is also an indication that the sundry exhibitions that Nicanor had financed had perhaps
achieved their purpose of mollifying the people.

574

It is likely that Nicanor‟s meeting with the Athenians took place a week or so after the Kings‟
decree was issued early in 318.
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changes being made to the machinery of state. Phocion‟s hold on power,
however, was not based on any concrete constitutional framework. The steps
taken to firm up his position were to disenfranchise some two thirds of the demos
by applying a wealth census as well as to stop payments for attending the
assembly and law courts. Further, the imposition of the garrison at Munychia
helped to discourage any citizens who happened to be unhappy with the new
state of affairs. The stability of the Phocionic regime, however, ultimately
depended on the fact that Antipater‟s position in Macedonia was secure. When
his health began to deteriorate the weak foundation upon which Phocion‟s
position in Athens was built began to crumble. Ultimately, he could not control
the actions of people once they set their minds to something. The power of the
masses could still be wielded despite the attempts to keep them from attending
the assembly. And the force stationed at Munychia was not potent enough to
frighten the people once the Athenians learned of Antipater‟s ill-health. The
opportunity to affect change while the Macedonians sorted out their own internal
affairs was not to be missed. Nicanor was certainly aware of the vulnerability of
his position. His willingness to meet with the Council of Five Hundred is a sign
that he felt his position threatened. Fortunately for Nicanor, as will be shown
below, Phocion‟s inability or unwillingness to help the Athenians seize the
moment gave the garrison commander the time he needed to make secure his
position. And once he brought enough troops into Munychia and, ultimately, the
Piraeus, his position in Athens became virtually unassailable.
According to Plutarch, Nicanor relied upon Phocion for his safety while he
attended the meeting with the council. He was not to be disappointed. Despite
the efforts of the Athenian general Dercylus, to have Nicanor arrested, the
garrison commander, probably with Phocion‟s assistance, managed to escape
capture (Plut. Phoc. 32.3).575 While Plutarch recounts the attempted arrest and
575

Gehrke argues that Phocion had little choice other than to protect Nicanor. He writes that, in
effect, an attack on Nicanor was, essentially, an attack on Phocion. To have allowed the arrest
of the garrison commander would be to support Polyperchon whose sole purpose was to
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subsequent escape of the garrison commander there is nothing to say that he had
not already addressed the boule and that his request was not then put before the
assembly. It is noted in Diodorus (18.64.2) that Nicanor deceived the people
(dh:moV) and persuaded them to wait a few days because Cassander would do
„…what was for the advantage of the city…‟576 It appears then that the boule
reported Nicanor‟s request to the assembly and that the Athenians voted to wait a
few days to see how matters turned out. Whatever the reasons for their decision
it was a fortunate thing for Nicanor that the Athenians remained inactive. The
delay allowed him time to move extra troops into Munychia and thus safeguard
his position from immediate attack.577 This act, of course, was a major
provocation and bemused the Athenians who held numerous meetings before
finally deciding to send envoys to Polyperchon requesting that he, in accordance
with the edict, send them help.578 Ultimately, however, the many days it took for
the Athenians to finally decide upon a course of action enabled Nicanor to
strengthen his position even further. After hiring mercenaries he marched his
troops the short distance down to the Piraeus and took control of the Great
Harbour and the harbour boom (Diod. 18.64.4, Plut. Phoc. 32.5).
It was perhaps at this point that Phocion finally accepted that the only way the
issue was to be resolved was by launching an attack on Nicanor‟s position (Plut.
overthrow the oligarchy. He concludes by arguing that to arrest Nicanor would not only have
been tantamount to political suicide but also an offence against international law. Phokion, pp.
112-113. Contra Bearzot, Focione tra storia e trasfigurazione ideale, who argues that Gehrke is
heir to the substantially positive judgment that the ancient tradition left concerning Phocion. Pp.
213-214.
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It appears that Nicanor hoped to convince the Athenians that Cassander might offer something
that would top Polyperchon‟s edict.
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Diod. 18.64.2. Diodorus does not say here where the troops came from. At 18.64.4, however,
Diodorus notes Nicanor‟s use of mercenaries. It is possible that there were still mercenaries
encamped at Taenarum and Nicanor was able to secure their services.
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It is telling that the Athenians do not attack Nicanor themselves. However, Plutarch (Phoc.
32.5) records that a certain Philomelos brought in a decree that the Athenians should stand
under arms but that Phocion paid the matter no heed. Clearly Phocion, even if his position was
not as strong as it had been before Antipater‟s death, still maintained a powerful hold over the
Athenian people. They were uncertain as to how to respond to events that were now rapidly
unfurling.
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Phoc. 33.1). The people, however, shouted Phocion down and instead chose to
arrange another meeting with Nicanor.579 And here Phocion‟s fate was
ultimately decided. He was sent, along with Conon the son of Timotheus580 and
Clearchus the son of Nausicles, to complain about Nicanor‟s actions and to
request that he comply with Polyperchon‟s edict and restore to the people their
autonomy (Diod. 18.64.4-6). It is a rather pathetic response given the serious
nature of their situation though there was probably little else the Athenians felt
they could do. They were now in a dire position. In response to their demands,
Nicanor very shrewdly argued that he was only following orders and advised the
envoys to meet with Cassander (Diod. 18.64.6).
It is difficult to determine Phocion‟s role in these affairs, however. Nicanor
played a very shrewd political game. Indeed, he appears to have outmanoeuvred
Phocion, who, perhaps due in part to his old age, placed too much faith in the
honesty and integrity of the Macedonian.581 Despite entreaties from those
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Diod. 18.64.4-6. This is a plausible interpretation of the events portrayed in both Plutarch and
Diodorus. Plutarch‟s truncated account makes for frustrating reading. He does not record a
second meeting with Nicanor though Diodorus offers specific details as to who was sent.
Perhaps Polyperchon advised the Athenians to send this embassy to Nicanor. He had tried to
avoid military confrontation over this issue and endeavoured to achieve his ends through
diplomatic means. If Diodorus‟ account is chronologically correct then Nicanor‟s meeting with
the Athenians was soon followed by the letter from Olympias (18.65.1). And a week or so after
that Polyperchon‟s son, Alexander, arrived in Athens with an army (Diod. 18.65.3, Plut. Phoc.
33.1). Substantial pressure was therefore being placed on the garrison commander who,
seemingly abandoned by Cassander, would have been continually aware that both the
Macedonians and the Athenians could launch an attack against him at any point.

580

This is an interesting choice. Timotheus, of course, captured Samos in 365. Cf. Davies, APF,
no. 13700 („Konon‟ (III)). Considering that Polyperchon‟s edict stipulated that Samos be
returned to the Athenians the selection of Conon here may be significant. It would appear the
meeting was not to be conciliatory. Conon, hoping, perhaps, to follow in his father‟s footsteps
demanded Nicanor follow Polyperchon‟s orders. What is significant is that if the Athenians
were to regain Samos then they needed ships. While an alternate port could be found, the
Piraeus was the best place from which to launch an armada.

581

This is certainly Plutarch‟s view of things (Phoc. 32.4-5). This will be discussed further in the
following chapter. Also it should be remembered that Nicanor was related to Antipater (cf. p.
226, n. 570 above). Perhaps Phocion assumed that Cassander and Nicanor would share the
same character traits as their father and grandfather, Antipater. This may be another case of the
descendants of great men failing to meet the standards set by their forebears. Phocion‟s own
son was a bad seed (Plut. Phoc. 20.1-3) and his son-in-law was little better (Plut. Phoc. 31.4,
32.3). Further, Phocion is said to have lamented the fact that the son of Chabrias had none of
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around him Phocion continued to support Nicanor and refused to accept that the
garrison commander was not keeping up his end of the bargain (Plut. Phoc.
32.5). It was only when Nicanor‟s deceitful behaviour became manifest that
Phocion finally decided to act. By then, however, it was too late. Nicanor had
used the time well and, according to Diodorus, managed to bring in enough
troops to enable him to „…maintain the guard and fight against any who
undertook to besiege the garrison.‟582 The people, annoyed by Nicanor‟s
duplicitous behaviour and still hoping to regain their freedom and autonomy,
turned, finally, to Polyperchon (Diod. 18.64.3).
It is interesting that Phocion agreed to be part of the embassy that met with
Nicanor. His position, however, had grown increasingly untenable.
Polyperchon‟s edict spelt the end for Phocion and his regime.583 He could expect
no support from that quarter. Phocion‟s only hope, therefore, lay with Cassander
and his man in Athens, Nicanor. This might offer another explanation as to why
Phocion was so willing to trust the garrison commander; he simply had no other
choice. When the people requested, therefore, that he meet with Nicanor he had
little option but to comply. But it was a mission doomed to fail. The Athenians,
as Phocion must have known, had neither the political will nor military
preparedness to attack Nicanor.584 All the envoys could do was voice their
unhappiness and ask the garrison commander to comply with Polyperchon‟s
edict. In response Nicanor cleverly washed his hands of the matter by saying
the redeeming features of the father (Plut. Phoc. 7.2). Thus Cassander and Nicanor continue
this theme.
582

The garrison was ideally situated atop of Munychia Hill. From this vantage point you could see
clearly over the three harbours. Further, it would take little time to travel down the hill toward
the main harbour and, with enough troops, take possession of the Piraeus.

583

Cf. Tritle, who writes: „For Athens, Polyperchon‟s decree meant the end of the Nine Thousand
and the return of full democracy; for Phocion it was the beginning of the end.‟ Phocion the
Good, p. 139.
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Phocion had voiced similar concerns before the Lamian War (Plut. Phoc. 23.2-4). He was
hardly likely to have changed his mind regarding the military preparedness of the people in the
intervening years. The Athenians, had they thrown caution to the wind, may have been able to
storm Munychia (a difficult though not impossible task) but it required a level of commitment
and determination that perhaps was beyond them at this time.
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that the Athenians would have to talk with Cassander.585 His answer gave the
Athenians a clear understanding of the true state of affairs. He openly made it
known that he took his orders from Cassander and not from Polyperchon and the
kings. There being no further reason for discussion the envoys went home.
Once again, establishing a viable timeline for these events is very difficult. As
already noted (p. 194 and n. 493) Antipater appears to have died some time in the
summer of 319. News of his death reached Antigonus in the winter of 319/8 and
not long after this Cassander arrived in Asia. It was not until late in the spring of
318 that Cassander finally set sail for Athens.586 Nicanor likely took over
command of the garrison shortly after Antipater‟s death and was ultimately
forced to fend for himself until Cassander arrived on the scene sometime in May
of 318 (after Phocion had been executed). If the kings‟ decree was issued around
January or February 318 then events must have unfurled at quite a rapid pace.
Nicanor‟s initial meeting with the boule likely took place in late January or early
February and the meeting between the garrison commander and Phocion, Conon
and Clearchus probably took place a few weeks later (Diod. 18.64.5-6).587 The
failure of these discussions ultimately proved the undoing of Phocion. Indeed it
is possible that at this time he was „deposed from his command‟ (Plut. Phoc.
33.2). Certainly his hold on power had already begun to slip and the
intransigence of Nicanor only served to undermine further whatever little
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Diod. 18.64.6. Given the difficult position the Athenians were in at this time it is unlikely that
they would have bothered to send an embassy to Cassander. If this is true then Nicanor‟s reply
was very canny. He was able to deny the people of Athens what they wanted without taking
outright responsibility for the decision.
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It does not appear that he arrived in the Piraeus until after the death of Phocion sometime in
May 318 (Diod. 18.68.1). Antigonus supplied him with thirty-five warships and four thousand
soldiers.
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In the interim period Nicanor managed to bring reinforcements into Munychia and launch a
successful nighttime sally in the Piraeus (Diod. 18.64.4-5). Further, the Athenians sent an
embassy to Polyperchon requesting that he „…send aid in accordance with the edict that had
been issued concerning the autonomy of the Greeks.‟ Diod. 18.64.3. Plutarch‟s account of
these events is, unfortunately, very conflated. Diodorus, however, offers a quite good summary
of what took place during this period. See pages 314-315 below for a further examination of the
events of this time.
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credibility the elder statesman had left. Phocion‟s difficulties were exacerbated
when, a short time after his meeting with the garrison commander (perhaps in
early March 318), Nicanor received a letter from Olympias demanding that he
restore Munychia and the Piraeus to the Athenians (Diod 18.65.1).588
The arrival of the letter from Alexander‟s mother unsettled the garrison
commander (Diod. 18,65.1). Olympias still had significant influence among the
Macedonians. Her support added legitimacy to Polyperchon‟s position. Nicanor
was obviously unnerved and he felt compelled to at least offer a token gesture of
compliance. The garrison commander promised to do as ordered. It is doubtful
he ever intended to keep his word. Presumably he sent messengers to Cassander
explaining his predicament. And while awaiting further orders he kept making
excuses as to why he had not restored the Piraeus and Munychia to the Athenians
(Diod. 18.65.1-2). As already noted, the Athenians were overjoyed that
Olympias had written to Nicanor and felt that this would recover for them their
autonomy without danger. How times had changed. The Athenians of a
generation before would have plunged headlong into war. It was at this time also
that Polyperchon‟s son, Alexander, arrived in Attica. Once again, the Athenians
believed that he had come to restore the Piraeus and Munychia to them (Diod.
18.65.3).
Polyperchon‟s edict up to this point, however, had failed to achieve the outcomes
that had been desired. Cassander‟s position while probably somewhat
undermined had not been greatly affected by the decree. Alexander‟s arrival in
Attica, therefore, perhaps represents the implementation of another phase of
Polyperchon‟s attempt to gain control of affairs in Greece.589 While the
Athenians believed that Alexander had come to give Munychia and the Piraeus
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The Athenians were overjoyed when news of Olympias‟ correspondence reached the city
(Diod. 18.65.2-3).

