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CHAPTER 8

WARFARE AND THE STATE

VINCENT GABRIELSEN

L. INTRODUCTTION: CONCEPTS AND APPROACH

‘States make war and war makes states.” Charles Tilly’s dictum represents 4
view widely shared by political scientists, sociologists and :mth’()pnlocrim.
‘State” and ‘war” are not self-explanatory or uncomplicated C()Ilt‘.i.‘pl's.[t;;\"l;;);
Weber’s immensely influential definition posited that the state encapsulated
a human community, a definite territory and a monopoly of legitimage
physical torce (Gewalisambkeir).” That force is usually understood to haye
two functions: an internal one, consisting of the enforcement of legal ordey
by a police force; and an external one, consisting of the defence of (he
stace’s territorial sovereignty by the army and navy. Guided largely by thig
thinking, several scholars classify ancient Greek communities, particularly
the polis, as stateless societies: legal order was not ensured by a police foree
but through the custom of self-help practised by the communiry members
themselves, and with rare exceptions there were no standing armies. I
short, in most places legitimate violence had not yet become the monopoly
of a central political authority. 4

Recently, however, Mogens Hansen has pointed out thar Weber’s cri-
terion of @ monopoly of legitimate violence was not met even by major
European states in the seventeenth and eighreenth centuries; while it was
often posited as an ideal, this monopoly seems never to have been realized
in full* Such a partial emancipation from Weberian influence is a great
leap forward. The present chapter argues that the concept of state is per=
fectdy compatible also with polities in which legitcimare force exists within
an oligopolistic rather than a monopolistic system.

[n his seminal War in the Ancient World: A Social History, Yvon Garlan
distinguishes between, on the one hand, war proper or A ‘erue state of

"Tlly Go75b) 736, (1992) 20-8; <l Hansen (2002) 39, poleis malee war and war makes poleis’. See
Fried (1967) 20451 Carneiro (1970) 734-6, (199:); Gellner (1983) 3 Gallie (1991) 51z Hleld (1995) 48
Pierson (1996) 7; Ferguson (1999) j17—18.

Weber (1972) 822, Contrast the unselfconscious use of the terms ‘state” and Swar by .. Delbriick
(1962); Pritchen (1971—91).

b Berene (1996}, (2000). On selfhelp: Lintow (1982); Fisher (1998); Flunter (1994),

FHansen (1998) 96, 18, 120, (2002) esp. 389, CEL Manu (1986) 11,
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it had emerged through a process of legal formalization in the
{ the classical Greek city-states, and on the other hand its precursor,

arly &8
1'|d 0 . i . ; PRl
] .”.C,jur'lt'ﬁcul {or |1|'c—s[;1l'(.‘} |)hast‘ of war characteristic of earlier, primi-
il

ive comin

unities. Concretely, the distinction is one between two forms
[|.‘U|-g;1nix.c-d violence: (1) communally organized armed conﬂict_, which in
Uj-ini;'LiPIL’ involved a polity’s entire fighting population; and (2) privately
;rgani;{.cd predatory en.rerpriscs, smaller in scnle.‘ whose primnry.ohjt{;ii‘w:.
was the acquisition of ll'n:-'t!.'(,‘l'l;ll gain, Fiml is bt'lg;-md.ngc m}d piracy. l'qi‘
Galan the latter were anti-wars |;lCl{l!lg.lI1E‘ vall.(lalmn n‘I' law ;m‘d u'ltl-
mate victory. The evuhﬂll!un:u')-'h.‘;ccn:u‘m is ‘L‘}ipl'dll‘lc'fd as I'()Hn‘\wis: before
conflicts could emerge from their pre-legal framework li_\e political struc-
wre of the communities . . . had to develop internally’.’ Resistance to l'|‘1a1t
rranformation is seen as a sure S‘ign of cultural backwardness and alr(}phled
statchood. A process of ‘legal formalization’ — the establishment 0! rules,
conventions, battle protocols and, above all, the very concept of ‘ln&%gll-
imate¢’ warfare — is indeed a well-documented phenomenon.® But fairly

.wcll—documwnl.t:d, too, are blatant manipulation of the concept of legiti-

macy and frequent |r-.'1nsg.a'c.~;si(m of these rules, not least ‘hy states whicl_:
pf‘idu‘d themselves on |1:1.vmg 10115 |.);15§t:t[ the 1111‘(15]1111|d of primitiveness.”
Such distinct and chronic lapses into (to use Garlan’s terminology) prim-
itive, pre-droit conditions are enough to make the following remark by St
Augustine applicable to the whole period created here: ‘For what are states
but large bandit bands, and what are bandic bands but small states?” (De civ.
D, 4.d).

[n the classical period and beyond, the question of what did or did not
constitute war, especially legitimate war, was itself a bone of contention arnd
a frequently used weapon in the ideological fight among polities over the
issue of who was civilized and central and who was primitive and peripheral.
Certainly, as will become clear, there were profound changes, particularly
from ¢. 00 onwards, in both the nature and scale of organized violence.
In principle, the distinction drawn by Garlan and others between private
raids and public milicary campaigns is valid. Yet no simple evolutionary
scenario of ‘war reaching its civilized, adulthood stage within the developed
state’ seems credible today. From the ranks of anthropologists, furthermore,
dissenting voices now insist chat ‘the venerable distinction of “primitive”
j s a fundamental similaricy. War is war.® And

from “civilized” war obscure
5o it is. In archaic and classical Greece (just as other regions in different

periods) several violence-producing agencies, each generating its particular
product in the Form of raids and community-wide campaigns, existed side-
by-side.

Y Garlan (1975) 77, with 23—, 31, 37, & Ober (19960); Hanson (1989),
T See Kientz (2000). B lerguson (1999) 29, cl. (1984a) 26,
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II. THE PRODUCERS OF VIOLENCE AND THE PROFITS Or WAL
R

Thinkers of the classical period occasionally reminded rhcll’c0|1|:mn|1‘_)mr. <
that the appropriation of wealth in connection with armed conflic w-llLR
normal and perfectly justified act. Xenophon, for instance, held this [-(;? 3
a timeless and universally accepted convention: for it is a law csmbiiﬁh;g
for all time (nomos aidios) among all men that, when a city is takey h

war, the persons and the property of the inhabirtants thu‘cn[‘bclong to Lh:}
captors’.? Such seizures may be denounced as ‘theft’ (harpagé) bur o the
victors they constitute the legitimate acquisition of ‘booty” (leia), The
very concept of booty unites in itself the two most central ingredientg of
warfare: wealth and military power. ‘In the ancient world power and wealth
were not independent notions: each fed on the other . . . power wag yge(
to seize wealth . . . wealth was seized in order to enhance power.™ That
was as true of Alexander’s campaign of conquest, ‘a booty raid on an epic
scale’, as it was of Homer’s Trojan expedition, an epic raid that yielded
booty on an immense scale.'” For all the tactical and technical innovatiopg
of the centuries separating Homer and Alexander, one element remained
remarkably constant throughout: war brought profits.”