589

It is possible Alexander arrived in Athens a short time before the 30th of Xanthicus when the
Greeks were supposed to have complied with the Kings‟ edict.
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back to them both Diodorus (Diod. 18.65.3) and Plutarch (Phoc. 33.1-2) state
that his real purpose was to gain control of these places for himself. Further,
Diodorus reports that Alexander was encouraged to keep the garrison in place by
Phocion and others (Diod. 18.65.4-5). Phocion, unable to sway the father, went
to work on the son. It was a clever move and further highlights the political
intrigue taking place at this time. Phocion was able to convince Alexander that it
was to his advantage to hold the forts, at least until the war with Cassander was
concluded. Perhaps Phocion also orchestrated the meetings between Nicanor and
Alexander, which appear to have taken place immediately after the Athenian
general had met with Polyperchon‟s son. Though, as Diodorus reports, the
meetings were held in private and the negotiations were kept secret it is clear that
the Athenians were aware that they were taking place and that this resulted in
their growing increasingly suspicious of Alexander.590 Matters had come to such
a point, however, that Polyperchon‟s son, ultimately, was forced to abandon any
hopes he may have had for taking possession of the forts.
Alexander, upon his arrival into Attica, had brought with him Athenian exiles
(Plut. Phoc. 33.2) who, joined at the same time by „strangers and disenfranchised
citizens‟ (xevnwn a{ma kai; tw:n ajtivmwn) began once again to take control of
affairs in the city.591 It is not surprising, therefore, that soon after Alexander‟s
arrival the Athenians removed the remaining magistrates from their offices and
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Diod. 18.65.5-6, Plut. Phoc. 33.2. It is possible Alexander was discussing a possible timeframe
by which, if Cassander had not appeared, Nicanor might be prepared to hand over the forts. A
similar tactic had been used at Celaenae when Alexander the Great moved through Phrygia in
333 (Arr. 1.29.1-3, Curtius, 3.1.8). Once again it appears that diplomatic means were preferred
to open warfare. Certainly the sight of Macedonians fighting one another boded ill for
Macedonian hegemony in the region. An amicable and peaceful outcome would help ensure
that the Greek people did not rise up.
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It is difficult to determine just exactly who these „strangers‟ are that Plutarch refers to.
Presumably they represent an amalgam of different peoples whose one common characteristic,
perhaps, was the fact that they were not and never had been Athenian citizens. If this is correct
then these strangers may include ex-metics, guest friends, merchants, mercenaries and tourists.
Interestingly, Plutarch (Eum. 3.1) notes that Eumenes, after the death of Alexander the Great,
felt that it wasn‟t right that he, a foreigner, interfere in the disputes of Macedonians: …wJV oujde;n
aujtw:/ prosh:kon xevnw/ o[nti polupragmonei:n ejn tai:V Makedovnwn diaforai:V. To be a
foreigner or a stranger in a city or state was clearly to be something other than a citizen or a
member of that place.
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replaced them with democratic men (Diod. 18.65.6). This probably took effect in
the next available sovereign assembly which was attended by the exiles who had
returned to Athens. Phocion was now very vulnerable. His enemies having
returned to Athens were quickly regaining their former hold over the masses.
Orators such as Hagnonides, an avowed enemy of Phocion, relished the
opportunity to exact their full measure of revenge (Plut. Phoc. 33.3). According
to Plutarch (Phoc. 33.3) Phocion was immediately denounced by Hagnonides as
a traitor. The old general does not appear, however, to have been officially
indicted at this point. This was a warning shot across the bow; it proved very
effective. Callimedon and Charicles fled the city at once. And they were soon
followed by Phocion,592 who, along with some friends, set out to meet with
Polyperchon.593
Although Plutarch (Phoc. 33.3) records that Phocion went immediately to
Polyperchon, Diodorus (18.66.1) states that he went first to Alexander. This
makes sense as Alexander was nearby and, up to that point, had been the one
man who had dealt fairly with Phocion. Alexander did not disappoint. He sent
Phocion to his father with a letter stating how the Athenian and his friends
„…should suffer no ill, since they had favoured his interests and now promised to
cooperate with him (Alexander) in every way‟ (Diod. 18.66.1-2). Alexander‟s
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Not unusually, it is difficult to reconcile the two accounts given by both Plutarch and Diodorus.
Further, it is impossible to ascertain with any degree of certainty the order of events taking place
at this time. Plutarch (Phoc. 33.2) appears to argue that Phocion was relieved of his command
upon the arrival of Alexander into the city. The other magistrates, however, do not appear to
have been removed from office until after the Athenians discovered that Alexander was holding
private talks with Nicanor (Diod. 18.65.5-6). Their removal from office may not have taken
place until the first sovereign assembly after Phocion was deprived of his command. And it was
only after this occurred that Phocion left the city to meet with Polyperchon (Diod. 18.65.6-66).
Cf. Ath. Pol. 43.4 where it is written that one function performed during the sovereign meeting
was „…to vote the confirmation of the magistrates in office if they are thought to govern
well…‟ It is likely, therefore, that Phocion was removed from his command sometime in
March but that he did not leave the city until perhaps a week or two after that event.
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Such is Plutarch‟s account. Diodorus (18.65.6), although he records essentially the same details
as Plutarch, appears to mix up the sequence of events. He writes that once those who had taken
part in the oligarchy had been removed from office they were immediately condemned
(katedivkase). Phocion was denounced, though not tried, as a traitor (a crime for which, if
found guilty, he would have been condemned to death) and rather than await trial at home he
decided to put his fate in Polyperchon‟s hands.
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letter reveals that Phocion had in some way assisted Alexander since his arrival
in Attica. This probably relates to the advice Phocion had previously given
Polyperchon‟s son regarding the forts (Diod. 18.65.3-5). Indeed, both Alexander
and Polyperchon (Diod. 18.66.2) saw the practicality of this proposal, though it
would be surprising if they had not themselves previously entertained similar
thoughts. It can be no coincidence that Alexander began discussions with
Nicanor after he had met with Phocion. Nor should it be assumed that Nicanor
and Alexander had not come to some sort of arrangement.594 Unfortunately for
Phocion, Polyperchon and Alexander were irrevocably tied to the edict.
Consequently Polyperchon was unable to comply with Alexander‟s wishes.
Phocion‟s fate was sealed; he found no security in the kings‟ court.
Polyperchon had painted himself into a corner. His son was convinced of the
practicality of maintaining the garrison but he could not prevail upon his father to
counter his own (nominally the kings‟) edict. Indeed, Diodorus (18.66.2) notes
that Polyperchon also was keen to occupy the Piraeus with a garrison but that
„…he was ashamed of acting contrary to the edict that he himself had issued,
believing that he would be held faithless among the Greeks if he broke his word
to the most famous city…‟. Polyperchon‟s edict was a double-edged sword.
While it may have served to sever some of the ties that bound the Greeks to
Cassander it also ignited in them dreams of regaining total freedom and
autonomy. This was a dream that no Macedonian leader could afford to allow to
come to fruition. While the Greek states had not the military capability to defeat
the Macedonians they certainly had the potential to create significant unrest in
the region.
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Cassander‟s treatment of Nicanor after he gained supremacy in the war with Polyperchon is
curious. He ultimately had him killed (Diod. 18.75.1, Pol. Strat. 4.11.2). Despite what seems to
have been loyal service, Cassander in the end could not bring himself to trust his lieutenant. Cf.
Bosworth, CQ 44 (1994): 64-65.
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Phocion and those friends who remained loyal now made their way to
Polyperchon who was marching through Phocis with the king.595 According to
Plutarch, Phocion was also accompanied by two non-Athenians, Solon of Plataea
and Dinarchus of Corinth, both of whom were supposed to be intimate friends of
Polyperchon (Plut. Phoc. 33.3-4).596 At the same time as Phocion was making
his way north the Athenian people decreed that they should also send an embassy
to Polyperchon and the king.597 As fate would have it both embassies reached
their destination at the same time. Plutarch‟s account (Phoc. 33.4-7) reveals that
the ensuing meeting before the king was a shambles with both Phocion‟s party
and the Athenian embassy fighting to be heard. Indeed, before Dinarchus had a
chance to speak Polyperchon ordered his arrest. He was subsequently tortured
and executed.598 Diodorus‟ very brief and therefore vague account simply offers
the bare essentials. The two parties put forward their cases and Polyperchon
gave his decision. Diodorus, however, does write that Polyperchon spoke in
friendly terms to the embassy sent by the Athenians. It is clear that he favoured
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Plut. Phoc. 33.4. As already noted (p. 235, n. 592) Phocion probably left Athens in spring 318.
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It is worth pointing out the interesting connections with Alexander the Great here. The
presence of a Corinthian is a reminder of the Corinthian League, the body which Alexander
used to justify the destruction of Thebes. Further, the Plataeans were traditional enemy of the
Thebans and key players in the destruction of the city (cf. Arr. 1.8.8). Bosworth, in discussion,
queried whether or not Cassander was already, at this time, pressing for the restoration of
Thebes. This is an interesting point. Polyperchon had resorted to the familiar catchcry of
freedom and autonomy arguing that Alexander had not been responsible for Greek hardships.
Perhaps to counter this strong propaganda weapon Cassander latched on to the one thing the
Greeks believed Alexander had clearly been responsible for – the destruction of Thebes. If this
is the case then Solon and Dinarchus had a vested interest, on behalf of their people, in ensuring
that Cassander‟s plans did not come to fruition. Cassander ultimately restored the city of
Thebes in 316 (Diod. 19.53.2). Cf. Heckel Who’s Who in the Age of Alexander the Great, p. 80.
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Plut. Phoc. 33.4, Diod. 18.66.2. According to Plutarch the decree was brought in by
Archestratus and supported by Hagnonides. The latter played a significant part in Phocion‟s
downfall.
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Plut. Phoc. 33.5. It is very curious that Plutarch offers no explanation for this treatment of
Dinarchus. As noted above (p. 213, n. 533) Heckel claims the Corinthian was believed to be a
supporter of Cassander. Who’s Who in the Age of Alexander the Great, p. 106. But if this is
correct then it was either very brave or very foolish of him to agree to undertake the journey
with Phocion. Perhaps he mistakenly believed, as had Demades before him, that his duplicitous
behaviour had gone unnoticed. If so, then it is interesting that Polyperchon acted in a similar
fashion to Cassander. It is worth noting Heckel‟s comment concerning this matter: „Deinarchus
had known Polyperchon as a lieutenant of Antipater and wrongly believed that he had some
influence with him (PPh 33.5).‟ Who’s Who in the Age of Alexander, p. 306, n. 283.
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the Athenian party. Diodorus‟ account, short as it is, still reveals an antagonistic
attitude to Phocion and his companions who were immediately sent bound to
Athens for final judgement (Diod. 18.66.2-3).
Phocion and the others thus returned to Athens (probably around May 318) to
face the wrath of the Athenian people. Both Diodorus (18.66.4-18.67) and
Plutarch (Phoc. 34-35) agree in their respective accounts of a seemingly unjust
trial before an angry rabble. But this was a trial for treason (eijsaggeliva).
Diodorus records the specific charges made against Phocion and those who
governed with him. He writes (18.66.5): „The whole basis for the accusation was
that after the Lamian War these men had been responsible for the enslavement of
the fatherland and the overthrow of the democratic constitution and laws.‟599
The trial took place in the assembly before a huge crowd. According to Plutarch
slaves, foreigners, the disenfranchised and women were allowed access to the
theatre (presumably of Dionysus) and tribunal. Diodorus only records that those
who had been exiled „in the days of Antipater‟ and many of the prisoners‟
political opponents attended the assembly and demanded the death penalty.
Whatever the makeup of the assembly body it is clear from both accounts that the
defendants were faced with a very hostile audience and were given little or no
opportunity to speak in their own defence. Once again, Hagnonides played a
pivotal role in affairs. He read aloud the edict on which the people were to vote
by a show of hands (Plut. Phoc. 34.5). Given the anger of the crowd and the
nature of the vote it would have taken a brave man to vote against the general
consensus.600 Indeed, if Plutarch is to be believed all those attending, when
called to vote, rose up and condemned the men to death. Such was Phocion‟s
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Before voting took place, however, some men did try to defend Phocion. Plutarch (Phoc. 34.56) records that one man had the courage to speak up, but that, in response, the multitude cried
out „…to stone the oligarchs and haters of the people‟. Not surprisingly noone else attempted to
speak on Phocion‟s behalf. Diodorus (18.67.2-3) also records that some friends of Phocion tried
to speak up but that they were jeered at.
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fate. After being found guilty he was quickly removed from the assembly and
led to the prison where he was immediately executed.601 The other men
condemned to die with Phocion were Nicocles, Thudippus, Hegemon, and
Pythocles. Demetrius of Phalerum, Callimedon, Charicles and many others were
condemned to death in absentia.602 After his execution Phocion‟s remains were
buried outside of Attica. His wife, however, recovered them and hid them in the
house until the time came when she could give her husband a proper burial. It
did not take long for the anger of the Athenian people to subside and,
subsequently, Phocion was finally given a public burial (Plut. Phoc. 37-38).603
It should be stressed that the execution of Phocion may not have been,
technically, illegal. While the proceedings appear irregular and unfairly biased
against Phocion and his supporters, the action of the prosecutors and of the
Athenians voting for the death penalty were probably lawful. In the past such
treatment had been meted out to those who attempted to overturn the democracy.
A decree passed by the Athenian people almost a century before the Lamian War
stated: „If anyone shall suppress the democracy at Athens or hold any public
office after its suppression, he shall become a public enemy and be slain with
impunity; his goods shall be confiscated and a tithe given to the Goddess. No sin
shall he commit, no defilement shall he suffer who slays such an one or who
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Plutarch Phoc. 36.1. The dating of Phocion‟s death is disputed. Tritle appears to place his
death in 318 though he nowhere offers a specific year. His dating can be implied from a
reference to the general‟s friendship with Nicocles which Tritle notes ending in 318. Phocion
the Good, p. 107. Dinsmoor (The Archons of Athens in the Hellenistic Age, p. 18) and Gehrke
(Phokion, p. 120) also offer 318 (in May) as the year of death. Green, however, dates Phocion‟s
return to Athens and subsequent execution to around April 317. Alexander to Actium, pp. 4344.
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Plut. Phoc. 35.2. See also discussion concerning this on pages 134-135 (and n. 328) above.
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It was probably after the appointment of Demetrius of Phalerum that Phocion‟s reputation was
redeemed. Phocion died on the 19th of Mounichion 318 (Plut. Phoc. 37.1). His death occurred
perhaps no later than eleven months after that of Antipater. Phocion‟s fate, however, was
decided, not with Antipater‟s death, but with the release of the kings‟ edict. This (as already
discussed above, p. 232) was officially received in Athens around January or February 318.
From this point on Phocion‟s position and that of his friends and associates became very
precarious. It was only three or four months after the announcement of the edict that Phocion
was tried and executed.
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conspires to slay him. And all the Athenians shall take oath by tribes and by
demes over a sacrifice without blemish to slay such an one.‟604 Although it
appears that this decree was no longer valid at the time of Phocion‟s trial,605 there
did exist a similar law. Another decree (SEG xii 87), passed in 336 BC, would
certainly have still been binding at the time of Phocion‟s trial.606 In an effort to
protect the Athenian constitution from being overthrown the Athenians voted to
accept a proposal made by the nomothetai that „…if anyone rises up against the
people for a tyranny or joins in setting up the tyranny or overthrows the people of
Athens or the democracy at Athens, whoever kills the man who has done any of
these things shall be undefiled.‟607 Further, Phocion‟s inability to talk during the
proceedings, rather than being an indictment of the Athenians present at the time
of the trial was perfectly legal because Phocion was clearly guilty of the crimes
for which he was being tried. There should be no confusion with modern day
interpretation of justice and the presumption of innocence. Phocion had played a
leadership role in Athens at a time when the democracy had been set aside.608
His guilt was beyond doubt. It also did not matter who constituted the „jury‟ that
decided the fate of Phocion and his associates. The vote was merely a formality.
Every Athenian, according to the oath sworn in the decree noted above, was
obliged to vote for the execution of the men standing before them. If foreigners,
slaves and women were in fact present at the meeting then this would appear to
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The law (the decree of Demophantes) is recorded in Andokides‟ speech On the Mysteries, 9698. Another translation is given by Ilias Arnaoutoglou in his book Ancient Greek Laws: A
Sourcebook, no. 64, pp. 74-75.
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It should be noted that in Andocides‟ speech (On the Mysteries, 99) this law appears no longer
to be valid. This is the point of Andocides‟ speech: that if the law were still in force certain
Athenians would not still be alive.
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Cf. Harding, Translated Documents of Greece and Rome 2, n. 101and Rhodes & Osborne,
Greek Historical Inscriptions, n. 79). See also Arnaoutoglou, Ancient Greek Laws: A
Sourcebook, no. 65, pp. 75-76
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Lines 7-10. Translation is taken from Rhodes and Osbornes‟ Greek Historical Inscriptions:
404-323 BC, no. 79 pp. 388-392 (henceforth: Rhodes and Osborne).
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The Areopagus must have supported him in his role as leader. By doing so the Areopagites
contravened the above-mentioned (pp. 239-240) Athenian law against tyranny which prohibited
them from colluding in the overthrow of the democracy.
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be a very irregular occurrence that probably angered a great many citizens
present. But their presence did not give them authority or permission to vote and
their voice, if the above argument is correct, could not have swayed a decision
that was already, in effect, made prior to the proceedings taking place.
The oligarchy under Phocion lasted just a few years from the latter half of 322 to
c. April 318. Within that short period Phocion maintained a strong grip on the
political and administrative machinery of the city. Of course the Macedonian
garrison played an important role in ensuring the Athenians remained quiet.
Phocion‟s political skills, however, played a part in maintaining order. By
judicious use of friends and clever manipulation of associates, the elder
statesman managed to navigate the ship of state through the treacherous waters of
the new world order. The Macedonians under both Philip II and Alexander the
Great had wrenched power from the hands of the continually bickering and
easily divisible Greeks. And after years of fighting to maintain their freedom and
autonomy the Athenians themselves, effectively, became a subject people after
the Battle of Chaeronea in 338. Very few Athenians, however, appear to have
realised at that point that they had lost, for all time, their right to claim any sort of
hegemony over the Greeks. Phocion was one of a small number of men willing
and able to see that the balance of power had shifted and that, in order to survive,
the Athenians needed to come to terms with their new place in the world.
Following the Lamian War he was given, perhaps reluctantly, control of Attic
affairs. Whatever his misgivings may have been, this new role afforded him the
opportunity to find for Athens a safe and secure place in a Greece in which the
Athenians no longer had any real control or (other than symbolic) power.
Toward that end, Phocion sought to encourage the Athenians to accept their fate
and urged them to return their farms and businesses. If Athens was no longer to
be a military force to be reckoned with; if it no longer had the power to bend
other cities and states to its will, then it needed to establish a healthy and robust
economy. Improved diplomatic and trade relations would thus ensure the
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survival of Athens and the long-term safety of its people. What once the
Athenians had gained through arms they would now attract through having a
peaceful and stable economy.
Of course, much of the above appraisal is derived from the encomiastic
biography written by Plutarch. But even the hostile tradition (glimpsed through
Nepos‟ all too brief work) highlights that Phocion did, or was seen to, play a key
role in bringing about the demise of the Athenian democracy. It is certain that he
played a vital part in the government that took control of Athenian affairs after
the Lamian War. It does not matter that he may not have sought this position;
once he took up control of the city-state‟s affairs his fate was sealed and it is
likely that Phocion understood what his fate might be once he accepted
Antipater‟s appointment: the elder statesmen obviously felt the risk to be worth
it. And the available evidence indicate that the work he did once he came to
power appears to have ensured that Athens survived the immediate aftermath of
the Lamian War; a time in which the city‟s cash reserves may have been depleted
and in which fear of starvation, due to severe grain shortages and the loss of
control of the Aegean trade routes, would have been ever present for many
thousands of Attic residents.
Now Demades ([Plut.] Mor. 126d-e) is reported to have said that the Athenians
never „…voted for peace save when wearing black…‟ and this remark certainly
holds true with regards to the Athenian decision to accept Antipater‟s terms for
unconditional surrender after the Lamian War. The city-state was isolated and
vulnerable. Indeed, the people were so distressed about their situation that, when
the Macedonian‟s terms were eventually revealed, they felt that he had treated
them humanely. Within a matter of a few years, however, their attitude had
changed and the people once again agitated for change. Peace and security had
brought with it renewed confidence and hope and, as Antipater‟s health began to
deteriorate, the Athenians became increasingly vocal in their unhappiness at the
status quo. In particular, they wanted the Macedonian garrison, that blatant
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symbol of their oppression and subservience, removed. So began the collapse of
the oligarchic government. Within twelve months the oligarchy was overthrown
and Phocion was executed. Ironically, though not surprisingly, the Macedonian
garrison remained and the short-lived democracy was soon replaced by another
(though more moderate) oligarchic regime.
While Antipater‟s illness and death certainly proved the catalyst for the events
that would lead to Phocion‟s execution, it is tempting to argue that matters may
not have gone so far had Cassander not contended with Polyperchon for the
regency. It was mainly the division of the Macedonian leadership that led to
unrest in the city. While the Athenians were still eager to have the Macedonian
garrison removed, the death of Demades would no doubt have provided a
cautionary note. Cassander‟s immediate action concerning the garrison,
however, had a dramatic affect on life in Athens. It is uncertain what steps, if
any, Polyperchon would have taken concerning the force at Munychia had
Nicanor not taken command of it. Cassander still had the support of other cities
in Greece and the regent may have declared the freedom and autonomy of
Athens simply to try and shake Cassander‟s hold on these. This is conjectural.
What is sure is that the Athenians believed Phocion was somehow responsible
for the ease with which Nicanor took over the command of the garrison at
Munychia. Certainly, the new garrison commander appears, as Menyllus before
him, to have been on good terms with Phocion and the two men, initially, worked
well together (Plut. Phoc. 31.2). Much like his father, Cassander chose his
officer carefully and Nicanor proved an excellent man for a difficult assignment.
The confusion and chaos that resulted from Cassander‟s intrigues, however,
brought instability and stasis throughout parts of Greece.609 His military
domination of key Greek cities, and in particular Athens, forced Polyperchon to
adopt diplomatic means in an attempt to undermine his opponent‟s power and
influence. Polyperchon‟s subsequent decree giving back freedom and autonomy
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Cf. Diod 18.69.3-4.
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to the Greeks instilled new hope among the Greek people that they might once
again recover their independence. This was the beginning of the end for
Phocion610 whose influence was further undermined with the return of those men
exiled after the Lamian War. The people once again took control of the
government as the demagogues and sycophants regained their hold over the
masses. And Phocion‟s ties with the Macedonian leadership became more
tenuous as the struggle between Cassander and Polyperchon continued. He
could not turn to Polyperchon after the edict had been issued and, with Cassander
in Asia and Nicanor proving a slippery character, he had little choice but,
ultimately, to place his faith in the young Alexander. Unfortunately, despite the
best intentions, Alexander could not save Phocion from the wrath of the
Athenian people.611
Ultimately, Polyperchon‟s attempt to gain control of Athens through diplomacy
rather than by force of arms failed. Not long after Phocion‟s death Cassander
sailed into the Piraeus (Diod. 18.68.1). When news of this reached Polyperchon
he brought a force of twenty thousand Macedonians into Attica (Diod. 18.68.23). This force, however, could not be supplied and Alexander was left in charge
of a more manageable army while his father took the bulk of the troops into the
Peloponnese (Diod. 18.68.3). Thus, for a time, Athens came to be occupied by
two foreign armies. If there was ever a sign that the city-state had lost its place
among the leading military powers of the region this was surely it. Ultimately,
Cassander won control of Athens (Diod. 18.74). And, as part of the peace terms
arranged with the Athenians, he appointed Phocion‟s one-time friend and
(perhaps) apprentice, Demetrius of Phalerum, overseer of the city. Once again
the Athenians settled uncomfortably into the role of a subservient people living
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As already stated it was about four or five months after Antipater‟s death that the edict was
released. This allowed approximately another two or three months for the Greeks to comply
with the decree‟s terms.
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It was somewhat ironic that the decree also proved Polyperchon‟s undoing. Indeed, he showed
a distinct lack of foresight in not realising that once the edict was made public he would be
forced to adhere to its terms or appear faithless before the Greek people.
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in an occupied state. It would be another ten years before the struggle between
the diadochoi once again disrupted Athenian life and reawakened within the
populace dreams of regaining their freedom and autonomy.
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Chapter 7

CONCLUSION
The period 322/1 to 319/8 has been given too little attention by historians. This
is disappointing because the events taking place in Athens during this time are
both interesting and exciting. After the Battle of Crannon the Athenians
effectively lost any chance of regaining the freedom and autonomy that they had
known before the rise of the Macedonians under Philip II and Alexander the
Great. This is significant because the Lamian War also represents the last time
that the Athenians were able to attempt, without outside interference, to rid
themselves of an oppressor. While there would be times when the Athenians
might regain a measure of freedom and autonomy they were generally viewed by
the diadochoi as just another (though very important) pawn in the struggle for
power and dominance over one another and the region.
The eventual peace terms laid down by Anipater resulted in the overthrow of the
Athenian democracy. His wealth census, in particular, saw to it that many
thousands of Athenians lost the right to hold political office. Further, he placed
the octogenarian general and statesman Phocion in charge of the city-state. The
role this aging general played in Athens in the few years after the Lamian War up
until his execution has been subject to much discussion. Unfortunately, this
discussion (especially in recent years) has tended to concentrate on the premise
that Phocion played a part in both deciding the terms of the peace set down after
the war and in having himself appointed to lead the regime that was ultimately
put in place in Athens. It has been argued in this thesis, however, that Phocion
had very little, if any, input into the eventual terms dictated by Antipater and that,
in essence, the leadership of Athens was thrust upon him. It is further argued
that, once placed in power, Phocion tried to make the best of a bad situation and
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endeavoured to bring peace and prosperity to Attica. Phocion, a pragmatic and
sensible leader, had dealt with the Macedonian leadership on a number of
occasions in the past and had proven himself to be a practical and honest man
whose word could be trusted. Moreover, he had advised the Athenians not to rise
up after Alexander‟s death because he felt that the Greeks did not have either the
manpower or the resources to defeat the battle hardened and well-armed
Macedonian forces. Antipater‟s decision, therefore, to appoint Phocion to take
over the leadership in Athens was a logical one. But it must be stressed that it
was Antipater‟s decision. There is no substantive evidence to support the claim
that Phocion sought this position. The elder general‟s decision to accept
Antipater‟s appointment, however, probably stemmed from the fact that he
thought himself to be the best (possibly the only) man for the job. By all
accounts Phocion had absolute faith in his skills as both military leader and
statesman.
Although Phocion assumed control of Athenian affairs after the Lamian War, he
did not govern Athens on his own. Rather, he surrounded himself with a number
of men whom he thought capable of assisting him in reorganising the machinery
of state. One important figure during this period was the famous orator
Demades. He was another man confident in his own abilities. However, in
contrast to Phocion, Demades appears to have been well-liked by the Athenian
people. Further, he was a forceful and effective speaker who was able to sway
public opinion with his eloquence and fervour. He was not a man, however,
whose loyalty could be relied upon. Indeed, his support may, at times, have been
bought by those wishing to take advantage of Demades‟ oratorical flair. Of
course this was not unusual practice in Athens, and even Antipater appears to
have used the orator‟s services on occasion, but it did not engender trust.
Consequently, Demades was overlooked when Antipater came to decide whom
he could trust to lead that Athenians after the war.
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Of course, it is important to note that this contrast between Demades and Phocion
has arisen primarily because of the Plutarch‟s encomiastic biography of the
Athenian general. His account (as noted in my first chapter) portrays Phocion as
solid and dependable while those around him appear changeable and
opportunistic. Demades, in particular is seen to be driven to act in his own best
interests rather than in the interests of the people. However, despite the obvious
bias in favour of Phocion, Plutarch‟s account still furnishes a reasonable picture
of his subject. The Boeotian‟s biography reveals a man who was confident,
diffident and arrogant. He was often at odds with the Athenian people and does
not appear to have been terribly subtle in expressing his displeasure when a
proposal or decision, with which he disagreed, was brought before the assembly.
Phocion was a good, if not spectacular, general and orator and appears to have
commanded the respect, if not the love, of the Athenian people. Above all else,
Phocion appears to have been predictable. He could be guaranteed to do what he
said and once he had made up his mind on a given subject he could not be
persuaded to alter his view. Such is the picture that can be garnered from
Plutarch‟s Life. And such was the man who took charge of Athens after the
Lamian War.
As already stated above, although Phocion did not seek the leadership of Athens
he likely felt that Antipater had made the right choice in appointing him to the
position. And once in charge Phocion acted true to form and endeavoured to do
his best to see that Antipater‟s peace terms were implemented. To this end he
arranged for a review to be undertaken in order to ensure that only those who met
Antipater‟s wealth census were able to hold public office. Further, he arranged
that payment for assembly attendance and jury service be stopped. All this was
done under the guise of restoring the Athenian constitution to its original form as
envisaged by its wise architect: Solon. In essence, the people were asked to
believe that the new regime, far from being oligarchic or tyrannical, was in fact
administering the city‟s affairs according to the ancestral constitution. It was no
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doubt hoped that such a claim would help to make the Athenians less
antagonistic toward the new government. Antipater, however, was not
convinced that such propaganda was sufficient to ensure that the demos would
remain quiet. He had already ordered the exile of many Athenian citizens whom
he thought might threaten to destabilise affairs in Athens. Further, he had
demanded that certain key figures in Athens be turned over to him in an effort to
put an end to anti-Macedonian rhetoric in the city. Finally, as an added security
measure, he imposed a Macedonian garrison at Munychia to ensure that the
people continued to adhere to the peace terms. Its presence near Athens also
enabled Phocion to take charge at home and orchestrate the changes that needed
to be made in order to ensure that the ship of state continued to ran smoothly.
The Macedonian garrison, however, reinforced the fact that the Athenians had
lost their freedom and autonomy. And the pretence that the Athenian democracy
had reverted to an earlier incarnation ultimately proved to be little consolation for
those thousands of Athenians who could no longer hold political office. The
people were no happier to accept the fact that they would not be paid for
assembly attendance or jury service simply because this had never been part of
Solon‟s original constitution.
The attempt, however, to convince the people that the new regime was being run
according to an earlier (perhaps purer) constitutional framework highlights one
important point - the ancestral constitution had no fixed form. It was malleable
and it meant different things to different people. Certainly it was the catchcry of
many a leader desperate to win the support of the people. More importantly, it is
clear that many of the laws set down in Athens‟ distant past, perhaps by Solon,
had survived down to the fourth century (though they were not necessarily
adhere to). It was possible, therefore, to meet Antipater‟s demands without
breaking the law or radically altering the constitution (such as it was). By reapplying long disused laws Phocion could claim, legitimately, to be restoring to
the Athenians their ancestral form of government. Ultimately, however, this was
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nothing more than propaganda. Phocion was in charge of a small cadre of men
who ensured that the terms of Antipater‟s peace were carried out and that the
general populace kept quiet. As a consequence of the peace terms set down by
Antipater some two-thirds of the Athenian citizen population came to be either
de facto or de jure disenfranchised. The wealth census prevented the members of
the lowest (or thetic) class from being able to hold office. Further, the cessation
of payments for assembly attendance or jury service served as a significant
disincentive for those Athenian men who subsidized their income by the
performance of these duties.
There is enough literary and epigraphic evidence to support the above thesis. It
is clear from this surviving material that little appears to have been done to the
Athenian constitution in order to accommodate Anitpater‟s peace terms. And it
would appear that, in the early stages of the regime, the Athenians seem to have
fallen quietly into line. In time, however, the disenfranchised grew more and
more frustrated with their lot. But they were unable to improve their situation
while the Macedonian leadership remained strong and, in particular, while
Antipater maintained a firm grip on power in the west. It was only when news
reached Athens that the regent was seriously ill that the disenfranchised
Athenians at home and the exiles abroad began to agitate for change. Many
Athenians believed that some of Antipater‟s peace terms were only to apply for a
set period of time. In particular, the Athenians believed that the imposition of the
garrison was to be a temporary measure. So when they heard that the regent was
ill they immediately pressed Phocion to meet with Antipater to seek the removal
of the force at Munychia. Phocion, unsurprisingly, refused. The Athenians had
been living relatively quietly and the government was working efficiently. He
saw no benefit in taking the one thing above all else that helped to keep the
people quiet and his own position safe.
Interestingly, the fact that the Athenians could still, if they chose, importune their
leaders to act in accordance with their wishes highlights the fact that they
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retained their citizenship and that they could, if they wished, attend the assembly.
The masses had remained quiet while there was little chance of affecting change.
Although they had initially been relieved to learn of Antipater‟s relatively
humane peace terms after the Lamian War they came, ultimately, to resent the
gradual erosion of what they considered to be their citizenship rights. And when
the news of Antipater‟s declining health reached Athens the people were quick to
return to the ecclesia and demand that something be done about the garrison.
Their failure to convince Phocion to meet with Antipater, however, forced the
demos to turn their attention to Demades who readily agreed to undertake the
mission. His decision, however, proved disastrous. Upon his arrival in
Macedonia Antipater‟s son, Cassander, confronted Demades with the letters the
orator had written to the former regent Perdiccas. Before Demades had an
opportunity to defend himself Cassander had him killed along with the orator‟s
son who had accompanied his father to the meeting.
Demades‟ murder no doubt shocked the Athenian populace. And the fact that
Cassander had been responsible for it highlighted that Antipater was no longer
the man to speak to about the garrison or any other matter. Within a short time
the old regent was dead and a new commander had taken over the Macedonian
force at Munychia. The situation in Greece, however, was not stable. Antipater
had overlooked his son and appointed Polyperchon as his successor. Cassander,
upset at the turn of events, took little time to reveal that he was not going to forgo
what he believed to be his rightful place as Macedonian regent. From this point
Phocion‟s fate was sealed. His fate and the fate of the Athenians was determined
by the events taking place in Macedonia. The Athenian people no longer had
control of their own destiny. Indeed, their control and/or influence over
European affairs had been on the wane ever since Philip II established a firm
hold of the Macedonian throne. However, despite the city-state‟s decline as
military power in the region the reputation and history of Athens demanded that
the Macedonian kings treat the Athenians with a measure of respect. They could
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not hope to launch a Panhellenic war of revenge on the Persian king if the
Athenians were seen to be an oppressed people. Philip and Alexander, therefore
had treated the Athenians with deft political skill. But there was no hiding the
fact that Athens was a defeated state and that the Macedonians held the
hegemony of the Greeks. The once powerful and feared Athenian people had
been brought low and would never again achieve the glorious deeds of the
forefathers. The brief struggle to break free of the Macedonians after the death
of Alexander was the last time the Athenian people would ever really have
complete control of their own destiny. After the Battle of Crannon Athenian
freedom and autonomy depended on the benevolence of a Macedonian general,
regent or king.
For a few years after the Lamian War it appears that the Athenians lived in
relative peace and quiet. However, as time passed the Athenians grew more and
more frustrated with their lot. Further, the garrison imposed by Antipater served
as a constant reminder of just how far they had fallen. Antipater‟s illness and
death served to instil hope in the people of Athens that they might have another
chance to break away from their Macedonian oppressor. From that moment on
Phocion‟s fate was sealed and within a short time his regime was overthrown and
he was tried and executed. Ultimately, he paid the price for his pragmatism and
honesty. He paid the price of all Athenians who dare to go against the wishes of
the populace. Phocion sought to lead Athens through the dangerous period that
followed the death of Alexander the Great only to be seen as a collaborator and
traitor. He paid the price of all Athenians who dare to go against the wishes of
the populace.
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Appendix A

THE POPULATION

For the past fifty years debate has raged over the number of Athenian citizens
resident in Athens in the latter third of the fourth century B.C. Unfortunately,
lack of sufficient literary and material evidence has meant that the question has
yet to be satisfactorily answered. All that can be argued with any degree of
certainty is that the total number of Athenian citizens ranged from between
twenty-one thousand and thirty-one thousand. These are the figures that can be
derived from either Plutarch (Phoc. 28.4) and Diodorus (18.18.5) respectively.612
The general consensus appears to be that one of these two numbers is correct.
That is the only area, however, where there is a measure of agreement. The
battle lines have long been drawn. The figure is either around twenty-one
612