Booty was both a raison d étre and an indispensable means of warfare; this,
it will be argued in the following section, proved to be particularly true of
the monopolistic type of state. Yet the fruits of war seldom feacure among
the causes of war.™ The reason appears to be that those who acquired
booty were placed into two separate compartments. The private raider
retained throughout a name directly associating him to his trade, ‘booty-
chaser’ (Homeric: leistér; later: leistés), buc his public counterpart shook off
this association completely: the terms for warrior, soldier, hoplite and so
forth, and for the collectivity to which they belonged, the army (szrazeia,
strateuma), all flagged the notion that communal interests superseded purely
personal interests. An individual’s contribution to the collective endeavour
was defined as a cardinal duty — indeed, a hallmark of citizenship.” A set
of special terms (xenos, epikouros, misthophoros) singled out those who put
their skills at the service of a community other than their own.

Thus the two kinds of violence producers were set apart. At one end stood
the ‘booty-chaser” (leistés), often a socially prominent hgure in command
of the necessary material and human resources, represented by Homer's
Odysseus (e.g. Od. 17.424—33) and his historical successor, the Phocaean
Dionysius (Hdt. 6.17). At the other end stood the fighting potential of an
entire community, mustered and fielded by the central political authority.

Y Xen, Gy 7.4.73; ¢ 3.3.45, 4.2.26, © Jor the rerminology, see Pritcheu (1971-91) v.77-86.
" Garlan (1975) 183. "2 Austin (1986) 4545 cl. Nowag (1983); van Wees (1992) esp. 299—-310.
3 Aymard (1957); Garlan (1977). Finley (1985) ch. 5, esp. 76-7.

" On which scc Momigliano (1966a). 'S Manville (1990); Raaflaub (1997).
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Fioure 8.1 Fighting around a _l_wL.u!ucd warship, on g |.1tLI&!ggl:1]1-l_1 neury Attic vase. On the left ovo men
Ling with swords, and trying to grab each other’s hair in the cenere two spearmen atracking and an
ending the ship; on the right a line of soldicrs ecach armed with a so-called Dipylon shield (an

el
gl
archer defendir f : : ~ 3 P ;

iy sinple-gtip, version of the Bocodan shield: see fig. 5.2), a pais of spears and a sword.
carly, STHE™S o

[s activation was formally justified by the need to preserve collective lil)C}‘ty
and pride, demand respect from putc“ﬂtial rivals and retaliate for rectifying
an injustice committed against itself or against a valuable ally — the usual
gssortment of causes of war. None the less, the material proceeds of orga-
nized violence constituted just as strong and lasting a concern for this kind
of prmlnccr of violence as they did for his private counterpart.

[n the early Greek world, as elsewhere, however, neither these two agen-
cies of violence nor their respective spheres of activity were yet completely
Scpal‘ﬂlCd.'6 The borderline between them remained rather fluid for at least
three reasons. First, because in most archaic communities — Sparta after the
occupation of Messenia may have been notable exception — private and
public producers of violence enjoyed a symbiotic relationship whu:h_ con-
stitutes the defining characteristic of the oligopolistic type of state. 'l heir
l political regimes possessed legal mechanisms capable of ;‘lc.cmnnu'rduti;.lg
the private apératenr — if not because he himself was a prominent figure in
their power-structure, then because the universal principle of mobilization
and funding, a reliance on ‘those able to arm chemselves (hoi (ta) hopla
parechomenoi), rendered his personal abilities and resources indispensable
when an all-out effort was called for. Second, because such all-out military
enterprises invariably demanded that communal forces be placed under a
single command structure, all early states tended to behave in a monopo-
listic fashion during short spells of ‘national’ hostilities, only to revert to
their original status as soon as fighting or campaigning was over. And third,
because in this area private action often had public repercussions. Owing to
the time-honoured and pervasive custom of reprisals (sylé, rhysia agein), pri-
vately organized, small-scale predation was likely to instigate a full-blown
clash between the armed forces of the communities of the perpetrator and
the recaliating victim.'”

% See Ruaflaub (1997) si—3. On archaic Rome, sce Rawlings (1999).
/. 1. Nestor’s story in Hom, /. 1,670-761. Sce Bravo (1980); Prirchett (1971--91) v.68-132.
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When the complete separation of the two kinds of violence produce,
did occur, it had the historic effect of creating two diametrically oppogeq
notions of state. It meant the fully fledged emergence of the monopoligg;e
type, which gradually became a fierce ideological rival of its older coyy_
terpart, the oligopolistic state, because the latter continued to embrace 55
clement which the former considered inimical to its very existence, The
oligopolistic type of state, in sharp contrast to its counterpart, was inhey.
ently unable to enforce the observance of widely accepted conventiong
of watfare, an inability with often disastrous consequences for those whg
abided by such conventions. The private opératenr, showing little respec
for those most basic protocols which limited armed conflict spatially, tem-
porally and in terms of personnel, was wont to hit at random anyone, in
any place and ar any time. Hence the conceprual segregation of his modys
operandi — the ‘raid’ — from ‘war’. For the monopolistic state, the raid
was (and still is) demographically and economically destructive; besides,
it strongly challenged the central political authority’s ability to meet it
primary obligation of protecting those under its control.

Although this was fundamentally an ideological opposition, spokesmen
for the monopolistic state tended to express it in cultural terms by situating
their rival either in an uncivilized past or among the ‘primitive’” remnants
of a civilized present. In the second half of the fifth century Thucydides
gave the following account of the situation:

In earlier times both the Greeks and the barbarians who dwelled on the mainland
near the sea, as well as those on the islands . . . turned to leisteia, under the lead of
their most powerful men, whose motive was their private gain and the sustenance of
their weaker followers, and falling upon cities which were unprotected by walls and
indeed consisted of only scattered settlements, they plundered them and gained
their livelihood from that source. At this time such a profession, so far from being
regarded as disgraceful, was considered quite honorable. It is an attitude that can
be illustrated even today by some of the inhabitants of the mainland, among whom
success in the performance of this act [sc. feisteia] is regarded as something to be
proud of . . . and even up to the present day much of Greece still follows the old
way of life — among the Ozolian Locrians, for instance, and the Actolians and the
Acarnanians and the others who live on the mainland in that area,

(Thuc. 1.5.1=3; Loeb edn, adapted)

Thucydides also points to the circumstances that conditioned the emer-
gence of the most pre-eminent classical Greek example of the monopolistic
state and establishes the approximate date of this momentous event. Prior
to the Persian wars, he explains:

there was no war by land from which any considerable accession of power resulted;
all those wars that did occur were border wars between neighbours, and foreign
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itions far from their own country for the conquest ol others were not under-
raken by the Greeks. For they had not yer been brought into union as subjects of
(he greatest states, nor, on the other hand, did they carry our common expeditions
as equals; it was rather against one another that the neighbouring peoples severally

mé\dc war.