Interestingly, no one involved in this lengthy debate has noted the rather dubious manner by
which either number is calculated. Firstly, whether arguing for the higher or lower figure, one
number is accepted unconditionally and that is the nine thousand men whom Diodorus (18.18.5)
claims met Antipater‟s wealth census. Now this is a curious point given that exponents for the
lower figure argue either Diodorus or his scribe is wrong when he writes that twenty-two
thousand were affected by the census. While it is no doubt possible that Diodorus got one
figure right and the other wrong, it is surprising that no one has questioned the veracity or
historical accuracy of Diodorus‟ claim that nine thousand took effective control of the city-state.
Noone has questioned how he arrived at this number. Such a lack of consideration of this point
raises the question: had there been no corruption of the text at all, and it was clearly written that
twelve thousand citizens were affected by the wealth census, would there be any debate at all
concerning these figures? Of course, to argue along these lines would be to render suspect the
utility of either Plutarch or Diodorus‟ figure and, given the amount of attention this subject has
already received, this might be an outcome too hard to bear. Accepting, therefore, Diodorus‟
nine thousand, historians arrive at the figure of twenty-one thousand by assuming firstly that
Diodorus‟ other figure of twenty-two thousand is incorrect and should in fact be twelve
thousand (the number also given by Plutarch). Conversely, the figure of thirty-one thousand is
arrived at by simply adding the two numbers noted (correctly) by Diodorus. Proponents of the
latter figure, however, must then find a way to explain Plutarch‟s „twelve thousand‟. Hansen
perhaps offers the most intriguing solution to this problem. He argues that both Diodorus and
Plutarch derived their information from the same source: Hieronymus of Cardia, but that one of
them made an error in transmitting the text. He concludes: „…it has always been fashionable to
correct Diodorus by deleting the first syllable in [dis)murivwn. Strangely enough, historians who
prefer Diodorus to Plutarch do not suggest the opposite emendation, i.e. in Plutarch to read
<dis>murivouV, although the addition of dis- in Plutarch is as easy to conjecture as the omission
of the same syllable in Diodorus.‟ Demography and Democracy, pp. 28-29.
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thousand or it is over thirty thousand and while the valiant efforts of Mogens
Hansen to prove his case for the latter figure have no doubt won a considerable
number of adherents he has yet to convince enough historians to lay the matter to
rest altogether. The debate over which figure is correct still rages and, until
further evidence emerges that can shed more light on this vexing problem, it will
no doubt continue for many years to come.
The above is not to say that the issue is totally without hope. There are, however,
certain points that must be accepted if the issue is ever to be dealt with
satisfactorily. Firstly, the possibility needs to be accepted that both Plutarch‟s
and Diodorus‟ figures may be incorrect. The fact that they differ does not
automatically mean that one of them is right. It is sad to think that, if both
sources had reported the same number, today there might have been no debate on
the issue and historians would, in general, have happily accepted the figure of
21,000 or 31,000 as being gospel. Indeed, had these two most famous sources
furnished the same figure this happy consensus may well have been hailed as one
of the seminal „facts‟ in Greek history. A frightful scenario indeed, because, as
the recent debate has shown, either figure can be used to furnish quite intricate
and earnest calculations from which emerge very plausible arguments. Viewed
in this light it can be seen as a very fortunate accident that the two writers offered
different figures.
It is the purpose of this appendix to examine some of the more pertinent
arguments that have been put forward concerning this burning question. It is
hoped that this will at least enable a better understanding of the complex nature
of the debate that has surrounded the matter. Unfortunately, the very complexity
of the population question has led many historians simply to accept either one of
the above-mentioned figures without offering any insight into the inherent
problems surrounding the selection of either number.613 Rather than follow this
613

For Example note J. K. Davies‟ comment: „…when the timocratic constitution was established
in Athens in 321, 9000 men out of a total adult male citizen population of 21,000 owned
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example it is hoped that this short discussion will, if not resolve the matter, at
least provide a concise and succinct picture of the many and varied attempts to
deal with this most perplexing problem.
Prior to 1957 it was generally accepted that the population in Athens in 322 was
around thirty-one thousand.614 Further, the number provided by Diodorus for
those Athenian citizens adversely affected by Antipater‟s wealth census was also
generally accepted. This happy consensus, however, was abruptly ended with
the printing of A. H. M. Jones‟ article „The Social Structure of Athens in the
Fourth Century B.C.‟ in the 1955 edition of the Economic History Review
(reprinted in his 1957 book Athenian Democracy).615 Jones argued that
Plutarch‟s figure of twelve thousand was correct and that, when added with
Diodorus‟ nine thousand, the total citizen population of Athens in 322 was in fact
twenty-one thousand.616 This set the cat amongst the pigeons; since the
publication of this article there has been much ink spilt on trying to answer the
population question.
As already noted Hansen has argued quite doggedly for the acceptance of the
figure of more than thirty thousand Athenian citizens in the latter stages of the
fourth century. Hansen‟s most compelling arguments are noted in his 1986 work
property worth over 2000 dr.‟ Wealth and the Power of Wealth in Classical Athens, New York,
1981, p. 34. Note also Sterling Dow: „In the first period (in which the Anagrapheus was
prominent), 321/0-319/8, the franchise was limited to 9,000 of the 21,000 citizens…‟ (My
parenthesis). HSCP 67 (1963): 40. Sekunda, while allowing for the possibility that Diodorus‟
figure may have been due to scribal error, concludes his brief discussion on the discrepancy by
writing all too flippantly: „I believe it is preferable to assume that Diodorus made a mistake.
He did that sort of thing.‟ BSA 87 (1992): 319. Such a statement raises the question: what
historian has not, at some point, made a mistake? To use this as a criterion for disregarding a
source is a dangerous practice; it is tantamount to methodological negligence.
614

Two key proponents of this figure were K. J. Beloch, Griechische Geschichte III 2, pp. 399-406
and A. W. Gomme, The Population of Athens in the Fifth and Fourth Centuries B.C., pp. 17-18.

615

C.f. M H. Hansen, Demography and Democracy (p. 7): „A total of ca. 30,000 was the
prevailing tradition, until A. H. M. Jones, in 1955, published his study of the social structure of
Athens in the fourth century B.C.‟ Jones (Athenian Democracy) examines the issue on pages
76-81 (with end notes on page 149). He accepts Plutarch‟s figure for the number of those
affected by Antipater‟s wealth census.

616

The Economic History Review, N.S., n. 8 (1955): 142 and Athenian Democracy, p. 76
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Demography and Democracy: The Number of Athenian Citizens in the Fourth
Century B.C.,617 in which he makes some very pertinent points. Indeed, in the
opening chapter he highlights some of the fundamental errors made by historians
when discussing this very contentious issue, in the process providing a firm
foundation on which all future arguments on this subject should be built. Firstly,
before any discussion can begin, the author must make it very clear whether his
or her investigation concerns the total number of Athenian citizens or only those
living in Attica.618 Failure to make this distinction is methodologically
unsound.619 Another concern was the tendency by historians to use national
statistics for European societies in the period 1750-1850 as a „proper analogy‟ for
life in Greece in the fourth century. Hansen advocated instead the use of
computerised models, which he believed offered a much better demographic
guide.620 Hansen‟s very well set out and convincingly argued paper also raised
many important and pertinent issues which highlighted a number of incongruities
in those arguments put forward by historians advocating a total Athenian citizen
population of twenty-one thousand. In particular, he noted the inherent danger in
617

Interestingly, Hansen admits early in his book (p. 5) that he had, for many years, followed A. H.
M. Jones in advocating a citizen population, in the age of Demosthenes, of around twenty-one
thousand adult male citizens. As time went on, however, he came to believe that this figure was
too low for the large number of magistracies and other positions that needed to be filled in order
for the Athenian democracy to run smoothly and efficiently.

618

Demography and Democracy, p. 8. Hansen notes: „…in fourth-century Athens the number of
Athenians living in Attica was considerably smaller than the total number of Athenian citizens.
Hundreds of Athenians served as mercenaries in foreign armies. Hundreds of Athenians had
taken up residence in other cities where they lived as metics. Thousands of Athenians were sent
out as klerouchs, principally to Samos and to the Chersonese.‟

619

An example of such an error can be found in Jones‟ Athenian Democracy, p 76: „…when at the
bidding of Antipater in 322 the constitution was altered, so that only owners of property
assessed at 20 minae or more remained citizens, 9,000 were registered as citizens, and according
to the text of Plutarch, 12,000 were disfranchised, according to Diodorus 22,000. The first
figure which yields a total of 21,000 seems to be the more likely.‟ Such a statement poses the
question: Does the figure of 21,000 only cover those citizens resident in Attica or does it include
those living overseas? Unfortunately Jones is not clear on this point. It is imperative then, that
what is being examined is clearly stated before any discussion of the subject can take place. Cf.
Hansen, Demography, (p. 8), who laments: „…historians who estimate the total number of
Athenians at 21,000 (or at 31,000) hardly ever explain whether the number they state includes
or excludes mercenaries, metics (in other cities), klerouchs and naturalized citizens.‟ (My
italics and parenthesis).

620

Demography, pp. 10-13.
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using either the army and/or navy figures given in the ancient sources as basis for
determining population numbers.621 He also pointed out the insurmountable
difficulties faced by those attempting to calculate population numbers based on
the annual consumption of grain and/or the distribution of food or money to the
populace.622
The case for the lower population figure was taken up by E. Ruschenbusch in a
series of articles published in the ZPE.623 Initially examining the make-up of the
ephebic corps, Ruschenbusch argued against the proposition that this body of
men was only made up of those from the Hoplite class.624 He noted that, with a
population of only 21,000,625 the Athenians could not have recruited solely from
this group. Indeed, he points out that the only reason this argument was made in
the first place was so that those advocating for a larger Athenian citizen
population did not have to explain why the first year ephebes only made up 1.3%
to 1.6% of the total citizen population.626 Instead he argued that, using
Mitchell‟s European Historical Statistics 1750-1970, the number of Athenian
621

Demography, pp. 16-24.

622

Demography, pp. 24-25 and 45-47.

623

ZPE 35 (1979): 173-176 and 177-180, ZPE 41 (1981): 103-05, ZPE 44 (1981): 110-112, ZPE
72 (1988): 139-140, ZPE 75 (1988): 194-196. Of course Ruschenbusch is not the only historian
arguing for the lower figure. He has, however, played a prominent part in the debate for many
years.

624

That is: from the top three classes. Cf. ZPE 35 (1979): 173-176.
Commentary, p. 503 and ZPE 38 (1980): 191-201.

625

As already noted, he (Ruschenbusch) adopts the lower figure of 21,000 for the total number of
Athenian citizens as at 322. The number is come to by adding Plutarch‟s figure of 12,000 with
that of Diodorus‟ 9,000.

626

ZPE 35 (1979): 175. He writes: „Beloch und Gomme setzen die Bürgerzahl Athens
fälschlicherweise nicht mit 21 000, sondern mit 31 000 Mann an und stellen dann bei einem
Vergleich mit den statistischen Angaben aus der Neuzeit fest, dass der Anteil eines
Ephebenjahrganges an der gesamten Bürgerschaft von 31 000 Mann mit 1,3 bis 1,6% zu niedrig
liegt. Folglich sind sie gezwungen, die Epheben als Vertreter der Hoplitenklasse zu betrachten.
Die Konsequenz ihres falschen Ansatzes der Bürgerzahl ist allerdings, dass Beloch und Gomme
bei einem angenommenen Anteil der Achtzehnjährigen von rund 3 % die zahl der Bürger von
Hoplitenschatzung statt der überlieferten 9 000 auf 13 000 bzw. 14 500 ansetzen müssen.‟
Ruschenbusch is not really clear as to how he arrives at the figures 1.3 to 1.6%. It appears they
are based on an estimate of the total number of ephebes each year being between c. 400 – 500.
With a population of 31,000 the lowest estimate (400) represents just 1.3% of the population
whereas the highest number (500) represents 1.6%.
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Contra Rhodes, A

men aged 18 years made up, on average, 3% of all males 18 years and over.627
He further stated that the number of ephebes recruited each year numbered
between 450-500.628 If Ruschenbusch‟s use of the Mitchell‟s statistics is correct
then he is right to argue that the ephebes had to be recruited from all the
Athenians who had reached 18 years of age and not just those from the hoplite
class.629 Hansen, however, questions the ability to accurately calculate
population figures based on the ephebic inscriptions. He rightly points out that
they are an army list and, therefore, do not inform the reader of the total number
of Athenians who turned 18 only those who were deemed fit to be enrolled as
ephebes.630

627

ZPE 35 (1979): 173. As already noted above, Hansen has quite rightly disputed the use of
European Historical Statistics and has opted for the much more appropriate computerized
models. He uses Coale and Demeny‟s Regional Model Life Tables and Stable Populations.
More specifically, Hansen makes use of Model West, males, mortality level 4 (life expectancy
at birth 25.26 years). From this model he selects growth rate 5 (an annual increase of ½ %). It
should be noted, however, that his calculations are not perfect and on a few occasions he
mistakenly makes use of growth rates –5, 0 and 10. These very slight errors, however, in no
way impact on the overall validity of his thesis. Ruschenbusch briefly outlines his reasons for
not using Coale and Demeny in ZPE 75 (1988): 196.

628

Cf. Ruschenbush, ZPE 35 (1979): 173. He is using the lists found in Reinmuth for the period
334-327/6 (refer to his n. 4). Hansen, initially, accepted this figure but added that it might
represent a normal year whereas in an intercalary year the total number of ephebes could have
been ca. 500-550. Demography, p. 48. See also Reinmuth, Ephebic Inscriptions, pp. 111-112,
Jones, Athenian Democracy, p. 82 and Rhodes, ZPE 38 (1980): 191. It should be added that,
characteristically, there is disagreement as to whether the lists are of 18 years olds who had
completed their first year of training (Ruschenbush, ZPE 35 (1979): 173-4) or 19-20 year olds
having just finished their second (Hansen, Demography, p. 47 and esp. p. 103, n. 163).

629

If the citizen population figure of 21,000 is accepted and if it is also accepted that those
Athenian men aged 18 represented 3% of the population then around 630 boys would come of
age each year. If only 80% of these young men were able or fit enough to serve then there
would have been around 500 youths eligible for service in the ephebic corps. Of course, the
only way to accommodate the figures is to argue that the young men were, in effect, conscripted
into service. Thus Ath. Pol. 42 is interpreted as stating that all young men had to register in
their demes and serve in the ephebic corps. Cf. Ruschenbush, ZPE 35 (1979): 173-174, who
discusses this point and provides (in footnotes 1-8) a brief bibliography. See also ZPE 75
(1988): 194. Hansen rightly points out, however, that Ruschenbusch‟s figures do not add up
unless he has allowed for a certain percentage of able-bodied Athenians not serving as ephebes.
Demography, p. 103, n. 171, a point that Ruschenbush does quietly concede in his (abovementioned) 1979 article (p. 175).

630

Demography, pp. 49-50. The importance of this point should not be underestimated. While the
epigraphic evidence establishes how many ephebes served in a given year it does not offer any
insight into the recruitment process. On what grounds might a youth be deemed unfit to serve?
Were exemptions from service granted? Could a young man simply chose not to serve? And if
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The question of health and fitness is pivotal to the debate concerning service in
any branch of the armed service. Ruschenbusch argues that if Hansen is correct
in stating that the percentage of Athenian men aged between 18 and19 made up
3.35% of the population631 and if the population were as high as 31,000 then
(accepting that all Athenian men turning eighteen were also eligible to serve in
the ephebic corps) there would have been around 1038 young men who might be
able to serve each year.632 He argues that, even allowing for a 10% loss of men
due to unfitness,633 around 934 young men would still be eligible to serve. This,

he could, how much did familial, community and peer group pressure affect his decision? Such
questions can not be answered and, as a consequence, there is no way of determining just what
percentage of the population (of young men) is represented in the ephebic lists.
631

„Demography and Democracy: Doch noch einmal die Bürgerzahl Athens im 4. JH V. Chr‟, in
ZPE 72 (1988): 139. In actual fact Hansen gives a figure of 3.85% (Demography and
Democracy, p. 12). This type of error is quite typical. Unfortunately the statistics and the
calculations have become so convoluted and the effort involved to verify them so unrewarding
that most historians simply accept the figures as given by either historian.

632

Ruschenbusch offers his own calculations (using the above-mentioned percentage of 3.35%)
based on a population of 21,000. He writes: Erheblich anders sieht es aus, wenn man von der
gut bezeugten Zahl von 21000 Bürgen ausgeht. Während sich bei einem Anteil von 3.35% für
die Achtzehnjährigen von den 633 Ephebendienstpflichtigen noch 133 also 21%…‟ ZPE 72
(1988): 140. Of course 3.35% of 21,000 is not 633 but 703.5. However, Ruschenbusch allows
for the possibility that 10% of the young men (around 70) would have been unfit to serve. This
means that the percentage of those 18 year-olds who did not serve, for whatever reason, would
have been approximately 29% (703 * 29% = 204). Ruschenbusch finds these percentages to be
too high: he argues, therefore, that Hansen‟s 3.35% is too high and prefers the more
conservative 2.65% (21,000 * 2.65% = 556).

633

Sekunda is unwilling to concede that an Athenian youth could escape military training for
reasons of ill-health. He states, rather boldly: „To my knowledge there is no evidence for
anyone in the ancient world avoiding military training (rather than military service) on the
grounds of medical disability. I think, therefore, that any attempts to adjust the ephebic figures
upwards to take account of those who managed to avoid participating in ephebic training would
be more likely to distort the pattern rather than improve it.‟ „Athenian Demography and
Military Strength 338-322 B.C.‟ in BSA 87 (1992): 331. (Author‟s parenthesis) This cannot be
right. To accept Sekunda‟s argument would be to admit that those young men with intellectual
or physical handicaps were made at least to train in the ephebic corps. But what sense can there
be in that? Further, Sekunda gives no thought to the possibility that an only son might have to
stay at home and take care of the family rather than leave them to fend for themselves while he
spends three years in military training. It is worth noting the case presented in Lysias 24 in
which a citizen defends his right to receive a pension from the state. Although the legitimacy of
the „invalid‟s‟ appeal is rather suspect, the speaker does note that he has, up until recently,
supported his mother. It would be surprising if this fellow served in the ephebic corps, or if
indeed he performed any of the numerous public duties required of most healthy Athenian
citizens. The Athenians were not so silly, nor so officious, that they would have forced all boys
turning 18 to serve in the corps regardless of the physical or mental disability or of their
domestic responsibilities. Of course, a reading of Lysias‟ speech Ag. Alcibiades I (14.13-14)
might be said to support Sekunda‟s argument. However, this passage refers specifically to a
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of course, means that if the number of ephebes numbered, on average, 500, then
there would have been over 400 men who simply chose not to serve.
Ruschenbusch believes such a scenario to be unacceptable. He argues that this
figure (which represents around 46.5% of the total number of those eligible to
serve) is too high and that the citizenry as well as the officialdom of the city-state
would surely have had something to say about it. Further, he believes that many
Athenian citizens viewed service in the corps (and its pecuniary benefits) very
favourably; certainly more so than Hansen‟s figures would suggest.634
Ruschenbusch, however, fails to consider the possibility that a citizen might be
unable to serve because of familial or other reasons. A young man may have
sick parents to look after; he may have to carry on the family business or run the
farm. Further, despite the fact that the state might provide the weapons and food
a young man may still not have had the means to travel to the city to be trained.
It should also be noted that if recruits were conscripted it is surprising there is no
mention in any of the sources of a young man trying to avoid service. There is
no reference in the forensic speeches (or even in the comedies) for example of a
man leaving Athens to escape being called up to serve; no attacks on a
prospective magistrate for evading military service as a youth.635
As already noted,636 up until quite recently it was generally accepted, by
members on either side of the population debate, that the surviving ephebic lists
revealed that around 450 – 500 ephebes served each year. Not surprisingly,
time of war when, perhaps, the needs of the sick and the impoverished came second to the
security of the state. It should also be remembered that Phocion, while serving in Euboea,
allowed some of his men to leave the battlefield (Plut. Phoc. 12.3) in order that his force might
be the stronger for the loss of worthless men. Stephen Usher provides a useful analysis of
Lysias‟ speech in his book Greek Oratory: Tradition and Originality, pp. 106-110. For a brief
discussion on the pension paid to disabled citizens see Hansen, The Athenian Democracy in the
Age of Demosthenes, p. 259.
634

ZPE 72 (1988): 140. Contra Hansen who has not shied away from suggesting the possibility
that only 60% of all able-bodied Athenians served as ephebes. Demography and Democracy, p.
50.
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Surely times have not changed so much that there was not the odd Athenian who simply did not
want to serve and took whatever steps he could to ensure he did not do so.

636

Cf. p. 258 and n. 628.
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however, each camp used this figure to support their own particular thesis. The
convoluted and complicated nature of the calculations is such as to make a
summary of all of them here impossible. Suffice to say that each author was able
to use the figures to defend his own position and malign that of the other. Those
arguing for the lower figure, however, were skating on very thin ice. Even their
highest estimates only allowed for around 714 boys reaching their eighteenth
birthday each year. And at the lower end of the scale they were left with a figure
of only 525 young men.637 This left very little margin for error: not a very safe
situation to be in when inscriptions are involved. When Hansen, therefore,
explored again the ephebic lists he noted that a recent discovery, along with a
reinvestigation of the old stelai, revealed that service in the ephebic corps was on
the rise. Examining three rosters for the tribe of Cecropis for the years 334/3,
333/2 and 332/1 Hansen noted the fact that numbers were going up from year to
year.638 He highlighted the possibility that ephebic numbers may have risen to as
high as 600 by the year 326/5. If his assessment of the rosters is correct then the
long-held assumption that the average number of ephebes recruited each year
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Ruschenbush wrote that, according to the European model life tables for 1750-1880, eighteenyear-old men made up 2.5% - 3.4% of men over eighteen. ZPE 35 (1979): 173.
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Three Studies in Athenian Demography, pp. 3-6. These rosters indicate an increase in the
number of cadets from ca. 42 in 334/3 to 65 in 332/1. Further, Hansen pointed out that two
rosters from Leontis seemed to reflect a similar trend. He argued (p. 4): „…as a rough guess we
may assume that the total number of ephebes may have been ca. 450-500 in the first years after
the reform (the ephebeia was reshaped in 336/5), but had risen to some 600 or more a decade
later.‟ (My parenthesis). Sekunda attempted to negate the impact of Hansen‟s thesis in his
article „Athenian Demography and Military Strength 338-322 BC‟ in BSA 87 (1992): 311-355.
He argued that certain names (the lochagoi, or „ephebic officers‟) on the lists should not be
included in the calculations because they were not actually ephebes. He suggests (p. 312) that
„…the ephebic lochagoi are young soldiers who have already passed through the ephebate and
are „squadded‟ with the new ephebes to „show them the ropes‟ during basic training. The
number of lochagoi would correspond to the number of large deme-contingents, while the
smaller deme-contingents would be brigaded together for administrative purposes. These
ephebic officers should therefore be deducted from the catalogues for statistical purposes.‟
Hansen refutes Sekunda‟s thesis in his article „The Number of Athenian Citizens Secundum
Sekunda‟ in EchCl. 38 n.s. 13 (1994): 302-304. For further discussion on the officers of the
ephebic corps see Fordyce Mitchel‟s article in TAPA 92 (1961): 347-357. Mitchel (p. 350)
refers to the lochagoi of the ephebic inscriptions as „cadet captains‟. See also Hansen‟s article
in ZPE 75 (1988): 189-192.
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was around 500 must be discarded.639 Further, it is difficult to see how the
Athenians could have fulfilled such a quota with a population of just 21,000.
Curiously, Hansen does not raise this issue; however, he argues that his thesis
„…does not support the view that only citizens belonging to the “hoplite class”
were called up for ephebic service.‟640 He also points out that an increase in the
number of cadets from one year to the next is strong evidence against the thesis
that it was compulsory for all young men to serve as ephebes after they had
turned eighteen years of age.641
Taking into consideration the above arguments, all that really can be said at this
point is that there are simply too many variables to consider for any calculation
of population to be done using the ephebic rosters.642 Questions concerning
whether service was compulsory and under what grounds a youth might be
exempted from service have yet to be given an adequate answer. There is no
way of knowing what percentage of young men served each year, or how many
were recruited on average each year. While many have chosen to accept that
around 450-500 men joined up each year643 no one has clearly shown whether or
639

It should be pointed out that it is just as feasible to argue that the increase in ephebic numbers
may simply highlight an unusually high birth-rate for the years c. 352-350. Further, while such
a mini baby-boom may well have continued for a number of years there is no guarantee (and
certainly no evidence to show) that this trend continued beyond the period Hansen discusses.