L\xpl_'tt

(1.15.2; Loeb edn, adapted)

Here, as also in the analysis he offers in the archaeology-section of his work
(esp- 1.11-17), Thucydides highlights two principal preconditions for large-
ccale power expansion, both of which have recently been rediscovered by
historical sociologists and anthropologists: (x) current military technology
2nd infrastructure must be able to meet the logistical challenges posed by
such a project; and (2) a single polity must be able to mobilize and organize
under its leadership a wide-ranging military potential.”® The one Greek
qate to succeed where all others had failed is of course classical Athens.
\What ensured that success was partly possession of two major violence-
related institutions — sea-power and hegemony — and partly a determined
effort to achieve a high degree of financial independence. These are the
themes on which the rest of this chapter will focus.

III. WARFARE AND THE STATE: THE HISTORICAL EXAMPLE

However spectacular and costly a project, the enlargement by 480 of Athens’
flect to 200 war vessels of the most powerful type, the trireme, in itself was a
mere precondition to power accretion. Absolutely essential for turning the
new acquisition into an effective war machine with which to amass asnd to
sustain power was the build-up of a naval organization. That was a vastly
mote demanding, complex and long-term project, since it involved a series
of crucial, even daring, political decisions with profound and far-reaching
consequences — political, economic and social, The distincrive organization
which early fifth-century Athens chose to erect ushered her squarely into
monopolistic statchood and made her the exemplar of such a polity in the
classical Greek world — matched only later on by Macedon. Conversely, a
lack or limited development of such an organization remained the principal
structural weakness impeding a number of other poleis, notably Sparta. The
main components of the Athenian naval organization from its inception in
the early fifth century to 323/2 and the relationship of these components
to the remaining, land-based, military apparatus therefore deserve close
scruciny.

* Mann (1986) esp, 7-105 Reyna (1994) (hegemonic domination” and the concept of ‘war’).
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1. Centralization

One vital component of Athenian naval organization was a long Process
of centralization, already adumbrated in the Peisistratid step to bring waq,
finance into the public sector,"” and set in motion by the decision that ney,
accretions to the existing fleet — primarily the purchase of twenty ships fropy,
Corinth in 491 B¢ and the large-scale shipbuilding programme of 483/520 _
should be entirely paid from public funds and thus become Atheniy,
property.

By 478 that decision had brought about two major changes. One wyg
of political import: the principal authorities of democratic Athens, thyy
is the council and the assembly, had now assumed complete control ovey
the existing naval resources and hence a monopoly over the exertion of
armed violence at sea. Later, in 423, Athens tried formally to externalize
that prerogative by trying to restrict the use of warships by her adversaries
(Thuc. 4.118.5). How jealously that prerogative was thereafter guarded ig
indicated by the fits of political hysteria that swept Athens any time some
of her citizens deployed public war vessels for unauthorized purposes (Hel/,
Oxy. A1, 1—27 Chambers), particularly for conducting private plundering
raids ([Dem.] s1.13-14), or even when some citizen went off to operate
as a privateer on a trireme he himself had purchased (Isae. 11.48). Thac
monopoly almost instantly set the naval branch apart from the remaining
military organization: for all other branches the general rule continued to
apply that the citizen-infantryman, whether heavy- or light-armed, fought
with his own equipment and the cavalryman (for yet some time) on his
own mount.”

The other change had social consequences. Not only was the private
opérateur deprived of his freedom to act of his own accord and to partake
in communally organized exploits, but in addidion his person was now
viewed as an outlaw and his kind of violence as illegitimate. Henceforward,
the independent aristocratic raider — the erstwhile main naval contriburor
within the ‘oligopolistic’ state — could only engage in his time-honoured
pursuits as a civic outcast branded with the dishonourable label of a mere
‘booty-chaser’. Unless of course he chose, as most representatives of this
class of people did, to let his personal energies, abilities and resources be
harnessed to communal decisions and actions,

An illustration of that dramatic expansion of the public sphere at the
expense of the private one is offered by the activities, under Peisistratid rule
and under the democracy, of two members of a single aristocratic family.
The principality which the elder Miltiades, son of Cypselus, carved out in

" Thue, 6.54.5: financing of warlare out of a s per cent tax, cf. Lewis (1990) 246,
0 Hde, 6,89, 7,144,125 Thue, trgqa—2; [Avist] Ath, Pol. 22.7.
* Infantry: ML g.8—12. Cavaley: Bugh (1988) 37.
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Thracian Chersonese ¢. 550 can hardly be called Athenian in any real
Miltiades, styling himself oikistés and tyrant, commanded adequate
ocal manpower and military resource, iuc]ut_ling s.hlpsi, to lead 11.'ul.i:pu|'|dc.m
military campaigns.™ However, by the time of hf“ nephew, Miltiades, son
of Cimon, who in 493 possessed five triremes, ™ ‘rhmgs ha}tl 11cg1..1n to change.
shortly before 493, Miltiades C()I'idl.lcl't‘t"l in private a raid against Lcm.nus.
captured the island and then ‘h;mclc.d it over rn.‘th_el Athenians’ - private
conquest was thus turned into Plli)il(_"P{‘OPCI;I_V."" l.ll:.: next :.md dccmyc
step is evidenced by the story about Miltiades” expedition against Paros in
489, which is characterized by Herodotus (6.132—3) as a raid 11.nc|crtalw|1
out of personal motives. This time Miltiades could_ deploy the force of
ceventy ships as well as the appropriate amount of funds and manpower
only after the Athenian assembly had authorized the expedition, and only
after Miltiades had assured his home authorities that his personal venture
would enrich all the Athenians with an abundance of gold — publicly owned
means were now to be used exclusively for hauling home publicly owned
Proﬁts (Hdt. 6.132.1-2). B . . -