640

Three Studies in Athenian Demography, p. 5. It is worthwhile noting here Hansen‟s concerns
about the legitimacy of referring to a Hoplite „class‟ in appendix 5 of his Demography and
Democracy, pp. 85-89.
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Cf. ZPE 75 (1988): 190. He writes: „The increase of ephebes of Cecropis from 42 over 52 to 65
is in itself a strong indication that the ephebeia was not compulsory “Wehrdienst”, but a public
military training which was felt to be a civic duty and caught on rapidly.‟ (Author‟s italics).
This argument, however, as Ruschenbusch pointed out (ZPE 75 (1988): 194), is contrary to that
given in Demography and Democracy (p. 48) where Hansen appears to endorse the view noted
in both the Ath. Pol. (42.1) and in Lycurgus (1.76) „that all citizens were liable to ephebic
service.‟
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Even Hansen has argued that, despite his new interpretation of the epigraphic evidence, it is still
impossible to determine the Athenian citizen population using ephebic lists. Three Studies in
Athenian Demography, p. 5. For his calculations see pages 4-6. Hansen argues his case,
concerning the problems in calculating the total number of citizens on the basis of the number of
ephebes, a little clearer here than he did in his Demography and Democracy.
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Note especially Sekunda‟s interpretation of the epigraphic evidence. BSA 87 (1992): 327-342.
Contra Hansen, EchCl. 38, n.s. 13 (1994): 302-304.
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not this figure represented 90%, 80% or even 60% of the total number of boys
turning eighteen each year. Due to the above difficulties it is pointless (with the
evidence currently available) to try and estimate the citizen population of Athens
by reference to the ephebic corps.644
Another effort to prove the case for the lower figure has been made using details
known about the workings of the Athenian boule. This body was made up of
five hundred Athenian citizens over the age of thirty. However, similar problems
to those faced when examining the ephebic corps arise when historians try to
tackle the matter of the council of five hundred. As with the ephebes, there is
still no way of knowing just what percentage of men, having attained the age of
thirty, served on the council. All that is certain concerning the boule is that a
quota of five hundred men aged thirty years and over needed to be filled each
year in order to form this important body. Further, this was one of the few
positions that could be held twice in a lifetime.645 What does this mean? Each
year five hundred men had to be found and of this number a certain percentage
would be serving for a second time. Ruschenbusch examined whether or not
membership in the boule was voluntary and if the council was predominantly

644

Cf, Hansen who writes: „We have no way of telling whether 80% or 60% served as ephebes,
and consequently the ephebic inscriptions cannot be adduced in support of the view that the
total number of citizens must have been 21,000.‟ Demography and Democracy, p. 50. Hansen,
however, was not put off from making some use of the information contained in the
inscriptions. He argued that, while ephebic numbers cannot be used to estimate the citizen
population of Athens, they might be used to determine the size of the Athenian army (see page
50 for his calculations). Hansen estimates that if there were around 500 young men recruited
into the corps each year then, using his table on page 12, the number of Athenian men (between
the age 18-59) available to serve in the Athenian army would have been around 13,500. Of
course, perhaps as many as one thousand or more would have to be taken from this figure to
account for those men otherwise occupied (eg. bouleutai, tax farmers). Hansen then refers his
readers to his discussion of army numbers given on pages 36-43 and notes the striking similarity
between the corresponding figures. The argument, unfortunately, is all very convoluted and
confusing with the need to continually refer to both Hansen‟s and Coale and Demeney‟s tables.
The upshot of the argument, however, is that, based on the army figures given in the ancient
sources (and with particular emphasis on the numbers given by Diodorus (18.10.2 and 11.3)), it
can be estimated that the Athenians needed a citizen population of over thirty thousand men.
See discussion below for the problems inherent in calculating the citizen population of Athens
based on army figures.
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A citizen could not serve in two consecutive years, however (cf. Dem. 24.150).
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made up of members of the hoplite class.646 His argument, however, was built
on the premise that the citizen population in Athens in 330 was 21,000. 647
Initially, Ruschenbusch allowed for the possibility that all eligible men were
prepared to serve both their first and second terms. However, he argued that
even in this best case scenario the Athenians would still need to find 250 new
men to serve on the boule each year.648 Using the statistics and percentages he
had already discussed in previous papers, Ruschenbusch calculated that 2.3% of
Athenian men (over the age of eighteen) turned thirty each year.649 He then
proceeded to show that, from a population of 21,000, Athens could only produce
approximately 480 prospective first time council members each year.650 Of
646

ZPE 35 (1979): 177-180.
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As with many of the discussions dealing with this issue there is an unnerving amount of a priori
argumentation involved. For example: Ruschenbusch believes the total population of Athenian
citizens to be 21,000; if the percentage of men (over 18 years of age) in their 31st year was 2.3%
then the approximate number of men of that age bracket in any given year would be around 480.
Since this figure is less than the required 500 men needed to fill the boule then there must be at
least 20 men willing to serve a second term. Further, since the figures are so tight, and since
selection to the council was by lot, it is impossible to accept that service in the boule was
voluntary. Therefore, in order to fill the 500 vacant positions each year, those men over 30
years of age would automatically be treated as candidates. It is all very neat and tidy but the
problem is, of course, that the figure of 21,000 (and, indeed, 31,000) is disputed and should not,
therefore, be used as the basis for any calculations that, in essence, are attempting to resolve the
very question of population numbers in Athens.
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ZPE 35 (1979): 177-178.

649

„Die soziale Zusammensetzung des Rates der 500 in Athen im 4. Jh.,‟ ZPE 35 (1979): 177 and
n. 3. Ruschenbusch, as already stated, based his calculations on the material in Mitchell‟s,
European Historical Statistics, 1750-1970. It is to Mitchell‟s work that Rhodes also defers in
his article in ZPE 38 (1980). See p. 191, n. 4. Interestingly this figure is only marginally lower
than that which is calculated using Coale and Demeney‟s model (Model west, mortality level 4).
The percentage of men, over the age of 18, who were over 30 is roughly 2.6%. Cf. Hansen‟s
table on page 12 of Demography and Democracy. It should be noted, however, that Hansen
appears to have made a slight error and used the percentage figure written in the –5.00 growth
rate column (7.83) as opposed to the figure listed in the 5.00 growth rate column (7.41) as he
intended. As a consequence the final figure he arrives at is 2.7%.
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Ruschenbusch notes that, of the 21000 citizens, 9,000 represented 42.8% and 12,000 52.2%.
He then argues that, if 250 new members needed to be found to serve each year, then, of the 480
there would only be approximately 205 men of the Hoplite class or higher. The remaining 45
members (approximately 18%) would have come from the thetic class. ZPE 35 (1979): 178.
Interestingly, he does not consider that, as well as the new members, the Athenians also
appointed a number of substitutes who were waiting in the wings in case a council member, for
whatever reason, was unable to serve. If, as discussed further below (p. 264 and n. 669), these
„substitutes‟ numbered as many as 250 then Ruschenbusch‟s calculations become a little harder
to accept. It should be pointed out that if Hansen‟s percentage of 2.7% (Demography, p. 12)
were used the number of men over thirty would be 567.
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course, Ruschenbusch understood that, if service on the boule was voluntary then
there would be a myriad of reasons (including death) why an Athenian might not
be prepared or able to serve on the council. Thus, in order for enough men to be
recruited into the boule each year, every man over the age of thirty must have
automatically become a candidate for office.651 A contrary argument is advanced
by Rhodes, who, while accepting that it is likely that the Athenian boule was
open to all citizens over thirty,652 disputes Ruschenbusch‟s thesis that all
Athenians, having turned 30 were automatically treated as bouleutic
candidates.653 Hansen also believed that service was voluntary but that there
may have been some pressure placed on citizens in certain demes where making
the quota was difficult. „The citizens were not under obligation, but were
nevertheless expected, to serve in the boule… the inference is that the citizens
volunteered and were not drafted. Accordingly, a total of 21,000 citizens is too
narrow a basis for the running of the boule.‟ 654
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ZPE 35 (1979): 179-180. He is not clear, however, as to whether those who had already served
once (but not twice) were also automatically treated as candidates. If this were the case then
there would need to have been kept some register of all citizens having served more than once
on the boule. If this were not the case then it would appear that serving a second time was
voluntary. But this would be a peculiar and surely unacceptable system: that those not having
served once would have their names put forward but those having already served could elect not
to serve again. Further, it would not work if the population were only 21,000, as Ruschenbusch
argues, because if no one chose to serve a second time there would only be 480 men available to
serve on the council each year. Another point worth noting is the fact that Ruschenbusch
admonishes Beloch and Gomme for trying to justify their thesis that the population was 31,000,
by arguing that membership of the ephebic corps was only available to the hoplite class (see p.
251, and n. 627 above). And yet he appears to be committing the same sin here. Having argued
that the population was 21,000 the only way he can argue that the Athenians were able to find
500 councillors each year is to claim that all eligible citizens became automatic candidates for
office.
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„Ephebi, Bouleutae and the Population of Athens‟. ZPE 38 (1980): 193. Rhodes‟ writes: „…it
is likely that membership of the boule, like other ajrcaiv, was legally restricted to the hoplites,
but the restriction was no longer enforced…‟ Rhodes agrees here with both Ruschenbusch and
Hansen. This is one of the few instances in the long history of this protracted debate that there
is general consensus. Of Course, Rhodes does argue, contra Ruschenbusch, for the higher
citizen population number.
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See above note (n. 652). Rhodes is in agreement with Hansen here (Demography, pp 57-58).
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Demography, p. 58. He argues that (since appointment was by lot) if all had to serve then the
material evidence would show that the make up of the boule would correspond to the make up
of Athenian society in general. This, according to Hansen, they do not do.
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Hansen furnishes a very thorough examination of the boule on pages 51-64 of his
Demography and Democracy. He offers some quite compelling arguments for
the thesis that the citizen population in Athens was over 30,000. Among the
conclusions he draws is that: 1) the epigraphic evidence revealed that around
20% of the boule was made up men serving for a second time;655 2) in all
probability the councillors were recruited mainly from those Athenians living in
Attica; 3) the scant evidence available indicates that service in the boule was
voluntary and that there was some competition for a seat;656 4) the surviving
epigraphic evidence does not support the conclusion that the social composition
of the boule matched that of the citizen population as a whole; 5) the epigraphic
evidence also reveals that the demes managed, usually, to furnish the required
number of councillors each year. Further, when the council of 500 became a
council of 600 the deme quotas were not reduced though in some cases they were
increased; 6) the average age of a councillor was around 40 years of age.
If Hansen‟s interpretation of the literary and documentary evidence is correct
then he provides compelling reasons for arguing that the „minimum number of
citizens‟ required to run the boule was at least 19,000.657 Of particular
importance is his thesis that the average age of the council members was forty.
According to Hansen‟s calculations forty year olds made up 2.1% of the
population over the age of eighteen. Therefore, given that approximately 100
members were serving a second term, the minimum citizen population required
in order for the boule quota to be met would have been around 19,000 (that is:
19,000 * 2.1% = 400). As Hansen points out: „If the total number of citizens was
21,000, the inference must be that some 90% of all citizens above 30 served in
655

This means that, on average, 400 new members would need to be found each year.
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If service in the boule was voluntary then the percentage of men who might choose not to serve
as councillors becomes impossible to determine.

657

Hansen notes clearly at the beginning of his discussion that the „…evidence we have for the
council of five hundred may provide information, not about the actual number of citizens, but
about the minimum number of citizens required to run the boule in accordance with the rules‟
(Author‟s italics). Demography, p. 51.
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the boule at least once, which is most unlikely…‟658 He, therefore, argues that
the population would have to be significantly higher in order to compensate for,
among other things, the fact that many citizens chose not to serve and that a
certain percentage of Athenians would have been unfit or unable to serve on the
boule.659
It is worthwhile at this point to note the danger inherent in placing too much faith
in the epigraphic evidence to support a particular thesis. As already noted above
in the examination of the ephebic rosters, new inscriptions can often damage
long-standing arguments. A further area for concern is the need to ensure that
the information contained in a given decree or selection of decrees is used
properly and carefully. Rhodes‟ examination of the bouleutic lists is a case in
point. He looked at the names of those known to have served on the boule and
made the following conclusion: „…Among the many bouleutae attested we know
of some men who availed themselves of the opportunity to serve twice , but not
very many…‟660 Hansen disagrees with this assessment noting that Rhodes
failed to take proper account of the fact that the inscriptions spanned a 400 year
period. He argued: „…only inscriptions less than, say, 30 years apart can bring
us information about councillors serving twice.‟661 Hansen also noted that the
bouleutic lists can only provide useful information if comparison is made
between the same tribes and only then if the inscriptions do not belong to
consecutive years.662 Taking into consideration these new rules and parameters
Hansen was able to postulate that „…no less than a fifth of all bouleutai served
658

Demography, p. 56.
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Demography, p. 64. Hansen argues that the population had to be well above this minima. He
notes that the some of the points he raised indicate that the population could have been as high
as 30,000.
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„Ephebi, Bouleutae and the population of Athens‟, in ZPE 38 (1980): 193. In his footnote (n. 9)
Rhodes adds: „…we find about 3,100 separate instances of men‟s serving in the boule before
A.D. 1: of these a maximum of 68, slightly over 2%, are instances of men serving for a second
time (and in several cases it is more likely that we are dealing with homonymous relatives)…‟
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Demography, p. 53.
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Demography, p. 53.
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twice.‟663 This is a marked difference from Rhodes‟ assessment and it highlights
the importance of ensuring that careful use is made of the valuable kernels of
information contained in the epigraphic evidence.
Despite the compelling arguments offered by Hansen it is still, ultimately,
unwise to attempt a calculation of the Athenian population based on bouleutic
inscriptions. There are simply too many variables involved and there is not
enough evidence to support conclusively any given argument. As with the
ephebic corps, there is no way of knowing if service in the boule was voluntary
or compulsory. Nor is it possible to determine what percentage of citizens were
exempted from service and for what reasons.664 Further, the make up of the
council is not known. There is no way of ascertaining if the 500 men serving
were predominantly from the wealthier or poorer class of citizens. The average
age of those Athenians serving for the first time is also uncertain665 and there is
no way of determining clearly how many Athenians chose to serve on the council
for a second time. Such insurmountable obstacles make it impossible to offer
any wholly palatable calculations of the citizen population of Athens based on
the limited epigraphic and literary evidence that has survived concerning service
in the council of five hundred.
While an investigation of the boule can not really help to furnish an accurate
assessment of the total population of Athens, it does offer one vital piece of
information. As has already been noted above (pp. 175 and 266-267), the fact
663

Demography, p. 55.
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Hansen‟s argument concerning the ephebic corps is a case in point. On page 49 of
Demography and Democracy he first argues that it should be assumed that 10% of the Athenian
young were unfit for service. However, on page 50 Hansen considers the possibility of their
being anywhere between 20 to 40% of young men who did not serve. Of course, Hansen is
trying to highlight the danger inherent in trying to calculate population figures based on ephebic
numbers. However, ultimately Hansen‟s argument regarding the cadet force is convoluted and
confusing. Cf. R. Osborne‟s review in JHS 107 (1987): 233.
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It should be pointed out, however, that Hansen‟s arguments regarding this matter are quite
forceful. His assessment of the epigraphic evidence does appear to reveal that the average age
of a member of the council was at least 40 years of age. Cf. Demography and Democracy, pp.
55-56.
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that the council was made up of five hundred Athenian men who had attained the
age of thirty enables a fairly good calculation to be made of what the minimum
citizen population needed to be in order for the five hundred seats to be filled
every year. This very important point (as has already been pointed out above)
was noted by Hansen but has perhaps not been given its due consideration. Of
course in order for any calculation to take place some agreement needs to be
reached as to the percentage of the population men aged thirty years made up of
all Athenian citizens. Ruschenbusch argued for a figure of 2.3%, while Hansen
came up with 2.7%. Rather than argue for one or the other figure a median of the
two has been taken and, subsequently, the percentage used below is 2.5%.666
Another point accepted here is Hansen‟s thesis that 20% of the boule were men
serving for a second time. His excellent examination of the boule lists has shown
that such an estimate is certainly within the realms of possibility. It is a fact that
a certain number of Athenians chose to serve a second time. This must be taken
into consideration and Hansen‟s calculations are perhaps the best available. For
the purpose of this brief investigation it has also been accepted (contra Hansen)
that the average age of a bouleutes was around thirty years of age. Now
consideration must be taken of the possibility that some Athenian men were
unable to put forward their names as candidates for appointment. These men
may have been ineligible to serve for legal reasons,667 or perhaps because of illhealth. A number of men would have been performing other public duties.
More significantly, in any given year there might be thousands of men serving in
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Based on this percentage, a population of 21,000 could be expected to produce around 525
thirty-year-old men each year, whereas a population of 31,000 would produce 775. Ultimately,
Ruschenbusch has shown that a citizen population of 21,000 could fill the boule quota.
However, his figures allow very little margin for error. Indeed, if Ruschenbusch‟s estimate of
the percentage of citizens over the age of eighteen who were thirty years or older (that is: 2.3%)
were used, the figures become even more unpalatable. Based on his calculations, a citizen
population of around 21,000 would mean that approximately 480 men would turn 30 each year.
Now if Hansen‟s argument, that roughly 20% of the boule in any given year was made up of
those Athenians serving a second time, is correct, then there would need to be found at least 400
men prepared to sit for the first time. Of course Ruschenbusch does not allow for the possibility
that the Athenians also selected substitutes in case any council member was unable to serve out
his term. These could have numbered anywhere from just a select few to five hundred.
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Cf. Rhodes, The Athenian Boule, p. 2.
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the army or navy who were not resident in Athens when the time came to appoint
a new council. Other, wealthier, citizens might be overseas on business or
simply holidaying. Consideration must also be taken of those unfit to serve
because they were too old, frail, or perhaps just too simple. And finally it must
be considered that some men were unwilling to serve because they were
otherwise engaged or, quite possibly, lazy or uninterested in pursuing a political
career. If the above thesis is accepted then there could have been many
thousands of Athenian men thirty years and over who were unable to serve on
the boule. Once again the minimum number of citizens required to meet the
bouleutic quota must be increased. Even with a very conservative figure of
around two thousand men, otherwise eligible, being unable to serve the minimum
number of Athenians required to serve increases quite significantly. It also
appears likely that above the 500 appointed each year there were a certain
number of substitutes waiting in the wings. It is unknown how many men were
appointed. It is possible that each councillor had a substitute, however this seems
excessive and it is more logical to assume that the Athenians appointed one man
for every two or three or even four councillors. Taking a conservative estimate it
can be argued that perhaps as many as 125 men were selected.668
Having established the above criteria, the following argument can be made: In
order to fill the bouleutic quota the Athenians would have needed around 400
new men each year. This in turn means that the Athenians needed a minimum
population of at least 16,000.669 Now add to the figure of 400 the 100 men (80%
of 125) who were appointed as deputies and the total figure increases to 20,000.
Add to this the two thousand men unable to serve and the figure becomes 22,000.

668

Cf. Rhodes, Commentary, p. 518. Of course, these men could be any age over thirty and they
may have already served their first term on the council. Be that as it may, it still means that the
Athenians needed to find 625 men each year. Already the lower figure of 21,000 is looking
untenable. There are, of course, other possibilities. Rhodes notes the possibility that these
„understudies‟ may not have been appointed each year. Further, he writes that one may have
been appointed for each deme or for a number of demes. The Athenian Boule, pp. 7-8.
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That is: 16000 * 2.5% = 400.
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While it should be stressed that this number represents just those citizens living
in Attica,670 it is telling that the calculations have already risen above the 21,000
argued by Ruschenbusch and others.
Having established the minimum citizen population required in order for the
boule to function in Attica, there is a need to tackle next the question of the total
citizen population. And a significant factor to be considered when examining
this issue is the possibility that Athenian cleruchies (certainly the one at Samos)
had their own boule which mirrored that of Athens in every way albeit on a
reduced scale. Indeed, the case with regards to Samos is very intriguing.
Despite the lack of any real detail concerning the island in the historical narrative
for much of the period from 365 to 324 there is important epigraphic evidence
which gives an interesting and exciting insight into the political and
administrative life of the Athenian cleruchs living on the island. Habicht and
Hallof have examined a stele from Samos which reveals that the residents of the
island adopted, in essence, the Athenian political structure in miniature.671 The
stone is inscribed on both sides with one side containing six columns and the
other five. The first ten columns list the ten Attic tribes in their official
sequence,672 with the name of each tribe inscribed at the head of each column.
Also recorded are the demes and the names of the citizens who belonged to that
deme. The eleventh column contains a list of twenty names, each inscribed
either alongside or underneath their respective political office.673 The nine
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Hansen, arguing from probabilities, believed that the percentage of cleruchs serving on the
boule was very low. He concluded that „…the boule was recruited from Athenian citizens who
lived in Attica.‟ Demography and Democracy, p. 57.
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AM 110 (1995): 273-304. The following description of the stele and discussion of its contents
is taken from Hallof and Habicht‟s excellent article.
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As Habicht notes, the fact that the inscription bears ten tribes means that it must be dated before
307, when the number of tribes was raised to twelve. AM 110 (1995): 288.
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There are eleven offices listed. As well as the a[r(c)wn, basileuvV and polevm(a)rcoV, there is
also listed a grammateu;V dhvmou, grammateu;V boulh:V and ejpi; toi:V novmoiV as well as a kh:rux
dhvmou and an ajnagrafeuvV. Also recorded are six qesm(o)qevtai and five strat(h)goiv.
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archons each represent one tribe as in Athens.674 Now, according to Habicht, the
first ten columns contain a list of twenty-five names under each tribe,675 and this
has led him to conclude that the inscription is none other than „…a complete list
of the council (Boulé) of the cleruchy in the year of the archon Demetrios who
comes first in col. XI 1.‟676
If Hallof and Habicht‟s assessment of the inscription is correct (and the evidence
does appear to be incontrovertible), it has important implications in helping to
determine the population of Athenian clerics on the island during its occupation.
Further, it may assist in helping to calculate the total Athenian citizen population.
The inscription would appear to show that the Athenian cleruchs on the island
ran a boule which was comprised of only 250 members. Now, using the same
criteria as those established above, in order for the cleruchy on Samos to fill the
boule they would need a minimum citizen population of at least 11,000;677 a
figure very close to the 12,000 estimated to be the number of Athenian male
cleruchs resident on the island.678 If Habicht‟s argument concerning the Samian
inscription is correct then it is possible to argue that the minimum number of
Athenian citizens required to be able to fill both councils (at Athens and on
Samos) would be around 33,000. Of course, this number would increase
dramatically if it were discovered that the Athenian cleruchs on Samos were not
the only settlers to duplicate, albeit on a reduced scale, the Athenian institutions.
If the above argument is correct, the ramifications for those arguing for the lower
population figure are devastating. The total Athenian citizen population (in and
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It is not certain if Leontis or Hippothontis are unrepresented because one of the qesmoqevtai is
from the deme of Oion (which name appears in both tribes).
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AM 110 (1995): 289. The inscription, unfortunately (but not unusually) is not easy to read in
parts. However, Habicht is confident that the number of names for each tribe is likely to be
twenty-five.

676

PAPS 140, no. 3 (1996): 400.
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The figure, logically, is half that calculated for Attica on page 270.
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Cf. p. 151, n. 374 above.
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outside of Attica) had to have been at least over 30,000. It is likely, however that
the number was significantly higher. Allowance must be made for the possibility
that there were many hundreds, perhaps thousands, who could not serve for any
number of reasons. It is impossible that every Athenian male who attained the
age of thirty was fit to perform the duties of a councillor. There would surely
have been a great many men who, while physically healthy, simply did not have
the mental capacity to perform this job. Further, there would have been many
who did not possess the confidence in themselves to perform any of the
magisterial positions. Surely people have not changed that much that it is
impossible to attach some modern fears and neuroses to those of men living
thousands of years ago. It is also impossible to be sure just what the average age
was of those serving on the council. And if Hansen‟s thesis is accepted (that the
average age was forty) then the figures must once again be increased. All of
these factors and more would have played a part in reducing the numbers of
those willing or able to serve on the boule. Further, there were a certain number
of substitutes appointed each year. These could have numbered from just a few
to five hundred. It is certainly reasonable to argue that perhaps there were as
many as two hundred and fifty men sitting in the wings in case a councillor could
not serve. Consideration should also be given to the possibility that a substitute
might fill in for a councillor who was temporarily unable to serve. Perhaps
family commitments, or ill health kept a boule member away for a short time. In
such a case the Athenians, in an endeavour to ensure the council maintained its
number, may have allowed substitutes to fill in. Taking into consideration these
points increases the number of the citizen population exponentially. Certainly
such factors serve to increase the minimum number of men needed to fill the
bouleutic quota. And this above all else is the one issue which surely must serve
to destroy any hopes of arguing for the lower figure, especially if consideration is
taken of the new evidence put forward by Christian Habicht. Once again, all that
can ever be gained (with any degree of certainty) from a discussion of the boule
is the minimum population required for the council to work effectively. But it is
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clear that, based on the above calculations, the total citizen population in Athens
had to be at least 30,000 while the absolute total must have been above 40,000.
While attempts to calculate the population, using the scant information available
about the ephebic corps and the boule, have ultimately proven inconclusive; they
have offered more hope than efforts to estimate numbers using evidence for gifts
of money679 or grain680 to the populace or indeed on the annual consumption of
grain (both home grown and imported).681 Hansen has shown quite conclusively
that there is just no way of knowing if gifts of grain or of money reached every
Athenian citizen or if such generous gifts were only given on a first come first
served basis with a gift or prize being awarded until it simply ran out.682 Further,
it is surprising that historians are prepared to use the distribution of Diphilus‟
estate as evidence for the population of Athens in the 330s. [Plutarch] (Mor.
843d-e) was not even sure how the massive sum of 160 talents was distributed
among the people and recorded the two stories that prevailed.683 Indeed, the
account given of the distribution of Diphilus‟ estate is an important reminder of
the problems encountered when trying to use the literary evidence to support a
particular thesis concerning population figures. There has been, on occasion, too
679

Cf. Hansen, Demography, pp. 45-46. Contra Sekunda, BSA 87 (1992): 317-318.
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Cf. Hansen EchCl. 38, n.s. 13 (1994): 300.
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Cf. Hansen Demography and Democracy, pp. 24-25. See also Isager and Hansen, Aspects of
Athenian Society in the Fourth Century B.C., pp. 18-19. Note French‟s comment: „We lack
helpful statistics of Athenian population and production, and cannot hope to do more than make
conjectures about general trends. But the figures we possess indicate that by the middle of the
fourth century the population of Athens was still in the region of a quarter of a million, and that
she depended on foreign imports for perhaps half of the grain she consumed. GaR 38 (1991):
33 (see too n. 25 on p. 39).
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Demography, p 46. See also EchCl. 38, n.s. 13 (1994): 300. This is the same system that was
employed with the assembly; the first six thousand were paid their allowance while any others
who turned up late received nothing for their time (Ar. Ec. 282-284, 290-301 and 376-93), cf.
Hansen The Athenian Assembly in the Age of Demosthenes, p. 47 and p.153, n. 320). It is
logical to assume that this simple and easy to manage policy was followed in any such instances
where money or food was involved.
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[Plutarch] writes: „…from the confiscated estate (Lycurgus) distributed fifty drachmas to every
citizen, since the total sum collected was one hundred and sixty talents or, as some say, he
distributed a mina to each citizen.‟ Sekunda dismisses the latter figure „a mistake‟. BSA 87
(1992): 317.
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much weight placed on what is, ultimately, historically suspect material. For
example, the fact that Plato (Critias 112 d-e) wrote that the Athenian population
was kept at a steady figure of around 20,000 does not mean that this was actually
the case. There is no other record of the Athenians attempting to maintain their
citizen numbers in such a precise fashion and it would be remarkable that the
population was able to remain so stable even during the Peloponnesian War.
There is very little of historical value in Critias‟ romantic account of Athens‟
glorious past and it is surprising that anyone would take the figure provided with
anything other than a grain of salt.684 The figure is surely nothing more than
rhetoric. And the question has to be asked: when did the Athenians settle on a
(round-about) citizen population of twenty thousand as being the perfect number
for a polis.685 Similarly, Demosthenes‟ claim (25.51) that there were about
„20,000 of all us Athenians‟ is hardly sufficient documentary evidence to base
any argument on population estimates. It is unlikely that any of these sources
provide actual figures for the Athenian male population in the latter half of the
fourth century.
Perhaps the most intriguing population figure supplied in the literary sources is
that given by Athenaeus (272c). He writes: „Ktesicles… says that at Athens,
during the one hundred and seventeenth Olympiad, a census of the inhabitants of
Attica was taken by Demetrius of Phalerum and the number of Athenians was
found to be 21,000, of resident aliens 10,000, of slaves 400,000.‟686 The reason
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It is perhaps a sure signal of the desperate nature of this debate that historians feel compelled to
resort to such unhistorical sources in order to add vigour to what might otherwise be termed
tired arguments. It is perhaps pertinent to recount Jowett‟s comment in his introduction, over a
century ago, to Plato‟s Critias: „…we may safely conclude that the entire narrative is due to the
imagination of Plato, who has used the name of Solon and introduced the Egyptian priests to
give verisimilitude to his story.‟ The Dialogues of Plato, p. 519. A little further on in the text
(p. 525) he notes: „In contrasting the small Greek city numbering about twenty thousand
inhabitants with the barbaric greatness of the island of Atlantis, Plato probably intended to show
that a state, such as the ideal Athens, was invincible, though matched against any number of
opponents…‟
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Hansen examines some of these literary sources in EchCl. 38 n.s. 13 (1994): 300-302.
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The number of slaves is quite obviously too high. A. H. M. Jones believes the figure, along
with a lesser number given in the Suda, to have been „…corrupted in the course of their
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for the census is unclear. Sekunda argued that it was taken for fiscal purposes
and was connected with the imposition of the 1,000 drachmas census in 317.687
Hansen, however, offered a different interpretation. He argued: „The explicit
description of the so-called census as an exetasmos strongly indicates that it was
a military review and not a population census.‟ 688 Certainly the figure of 21,000
only refers to male Athenians, probably over the age of 18, who resided in Attica
at the time of the census. It does not, therefore, take into account women and
minors. However, this is the only certain information that can really be garnered
from Athenaeus‟ account. Once again, a literary source fails to provide enough
detail to enable historians to make good use of the information contained in the
text.
Another route often taken by historians, in an endeavour to estimate population
numbers, is to examine army and/or navy figures. But even here the path is
difficult to traverse. Once again straightforward questions cannot be answered
with any degree of certainty. Hansen points out one important feature
concerning army figures and that is that they must never be equated with
population figures.689 It is important to remember that, for whatever reason,
there would have been a statistically significant number of men who were unable
transmission to the late sources in which we read them.‟ Athenian Democracy, p. 16. Cf.
Hansen, Demography, p. 97, n. 94 for a brief discussion on some arguments put forward
concerning this figure. He himself argues that the first two figures are those derived from
Demetrius‟ census whereas the last figure was added, perhaps by Ctesicles, in order to try and
give an account of the total population of Attica.
687

BSA 87 (1992): 320. He obviously believes the figure to represent the total population of
Athens and not just the sum total of those who met the new census. Contra Hansen, who raises
the possibility that the 21,000 „…if the 21,000 counted were citizens, the number of Athenians
who would have been citizens under a democratic constitution must be 21,000 plus an unknown
number of men born from Athenian parents but owning less than 1,000 drachmas,‟ (Author‟s
italics). Demography, p. 32.
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„The Number of Athenian Citizens Secundum Sekunda‟, in EchCl. 38 n.s. 13 (1994): 302.
Hansen concludes: „But 21,000 citizens of military age and fit for military service correspond
to a total of ca. 30,000 adult male citizens.‟ See also Hansen‟s footnote (p. 98, n. 106) in
Demography. Contra Sekunda, BSA 87 (1992): 320. It is unfortunate that no exact date can be
given for the census as this would help in ascertaining just why it was taken.
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Demography, p. 16.
„fundamental principle‟.

Hansen laments that Ruschenbusch consistently disregards this
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to serve in either the army or navy. And it is this very fact that makes estimating
the citizen population based on such figures so difficult. There is (as yet) no way
of knowing how many Athenian men managed to avoid or evade military
service. It is not known what grounds were considered valid for being granted
exemption from service. And even when the sources are quite explicit as to the
numbers of men called up there will always be a number of plausible ways of
interpreting the evidence.690 This is especially true with regards to the Athenian
navy; while it is understood that an Athenian trireme was able to hold a certain
number of men it is never possible to determine if in fact the ships launched were
fully manned and, if they were, just how many Athenian citizens were on board.
Ultimately, there is insufficient information available to answer the question
concerning the population of Athens in the late fourth century with any degree of
certainty. Until further evidence is found there can be no way of knowing just
what the citizen population of the city-state was at that time. Over the years
historians have argued for one or the other figure as given by Diodorus and
Plutarch concerning the affect Antipater‟s terms had on the Athenian population.
But there is no way of guaranteeing that either figure given is accurate. Neither
Plutarch nor Diodorus state who their source was for their respective figures.691
If it was Hieronymus of Cardia then the question remains: where did he get his
numbers? While it is likely that the Athenians undertook a review of the citizen
body in order to determine who met Antipater‟s wealth census there is nothing to
indicate that the Athenians undertook a head count of all Athenian citizens.
Indeed, there was no reason (and perhaps no time) to undertake such a count; the
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Sekunda‟s argument that, during the Lamian War, the Athenians managed to use the same men
both to fight Antipater on land and then row the ships that fought the Macedonian fleet is a case
in point. BSA 87 (1992): 349-350. As Hansen points out, this is unprecedented. EchCl. 38
n.s.13 (1994): 309-310.
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Hansen states that both Plutarch and Diodorus made use of the same source (EchCl. 38, n.s. 13
(1994): 301), however this is by no means certain.
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only matter that needed to be resolved was who was still eligible to partake in the
administration of the city-state‟s affairs.692
The many arguments made by modern historians have not served to resolve this
issue and it is likely to remain unresolved until further evidence is discovered. It
is a house of cards. Numbers are manipulated and percentiles strewn about in
vain attempts to reconcile ancient literary material with epigraphical evidence.
Historical figures (many perhaps apocryphal) are clung to like so much flotsam
and jetsam floating about on the tumultuous ocean that is the population
question. The truth of the matter is: the figures can be argued either way. Both
Hansen and Ruschenbusch (to take the two most prolific writers on this subject)
offer compelling and often plausible arguments. But, ultimately, they cannot
convince a majority to adopt one or the other thesis. The foundations of all the
arguments are shaky and too speculative and they are based on questions that
cannot be answered with any degree of certainty. Fundamental issues cannot be
resolved. Hansen argues that computerised model life tables are the only proper
way of determining the age distribution of Athens in the fourth century B.C.
whereas Ruschenbusch believes Mitchell‟s European Historical Statistics for the
period 1750-1880 is the best tool for the job.693 Essential pieces of information
are missing. Attempts to work out population numbers based on the number of
those serving in the ephebic corps, the army, navy or the boule have proven
futile. Relatively simple questions remain unanswered. For example, with
regard to the ephebes: how many Athenians turned eighteen years of age each
year? How many eighteen years olds enrolled in the corps and was service in the
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Perhaps, in the end, consideration will have to be given to ignoring the numbers provided by
Diodorus and Plutarch. It must be obvious to historians by now that the total population of
Athens can not simply be calculated by adding nine thousand to either Plutarchs figure of
12,000 or Diodorus‟ 22,000. The tendency of historians to tie themselves to either one number
or the other leads to flawed methodology. The two accounts act as anchors weighing down any
possibility of objective discussion. By throwing off this heavy burden historians will be better
able to examine this most vexing problem.
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Cf. ZPE 75 (1988): 192-193 for Hansen‟s bemusement at Ruschenbusch‟s persistence with
using Mitchell‟s table and the latter‟s response (p. 196) in the same journal.
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corps compulsory or voluntary? If compulsory, what percentage were exempted
from service due to ill-health? If voluntary, what percentage of 18 year olds
joined up and what pressure was put to bear on those youths who were reluctant
to enlist? Without the answers to these questions and many more there is no way
of determining with any degree of certainty the population of Athens in the latter
half of the fourth century.
The problem is exacerbated by the fact that the arguments (not to mention the
calculations) have become long winded, cumbersome and sometimes difficult to
follow. They also appear to be settled on specious grounds. Everything is based
on tenuous interpretations of ancient literary and epigraphic evidence. Further,
there are few areas where the key protagonists are able to find common ground.
For example: about the only thing Hansen and Ruschenbusch agree on
concerning ephebic service is the premise that all healthy Athenian youths were
eligible to be enrolled in the corps. But even on this point there is disagreement
with Rhodes, who argues that only members of the hoplite class served.694 There
is, unfortunately, no evidence that has yet come to light that can satisfactorily end
this deadlock. No doubt debate will be ongoing for some years to come.
Ultimately, the only option left is to pick the most plausible argument. This is a
subjective affair. Hansen‟s thesis, however, requires less conjecture. By arguing
for a population of around thirty thousand citizens living in Athens in 322695 he
allows for the possibility that some Athenians were ineligible, unfit or unwilling
to serve in the army, navy or in the many political offices. To accept the lower
figure is to allow too little margin for error. The Athenians would have had to
have run a very tight ship indeed. It would require legal pressure to be placed on
those young men unwilling to partake in the city‟s affairs. A population of c.
694

There is even dispute as to whether or not the Athenians allowed their citizens to escape
military service for reasons of ill health. BSA 87 (1992): 331.
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Demography, pp. 68-69. Hansen notes a little earlier in the book (p. 64) that „…kleruchs,
metics and other emigrants must be added to this number, if we want an estimate of the total
number of Athenian citizens.‟
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thirty thousand would ensure that all the city‟s political machinery was able to
run smoothly. There is no need to postulate, as some proponents of the lower
figure have done, for conscription into the cadet corps, or that all had to serve as
ephebes regardless of mental or physical impairment. It need not be argued that
an Athenian citizen, once he turned thirty, was automatically put into the draw
for bouleutic service. In the end, Hansen‟s thesis appears the more plausible.
And until firm evidence is found that clearly undermines the sound foundation
upon which his argument is built it seems fair to accept Hansen‟s calculations
above those of Ruschenbusch and others arguing for the lower figure.
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Appendix B

THE INSCRIPTIONS

This chapter examines the epigraphic evidence for the short period in which
Phocion was in charge in Athens. While not being an in depth analysis of the
inscriptions it none the less gives a good overview of those few surviving stelai
which provide such a valuable insight into the public face of Phocionic
Athens.696 One very important piece of information the inscriptions offer is the
names of quite a few of the individuals who took part in the political affairs of
the city. The epigraphic evidence confirms the names of the eponymous archons
of the period as well as the secretaries (grammateuvV) and the anagrapheus
(ajnagrafeuvV) of the council.
In this chapter, an examination of the epigraphic evidence will show the
plausibility of many of the arguments advanced in the above thesis. Numerous
decrees were passed during the period immediately after the Battle of Crannon
up until the death of Phocion. Of course many of them are honorary decrees, but
even these offer some insight into the workings of the government in Athens at
this time. Unfortunately relatively few of the inscriptions of the period appear to
have survived down to present time697 and the stones that do exist are
fragmentary. For the purpose of this chapter, all decrees that appear to have been
passed during the years 322/1 to 318/7 are noted. An attempt has also been made
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Of particular value when writing this appendix has been Graham Oliver‟s „Oligarchy at
Athens‟.
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As will be noted below, both Diodorus and Plutarch show clearly that decrees were passed for
which no material record exists.
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to place, where possible, the decrees in chronological order.698 The list is as
follows:
As has already been stated a number of decrees were passed immediately after
the Athenians swore the oaths to the Macedonian envoys. Although there is no
physical evidence of these decrees the Suda states clearly that Demades took
some action which resulted in both the law courts and the assembly being
affected.699 This may have been the consequence of a decree or decrees (or even
a law) being proposed and passed very soon after the war (in 322/21). Further,
another decree must have been moved ordering the exile of Demosthenes and
others (Plut. Dem. 28.2). Once this work had been undertaken the Athenians
could breath easier knowing that Antipater would be happy with their eager
efforts to acquiesce to his demands. However, just in case the old Macedonian
was still antagonistic toward the Athenians the people passed a decree honouring
him and the king.
1) IG II². 402 (EM 2639) + Agora I 4990:700 A non-probouleumatic decree, this
is the first known inscription that was passed after the Battle of Crannon. It was
proposed by a certain Archedicus of Lamptrae701 and has been dated to just a few
weeks after the battle.702 The decree proposed honours for Antipater and the
king. It is likely, as Bosworth has argued, that this was passed at a time when the
698

Much work has already been done on these inscriptions and it is not intended here to improve
upon the excellent discussions already advanced by scholars much better versed in the field of
epigraphy. Secondary sources are noted but they are not exhaustive and are intended simply to
point the reader in the right direction should they want to further their own understanding in this
area.
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See above, pp. 111-114.
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Cf. Oliver, „Oligarchy at Athens‟, pp. 42, 44 and 47. He dates the decree to early 322/1.
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The name is restored by Tracy in his article „De Antipatro et Archedico Lamptrensi‟ in
Hesperia 62 (1993): 249-251. See also Habicht‟s article „The Comic Poet Archedikos‟, also in
Hesperia 62 (1993): 253-256 and Badian‟s „A reply to Professor Hammond‟s Article‟ ZPE 100
(1994): 389-390. Cf. Kirchner PA 2336. He is not listed in Davies‟ APF.
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For dating see Bosworth‟s article „Perdiccas and the Kings‟ CQ 43 (1993): 420-27. Contra
Tracy, Hesp. 62 (1993): 249-251. See also Tracy, Athenian Democracy In Transition, p. 98,
and Habicht, Hesp. 62 (1993): 253-256.
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Athenians were still greatly concerned as to their fate and were, therefore, trying
desperately to placate Antipater.703 Given that the Battle of Crannon ended early
in the Athenian month of Metageitnion (Aug.-Sept.) 322 it is reasonable to argue
that this decree was passed sometime later in that month or very early in
Boedromion.704
What is telling in this decree is that Archedicus would be anagrapheus in
320/19.705 This man was obviously not affected by the wealth census and,
indeed, his fortunes seem to have improved after the Lamian War given the
prominence the anagrapheus seems to have attained during the oligarchic
regime.706
2) IG II². 401 (EM 8170):707 A non-probouleumatic decree, this inscription is
dated to 322/21 not long after the Lamian War as it too refers to a Macedonian
king rather than kings. It is an honorary decree which acknowledges the services
of a benefactor of Athens.708 He had gifted grain to the Athenians while in the
service of a satrap whose name is lost. Bosworth argues that the name missing
might be Asander‟s. He writes: „Asander was first appointed satrap at Babylon,
where the commissions were given in the name of the one king who then ruled
(Alexander IV was still in utero), and confirmed at Triparadeisus (if not before)
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CQ 43 (1993). Bosworth notes (p. 420) the stone is unusually phrased because it honours both
„the friends of the king and of Antipater‟. If the decree was passed in 322/1 then it must have
been, as Bosworth notes in his article (p. 427), very soon after the Battle of Crannon when the
world still only recognised Philip Arrhidaeus as the sole Macedonian king.
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Thus putting it some time in the second prytany.
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Cf. Badian, ZPE 100 (1994): 389-390.
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In light of this it is surprising that Archedicus does not turn up in Davies‟ APF.
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Cf. Bosworth, CQ 43 (1993): 421-423; Walbank, BSA 84 (1989): 397; Tracy, Athenian
Democracy in Transition, p. 134 and Oliver, Oligarchy at Athens‟, pp. 43 and 44. Oliver
tentatively dates the decree to sometime between 321-318.
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Bosworth also believes the honourand to be from Cyzicus. CQ 43 (1993): 421. Walbank
argues that the cutter of this decree also inscribed IG II². 381, 382, 394 and 1187. BSA 84
(1989): 395-405.

283

by Antipater.‟ Therefore „… Asander was originally appointed by a single
king.‟709
3) IG II². 376 [EM 88]:710 According to Schwenk 711 this decree was passed
either in Posideon or Gamelion 322/1. She writes: „Despite the poor letter
cutting, this stele was crowned with a sculptured relief, an indication that
originally, this was not a run of the mill document. A date in the middle of the
year, before any of the more completely dated decrees of this year, fits better
historically.‟ The secretary (grammateuvV) for this year was Euthygenes (or
Euthydemus)712 son of Hephaistodemus, of the deme Cephisia. Unfortunately,
the content of the decree is lost.
4) IG II². 371 [EM 7183], (Fr. a) + IG II². 308 [EM 2754], (Fr. b):713 Both
fragments are heavily restored. If the restorations are accepted then this appears
to be a proxeny decree passed in Anthesterion in the seventh prytany
(Akamantis) of 322/1.714 The prescript still records Euthygenes as grammateus.

709

CQ 43 (1993): 422. (Author‟s parenthesis and italics).

710

Cf. Oliver, „Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 42. He dates it to „mid-year?‟ 322/1.

711

Athens in the Age of Alexander, no. 90. (Henceforth: Schwenk). It should be pointed out that
this decree is heavily restored and as such the dating is (despite Schwenk‟s thesis) very
speculative. Cf. p. 287, n. 730 below.

712

The precise spelling of the name appears to be disputed. Cf. p. 170, n. 428 above. His name
can be found or is restored in IG II² 371, 372, 373, 375 and 376

713

Cf. Pečírka, The Formula for the Grant of Enktesis in Attic Inscriptions, pp. 58-59; Schwenk
no. 86 and Oliver, „Oligarchy at Athens‟, p 42. He dates the decree to prytany seven
(Akamantis) of 322/1.
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Oliver, „Oligarchy at Athens‟, (p. 42) combines the two inscriptions and he lists it as a proxeny
decree. See also Schwenk (no. 86), who writes: „If Fr. B does belong to Fr. A, then the decree
dealt with a grant of the titles proxenos and benefactor of the Athenian Demos to someone and
his descendants as well as enktesis for land and home, just as with the other proxenoi.‟ Pečírka
does not accept that the two decrees should be connected arguing that „…differences between
the measurements of the stoichedon pattern and the letters exclude… the connection of the two
fragments.‟ The Formula for the Grant of Enktesis in Attic Inscriptions, pp. 58-59.
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5) IG II². 372 [EM 7184], (Agora XVI 95), (Fr. a) + IG II². 289 [EM 7129], (Fr.
b):715 A non-proboulematic decree, it was passed in the eighth prytany of
Philocles‟716 archonship (322/1) on the 13th of Elaphebolion.717 Euthygenes is
still the secretary. If the two fragments are related718 then this inscription appears
to be one of a number of proxeny decrees proposed by Demades after the Lamian
War. IG II². 289 appears to record the granting of the titles of proxenos and
euergetes to a benefactor of the city. As well as these honours he and his
descendants are to have enktesis of land and house. IG II². 372 is the first known
decree proposed by Demades during the oligarchy.719 The assembly appears to
have been convened in the Theatre of Dionysus and (as already noted) the decree
was resolved by the people only. So far six months have passed since the
Macedonian garrison first set up camp at Munychia and there is not yet any
epigraphic evidence that shows substantial changes being made to the Athenian
government or constitution. However, the fact that every decree is nonprobouleumatic is a significant factor.

715

For an Italian translation of both fragments (plus references) see Poddighe‟s, Nel Segno di
Antipatro, pp. 147-49. Cf. Oliver, „Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 42 and 44. He dates the decree to
the eight prytany of 322/1. Pečírka, The Formula for the Grant of Enkteis in Attic Inscriptions
briefly discusses IG II². 289 on pages 57-58.

716

Cf. Kirchner, PA 14524. He is not listed in Davies‟ APF.

717

The inscription is much restored and the exact date of the month that the decree was proposed is
not certain. For a thorough discussion of this issue see Schwenk (no. 87).

718

This is by no means certain. Schweigert argued for the association of IG II². 372 with 289
noting that the „workmanship and style‟ of the two fragments are identical. „Epigraphical
Notes‟, in Hesperia 8 (1939): 173-5. According to Woodhead, however, the two fragments of
hymettian marble do not join. Agora XVI, p. 143. Pečírka does not believe that IG II². 289 and
372 should be connected arguing that the lettering differs both in size and type. The Formula
for the Grant of Enktesis in Attic Inscriptions, p. 57. Tracy agrees with this assessment stating
that the writing of both decrees is very different. Athenian Democracy in Transition, p. 152, n.
2. See also Schwenk (n. 87), who does not connect the two fragments but does note (p. 436)
that they are both of the same marble. It should also be noted that Walbank examined another
fragment of a decree (Agora I 4421) which he believes may be part of the same stele as IG II².
372. Unfortunately Walbank could find no way of connecting the surviving text of Agora I
4421 with that of IG II². 372. „Greek Inscriptions from the Athenian Agora‟, in Hesperia 58
(1989): 85-86. Tracy (cited above) argues that the omega found in the Agora fragment differs
from those found on IG II². 372 and therefore the two inscriptions can not have been made by
the same cutter.
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Cf. Poddighe, Nel Segno di Antipatro, p. 148. See also Oikonomides article in Plavtwn 8
(1956): pp. 105-129. He lists all the decrees proposed by Demades throughout his career.
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6) IG II². 242 [EM 7064] + IG II². 373 [EM 7186]:720 373 was proposed in the
archonship of Philocles (322/1). It is the first known probouleumatic decree of
the period.721 The grammateus is unchanged with Euthygenes still performing
this duty. The president of the proedroi is Eualcus of Phalerum.722 Proposed by
Diophantus son of Phrasicleides of the deme Myrrhinus723 and passed in the
ninth prytany, this decree awards Euenor, son of Euepius proxenos status.
Interestingly, 373 is a rider to IG II². 242, a decree passed many years before (in
337/6). The original motion takes up lines one to fifteen and the remaining lines
consist of the rider. The initial decree proposes proxeny status for a certain
Euenor, whereas the rider awards him an olive crown and his descendants
enktesis for both house and land. It is also possible that a later degree (IG II².
374) awarded Euenor citizenship.724
7) IG II². 375 [SEG 21.302]:725 There appears to be some confusion as to whether
this non-probouleumatic decree should be dated to Thargelion or Skirophorion726

720

721

As Walbank points out IG II². 373 is „…the lower part of a stele containing the end of one
decree and the beginning of another...‟ „Proxenia for Euenor Son of Euepios of Argos in
Arkarnania‟, in ZPE 86 (1991): 199. It was Walbank who connected this decree with that of the
much earlier inscription IG II². 242. For further discussion on this decree see: Schwenk (no.
10), pp. 51-55 and (no. 88) pp. 440-448, Tracy, Athenian Democracy in Transition, p. 98 and
Pečírka, The Formula for the Grant of Enktesis in Attic Inscriptions, pp. 72-74. Oliver dates the
decree to prytany nine (Oeneis) of 322/1. Oliver „Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 42
Although IG II². 373 is a rider to IG II². 242 it contains the phrase ta; me;n a[lla kaqavper th:/
Rhodes argues that you would expect to find a rider introduced in this fashion on
probouleumatic decrees. The Athenian Boule, p. 72, n. 1).

boulei.
722

PA 5264. He is not listed in Davies‟ APF. See also Develin, Athenian Officials, p. 412.