In stark contrast to this, polities adhering to oligopolistic statechood
continued to allow the principle ‘war is a natural method of acquisition’
(Arist. Pol. 1256b23—6) to be operative for private indlyiduula: as well, except
in special circumstances and always for the benefit of a part icular group or
community.” ‘Booty-chasing’ remained in Thucydides’ times a national
habit in ‘many parts of Greece’ (cf. Thuc. 1.5.3, quoted p. 252). Some two
centuries later it could still boast its resistance to reform; in 230, the Illyrian
queen Teuta answered a Roman complaint about her peoples’ raids against
[talian shipping with the words: ‘as far as private activities are cnncm_'ucd
it [is] not customary for Illyrian rulers to preclude their subjects from

[ht‘
4enscs

increasing their fortunes at sea’.*®

In fifth-century democratic Athens the raid had been entirely depriva-
tized to become the sole prerogative of the state. As a result, the proceeds
of armed violence, whether at sea or on land, were by law regarded as state
property, a principle that was enforced rigorously throughout the fourth
century.”” Determined and creative individuals might of course sFiII ty,
2) more

with greater or lesser success, to evade that rule. Thucydides (6.15
than implies that Alcibiades warmly supported the expedition to Slcily in
415 because he intended to use his commandership as a means of private
enrichment.?® Again, in 355, two publicly appointed captains commanding

2 Hdr., 6.34—6, 37.15 Paus, 6.19.6 (dedication at Olympia); cf. Figucira (1991) 1337, 260-2.
= Hd, 6,41.1-2, with Lewis (1988) 298. 2 Hd, 1.136.2-3; cf. Figueira (1991) 138, 253-6.
5 See e.g. the agreement of ¢ 450 between cwo Locrian communities: Tod 1 no. 34.

& Polyb. 2.8.8, with Davies (1984) 287.

7 Pritchett (1971-91) v.398-438, ¢sp, 416-25; Gabriclsen (2001a) 78-9.

* On generals profiting from war booty, see Davics (1981) 66--7.
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an Athenian trireme looted, on the high seas, the cargo of a merchap,.
man from Naucratis worth 57,000 drachmas; their profiteering VENTy e
though, was spoiled when the assembly confirmed the legitimacy of the ftc;
but considered the loot to be state property (Dem. 24.11-14).

2. Finance

Another vital component of Athens’ naval organization was a tightly ¢y
trolled and efficient fiscal system which for the first time made it possible ¢
cransfer to the public sphere financial responsibility for the running of e
entire machinery. To understand fully the character of this system one myg;
appreciate the unprecedented pressure on resources, especially cash, whicl
had to be met from the late 480s onwards, and consider the alternatiye
modes of finance available.

First, the pressures. One set of these emanated from the amount anq
value of the materials needed for the building and maintenance of the
ships. Above all, the procurement of high-quality ship-timber, acom modity
whose monetary and strategic worth was fully recognized by those in power
at the source of supply (e.g. Hdt. 5.23.2), required hard currency and adepy
diplomatic footwork. Evidence from the second part of the fifth century
onwards attests to Athens” cultivation of political relations with a main
supplier, Macedon,” and her use of imperial muscle to extract the materials
she needed: “If some city is rich in ship-timber’, Pseudo-Xenophon (A,
Pol. 2.11-12) wrote, ‘where will it distribute it without the consent of the
leading power at sea? And if some city is rich in iron, copper or flax,
where will it distribute it without the consent of the leading sea-power?
In all these things, however, I see the very materials of which also my [sc.
Athens’] ships are built.” Very few places were as blessed with possession
of both timber and revenue as were, for instance, Thasos and its mainland
territories, Amphipolis or south Italy and Sicily?*® — and those which were
fell prey, at one point or another, to a naval power coveting their riches.

Expenditure on a grand scale, furthermore, was a requisite for the devel-
opment and upkeep of spacious harbours equipped with ship sheds, storage
buldings and other facilities, all manned with an appropriate workforce and
administrative personnel. The vast project that resulted in the transforma-
tion of Piracus’ three natural harbours, Zea, Munichia and Cantharus, into
fortified naval bases proper — the headquarters of the Athenian fleet — had

W Contaces with Macedow: /G 17, 89, 1175 Andoc. 2.11: for the fourth-century: Tod n no. ri; Xen.
Hell. 6.1.11. SEG xxxving7s records Alexander’s temporaty prohibition, in 335 5¢, o sell timber from
Mt Dysoron, ef. Demosthenes’ complaint (17.28) that timberwas difficule w acquire. CIL Meiggs (1982)
116—53; Borza (1987).

3 Thasos: Hdt. 6.46-7; Thuc. 1.103.3. Amphipolis: Thuc. 1.98.7, 4.102.3—4, 108.1. Syracusc: Thue.
6.90.3, 7.25.2; Diod. Sic. 14.41.1-6, c[. Meiggs (1982) 117, 119, 124
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heen initiated by Themistocles already in 494 and represented a distinct
wmributinn to the centralization process.”

Considerably greater were the pressures arising from operating the fleet.
with a complement of 200 men on cach trireme, the m:mpnwu’r‘rcquir(--
ments posed by 200 ships amounted to some 40,000 men; manning even
half that force with citizen crews was a L[C!Ht)gl'ﬂphlt’ impossibility for any
dnele /:r_:?f;'.\', Athens included. To the nettfcl for sheer 1'1_1usc1c slm'uld be ;-lddcd_
l{h;nccd for skill, since the combat cfh‘-crivencss‘ of this particular type c?f
war vessel depended heavily upon the expertise of its ratings and oarsmen.*”*

These factots rendered it necessary to supplement the pool of locally
pased manpower with often very large numbers of mercenary naval labour:
what was said of Athens in 431 Bc— that her navy relied on ‘purchased rather
than home-grown’ manpower (Thuc, 1.121.3) — almost certainly applied also
o the preceeding period as it did throughout the fourth century. The large-
scale employment of outsiders to crew Heets therefore spearheaded a pivotal
military development: the increasing use of mercenary soldiers.”