723

Cf. Kirchner PA 4435. Davies (no. 4435, Diophantos (II)), notes that in 341/0 he was a
guarantor of the ships for Chalcis and was a member of the boule in 337/6. He may have been
an official in the naval administration in 325/4. Davies writes that he „…must have been born
by 367.‟ See also Develin‟s Athenian Officials, p. 412 and Walbank, ZPE 86 (1991): 201. IG
II². 382 (320/19) was also proposed by Diophantes (see below).

724

Cf. Walbank, ZPE 86 (1991): 201.

725

Cf. Oliver „Oligarchy at Athens‟, pp. 42 and 44. He dates it to the tenth prytany (Pandionis) of
322/1. See also Schwenk, no. 89.

726

Note Develin‟s comment: „IG ii² 375 (SEG 21.302; Schwenk (no. 89) is from the tenth prytany,
of Pandionis, the last day of Thargelion (though this seems to be in error for Skirophorion),
thirty-fifth or thirty-seventh day of the prytany.‟ Athenian Officials, p. 412. (Author‟s
parenthesis)
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322/1. It was passed in the tenth prytany of Pandionis. Euthygenes is still
secretary, and if the restoration is accepted Antidotus of Thria,727 acting as
president of the proedroi, put the resolution to the vote. The inscription itself has
been long lost, being last examined by Wilhelm Vischer in the final quarter of
the nineteenth century.728 There is too much speculation surrounding this decree
to be confident of its dating. At any rate there is also too little recoverable
information from the inscription to add anything to the discussion here.
8) IG II². 377:729 This decree was dated by Kirchner to 322/1. Philocles‟ name
has been restored (line 7) as the archon (F)iloklevouV a[rco(ntoV) but little else
is decipherable.730
There appear to be only three inscriptions which may be dated to the archonship
of Archippus (321/0):731 IG II². 378, IG II². 546 and Agora XVI 97. 378,
however, is not listed by Oliver though it is dated to 321/0 in Inscriptiones
Graecae.732 While there is much in the decree that cannot be read the name of
the anagrapheus appears to be legible. But this office existed in both Phocion‟s
time (322/1-319/8) and during the dictatorship of Olympiodorus (294-292).733
727

Cf. LGPN II (p. 34): Antidotos of Thria? (18). He is not listed in Kirchner‟s PA. Cf. Develin,
Athenian Officials, p. 412. It is uncertain who proposed the decree with only remnants of the
name +Hghvm(wn?. . . . .] surviving.

728

For further details see Schwenk (no. 89).

729

Cf. Oliver, „Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 42. He dates it to „mid-year?‟ 322/1.

730

The stele itself appears to have disappeared after it was first published. Although the current
arguments regarding dating have been accepted for the purpose of this thesis (the exact dating
does not affect the discussion here) it should be noted that too little has survived of IG II². 376
and 377 to properly date them or to know their contents.

731

Another Archippus (!ArcippoV JRamnouvsioV) was to serve as archon in 318/7. The two men
are distinguished by Kirchner. See PA 2546 (Archippos: 321/0) and PA 2562 (Archippos:
318/7). Neither man is listed in Davies‟ APF

732

See Dinsmoor‟s Archons of Athens, pp. 25-26. Note also Woodhead: „IG II², 378 more
probably belongs to the year 294/3 B.C…‟. Agora XVI, p. 146. Contra, Osborne in a recent
article (in which he revises his own dating given in Naturalization (D70)), „The Eponymous
Archons of Athens from 300/299 to 285/5‟, in Anc. Soc.36 (2006): 70, n. 3.

733

Nicomachus was referred to as tw:n novmwn ajnagrafeu;V in Lysias 30.2. Dow also notes that
the anagrapheus was prominent during two periods: 321/0 – 319/8 and 294/3-292/1. „The
Athenian Anagrapheis‟, in HSCP 67 (1963): 40. It was Dinsmoor who first noticed this second

287

Further, the fact that two different men named Archippus served as archon within
a short time of one another makes it impossible to know with any degree of
certainty whether the one noted in this decree held office in 321/0 or 318/7.734
Despite the fact that not much of the stele has survived there is enough
information available to plausibly argue for its inclusion among the inscriptions
listed here. IG II². 546, however, is not included because much of the decree is
illegible and, therefore, many of the words are subject to speculative
restoration.735
1) Agora XVI 97 (Agora I 6496):736 This decree has been tentatively dated by
Oliver to the fifth prytany of 321/0. It was proposed at a regular meeting of the
assembly, possibly on the last day of the Athenian month Maimakterion. A nonprobouleumatic decree, this is the first inscription that indicates some change has
taken place in Athens. The anagrapheus, Thrasycles son of Nausicratus of
Thria,737 takes precedence in the prescript of the decree,738 a position normally

period in his important work The Archons of Athens in the Hellenistic Age (see especially pp.
16-28).
734

See p. 287, n. 731 above. The name appears twice in the list of the archons supplied by
Dionysius of Halicarnassus in his peri; Deinavrcou (ch. 9): !ArcippoV, NevaicmoV,
=ApollovdwroV, !ArcippoV, DhmogevnhV… Archippus (1) was eponymous archon in 321/0. He
is the 14th Archippos named in the LGPN II (p. 72). As well as the above decrees, his name can
be restored with some confidence in a number of inscriptions including: IG II².1468 (l. 1), 1469
(ll. 4-5), 1471 (l. 12), 1472 (l. 17) and 2498 (l. 1). Archippus (II) was eponymous archon in
318/7. His is the 49th Archippos listed in LGPN II. As with his predecessor, this archon‟s name
can be restored with some confidence in a number of inscriptions. These are: IG II².535 (+ SEG
XXI, 318 (l. 1)), 1471 (l. 39), 1474 (l. 12) and 1479 (l. 7).

735

Lambert has recently dated this decree to 332/1. ZPE 141 (2002): 117-124. Contra Woodhead,
who states: „Apart from (Agora XVI) 97 only one decree of the year 321/20 has been identified
to the general satisfaction: IG II², 546…‟ (My parenthesis). Agora XVI, p. 146.

736

Cf. Oliver, „Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 42.

737

PA 7323. He is not listed in Davies APF.

738

He immediately follows the superscript: GODS. Woodhead writes that the anagrapheis was
„probably an elected office‟. Agora XVI, p. 147. It should be noted that as well as being
inscribed first the anagrapheus‟ patronymic and deme is also given. This contrasts with the
archon who is only recorded as […ejpi; =Arcivpp)ou a[rcontoV. Interestingly, Dow points out
that this is the only anagrapheus inscription in which the grammateus‟ patronymic is recorded.
„The Athenian Anagrapheus‟, in HSCP 67 (1963): 44.
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held by the archon, who now appears second. The grammateus739 is still listed;
he now comes third in the order. Interestingly, Woodhead notes that, during this
period, the secretary changed with each prytany (rather than annually). He
further states that this had been the practice in the fifth century.740 If correct,
then this is the first physical evidence available that reveals the possibility that
those in charge in Athens were attempting, in some way, to revert the
constitution to a form that had existed in the past.
It is questionable whether the anagrapheus has become more powerful at this
time or simply taken it upon himself to place his name at the beginning of the
prescript. The duties of the position involved the publication of the decree and it
is possible that in the laying out of the wording he simply placed himself first.741
To change arbitrarily the order of the prescript of a decree would presumably
have been viewed with great distaste and would, in a democratic Athens, have
resulted in some form of legal action being taken. The fact that Thrasycles does
not appear to have been punished for his behaviour is a sure sign that things had

739

Socrates son of Eumachus of Eupyridae. Cf. LGPN II (p. 413): Socrates of Eupyridai? (56).
His name is not listed in PA or APF. Kirchner does record a certain Eumachos son of Socrates
of Eupyridai (PA 5818). He was alive in 232/1 so perhaps he is a distant relative of Socrates.
Cf. S. Dow, „The Athenian Anagrapheus‟, in HSCP 67 (1963): 44.

740

Agora XVI 97, p. 147. Cf. A. S. Henry, The Prescripts of Athenian Decrees, p. 55. He writes:
„…during the ascendancy of the anagrapheis the secretaries reverted to the system whereby they
changed with each prytany.‟

741

Dow also appears uncertain as to whether or not the anagrapheus actually had any real power.
He writes: „…the oligarchic Anagrapheus, who appears from his prominence in some of the
oligarchic decrees to have achieved as much power, or show of power, as any secretary in all of
Athenian history.‟ (My italics). HSCP 67 (1963): 40. Tracy, in examining the period 307-302
drew a similar conclusion concerning the lay out of the inscriptions. He writes: „Clearly the
politicians in these years (307-302/1) took care that their names were given prominence rather
often in the texts inscribed on stone and set up publicly… . It is probably the case that the
matter was called to the attention of the secretaries in the assembly and they, or their emissaries,
conveyed it, more or less strongly, to the cutters at the time when they delivered the copies of
the measures to be inscribed on stone.‟ Hesperia 69 (2000): 232. (My parenthesis). A little
earlier in his article (p. 227), however, he notes: „The layout of the text on the stone was a
matter normally, and of necessity, left to the discretion of the letter-cutters, that is to say, to
those who actually did the inscribing.‟
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changed quite dramatically in the city.742 Further, it may be an indication of the
diminished authority of the magistrates. If Phocion was really in charge in
Athens at this time then the men holding the magistracies did so simply to keep
up appearances and the positions held no real power.
2) IG II². 378 (EM 7235):743 This decree, as noted above (pp. 287-288), has been
included here despite the fact that no one has been able to secure its dating to
either of the two anagrapheus periods.744 Referred to as „[this] miserable little
stele‟ by Osborne,745 IG II². 378 by itself offers little information. It contains
only the prescript of a decree.746 And while the name of the eponymous archon
is lost the stele clearly shows that the anagrapheus (whose name is also lost)
came second after the archon. The decree was proposed, if the restoration is
accepted, on the twenty-fourth day of the sixth prytany in the month of Posideon
at a sovereign assembly. Fortunately it was discovered that this fragment (a),
should be associated with another much larger fragment (b)747 and together they
afford greater opportunity for a plausible restoration (and therefore dating) of the

742

Of course this is only one of a number of honorary decrees passed at the time. And while the
recipient of such a reward would have been greatly honoured by the gesture, the Athenian
people may have given the matter (and the decree) scant attention.

743

Cf. SEG 21 353B, where the decree is dated to 294/3. Woodhead (who believes the decree
likely belongs to 294/3) discusses the problems in dating this inscription and provides a brief
bibliography. Agora XVI, p. 146.

744

It is telling that Osborne has now changed his mind as to the dating of this decree. He writes in
a recent article: „I followed Meritt in assigning a fragmentary decree (D70) to the year 294/3,
but now believe that this document should be attributed to the archonship of Archippos (321/0)
in the first period of the anagrapheus.‟ (Author‟s italics). See Anc. Soc. 36 (2006): 70, n. 3.
See Osborne, Naturalization II, p. 153 for further references concerning this decree. Hansen
also preferred the dating of this decree to year of Archippus rather than Olympiodorus. See
GRBS 23 (1982): 345-346.

745

Naturalization II, p. 153 (D70).

746

The only name that can be restored with any degree of confidence is that of the president of the
proedroi: Aristophanes. He is not listed in PA. Cf. LGPN II (p. 60): Aristophanes of Athens
(5).

747

EM 12764. Originally published by Broneer in Hesperia 4 (1935): 173-4, n. 38. The two
pieces were first published together by Meritt in Hesperia 7 (1938): 98-100. For further
information concerning the two fragments see Osborne, Naturalization I and II (D70).
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stele. Fragment (b) records the substance of the decree, which appears to award
an unknown beneficiary with a crown and citizenship.
The restoration of this decree, however, is very speculative especially as the text
is inscribed non-stoichedon. One problem with dating it to the sixth prytany is
the fact that the order of the anagrapheus and the archon has been reversed: the
latter being inscribed second on Agora XVI 97 (see above). Such inconsistency
in the wording of the inscriptions is surprising at this time. Further the wording
of the prescript is surprisingly similar to that restored in IG II². 388 (see p. 299, n.
794 below).748 These two points, plus the fact that the dating of this decree is so
uncertain clearly make its inclusion in the list very tentative indeed.
There are 8 decrees datable to the archon year 320/19:
1) IG II². 380 (EM 7240):749 A Non-probouleumatic decree, it has the
anagrapheus, Archedicus son of Naucritus of Lamptrae750 listed first with the
Archon, Neaichmus,751 second and the secretary, Theramenes of Cephisia,752
third. It has been dated to Boedromion (320/19). The president of the proedroi
was Diodotus of Icarium.753 It is another decree that was proposed by Demades
and, as has been noted above (pp. 158-159) it is one of the most important of all
the inscriptions that have survived from this period.

748

Errington points out that in the one certain inscription of 321/0 (Agora XVI 97) and in seven of
the eight decrees that we have for the year 320/19, the anagrapheus is named first on the stone
and in the nominative case. He notes that the „one aberrant decree of Neaechmos‟ archonship‟
(Agora I 5626) follows the same „variation in order‟ as IG II². 378. Hermes 105 (1977): 489490. See below for further discussion on Agora I 5626.

749

For an Italian translation of the decree (and a brief commentary) see Poddighe‟s Nel Segno di
Antipatro, pp. 161-163. Refer also Poddighe for further references and bibliography. Oliver
dates it to the second prytany (Erechtheis) of 320/19. „Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 42 and 43

750

Cf. p. 282, n. 701 above.

751

PA 10619. He is not listed in Davies‟ APF. See also IG II² 380, 381, 382, 383, 384.

752

Cf. Kirchner PA 7233. Davies (p. 227) notes that he was probably born in the early 360s. He
also notes that Theramenes was lampadephoros c. 350 and that he was victorious, as a choregos
in tragedy, at the Dionysia of 330/29.

753

PA 3900. He is not list in Davies APF.
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2) IG II². 382 (EM 7188):754 This decree has qeoiv in the superscript. Once
again, however, Archedicus, the anagrapheus, is first in the prescript. The
secretary is Nicodemus of Anaphlystus.755 The president of the proedroi is
Thoucritides of Halae.756 This decree was proposed in the fifth prytany in the
Athenian month of Posideon. It is a non-probouleumatic decree and was
proposed by Diophantus the son of Phrasicleides of Myrrhinus (PA 4435).
Unfortunately, but not surprisingly, only the prescript survives.
3) IG II². 381 (EM 7198)757 was also passed in the same month (Posideon) and
prytany as IG II². 382 and, therefore, the secretary is still Nicodemus of
Anaphylstus. The order of the prescript is unchanged. It was proposed by a
certain Philemon758 during a sovereign assembly and resolved by the demos only.
Unfortunately, little survives beyond the prescript.759
4) IG II². 383 (EM 2605)760: This inscription has a qeoiv superscript and is
followed, as with the abovementioned decrees, with the anagrapheus,
Archedicus, listed first in the prescript which is all that is recoverable of the
inscription‟s content.
5) EM 13393: In an article by Stroud, „Inscriptions from the North Slope of the
Acropolis, I‟,761 a decree is noted that has been dated to 320/19. As he points out
754

Cf. Oliver, „Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 42, 44 and 47. He dates the decree to the fifth prytany
(Antiochis) of 320/19.

755

PA 10867. He is not listed in Davies‟ APF.

756

PA 7254. He is not listed in Davies‟ APF.

757

Cf. Oliver, „Oligarchy at Athens‟, pp, 43, 44 and 47. He dates it to the fifth prytany of 320/19.

758

He is not listed in Davies‟ APF. He does not appear to be listed in LGPN II.

759

Cf. Walbank, who writes: „The date is provided by the archon-formula of line 2. The decree
deals with a report delivered by an embassy, but the context is otherwise unknown.‟ BSA 84
(1989): 397.

760

Cf. Oliver, „Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 43. He dates it to the sixth prytany of 320/19. Another
possible restoration is given by Stroud, however. He dates the decree to the tenth prytany.
Hesperia 40 (1971): 176.

761

Hesp. 40 (1971): 146-204. See esp. no. 25, pp. 174-178. See also Oliver, „Oligarchy at
Athens‟, pp. 43 and 44. He dates the decree to the tenth prytany of 320/19.
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(p. 176) this may be the eighth preserved inscription from the archonship of
Neaichmus. If the restoration offered by Stroud is accepted then this appears to
be a non-probouleumatic decree. The prescript is the same as those already listed
for this archon year. Stroud examines carefully the implications for accurately
ordering the prytanies that this decree presents. It also raises the question
concerning whether or not this is an intercalary year. It may be that this decree
was proposed in the tenth prytany. Interestingly, it has been suggested that the
honorand, a certain Lyciscus (l. 15), may have helped in the recovery and
ransoming of Athenian sailors captured during the Lamian War.762 It should be
stressed that this inscription is heavily restored. Indeed, Stroud noted that, up to
the time of the publication of his article, there had been proposed seven different
restorations.763
6) IG II². 384 (EM 7189)764 is another heavily restored inscription with,
according to the Kirchner text, only a few letters from the first three lines of the
prescript legible. The restoration of the [=A]nagr[afeu;V at the beginning of the
prescript is possible and the few letters that are attested on the second line

Lamp(treuvV) would seem to justify the restoration of Archedicus as the
anagrapheus. If this is correct then this inscription may justifiably be dated to the
archonship of Neaichmus (320/19). However, there is no way of securing a more
exact date for the passing of the decree and IG II². 384 has been placed before
383b and Agora XVI 100 simply because of the position of the anagrapheus in
the prescript.765

762

This was originally suggested by Woodward in BSA 51 (1956): 6-8.

763

Hesperia 40 (1971): 177, n. 47.

764

Cf. Oliver who dates it to an unknown prytany in 320/19. „Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 43.

765

The anagrapheus is inscribed before GODS in the superscript in 383b and then relegated below
the archon in the prescript in Agora XVI 100. It is logical to assume, though it can not be
proven, that the order of the decrees would reflect the increasing boldness of the anagrapheus as
he placed his name higher up in the decrees until he finally suffered disapprobation for being
deemed to have gone too far.
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7) IG II². 383b (EM 12456):766 A decree proposed by Demades in the tenth
prytany.767 The anagrapheus has been inscribed before GODS in the superscript.
According to A. S. Henry this is the only inscription (of the anagrapheus period)
where such a sequence occurs.768 The anagrapheus and the archon are, of course,
unchanged. The secretary, however, is Stratonides of Paiania and the President
of the proedroi is, perhaps, Telesippus of Acharnae.769 This decree was resolved
by the boule and the demos and, as already noted, was proposed by Demades. It
is, therefore, very important for helping to establish the date of the famous
orator‟s execution.770
8) Agora XVI 100 (or Agora I 5626)771 is dated by Oliver to 320/19772 though
the exact date is not certain. It was proposed by Demades. Tracy writes that it is
„…a very fragmentary decree from the Athenian Agora… proposed by Demades
early in the year 319 B.C. for a certain Nicostratus, (it) may refer to the displaced
cleruchs… the reference to women and children in line 14773 suggests the
possibility that Nikostratos is being honoured (sic) for his aid in the resettlement
of the cleruchs and their families.‟774 The anagrapheus may be Archedicus but
766

Oliver dates the decree to the tenth prytany of 320/19. „Oligarchy at Athens‟, pp. 43, 44 and 47.

767

For an Italian translation (and commentary) of the text plus references and bibliography see
Poddighe‟s, Nel Segno di Antipatro, pp. 157-158.

768

The Prescripts of Athenian Decrees, p. 51.

769

Neither of whom are listed in PA. Both men, however, are recorded in LGPN II. See page 408
for Stratonides of Paiania (8) and page 425 for Telesippos of Athens (2).

770

As Dinsmoor notes: „It has been assumed that Demades was executed in the winter of 320/19
B.C. … But… (II² 383b) proves that Demades was still making motions in the tenth prytany, so
that his execution must barely have preceded the death of Antipater.‟ Archons of Athens, p. 27.
Cf. p. 194, n. 493 above for further discussion on this point.

771

For an Italian translation (and commentary) of the text plus references and bibliography see
Poddighe. Nel Segno di Antipatros, pp. 159-160.

772

„Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 43. In Dow‟s restoration of the decree he dates the inscription to the
sixth prytany. HSCP 67 (1963): 74-75. See also Errington‟s comments concerning this decree.
Hermes 105 (1977): p. 490 and n. 42.

773

[. . . . . . . . . . (20) . . . . . . . . . . gunai]xi; kai; pai[si;n]

774

Athenian Democracy in Transition, p. 19-20. Cf. Meritt, Hesperia 13 (1944): 234-4. See also
SEG 21 n. 306 for the restoration of the opening lines. It is in lines ten and eleven that reference
may have been made to the Samians and the Athenian cleruchs:
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this is not certain. The name restored for the President of the proedroi is Iophon
of Steiria.775 If the dating is correct then this is a curious decree. As already
stated above (pp. 155-157) Perdiccas probably made his decision concerning
Samos sometime around late autumn or early winter of 322. If this is correct
then it is surprising to see that in 319 honours are being paid to someone who (if
the restoration is correct) helped the Athenian cleruchs on the island.
Unfortunately, it is not certain if the decree refers to work Nicostratus did a few
years before or whether he only recently assisted the Athenian cleruchs. If it is
the latter case then it is interesting that the affairs of the cleruchs had yet to be
finally settled.
It should be noted that the anagrapheus is, in this probouleumatic decree, second
in the prescript after the archon. This may be telling. If the decree was passed
later than the previous seven decrees then it may be an indication that the
anagrapheus no longer had the same freedom to place his name at the top of the
inscription. It is possible that by placing his name before the gods in the
superscript of IG II². 383b he was finally deemed to have gone too far and by
way of redemption he relegated himself to second place in the prescript.776
The inscriptions for the archonship of Apollodorus777 (319/8) are as follows:
1) Agora XVI 101 (Agora I 5454):778 This probouleumatic decree was proposed
in the fourth prytany on the eleventh of Maimakterion. Most of the stele is

[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ]te tw:n ejx S[. . . . . . ]
[ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ] jAqhnaivwn mh[. . . . ]
775

He is not listed in LGPN II or in PA.

Note Errington‟s comments concerning decree. As already noted above, he points out that in
the two archon years 321/20 – 320/19 the anagrapheus appears in nine decrees. Seven of these
inscriptions have this official listed first and in the nominative case. Only Agora XVI 100
(Agora I 5626) and IG II². 378 depart from this pattern. Errington, however, is unable to
explain why the wording in Agora XVI 100 changed during the archonship of Neaichmus.
Hermes 105 (1977): 490.

776

777

Apollodoros is listed in PA (no. 1384) but not in APF.
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apparently intact and legible.779 The inscription records the awarding of
citizenship and a gold crown to Aenetus of Rhodes who had had a long
association with the Athenians and who, after many years spent fighting in Asia,
had returned to Athens. Osborne suggests that the decree was passed after
Polyperchon‟s edict had become known in Athens,780 though such a thesis cannot
be argued with any degree of certainty. He further agues that Aenetus‟
sympathies may have lain, not with Phocion, but with Polyperchon.781 If he is
correct than this inscription may perhaps offer an early insight into the collapse
of the oligarchic regime. However, there is not sufficient evidence to argue too
forcefully along these lines. Certainly it is possible that a rumour had begun to
spread throughout the city of an impending decree.782 And this would no doubt
have been of great concern to Phocion who may have felt his influence starting to
wane as the people began to court Polyperchon‟s favour. But it should be
pointed out that, even if the above is correct, matters have not deteriorated so
much that the anagrapheus, Eucadmus of Anakaia, is unable to dictate where his
name is to be placed on the decree. It is telling that he is here placed before the
archon in the prescript.783 The position has once again assumed prominence (at
least in the stelae), though Eucadmus was not so bold as to place his name atop
778

Cf. Agora XVI 101, p. 152 for bibliography. See also SEG XXI 310. Oliver, „Oligarchy at
Athens‟, pp. 43, 44 and 47. He dates it to the fourth prytany (Aiantis or Leontis) of 319/8.

779

See Osborne, Naturalization, D29.

780

Contra Errington, who argued that news reached Athens of Polyperchon‟s „freedom decree‟
between the fourth and sixth prytanies. That is: between the proposal of Agora XVI 101 and IG
II². 386. Hermes 105 (1977): 490.

781

Cf. Osborne, Naturalization II, p. 97, who writes: „It would be interesting to know the
circumstances in which he had returned to Athens. For the decree was passed … in the autumn
of the year in which Polyperchon‟s edict was promulgated – indeed surely after the edicts
contents were known in Athens.‟ (Author‟s italics). Osborne concludes that, given the unrest in
Athens between the period of the edict and the arrival of Alexander, „…it is perhaps unlikely
that Ainetos was a protégé of Phokion: for it is clear that Phokion was unable to control affairs
effectively after the arrival of the edict.‟

782

See discussion above, p. 223, n. 563.