Probably, it was also within the naval sphere that the organization of
an effective commissariat and the supply of pay (misthos) were for the first
ime defined as responsibilities predominantly, if not entirely, falling on the
state,™ a novelty that almost certainly affected directly the coinage-issuing
pulicic}; of several poleis which possessed Heets.” Already between 525 and
500 Fretria saw the need to institutionalize, by law, the provision of misthos
r0 oarsmen who were sent on distant campaigns, that is beyond Euboean
warers.’S With armies, on the other hand, private expenditure seems to
have held a prominent place for a longer time. Even in the mid-fifth cen-
wry, when the establishment of an army commissariat is in evidence,’”
the switch to public funding in this area was not complete, and it never
really became so: our earliest surviving document securely attesting m2/s-
thos for hoplite service, a decree of Lindos that may date as carly as 440,
distinguishes between soldiers paid from public funds and those paid by
private individuals.® Again, part of the 200 talents spent on the campaign
to Thermopylae in 352 (5,000 hoplites and 400 cavalry) was made up of

¥ Phuc. 1.90-3; Ar. Eg. 8155 Diod. Sic. 11.39-40; Plut. Them. 19. CL Frost (1980) 175—7; Kaller-Marx
(1994).

P Gabriclsen (1994) 121-3. M Parke (1933); Marinovic (1988); Baker (1999).

B Main evidence: Pritchett (1971-91) 1.3—s2. CL Gabriclsen (1994) 11o—i4; coniri Eddy (1968) (i.c.
naval pay was introduced after the Peace of Callias or cven after 445).

B Pricchett (1971=91) 1.13--144, quoting Seleman (1955) 1089,

1 SEG x11725, with Cairis (1991)1 contna Pricchent (1971-91) vi378 n. 541,

7 Pritchert (1971-91) 1.30-41, esp. 32—3; Anderson (1970) 43-66; Hantmond (1983a).

W 1K 38 no. 251 (of 440—420), providing that those who set out from Lindos on an expedition either
ddmagiai or idias shall pay to the war god Enyalios one-sixtieth of their pay. | agree with Pritchent
(1971-91) 111.325-6 (cf. v.168 0. 228) that the contrast is not berween citizens and mercenaries, but

between at public and privare expense. However, since felia in the inscription is used of soldicrs who
received misthos, Pritchett’s view that ‘privace’ refers to volunieers who paid their own expenses cannot
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the money paid by the soldiers themselves from their own meang (Deyy
19.84). p

As fleets grew larger and more numerous, pay became a prominen; Factol
in the attempts to attract swarms of men to perform hard and |1;1'/.;1!.‘L1m.|k
work. This was the means, for instance, to which the Corinthians ]’QS(H.ICJ
when in 434/3 they swept the Peloponnese and the rest of Greece o ﬁn‘d
rowing labour for their newly enlarged navy (Thue. 1.31.1). Kt'cping such
huge numbers of men adequately fed and paid constituted one of the Most
formidable financial challenges facing a naval state. Adequate pay Meang
wages at rates high enough to pre-empt mutiny or to induce crews
stay through often lengthy and distant campaigns. For post-480 Athens,
course, these challenges were of enormous proportions. Because of the high
demand for skilled manpower, naval pay developed into a tactical device:
the offer of higher rates was used to paralyse an enemy fleet by t‘micing
its crews to defect to one’s own side (e.g. Xen. Hell. 1.5.4). As a counter.
measure part of the sailors” pay could be withheld until disembarkation
(Thuc. 8.45.2), though that meant no reliefat all for naval budgets, which i
certain circumstances were further burdened by payments of extra bonuses
to especially important teams of crewmen.??

The cumulative impact of these pressures on naval budgets remains ap
elusive question, mainly because of the interplay of two factors. One is
that we lack even the most basic of the relevant figures. For instance, even
though a widely held view sets the cost of a trireme at one talent (6,000
dr.), our sources are practically silent on that maccer.*> Moreover, recurrent
outlays on ship maintenance, a far from negligible item of expenditure,
are virtually unretrievable. We are no better off with the operational costs,
of which naval pay — at the rates of 3 obols or, perhaps more usually,
1 drachma per day — constituted only one part. The costs of naval operations
usually reached exceedingly high and incalculable levels. “War’, an orator
reportedly said, ‘is not fed by fixed contributions™. "

The second factor rendering naval budgets quantitatively intractable was
the constant need to deal with unforeseeable outlay instantly and on the
spot. In 351, anticipating an escalation of Athens” conflict with Philip of
Macedon, Demosthenes tried to introduce some improvements in this arca
by proposing a scheme that was intended to make the operational costs of
a standing force amenable to budgetary planning. Yet even thac scheme
(which did not win support) had to make allowance for a fleet’s resort to

be right: see Thue, 8,100.3 and Lys. 16.14, 1o be contrasted with instances in which the soldiers, in pait
or wholly, served at their own expenses, e.g. Dem, 19.84.

¥ Thuc. 6,31,3, CE Gubriclsen (1994) 122—4.

49 Gabriclsen (1994) 139—4s (hulls), 152-3 (cquipment); contra Amit (1965) 16-18. )

W Plue, Dem, 17.4, quoting Theophrastus, who quoted Crobylus (= the otator Flegesippus of
Sounion),
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qclf‘,hg]p and inlp]'qvi.s;luitm iII‘(lI'dL’I‘ to find supplementary sources of fund-
ing (I )t’lll...‘_]..lf_‘u-—’_‘.l)). I'Ic‘eLs of triremes afloat swal.lov‘ve.d up huge amounts
of money; in theory, their resource demands were infinite; a point made by
. fourth-century orator when he described the triremes as ‘devouring’ (Lys.
ﬂ ;9 Thalheim). Due appreciation of the same phenomenon informed
Thim}qlides' decision to base his account of fifth-century Athenian naval
sower on four key concepts: naval preparedness (paraskeué), expendirure
{fr{rff”””%’ reventie ({J,‘"{J.\‘r:({{.’.\‘} and surplus of money .(pt’l‘l(}llfllﬂ chrematon) .
L:H.qgnti:luy none of this was new by 480. What did constitute a novelty,
however, was the unparalleled scale on which funds were needed by a single
sate, Athens.

Next, the alternative modes of naval finance available. One consisted of
,-ggu];ll‘ixing and th|)1$]":1(“11£_‘|‘{'.“ state level the customary ad hoc ‘I"Lmd—rlui.*.‘ipg'
U;;pt‘.t“lim‘l.‘;. thatis plundering 1':uc!s_;1ml extortion. The assaults by a Samian
force on wealthy Siphnos and by Themistocles on Aegean Medizers right
Jfter Salamis are just two examples (Hdt. 3.57-8, 8.1r1—12). Alternatively,
one might lay hands on temple treasure: cither by force, as Histiaeus of
Miletus advised the commanders of the rebelling lonian fleet to do if they
wanted to prevail over the Persians at sea in 499;% or by contracting loans,
2 the Corinthians proposed that Sparta and her Peloponnesian League
should do from Olympia and Delphi (Thuc. 1.121.3). A final means of
raising money was to get a cash-rich foreign power, Greel or non-Greelk,
to assume the role of paymaster, as Sparta was compelled o do with Persia
from 412 onwards. ™ The flaws of all these methods, chiefly cheir inadequacy
in ensuring a sufficiently steady and substantial flow of money, are fairly
obvious. Besides, loans had to be repaid,® forceful acquisition of sacred
funds was lilely to meet with general hostility,** and the services of a
foreign paymaster had to be repaid dearly in political currency, chat is the
partial surrender by the recipient of his right to independent action — exit
hegemony. Athens chose not to rely on any of these, but opted instead for
asystem that rerouted domestic, private wealth towards public utility. A
new hscal device took shape.

[ts core was the old ethic that publicly oriented toil and largesse (leitour-
gia) deserve public acclaim, which was now applied to personal responsi-
bility for captaining a warship (#rierarchia).V "lo each state-owned trireme
there was assigned a rich man, the trierarch, who from his private wealth

® Kallee-Marx (1993) 1-2.0,

L 536,24, On the proposal of the Mantineans in 363, the Arcadian Confederacion stopped
using the treasure of Zeus ar Olymipia fov war purposes: Xen. Hell 7.4.33—4.

M Privchett (1971-91) 1.47-8 (principal evidencel; David (1979-80); Lawis (1989) (discussion),

‘\': Migearte (1984).

L.g. Thue. 41183, with Tarker (1983) r7a-s; Davies (zooib) 125.
7 Gabriclsen (1994) 7, 19-39.
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had to assist the public treasury; as we shall see below (p. 266), a compargpy,
arrangement was introduced about mid-fifth century in the cavalry, T
device bore the clear imprint of Athenian democratic law and ideology, i
that it imposed a potentially onerous public obligation on a specific socjy|
class: wealthy citizens were legally required, for one year at a time, to ¢ay,.
tain a warship and at the same time to become financially responsible fy,
both the ship itself and part of its running expenses. Thus the independep,
raider came to be supplanted by a state appointee whose primary, but ngg
sole, qualification was the size of his purse. Virtually all other Greek nayy
states too had their ships captained by trierarchs.*® What gave the Athenigy
institution its special style, however, was its being the worlk of a particulyy
political regime.

Concentration on domestic, private wealth, then, offered itselfas a soly.
tion to a major problem of war finance. But at the same time it createq
a new one: how to keep the volume and frequency of fiscal exactions ag
levels which, on the one hand, met on-going military demands and, on
the other hand, did not overcharge or even exhaust the economic poten-
tial of the social stratum afflicted by these exactions. Maintaining a balance
between these two concerns clashed directly with the pre-eminent ‘national?
objective of pursuing sea-power. At a later date, Thucydides made Pericles
stress the limitless character of that objective by saying that mastery of the
sea consists not only of Athens” ‘present hold” (i.e. the cmpirc) but ‘any
extension you [sc. the Achenians] may wish for, because of your current
naval preparedness [paraskeué) (2.62.2). So, additional, preferably non-
domestic, mechanisms were necded to absorb the financial shocks of a
constant increase of military activity.

3. Imperial revenue

The expansion of power and the acquisition of the wealth were made to
feed each other by the creation of the Delian League, which from 47817
onwards enriched the domestic fiscal system with a massive external branch.
The proposition that the Delian League became yer another component
of Athens’ naval organization does not require a stand on the issue of
when one can appropriately describe it as an ‘empire’. This is not the
place to rehearse the league’s history; nor is it immediately relevant to
decide whether the main motive for its formation was revenge against the
barbarian, which Thucydides (1.96.1) calls ‘a pretext’, or pure and simple
gain (kerdos)," which would make Athens’ hegemonic league look like a

48 g Hd 6.a4.2 (Samos) Thuc. 4114 (Sparta). ‘ :
9 Thuc. 1.8.3, with Kaller-Marx (1993) 53—+ Sec also Sealey (1966) 253, conia Jackson (1969)s Raaflaub

(1979).
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pander and more sophisticated version of such ad hoc corporate bodies as
(hose sailing away for booty’ of Solonian times (Dig. 47.22.4). What matters
here is the effect of three long-term trends: the gradual conversion of league
funds to a purely Athenian resource; the increasing monetization of that
(eSOUTCE, that is a priority of coin (chremata) over all else; and the piecemeal
centralization, physical and administrative, of financial potential into a
few easily supervised depositories. All three trends intersected and even
coalesced at several points. They helped pur hegemony and monopolistic
Smtehood on a much firmer footing.

Foremost amongst the effects of the resource-conversion process stands
the momentous expansion of Athens” own naval capacity. One part of this
growth was secured by the confiscation of whole league fleets, cither after
the suppression of a revolt, or after the compulsory inclusion into the league
of a new member. Suppliers of the first kind include Thasos in 465, Samos
in 440, Mytilene in 427 and probably also Naxos in the early 460s. To those
of the second kind belong perhaps Carystus, the first polis to be coerced
into joining the league, and definitely Aegina, which with her entrance
into the league in 457 surrendered the part of her navy that had not already
fallen into Athenian hands. For each take-over of a fleet we can confidently
assume a corresponding seizure from the polis concerned of its land-based
naval infrastructure, ship sheds and all.5®

A presumably bigger number of ships was secured by captures. The
considerable haul of Phoenician triremes after Eurymedon in the 460s,%" a
Jeague exploit that surely resulted in tangible Athenian gains,” prefigured
what was to become a habitual and appreciable source of supply of naval
matériel.” The prize from a single naval victory alone, that over Aegina in
459, amounted to no less than seventy ships (Thuc. 1.105.2), a number of
which are reported to have been brand-new (Diod. Sic. 11.78.4). We have
neither the full list of confiscations and captures nor the number of vessels
involved in each case. Butwhatwe do know so far is sufficient both to render
it likely that, in aggregate, such gains more than counterbalanced running
losses — including those suffered in Egypt in 454 (Thuc. 1.101.4), the most
severe in the pre-413 record — and to explain the absence of trustworthy,
contemporary evidence about large-scale shipbuilding programmes before
the disaster in Sicily in 413.5* The exact impact of these accretions on Athens’
naval strength remains beyond calculation.

* Thue. 1ror3 (Thasos), L6, 117.3 (Samos), 3.50.2 (Mytilene), 1.98.1 (Naxos), 1.98.3; cf. Hdt,
8.66.2 (Carystus); Thuc. 1.108.4 (Acgina). Sce Meiggs (1972) 63 1, 2, 705 Hornblower (1991-6) 1,151 (on

Thue. 1.98.4), contra Schuller (1974) 104—7.
51

52

Thug, r1oo.1: a total of 200 Phoenician triremes were scized and destroyed.