783

Eucadmus is not listed in PA. Cf. LGPN II (p. 172): Eukadmos of Anakaia (I). Cf. Errington,
who points out that, once again, the wording of the decree follows the same pattern as followed
predominantly throughout the archonship‟s of Neaichmus and Apollodorus. Hermes 105
(1977): 490.
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the superscript. But the fact that Archedicus‟ name came after the archon in
320/19 and in the following year the anagrapheus returns to the forefront
highlights, once again, the possibility that the person holding this office could
dictate where he was placed in the hierarchy of the inscription. As already noted
above, Archedicus, perhaps severely chastised for placing himself ahead of the
gods, changed the name order on Agora XVI 100. Eucadmus, however, had no
qualms about once again placing the anagrapheus at the top of the prescript.784
Another important point to note concerning this decree is that the honorand‟s
enrolment into tribe, deme and phratry is qualified by the clause kata; to;n

novmon. Although this is not the first instance whereby an honorand‟s enrolment
is in some way restricted by the laws it is the first time that this particular
wording is used.785 It is difficult to know, however, if this change in wording
signifies little more than an attempt to standardise what up to that point had been
a variable phrasing of the qualification.786
2) IG II². 386 (EM 2640 + 12564):787 This decree is dated to 319/8 by the
restoration of Apollodorus as archon. It was proposed in the sixth prytany. Very
little remains of this inscription which awards proxenia to a certain Amynt---.
The little that is legible is telling, however. The archon now returns to the start
of the prescript and Osborne (D30), once again, believes that this change is

784

Eucadmus does lose his patronymic, however. This is in line with the archon, Neaichmus, who
is also listed without reference to his father.

785

Cf. Henry, Honours and Privileges in Athenian Decree, pp. 72-73. On page 73 he notes: „Prior
to some date in the 330s the epigraphical record gives no indication of any restriction on an
individual‟s choice of enrolment in the various bodies. But from 334/3 onwards we find the
enrolment formula qualified by clauses which indicate that the laws permit/forbid enrolment in
certain phratries.‟

786

Prior to the use of the clause kata; to;n novmon the wording of the qualifying phrase varied.
Henry notes, however, that ultimately, the phrase kata; to;n novmon became the more frequently
used one. He concludes (p. 73): „This would be a natural progression – from a specific and
variable form of words to a general, constant phrase.‟

787

Cf. Oliver, „Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 42. He dates the decree to the sixth prytany (Aegeis) of
319/8.
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related to the release of Polyperchon‟s decree.788 It should be remembered that
the effective end date for the implementation of all the terms of the edict was the
30th of Xandicus (some time in March or April 318) (Diod. 18.56.5-6). This
corresponds roughly to the Athenian month Elaphebolion (approximately the
seventh or eighth prytany).
3) Agora XVI 102 (Agora I 3878):789 If, once again, the restoration of
Apollodorus as archon is correct then this decree can be dated to 319/8. It is a
probouleumatic decree which honours an unknown individual (a certain Apol----). The archon heads the prescript and the anagrapheus, Eukadmos, is only
recorded (without patronymic) after it is noted that the decree was proposed
when Antiochis held the seventh prytany.790 The president of the proedroi is
Amphilochus of Xypete. The decree was proposed by Telocles son of
Telegnotus of Alopece.791
4) IG II². 388 (EM 144): Dated by Oliver to the eighth prytany (Erechtheis) of
319/8.792 The archon is recorded first in the prescript and the anagrapheus has
returned to second place before the tribe in prytany. The secretary is
Philoctemus of Cephisia.793 The wording of the prescript is curious, however,

788

He writes: „The form of the prescript with the anagrapheus clearly relegated to a much less
ostentatious position than in most other decrees of the first period of the anagrapheus may be
significant … as an indication of the „low profile‟ now being adopted by the oligarchs after the
arrival of the news of Polyperchon‟s edict.‟ Naturalization in Athens II, p. 98, n. 376.

789

Cf. Oliver, „Oligarchy at Athens‟, pp. 43, 44 and 47. He dates it to the seventh prytany
(Antiochis) of 319/8.

790

Cr. Walbank, who writes: „The decree honours an unknown man for his services to Athens, in
particular for his useful friendship with two associates of a certain Proteas, perhaps Proteas son
of Andronikos, an officer of Antipater who seems to have come to Athens during the winter of
321/0 B.C.‟ BSA 84 (1989): 399.

791

Cf. LGPN II (p. 27): Amphilokos of Xypete (6) and (p. 427): Telokles of Alopeke (5). Neither
name is listed in PA. Woodhead offers a brief discussion concerning problems associated with
identifying the latter figure. Agora XVI, p. 155.

792

„Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 44 .

793

PA 14641. Davies gives him a tentative connection with Chairestratos son of Phanostratos of
Kephisia (APF 15164).
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because the archon and the anagrapheus appear to receive equal billing.794 The
content of this non-probouleumatic decree is lost.
5) Agora XVI 103 (Agora I 5655): A Heavily restored decree with only the
prescript legible. It is dated in Agora XVI and by Oliver to the tenth prytany
(Oeneis) of 319/8.795 If the restoration is correct then the archon (Apollodorus) is
first in the prescript and the anagrapheus (Eucadmus) a clear second. If the
dating of the inscription is correct then it is the first (known) decree passed after
Polyperchon‟s edict had come into effect. According to Woodhead it is also the
first of the Agora decrees to mention the symproedroi.796
6) IG II². 390 (EM 7231):797 Excluding the superscript (GODS), only two and a
half lines of this heavily restored inscription have survived. Enough letters
appear to be legible, however, to be confident that the ajnagra(fevuV… was
inscribed above the archon.798 Unfortunately the name of the anagrapheus has
not survived, and different restorations have been suggested. In Inscriptiones
Graecae Epikouros (293/2)799 was restored whereas Dinsmoor offered
Eukadmos (319/8).800 It has been dated to the tenth prytany, however, the
794

(=E)pi; =Apollodwvrou (a[rcontoV kai; ajnag)|(r)a(fe)wV Eujkavdmou (KollutevwV… Note
Dow‟s comments: „There are several changes from 320/19, principally the primacy of the
Arkhon in five of them… The other two, with the Anagrapheus first, also have modifications.
It is a year of variety, perhaps of confusions.‟ HSCP 67 (1963): 50. Curiously, the wording of
the decree is not unlike that restored for IG II². 378 (see above, pp. 290-291): [ Jepi; +Arcivppou
a[rcontoV kai; a[)nagrafevwV… It is telling that the only times kai; has been used is in the case
of those decrees requiring a lot of restoration of the text.

795

„Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 43. Agora XVI, p. 151.

796

Agora XVI, p. 156.

797

Cf. Oliver, „Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 43. He dates it to the tenth prytany (of Oineis) of 319/8.

798

Curiously, as Dow points out, this is the only inscription in which the prescript puts ejpi; before
the anagrapheus. HSCP 67 (1963): 41.

799

This is the year given (for Epikouros‟ year as anagrapheus) by Dinsmoor. The Archons of
Athens, p. 17. Epikouros is not listed in PA.

800

The Archons at Athens, p. 22. Note Dinsmoor‟s comments (p. 23): „Particularly significant is
the fact that already in the seventh prytany (Jan. 20-Feb. 23, 318 B.C.) we see the Athenians
honouring Polyperchon; having now no evidence to the contrary, it is most reasonable to
assume that the revolution had already occurred, and hence the registrar Eukadmos of the
seventh prytany held office through the remainder of the year; for this reason I had restored his
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restoration of this decree is not certain. It should also be noted that Dinsmoor‟s
restored text uses kai; to connect the anagrapheus and archon whereas ejpi; is
used in Inscriptiones Graecae.801
7) IG II². 387 (EM 2656):802 The anagrapheus is third in order following the
archon and the secretary, Aphobetus of Cothocides.803 Kirchner restored the
seventh prytany in line two while Osborne (D35) offers (dekav)thV rather than
(ejbdov)mhV.804 The inscription records that Polyperchon enjoined the Athenians to
award citizenship to Sonikos and a certain Eu-.805 This is telling as it indicates
that Athens (in spring 318) was in Polyperchon‟s power or at least his presence
near to the city was sufficient to have some influence over the Athenian people.
8) IG II². 398b (EM 7234):806 In Kirchner‟s text the fragments (a) IG II.194 and
(b) IG II. 229 are placed together under IG II². 398.807 Osborne argues against

name in the tenth prytany (II², 390). But there is likewise no reason for assuming a change
earlier in the year; with the sequence of the prytanies and the archon remaining undisturbed, we
may conclude that the registrar elected at the beginning of the year held office throughout the
whole, and that the revolution affected only the military officers, as Plutarch (Phocion, 33)
suggests.‟
801

As already noted (p. 299, n. 794) kai has been restored in both IG II². 378 and IG II². 388.

802

Oliver dates the decree to the tenth prytany (Oeneis) of 319/8. „Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 43.

803

Curiously the only Aphobetos listed by Kirchner is =AfovbhtoV =Atromhvtou (I) KoqwkivdhV (PA
2775) the brother of the rhetor Aeschines. He is also listed in Davies APF no. 14625 (II).
According to Davies Atrometos had three sons. They were: Philokares (eldest), Aeschines
(middle) and Aphobetos (born some time after 396). Davies notes that, by 343, Aphobetos was
married with children. It would be interesting if the grammateus recorded here was a relation
(likely a nephew) of the famous orator. Cf. Osborne, Naturalization I (D35), pp. 97-98.

804

Osborne writes, Naturalization II (p. 97): „The restoration of the seventh prytany in the texts of
Wilhelm, Kirchner, and Dittenberger stemmed from the misreading of the alpha of the first
version of the text in line 1 as mu. The seventh prytany is in any case excluded, being held by
Antiochis…. The demotic of the secretary shows that Oineis is in prytany in this decree.‟

805

Kirchner restored Eukleous.

806

Oliver dates it, tentatively, to the final months of 319/8. „Oligarchy at Athens‟, p 43. Walbank
associates IG II². 398 with IG II². 438 (EM 7662) and dates them to 322-321. AHB 1.1 (1987):
10-12. Cf. Poddighe, who accepts Walbank‟s assessment. Refer to Poddighe for an Italian
translation of the decree and bibliography. Nel Segno di Antipatro, pp. 154-157.

807

Kirchner was not the first to associate these two fragments. For further discussion on this plus
references see Osborne‟s „Notes on Attic Inscriptions‟, in BSA 66 (1971): 323-330.
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this connection.808 He also disagrees with Kirchner‟s dating of IG II². 398b.809
The co-existence on the decree of both the anagrapheus and the treasurer of the
demos (on fragment b) enable the dating of this inscription to the period 321/20 –
319/18, because, as Osborne notes, only „…between these dates did these
officials function together.‟810 Further, Osborne reports that this decree is
unusual for this period because it „…is the earliest datable citizenship decree that
contains the provision for a dokimasiva in respect of the award‟,811 and Henry
believes that the judicial scrutiny was a feature of „democratic periods.‟812 It is
possible, therefore, that this inscription is the first clear record that exists to show
that the oligarchy had been overthrown. And given that IG II². 387 reveals that
Polyperchon had attained a level of influence in the city it would seem that IG
II². 398 records the next logical step; the return of democracy in Athens.813

808

He examines the physical characteristics of both inscriptions and argues that discrepancies in
the lettering as well as other considerations give reason to argue against joining the two
fragments. Further, Osborne shows that the content of one piece cannot satisfactorily be
matched with that of the other. BSA 66 (1971): 323-330.

809

Kirchner dates IG II². 398 to the year 320/19. Osborne (Naturalization II (D36), p. 101 and n.
395) points out that this date is dependent on connecting IG II². 398b with 398a which may have
been moved by Demades. It should be noted, however, that while Osborne does not accept
320/19 as a date for IG II² 398b he acknowledges that both fragments „belong approximately to
the same period.‟ BSA 66 (1971): 325. See pages 308-9 below for a brief discussion of IG II².
398a

810

Naturalization II (D36), p. 101. (Author‟s italics). See also p. 186 above and n. 472.

811

BSA 66 (1971): 325. Osborne also notes that this is the only such decree that has survived from
the oligarchic period (of 321/20 - 319/18) that contains this clause. Refer to Osborne‟s article
(pp. 325-326) for an overview of discussions on the peculiar wording of this inscription as at the
time his paper was written. He is unable to offer any concrete reason for the inclusion of an
examination clause. He makes the tentative suggestion (p. 330) that the scrutiny was perhaps
just „…a further consideration of the merits of the case.‟ It should be noted that this view
contrasts with Ferguson‟s who believed that the inscription revealed: „…that under the
oligarchy at the time in control, the thesmothetai were required to institute an examination
previous to the granting of what was unquestionably the citizenship.‟ He concludes: „We know
that a property qualification was at the time necessary for the acquisition of citizenship. The
possession of this could be ascertained only through a dokimasiva.‟ (Author‟s italics). Klio 5
(1905): 172.

812

Honours and Privileges in Athenian Democracy, p. 78.

813

Of course the transition from oligarchy to democracy need not mean that there is an immediate
changing of the guard. The fact that the anagrapheus and the treasurer of the demos still play a
part in affairs at this time perhaps indicates that, while democracy existed in name, there had not
yet been time enough to effect administrative changes.
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9) IG II². 391 (EM 7232):814 This honorary decree is unusual for this period in
that the prescript has not survived and cannot be restored. The honorand is a
certain Alcimachus of Apollonia who appears to have been awarded proxenia in
333/2. Osborne dates this decree to the last months of 319/8 but concedes that
the „…presence of the anagrapheus and the treasurer of the demos establish the
limits as 321/0-319/8.‟815
10) IG II². 385a: Recorded as just IG II². 385 in IG the inscription in fact
consisted of two fragments (a and b). Only the first three lines (including the
superscript: [=ARISTO)NIKOU ) have survived of fragment a. The second part
of the decree (fr. b), however, consists of nineteen heavily restored lines. The
union (of fr. a and fr. b) has not received universal approval and it has been
argued that the two fragments should not in fact be matched.816 Only IG II².
385a is listed here, therefore, though its dating is very speculative. The prescript
lists the archon (Apollodorus) first with the anagrapheus (Eucadmus) placed
second. The content of the decree is lost.
The information contained in the above decrees reveal that the oligarchy at
Athens was coming under increasing pressure from outside influences and that
Phocion‟s grip on power was becoming more and more tenuous as the year
(319/18) progressed. Certainly Polyperchon‟s presence can be felt in the latter
half of the archon year. And the introduction of the judicial scrutiny of

814

Cf. Oliver. „Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 43. He tentatively dates the decree to the final months of
319/8

815

Naturalization in Athens II, D 37, p. 102. (Author‟s italics). See also D36 for further
discussion on this point. Osborne (p. 102) argues that the content of the decree suggest that it
belong to the democratic phase because „…the oligarchs are unlikely to have been reaffirming
grants of citizenship made in the democratic period – and this decree is a reaffirmation for
Alkimachos of the grant made to him in 333/2 – and they are very unlikely to have been
honouring persons who made contributions to the „salvation of the city‟ (a phrase which can
only refer to the success of the democrats).‟ (Author‟s italics and parenthesis). Cf. Oliver,
„Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 43. He dates the decree to the final months of 319/8.

816

Cf. Dow, HSCP 67 (1963): 43 and 78-92. Dow dates IG II². 385a to 292/1. This dating has not
been accepted by Osborne who believes 385a belongs to the period 319/8. Anc. Soc. 36 (2006):
p. 70 n. 3.
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citizenship grants (IG II². 398b) is more than likely a sign that the democracy had
been restored, at least nominally, before the year was out. Interestingly, the fact
that the anagrapheus was still able to continue in his role (and that he was able to
maintain his prominent position in the prescripts of most of the decrees)
highlights that at least some of the officials holding office during the oligarchy
were able to retain their position. Indeed, if this interpretation of the epigraphic
evidence is correct, it is plausible to argue that many of the magistrates stayed in
their respective offices until the new archon year.
There are a total of four decrees that may have been passed in the archonship of
Archippus (II) (318/7). Significantly, the anagrapheus no longer appears in the
prescript. The inscriptions are as follows:
1) IG II². 448 (NM 1482):817 This non-probouleumatic decree was passed in the
fourth prytany on the thirteenth of Maimakterion. The archon, Archippus, heads
the prescript (l. 35), followed by the secretary, Thersippus of Acharnae (ll. 3637).818 A certain Gnosias of Halae was president of the proedroi (l. 39).819 The
decree was proposed by Hagnonides son of Nicoxenus of Pergase (ll. 39-40).820
What is interesting about this inscription, however, is that the anagrapheus is not
recorded until the latter half of the decree and, perhaps more significantly, his
identity is not disclosed. Further, as well as being responsible for the publication
of the decree (l. 85), he is also given the job of taking care of the family and
friends of the honorand (ll. 73-74). It is clear that the new archon year brought
significant change. It is a change reflected not only in the anagrapheus‟ new
found lack of prominence in the public record but in the content of this famous
817

Oliver dates the decree to the fourth prytany (Acamantis) of 318/7. „Oligarchy at Athens‟, pp
43 and 44. Poddighe provides an Italian translation with brief commentary (and bibliography).
Nel Segno di Antipatro, pp. 141-147.

818

Archippos (PA 2562), as noted above (p. 288, n. 731), is not listed in Davies APF. Thersippos
is listed by Kirchner (PA 7198). He does not appear in Davies‟ APF.

819

The other proedoi are also noted though their individual names are not recorded.

820

Gnosias is listed by Kirchner (PA 3060) as is Hagnonides (PA 176). Neither man, however, is
listed in Davies‟ APF.
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inscription. The decree honours Euphron of Sicyon. This benefactor of the
Athenian people was originally honoured in 323/2821 but the stele was torn down
during the oligarchic regime.
Both Diodorus (18.11.2) and Pausanias (1.25.4) record that Euphron was
involved in the Lamian War (referred to as the Hellenic War at lines 43-44 of the
second decree). He was killed after the war when he resisted the imposition of a
Macedonian garrison at Sicyon (Lines 53-57). In the original decree Euphron,
along with his sons, was granted citizenship while the people of Sicyon were
awarded a gold crown. These rewards, however, were revoked after the Lamian
War (ll. 60-62) and it was only after the restoration of the democracy that the
people were able to return to Euphron the honours originally awarded him (ll. 6264). By the time this decree was passed, therefore, the oligarchy was well and
truly over. Indeed, Phocion had been dead some six months.822
2) Agora XVI 104 (Agora I 4472a + b + EM 2537+2539):823 This decree was
passed in the Athenian month of Gamelion. It is a non-probouleumatic decree
which awards an olive crown to a certain Hermo- of Heracleia. The archon
(Archippus) is listed first. He is followed, once again, by the secretary
Thersippus. The president of the proedroi is Glaukippus of Decelea.824 It was
proposed by Archedicus son of Naucritus of Lamptrae (PA 2336). Once again,
the unidentified anagrapheus is not listed until the end of the decree.
821

The original inscription was reproduced on this stele (ll. 1-34) before the new resolution of the
people was cut (ll. 35-87).

822

As already noted, the decree was proposed in Maimakterion (318/7). According to Plutarch
(Phoc. 37.1), Phocion was executed on the 19th of Mounichion (319/8).

823

Oliver dates this decree to prytany 6 (Cecropis) 318/7. Oligarchy at Athens, p. 43. The
inscription is made up of four fragments (a, b, c and d). The last fragment (d) can be found in
IG II². 535. See Woodhead (Agora XVI 104, p. 157) for a brief discussion on how these
fragments came to be associated with one another. Refer to Poddighe for an Italian translation
of the decree and bibliography. Nel Segno di Antipatro, pp. 191-195.

824

Thersippus, as already noted (p. 304, n. 818) is not listed in APF. Cf. Woodhead (Agora XVI,
p. 159) who writes: „Thersippos is not otherwise known. The name occurs relatively
infrequently in Attic prosopography.‟ Glaucippus is not listed by Kirchner. Cf. LGPN II (p.
93): Glaukippos of Dekeleia (15).
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Interestingly, the decree (ll. 14-23) refers to a naval battle and to the fact that the
honorand is reported to have come to the aid of some of the Athenian survivors
of this engagement. Woodhead (Agora XVI 104, p. 159) noted that the battle in
question had been identified as that which took place near Abydos during the
Lamian War. Poddighe, however, argued that the decree might refer to the
fighting that took place between Cleitus and Nicanor (Diod. 18.72) in 318. She
concludes that the peace noted in line 22 of the inscription might in fact refer to
the agreement made between Cassander and the Athenians which resulted, once
again, in the imposition of an oligarchic government.825
3) Agora XVI 105 (Agora I 559, SEG XXI 319):826 Another non-probouleumatic
decree passed in the month of Gamelion. It honours ejpivlektoi and has been
dated to the sixth prytany (Cecropis) of the archonship of Archippus (318/7).
The decree records the name of the chairman of the proedroi: Glaucippus of
Decelea. The inscription is heavily restored.
4) IG II². 350 (EM 7049) is dated to the seventh prytany of 318/7 by Oliver.827
Meritt had originally dated this inscription to 331/0 but changed his mind and
redated it to 318/7.828 This is thought to have been an intercalary year.829 The
proposer of this non-probouleumatic decree may have been Polyeuctus of
Sphettos.830 It awards a gold crown and citizenship to an Epidamnian and an
Apollonian. Once again, the honorands‟ registration into tribe, deme and phratry

825

Nel segno di Antipatro, pp. 194-195.

826

Oliver dates the decree to 318/7. Oligarchy at Athens, p. 43.

827

Cf. Schweigert, Hesperia 8 (1939): 32-34. Contra Kirchner who dated it to 331/0. For further
references see Osborne, Naturalization II (D39).

828

See his very brief article in Hesperia 45 (1976): 173.

829

Woodhead accepts intercalary years for 322/21 and 320/19. Agora XVI, p. 146. Cf. Osborne,
Naturization II (D39), pp. 108-109.

830

PA 11950. For more details regarding Polyeuctus see Oliver, „Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 47, n. 7.
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was subject to the normal legal restrictions. Osborne believes that this decree
would „…not have preceded the fall of the democrats by much.‟831
While the above are the decrees that can be dated with some, if slight, degree of
accuracy there are another thirteen inscriptions that have been attributed to the
years 321-318 but whose date cannot be made more specific. Of those decrees
where the content can be discerned all are either honorific or awarding
citizenship or proxenos status on an individual or group. They are discussed
briefly below:
1) IG II². 392 (EM 7233) + IG II². 586 (EM 7335):832 This is a nonproboulematic decree awarding citizenship to a son of Polycles. The unnamed
anagrapheus (l. 16) is near the bottom of the decree but is still responsible for the
inscription. The existence of this officer plus the treasurer of the demos enable
the decree to be dated between 321-318.833

831

Naturalization II (D39). He also notes (p. 108): „The demotic of the secretary is [K)olluteuvV.
This restricts the possible years to 318/7, when QevrsippoV Jippo(……6...) KolluteuvV is known
to have been secretary, or to 331/0, when NikovstratoV (- - -) apparently was secretary and
should have come from Tribe II.‟ Osborne argues for 318/7 because the honorands are from
Epidamnos and Apollonia and „…the Epidamnian had received the Apolloniate representative
(or ambassador) when the latter was sent to the Athenian fleet (cf. lines 15 ff.). So the Athenian
fleet should be in the north west. It may thus be relevant that in 318/7 the Athenians had some
(ill-concrieved) hopes of Olympias, who was in Illyria.‟ (Author‟s parentheses). Contra
Poddighe, who appears to argue that the Athenians may have been trying to appease the
Illyrians (who supported Olympias and, therefore, Polyperchon). Poddighe, as already noted
above, argued that Ag. XVI, 104 revealed the possibility that the Athenians had thrown their
support behind Cassander. If this is correct then the people of Athens would have reason to be
concerned about how the Illyrians might react when news of this arrangement reached them.
Poddighe writes: „…non è impossibile infatti che i rapporti ufficiali fra Atene e l‟Iliria (si parla
di un ambasciatore degli Apolloniati) si debbano inquadrare nell‟ambito del sostegno che
Olympiade ha garantito a Poliperconte contro Cassandro e che, a questo punto dell‟anno,
quando Atene è ormai decisa a montare (e forse lo ha già fatto) sul carro del vincitore, potesse
rappresentare un problema per la città e dunque oggetto di consultazioni politiche fra i due
popoli.‟ Nel Segno di Antipatro, p. 196.
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See Poddighe, Nel segno di Antipatro, (pp. 149-150) for references and bibliography. Poddighe
provides an Italian translation of the decree plus brief commentary. Oliver dates the decree to
between the years 321-318. Oligarchy at Athens, p. 43.
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Cf. Osborne, Naturalization in Athens (D 31). See also discussion above: pp. 185-186 (and n.
472) and p. 302. Another important point to note concerning this decree is that the honorand‟s
enrolment into the tribe, deme and phratry is qualified by the clause kata; to;n novmon. See pp.
297-298 and n. 786 above for a brief discussion concerning this clause.
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2) IG II². 393 (EM 7236):834 A citizenship decree. The prescript has not
survived. However, the presence of both the anagrapheus and the treasurer of the
demos enable a dating to 321-318.835
3) IG II². 394 (EM 7236a):836 As in IG II². 392 and 393 this inscription is dated
to 321-318 because of the existence of the anagrapheus and treasurer of the
demos. This probouleumatic decree honours ambassadors from an unknown
state who are each awarded a gold crown plus Athenian citizenship. Osborne
points out, however, that there are a few anomalies with this decree.837 Firstly
there appears to be no restriction on phratry enrolment. Normally the honourand
was given the opportunity to pick the phratry into which they were to be enrolled
as long as their choice complied with the law (kata; to;n novmon).838 In the case
of this decree the phrase does not come until after it is noted that the tribe in
prytany is to put the honorand‟s decision to the vote in the assembly.839 Another
discrepancy in the text is the fact that the prytany is to put it to the vote ejn th:/

ejkk(lhsivai rather than eijV th;n prwvthn ejkklhsivan.840

834

See Poddighe, Nel segno di Antipatro, (pp. 150-151) for references and bibliography. Poddighe
provides a translation of the decree plus brief commentary. Oliver dates the decree to between
the years 321-318. Oligarchy at Athens, p. 43. See also Osborne, Naturalization in Athens
(D32).