Fora parallel: FIdt, 9.109-21 {sicge of Sestos, 479), with Kallee-Marx (1993) 52-3.

g JG 112, 1604-7; Dem. 20.77.

" Several such programmes have been postulated: Wade-Gery and Merite (1957) 183, 187-8; Blackiman

(1969) 208, 211-12; Jordan (1975) 25-30.

53
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Some figures do become available with Thucydides” enumeration of the
resources possessed by Athens when at the peak of her power, but thege
figures scem to give two mutually inconsistent pictures. On the one hang,
itis said that just prior to the war of 431 there were 300 seaworthy triremey’
(Thuc. 2.13.8; cf. Ar. Ach. 545); and Thucydides mentions a resolution thy,
‘100 of the best triremes” be set aside every year for use in dire emergency
only, specifically in the event that Attica was threatened by a seaborne
invasion (Thuc. 2.24.2). Thus Athens appears to have had an ¢ffective force
of only 200 triremes. But on the other hand, Thucydides also registers navq|
activity by a larger flect in 428, when 250 tritemes were simultaneously
in commission (Thuc. 3.17.2); another contemporary author, moreover,
refers to 400 trierarchs being appointed annually during the Archidamiay
War ([Xen.] Ath. Pol. 3.4). On this evidence, then, Athens’ effective force
numbered over 200 triremes, while her rofal came up to 400 triremes.

Modern scholarship has generally upheld the figure of 300 triremes and
tried in various ways to explain away the ‘problematic’ figures.” Yet the size
of fleets in commission, whether in 428 or any other year, is an unreliable
guide to total naval strength, and Thucydides’ 300 seaworthy triremes’
(eriereis ploimous) is simply a reference to those ships only that were currently
fitted out for immediate deployment, as opposed to additional hulls thag
were not — but, if necessary, could be — fitted out for action.’® Since the
recently enhanced carrying capacity of the three naval bases at Piracus (c.
434/3: 1G P. 52 = ML 58) still remained well below 372 ships, the total
reached through a much later expansion (330 BC: /G 11°. 1627.398-405),
Thucydides” figure of 300 plus ships probably strictly pertains to what the
bases of Piracus were capable of housing in about 431 — the residue being
stationed at overscas bases.”” Finally, there are no compelling reasons why
we should doubt that the net number of Athenian trierarchs appointed
every year was indeed 400. The view that imperial Athens had a core fleer
of 400 ships thus fits with the main figures and can better accommodate

% One suggestion is that the resolucion about the 10o-ship reserve was not maintained: Hormblower
(1991-6) 1.280; Andrewes in Gomme et al. (1945-81) v.6 (on Thuc, 8.1.2). 1 the Athenians used the
reserve in 428 (Fhue. 3.05.0-2,16.1), then they acted in accord with the pertinent decree, not contrary
to it. Another idea is that the passage about 250 active ships is not authentic: see Gomme in Gomme et
al. (1945-81) 11.272—7; Hornblower (1991-6) 1.401; and Kallet-Marx (1993) 1304, 1501, for the carlicr
views; cheir own view is that the passage should rewin its place bur be read as relating to 430, It has
also been argued that fifty new ships were buile in wineer 431/30 (Gomme in Gomme et al, (1945-81)
11.276) and that only 300 of joo trierarchs were actually appointed: Davies (1981) 165 Gabriclsen (1994)
7452 176=7.

5 When used of warships, ploinios usually has a cechnical meaning, cf: Thuc, 1.29.3: the Corcyracans
ftted out their old ships with hypozomara in order o make them seaworthy (ploimousy’. At Thue.
1.50.4, ploimoi uees are contrasted with those disabled in combat (Hornblower 1991-6: 1 ad loc.). On
the hypozomata, sce G112, 153.6-11, with Morrison et al. (2000) 169—71, 1969, 2201,

57 A practice that continued in the fourth cenaury, e.g. the use of Ocniadac as a naval base: Xen. /el
4.6.14, with Kolonas (1989—90) with pls. 9, 10, 1 and fig. .
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the significant gains from confiscations and captures. Its implication that
¢ were actually even more ships than there were Ashenian wierarchs is
really an obstacle, if the loan’ of a naval squadron to Samos in 405 is
seen as typifying a particular way of favouring loyal allies (/G 1%, 127 = ML
{),l_;_-)-_-;_;'}. In 392/1, Andocides (3.38) said that it was a matter of imperial
policy ‘that such poleis as possessed no triremes should be supplied with
them by us’.

Fven more important were the effects of the other two processes,
monetization and centralization. The veritable chremato-mania which they
unleashed®® was solidly grounded in current military wisdom: “War is not a
matter of weapons, but of money which gives weapons their usefulness.””
Some of the most conspicuous and familiar signposts of these two processes
are: (1) the establishment of a league treasury, based on Delos and start-
ing off with an annual total of 460 talents paid by non-ship-contributing
league members;*® (2) the removal in 454 of that treasury to Athens and
the high-handed rerouting — either via the portion dedicated to Achena
(,;;;;;7*5/7?) or otherwise — of its contents to Athenian treasuries; (3) the con-
version of allied ship contributions to cash payments, through which ‘the
Athenian fleet grew strong” (Thuc. 1.99.3);"" (4) the blatant squeezing of
allied financial potential,®* most clearly exemplified by the assessment of
425 (which boosted the number of tribute-paying cities to some 400 and
the annual yield to slightly less than 1,500 (or, alternatively, 1,000) talents,
as compared to 175 cities and 400 talents in 433/2;° and (5) the creation of
an all-Athenian, tribute-managing bureaucracy (Hellenotamiai, assessors,
collectors, auditors, etc.), placed under the supervision of the council.

Less conspicuous, but still contributing to the cash-stockpiling process,
are the fines for late payment (epiphorai), the war indemnities, and also such
innovative steps as the creation in the 420s of a new type of tribute-payer
(Cythera and six Thracian cities) who were not also ‘allies’.® Financially
inseparable from all of the above are the setting up of a fund from the ro-per-
cent-tax, possibly levied on shipping passing through the Hellespont; the

ther
not

' One that continued in the fourth century: Lewis (1954) 495 Davies (zoo1b) 126, referring to the
material cited by Ferguson (1932) 85-9s, 111—27,

2 Thue. 1.83.2-3, trans. Flormblower (1991-6) 1128, The use of money as a weapon is a theme that
reappears in the King's Peace of 387/6: king Artaxerxes promises to fight those who do not aceept the
peace ‘botch by land and by sea, with ships and wich money’s Xen, Hell. s.1.30-1,

0 Aristides’ assessement of 478/7: Thue. 1.96.2.

@ See Hde, 309: the Persians refrained from using force on the Phoenicians because their naval
strength relied on them. On allied ship conributions, see Blackman (1969).