835

Cf. pp. 185-186 (and n. 472) and 302 above. As with IG II². 392, the honorand‟s enrolment
into the tribe, deme and phratry is qualified by the clause kata; to;n novmon.

836

See Poddighe, Nel segno di Antipatro, (pp. 151-153) who provides text, bibliography, a brief
commentary and an Italian translation. Oliver dates the decree to between the years 321-318.
Oligarchy at Athens, p. 43. Cf. Osborne, Naturalization (D33).

837

Naturalization II (D36), pp. 101-102

838

See previous discussion on this point above, pp. 297-298 and n. 786.

839

Osborne (D33) writes: „It is tempting to believe that the drafter of the decree, or the cutter,
simply added the qualification to the wrong clause; or else that both the enrolment and the
second vote were so qualified, and that one of these two men felt this double reference to be
otiose, and so omitted the first occurrence. Certainly it would be perilous to infer that the
restriction on phratry entry was not a requirement in this decree. It could in any case have been
added later in the text.‟ Naturalization II, p. 99. Cf. Henry, Honours and Privileges in
Athenian Decrees, p. 74. He notes that there are only six cases where the phrase kata; to;n
novmon „appears to be used to qualify the second vote.‟

840

Curiously, as Osborne (D33) points out, the use of ejn with the dative had been standard in the
„earliest grants which had the second vote as a requirement.‟ After the 350‟s eijV with the
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4) IG II². 395 (EM 2713):841 This is an honorary decree awarding a one thousand
drachmas crown to an unknown beneficiary. Osborne states that the lettering and
the price of the crown being awarded preclude dating this inscription to the
second period of the anagrapheus 292/1-291/0.842 The inscription is very
fragmentary with much of the text restored.
5) IG II². 396 (EM 2719):843 This inscription awards the titles of proxenos and
euergetes to an unknown recipient. Although the prescript has not survived, the
existence of both anagrapheus and treasurer of the demos help ascertain its date.
6) IG II². 397 (EM 2704): Once again the prescript has not survived. The dating
of the decree between the years 321-318 is due, again, to the existence of the
anagrapheus and the treasurer of the demos. The reason for the decree is not
known as only part of the inscription is legible.
7) IG II². 398a (EM 7191) + IG II². 438 (EM 7662):844 398a is a decree awarding
honours to foreigners who had helped the Athenians after a naval battle fought in
the Hellespont and supplied grain to the beleaguered city. Unfortunately, and
unusually for the decrees of this period, the prescript has not survived.
According to Osborne, however, because „…the language of the motivation
clauses is virtually identical to that in IG II². 399, which was certainly proposed

accusative was used. He also notes that the „…omission of the word prwvthi as a qualification
of the ejkklhsivai is unusual. Osborne concludes: „The general impression is that the drafter of
this decree is unfamiliar with the wording of such grants. Is the decree perhaps from the first
year in which the anagrapheus took charge of the inscription of decrees?‟ (Author‟s italics).
Naturalization II, p. 99.
841

See Poddighe, Nel segno di Antipatro, (p. 153) for references and bibliography. Poddighe
provides an Italian translation of the decree plus a brief commentary.

842

Naturalization in Athens II, D34

843

See Poddighe, Nel segno di Antipatro, (pp. 154) for references and bibliography. Poddighe
provides an Italian translation of the decree plus a brief commentary.

844

See Poddighe, Nel segno di Antipatro, (pp. 154-157) for references and bibliography. Poddighe
also examines IG II². 398b with the above two inscriptions. Also provided is an Italian
translation of the decree plus a brief commentary. Oliver dates the decree to between the years
321-318. Oligarchy at Athens, p. 43.
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by Demades, it seems reasonable to assume him as the proposer.‟845 Because of
the similarities shared between the two decrees fragment a has been dated to ca.
320/19.846 The naval battle in the Hellespont may refer to events taking place at
sea during the war against Macedonia. Both sides would have understood the
importance of securing the Black Sea region: whoever held this had control of
the grain supply.847
8) IG II². 399:848 This is another decree proposed by Demades. Unfortunately
the prescript has not survived and so it is impossible to date the decree with any
degree of certainty. It honours a certain Eurulocus who, upon arriving in the city
of Cydonia in Crete, managed to ransom a number of Athenians and save them
from pirates.

845

Naturalization (D36). Kirchner placed IG II². 398a with another fragment: 398b (EM 7234),
and dated both fragments to 320/19. Osborne (D36), however, believes both the connection of
the two fragments and the dating to be a mistake. Also, read Osborne BSA 66 (1971): 323 & 67
(1972): 134. Walbank connects IG II². 398a with IG II². 438 and dates them to 322-321. AHB
1.1 (1987): 10-12. Cf. pages 301-302 above for a discussion of IG II². 398b.

846

Naturalization II (D36), p. 101, n. 395.

847

It is somewhat ironic that, while Antipater was being holed up in Lamia, the Athenians were in
great danger of being besieged themselves if they couldn‟t secure their trade routes. This is
perhaps the untold story of the Lamian War. It became, ultimately, a war of attrition. When the
Greeks failed to make a quick end to the war they had to face the prospect of a prolonged siege.
This meant that they had to stay united and focussed and that they had to maintain the energy
that had motivated them to start the war in the first place. But as the siege progressed the
energy waned and the Greek force dwindled. All the while Antipater bided his time, hoping
that his navy would succeed where his army had not and that reinforcements would eventually
come. When the war at sea turned in favour of the Macedonians the Greek cause was all but
lost. Once again, it came down to a battle. For Antipater, at this time, it did not matter so much
if he won or lost he just needed to maintain a force in the field. For the Greeks, however, a
decisive victory was essential and when it wasn‟t achieved the Hellenic struggle for autonomy
was finished.

848

Dated to 320/19 by Oikonomides, Plavtwn 8 (1956): 119. For an Italian translation of the
decree plus a brief commentary and bibliography see Poddighe‟s Nel Segno di Antipatros, pp.
163-165. Oliver does not include it amongst his list of decrees for the period. „Oligarchy at
Athens‟. See too: M. B. Walbank AHB 1.1 (1987): 11-12, D. S. Potter, BSA 79 (1984): 229-235
and E. Badian ZPE 79 (1989): 59-64. Potter dates the decree to the war with Agis III. His
thesis, however, is convincingly refuted by Badian. Walbank argues the decree was drafted at
around the same time as IG II². 398a.
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9) IG II². 400 (EM 7199):849 Non-probouleumatic decree proposed by Demades
honouring [Eu]caristus (of Xei-) for bringing grain to Athens. Although the
prescript is lost enough has survived to show that not only the president of the
proedroi was listed but mention was also made of the symproedroi (though they
were not individually named).
10) IG II². 545 + IG II². 2406 (EM 8661):850 This is a non-probouleumatic
decree. Unfortunately, most of the prescript is lost. What little can be read
appears to reveal that the grammateus was from the deme Lamptrae. The content
of the decree (discussed below) has led many historians to believe that it should
be dated to sometime after the Lamian War. And Perčírka noted that, if the
restoration of the grammateus‟ deme is correct, the inscription cannot be dated to
the years 322/1, 320/19 and 319/8 because the secretary during these years was
from Cephisia. This leaves only the year 321/0, a date that Perčírka believes to
be „extremely possible.‟851 Line three of the decree mentions, once again, the
symproedroi (though it does not name them).
IG II². 545 records that the Athenians are to take in fifty Thessalians exiled by
Antipater852 after he altered the constitution. Despite the fact that the end of the
inscription is lost, Perčíka notes that many editors have assumed that the decree

849

Oliver dates the decree to 321-318. „Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 43, 44 and 47. Poddighe
furnishes an Italian translation, commentary and bibliography, Nel Segno di Antipatros, pp. 165166. See also Oikonomides, who dates the decree to 320/19. Plavtwn 8 (1956): 119-120.

850

Cf. Oliver, „Oligarchy at Athens‟, pp. 43, 44 and 47. He dates the decree to 321-318. Poddighe
provides an Italian translation of the decree plus commentary and bibliography. Nel Segno di
Antipatros, pp. 166-169. See also Pečírka, The Formula for the Grant of Enktesis in Attic
Inscriptions, pp. 81-84.

851

The Formula for the Grant of Enktesis in Attic Inscriptions, pp. 83-84. Perčírka writes (p. 84):
„…in 321/0 – 319/8 the holder of this office (of secretary) changed with every prytany and was
elected from the councillors of the tribe in prytany. In 320/19 and 319/8 the secretaries of
Erechtheis, where the deme Lamptria belongs, were from the deme Kephisia…‟ (My
parenthesis).

852

Cf. Habicht, Athens from Alexander to Antony, pp. 45-46. It should be noted that Antipater‟s
name does not appear in the decree. The events recorded in the inscription are thought to detail
the Macedonian‟s actions in Thrace after the Lamian War.
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would have included a grant of enktesis.853 Lines 15-19 reveal that a list of the
names of the Thessalians is to be made by the secretaries of the Polemarch and
the generals. Now IG II². 2406 gives a list of Thessalian names. And Tracy
notes that this inscription was cut by the same hand as IG II². 545. This led him
to conclude that it seemed „…very probable that these two texts are part of the
same stele.‟854
If the dating of this inscription, to either 321/20 or 320/19, is correct then this
decree presents a number of problems. Firstly, this is a curiously defiant act by
the Athenians. The Thessalians had originally been allies of Antipater but had
changed sides at the last minute (Diod. 18.12.3). This betrayal hurt the
Macedonian militarily and played a major part in his initial defeat. Indeed, the
Thessalians played a crucial role throughout the Lamian War.855 In light of this
fact it is surprising that, after the democracy had been changed, the Athenians
had the nerve to accept fifty Thessalian exiles whom Antipater had removed.
Further, it is startling that they not only took this bold stand but brazenly
broadcast their act in their assembly and had it inscribed on stone. Such an act is
out of character for the time and therefore must throw much doubt on the current
accepted dating for the inscription (especially as much of it is restored).
11) Agora XVI 96 (Agora I 5828):856 This is the only known decree proposed by
Demades‟ son Demeas. It was proposed by the people alone and awards a
853

Perčírka examines a number of the proposed restorations and argues that one possibility is that
the Athenians granted a temporary right of enktesis for houses. The Formula for the Grant of
Enktesis in Attic Inscriptions, pp. 82-83.

854

Athenian Democracy in Transition, p. 87. Tracy discusses the inscriptions on pages 87-90

855

Of the three thousand five hundred cavalry men in the Greek army, two thousand were from
Thessaly (Diod. 18.15.2). According to Diodorus (18.14.2-3) it was due to the Thessalian
cavalry that the Greeks were able to defeat Leonnatus. Indeed, the Greeks were relying heavily
on the courage and skill of their cavalry to defeat the Macedonians (Diod. 18.17.2). And they
had every right to put their faith in this force. The cavalry more than proved their worth at the
Battle of Crannon where they swept all before them. The bravery and daring of the horse,
however, was no compensation for the fact that the allied infantry could not, ultimately, match
the enemy in number (Diod. 18.17.3-5).

856

Oliver dates the decree to sometime between 321-318. „Oligarchy at Athens‟, pp. 43 and 47.
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certain Plataean and his sons citizenship. Although the prescript has not survived
the fact that lines 16 – 19 record that the secretary rather than the anagrapheus
has the job of inscribing the decree is significant. This means that the inscription
can not be dated to the period when the latter officer performed this task. Of
course, Demeas was dead before Phocion‟s regime came to an end so he can only
have proposed this decree before the anagrapheus assumed prominence. That is:
before 321/320. Now if Kirchner‟s (PA 3322) date for Demeas‟ birth is correct
(c. 355),857 then the question has to be asked: just when could Demeas have
proposed this decree? Osborne believed Demeas‟ age helped to confine the
inscription „…to the years immediately prior to the oligarchy of 321/0. He
reasons that „…Demeas can hardly have been of age to propose decrees prior to
325.‟858 However, Agora XVI 96 is a non-probouleumatic decree and as such
could be proposed by any member of the assembly. Osborne‟s thesis would be
correct if Demeas proposed the decree as a representative of the boule but there
is no way of knowing if this is in fact the case.859 It is, therefore, possible that
this decree was proposed by Demeas anywhere between the years c. 335 to 322.
12) Agora XVI 99 (Agora I 2720):860 If Walbank‟s restoration is correct this
decree may record the awarding of a gold crown to an unknown person. He
notes that the same hand inscribed IG II². 397 and postulates that both

857

Cf. Davies, APF, no 3263 and in particular pages 101-102. He notes (p. 101) that Demeas had
„…already crossed swords with Hypereides in the courts before 322…‟, and states that this,
along with the above decree would exclude a birth year later than 353.

858

Naturalization II (D26), pp. 95-96. See also Meritt, who argues that Demeas „…could hardly
have been of age to propose a motion until the latter part of the 320s.‟ „Greek Inscriptions‟, in
Hesperia 13 (1944): 232.

859

Cf. Hansen, Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes, who notes (p. 145) that, in the
case of probouleumatic decrees, an ordinary Athenian would have to solicit the aid of a
councillor in order to get a motion passed by the assembly. And in this case the councillor
would be the one putting the motion before the people.

860

Oliver dates the decree to the years 321-318. „Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 43.
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inscriptions may derive from the same stele. 861 It is because of this decree‟s
possible connection with IG II². 397 that it has been tentatively dated to 321-318.
13) Agora XVI 106J (Agora I 7050 + EM 7192) + IG II². 407:862 The latter
inscription honours a Milesian grain dealer with a gold crown. Originally
assigned by Kirchner to sometime between 330-326 (when the Athenians
suffered severe shortages of grain),863 Walbank modified the date when he
discovered that Agora XVI 106J and IG II². 407 may be one and the same
stele.864 If Walbank is correct then the non-probouleumatic decree is datable to
the period 321-318 because the anagrapheus and the treasurer of the people are
both noted.865 Unfortunately the prescript has not survived and so it is
impossible to date this inscription with an degree of exactitude. It is telling,
however, that the Athenians were still receiving gifts of grain as late as 321-318.
It would appear the food shortage had lasted for most of the 320s and had
affected the Athenians quite badly. And this only serves to reinforce the part fear
of famine played in the Athenian decision to sue for peace after the Battle of
Crannon, and, more importantly perhaps, after the naval battle off Amorgos.
Along with the above inscriptions should also be added those recorded, or at least
alluded to, in the literary sources. As with the events recorded in Plutarch and
Diodorus after the Lamian War it is likely that, just prior to, and following, the

861

See Walbank, „Greek Inscriptions from the Athenian Agora‟, in Hesperia 58 (1989): 86 (no.
12) and Pl. 19.

862

Oliver dates this decree to the years 321-318. „Oligarchy at Athens‟, p. 43 and 44.

863

See Walbank, „IG ii², 407 and SEG xxxiii, 94. Honours for a Milesian Grain-Dealer‟, in ZPE
67 (1987): 165, n. 2, for references relating to the famine during the Lycurgan period.

864

See Walbank, ZPE 67 (1987): 165-166. With regard to Ag XVI 106J, Walbank was at first
unable to find, with any degree of certainty, another published inscription by the same hand.
However, in the above article, he noticed that 407 was inscribed by the same mason. Upon
discovering this Walbank also noticed (p. 165) that there was „…a strong possibility that they
derive from the same stele.‟

865

Cf. Dinsmor, The Archons of Athens in the Hellenistic Age, pp. 27-28. See also Walbank,
„Greek Inscriptions from the Athenian Agora Fifth to Third Centuries B.C.‟, in Hesperia 51
(1982): 47-48.
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death of Antipater, the Athenians met in the assembly and passed a number of
decrees. It is intended here to provide a concise list of those decrees.
Firstly, both Diodorus (18.48.1) and Plutarch (Phoc. 30.5) record that the
Athenians sent Demades to meet with Antipater concerning the removal of the
garrison. This embassy was likely the result of a decree passed by the people,
possibly proposed when Phocion was absent from the city.866 Following
Antipater‟s death (around summer 319), and the release of the kings‟ edict in the
winter of 319/8, Philomelus of Lamptrae proposed a decree that all Athenians
should stand under arms and await Phocion‟s orders (Plut. Phoc. 32.5). The
purpose of this decree appears to have been to prepare the Athenians for an
attack against Nicanor, the garrison commander, who was wisely strengthening
his own position (Plut. Phoc. 32.5, Diod. 18.64.1-2). Phocion, however
neglected to make use of the forces drawn up (Plut. Phoc. 32.5) and it may have
been a consequence of this failure to act (until it was too late) that a proposal
was put forward to remove him from his position as general (Plut. Phoc. 33.1-2).
As well as voting on this measure the Athenians also appear to have passed
another decree that an embassy should be sent to meet with Polyperchon and the
kings. The envoys were to ask that the Macedonians comply with the terms of
the edict and help the Athenians reclaim their autonomy.867 It was at this point
that Nicanor took control of the Piraeus868 and, in desperation, the Athenians
issued yet another decree ordering Phocion, Conon, the son of Timotheus and
Clearchus, the son of Nausicles to meet with the garrison commander. The
purpose of this embassy was to complain about the Macedonian‟s actions and to
866

Phocion, though refusing to discuss with Antipater the removal of the garrison, still met with
him to discuss delaying the payment of reparations (Plut. Phoc. 30.4). Demades left Athens
sometime after June in 319.

867

Diod. 18.65.3. It is clear by this stage that Phocion no longer had effective control of affairs in
Athens. He had yet, however, to lose totally the support of the people as can be seen by the
Athenian people‟s decision to send him on an embassy to meet with Nicanor.

868

Diod. 18.64.4-5 and Plut. Phoc. 32.5. It is a little difficult to ascertain the exact order of events
using Plutarch‟s somewhat conflated account. Fortunately, Diodorus furnishes enough detail to
gain a quite good understanding of what went on at this time.
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request that he comply with the terms of the kings‟ edict (Diod. 18.65.4-5). The
envoys met with little success, however. Phocion‟s position, having been
undermined since Polyperchon had released the kings‟ edict, now became very
precarious indeed. Further, news must have reached Athens that the regent‟s
son, Alexander, was in command of an armed force that was marching toward
Athens (Plut. Phoc. 33.1). More meetings of the Athenian assembly ensued and,
in the end, it was decided to remove the existing magistrates from their offices.869
Presumably this all came about by decree but in such volatile times it is difficult
to be sure. Certainly the Athenians passed a decree to send an embassy to
denounce Phocion before the king.870 Finally, following Phocion‟s ignominious
return to Athens, he was tried, along with many others who had played a role in
the oligarchy, before the people and convicted of treason: Hagnonides proposing
the decree that led to their conviction.871
Having thus examined the inscriptions for the period 322/1 – 318/7, the question
must be asked: what information can be garnered from them? Certainly, the
above inscriptions reveal one very important point. Of the names found or
restored on the stele relatively few are listed in Davies‟ Athenian Propertied
Families. This shows that those taking part in the government, while meeting
Antipater‟s wealth census, were not all rich men. The two thousand drachma
limit was not very substantial. However, it was more than enough to prevent the
majority of the thetic class from holding government offices. The wealth census

869

Cf. Diodorus (18.65.6) who writes: „The people, coming together in an assembly, removed
from office the existing magistrates, filling the offices with men from the extreme democrats…‟

870

Plut. Phoc. 33.4. The decree was proposed by Archestratus and supported by Hagnonides.

871

Plutarch (Phoc. 34.5-35) writes only of those men condemned to death: Phocion, Nicocles,
Thudippus, Hegemon, Pythocles, Demetrius of Phalerum, Callimedon, Charicles plus some
others. The last three were convicted in absentia. Diodorus (18.65.6-18.67) offers a different
version of events. He writes of a decree being passed in which the people condemned Phocion,
and any others who had been involved in the regime, with either the death penalty or exile (with
confiscation of property), before they had even set out to meet with Polyperchon. He then notes
that those who returned to the city were all condemned to death. It is worth considering the
possibility that, if these men had not returned to the city, they might have been left alone (as
Demetrius of Phalerum appears to have been).
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was obviously aimed at this group of Athenian men. It was meant to stop those
of the poorest class from having a say in the running of the city-state. The census
was a de jure form of disenfranchisement which resulted in thousands of
Athenian citizens losing the right to „run for office‟. To this legally sanctioned
discriminatory measure was added the more subtle (but no less effective) step of
stopping payment for all forms of public service. This move resulted in the de
facto disenfranchisement of many more thousands of Athenian citizens. Both
these measures were clearly aimed at the poorer class of citizen. The majority of
these men would have made up the sailors who for so long had played a key role
in maintaining Athenian hegemony in Greece and beyond. All this ended when
the Athenian navy suffered successive defeats in the Hellespont and near the
island of Amorgos during the Lamian War. The Macedonians no longer needed
to fear the prowess and strength of the Athenian fleet and the sailors could no
longer take advantage of the vital role they played in ensuring the safety and
security of the city-state.
The epigraphic evidence highlights that during the Phocionic period Athens was
run by what many Athenians would (and indeed did) consider an oligarchy. It
was, however, a moderate oligarchy run under what were thought to have been
Solonian laws. The lower middle to upper classes held most of the political
offices with some of the more important positions only held by the very wealthy.
The thetes were still allowed the opportunity to attend the assembly and even the
law courts but chose no to do so because they would no longer be compensated
for their time. The fact that the Athenian people were able to call upon Demades
to meet with Antipater concerning the garrison highlights that the demos could
still meet en masse if they chose to do so. It is likely, however, that the one other
factor that prevented the poorer classes from attending the assembly was fear of
Antipater‟s response to such a meeting. The Macedonian garrison was both
keeper of the peace and Antipater‟s eyes and ears. The Athenians would be all
too aware that any sign of civil unrest would very quickly be reported to the
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regent. But as his health deteriorated and the attention of the Macedonian
hierarchy was drawn to the issue of his successor the Athenians would have felt
bold enough to risk a mass meeting.872
The removal of the system of election by lot would have significantly
streamlined the election process. No longer were large lists of people put
forward as being eligible and interested in seeking office. The list was fairly
clear-cut. Phocion knew who was eligible to take part in governmental affairs.
Further, he knew whom he could trust to do the job properly. He therefore, with
the aid of advisers, simply selected those people he felt were suitable for the task
at hand. Matters need not have gone before the boule. But the members of the
council may have proposed their own measures from time to time which were
readily approved in assembly. All of the proboulematic decrees were honorific
and as such were not very significant. This indicates that most decisions of
importance were made in the assembly. But even here, the surviving decrees
indicate that little of any significance was done in the public arena. It is likely
that many decisions were made by Phocion, probably after consultation with a
small cadre of loyal friends and supporters. Such activity was not unusual.
Indeed, this was an era when even the Macedonian generals consulted with their
closest advisors and confidants before taking any real action. Under the sound
guidance of such men, and under the watchful eye of the ever-vigilant Antipater,
Athens soon recovered from the Lamian War and the Athenians gradually began
to improve their economy and once again secure their trade routes. It was no
doubt hoped that hard work and economic prosperity would serve to take
Athenian minds off the fact that Athens was no longer a superpower in the
region. Further, the inscriptions reveal that the Athenians received a great deal of

872

Contra Tritle (Phocion the Good, p. 137) who believes that the sending of Demades to
Macedonia is a reflection of the fact that Phocion „…excercised no authority greater than that
inherent in the stratêgoi, which he apparently held during this period.‟ (Author‟s italics). Tritle,
however, does not take into consideration the fact that Antipater‟s health would have given hope
to those Athenians who had, for a number of years, been forced to sit on the sidelines while
Phocion aided by a close group of friends and associates took control of the affairs of state.
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foreign aid during the period 321-318. Perhaps Phocion and his associates called
in favours from old friends. If so, then this was yet another attempt to improve
the lot of the disenfranchised citizens at home. Unfortunately for Phocion, the
people were not so easily mollified and they were quick to punish the old general
for what they saw as his complicity in their downfall when the earliest
opportunity arose.
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