S Ar Vesp. 65660, Imperial income other than wibute: Kallee-Marx (1993) 100-1, 141-9, 167,
176,199; Horublower (1991--6) 11.97. Part of tribute spent locally: Unz (1985).

a Thudippus decree: /G717, 71 (= ML 69); Kallee-Marx (1993) 270, rightly stresses the psychological
and symbolic value of the 425 assessment, but ef. Hornblower (1991-6) 1.95-6.

* Indemnities: c.g. Samos: Thue. 117.3: Hlornblower and Greenstock (1986) 125, Cychera: Thuc.
4.57.4. Thrace: Thuc, 5.18.55 Kallet-Marx (1993) 160, 181—2; Flornblower (1991-6) 1.476.
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concentration of almost all the sacred treasuries of Attica on the Acropgj
accompanied with an order to use their funds for paying what was ”Wt‘ti
to the gods and to apply the residue to ‘the dockyards and the walls’;5 and
last but not least, the establishment, in 431, of the ‘iron reserve’ of i
talents — which remained untouched until 412 (Thuc. 2.24.1, 8.15.1).

Monetization and centralization were thus made to work in tandey,
towards the amassing of revenue from which the Athenians were ‘e
ing their navy’ (Thuc. 1.81.4) — primarily thanks to their command, for 4
remarkably long period of time, over an expansive external fiscal base. Tt wqs
only natural, then, that the destruction of that base would become a prip.
cipal strategic goal for Athens’ adversaries (Thuc. 1.81.4, 2.1, cf. 2.13.2),
Yet, for as long as it lasted, imperial revenue helped also to attenuate 4y
unsettling incongruity that resided in the double function of the Atheniay
propertied class as both a tax-paying entity and as a managerial elite whg
provided the skills required for running the empire; the lesser their burdens
in the former area, the greater their enthusiasm to perform in the latter,
In the long run, therefore, the non-domestic branch of the fiscal system
contributed substantially to maintaining a balance between the financia
demands of the ‘nadonal” objective of sea-power (thalassokratia) and the
strain on domestic, private wealth.

»L‘}f)()

4. War and state in Athens, 431-322

The balance was disrupted soon after 431, when warfare moved into a much
higher gear, and even more so after 404, with the loss of the empire and
the revenue derived from it. In response, naval organization and the entire
system of war finance underwent a series of fundamental adjustments.
Ironically, the cracks in the system become visible in one of the most signal
expressions of Athenian self-confidence on record, Pericles” stocktaking of
Athens’ financial power just before the Great War (Thuc. 2.13.2—5). His
listing of not only the annual tribute of 600 talents and the accumulated
surplus of 6,000 talents but also the 500 talents of uncoined gold and silver
on the Acropolis, unspecified but considerable amounts of money in other
temples, and finally the gold plating on Athena’s statue, 40 talents of pure
gold, is an implicit admission that the revenue from the empire might
ultimately fail to support an escalated and sustained war effort. And so it
proved.

First, there was a serious discrepancy between the annual amount of
tribute payable by the allies and the sum actually reaching Achens. A handful
of decrees, most of them from the carly 420s, attest not only to widcspread

5 For both of these measures, see the first Callias Decree (/G152 = ML 58), usually daced to 434/3,
but Kallet-Marx (1989) argues for 431 se.

WARFARE AND TIHE STATE 265

qulting in payment, but also to systematic administrative malfeasance.

LIL‘I } . . 4
problems in tribute collection, probably going back to the carly 440s, seem

fo have [?L“I‘:‘;E(.\'l(.'l.‘i dt‘si'a‘h'c n"pca.rcd atempts to ‘im pose 1"1551?11'.91' control over
the process.” Such evidence discloses the unreliabilty of tribute as the chief
gource of imperial revenue,"” not because there was an overall decline in
the amount of allied obligations nor because outstanding payments were
uldmately given up, but because one could not count on the year’s revenue
10 be at hand precisely when it was needed: for massive, short-term war
expenditure.

Second, from 431 onwards just that kind of expenditure became the norm
even more than before. Hard figures are in shore supply. Expenditure of
slightly Over 1,400 talents is registered for the ten-month siege of Samos in
440~ 439.%" Payments probably adding up to 76 talents were made to the
wwo squadrons of ten and twenty ships respectively sent to assist Corcyra
in 433" — and each of these amounts relates only to what came from the
wreasury of Athena, so that further outlay cannot be excluded. A “real” total is
the 2,000 talents reported by Thucydides (2.70.2) to have been spenton the
two-and-a-half years’ siege of Potidaca, an enterprise which in conjunction
with intense naval activity in 428 put a severe strain on Athens’ financial
resources (Thuc. 3.17.3-4). Heavy, mostly war-oriented borrowing from
sacred treasuries in the years 433/2—423/2 (heaviest from 432/1 to 430/29
and totalling nearly 6,000 talents) indicates that imperial revenue, even if
impressive on paper, was unable to follow the pace ac which fleer operations
swallowed up cash.”®

Third, land warfare added considerably to the overall pressures. Sheer
manpower requirements constituted one major determinant. The turn-out
of a full muster (pandemei, panstratia) for the first of a series of twice-yearly
invasions of the Megarid in 431 produced ‘the largest army of Achenians
[and metics] that had ever assembled in one body’, 13,000 men (Thuc.
23112, with 4.66.1 and 2.13.6). Considerable, too, were the contingents
of light-armed skirmishers. Such mass armies were by now being paid and
provisioned predominantly from the public coffers.”" Other funds had to be
carmarked for Athens’ incipient employment of land-fighting mercenaries:
1,000 Thracians in 423; ‘as many Thracians as possible” in 422; again, 1,300

€160, 34 (= ML 46), of 447 B¢ ( or the curly 4208, sce ML pp. 120-1); /G 13, 6o, of ¢. 430 ne; G
11,68 (= ML 68), of 426 nc; 1G 1. 71 (= ML 69), of 425 e, lines 44-8.

& Kalter-Marx (1993) 190—.

4G, 363 (= ML 55); cf. Thue. nii6.; lsoc. 150115 Nep. Timoth. 15 Diod. Sic. 12.28. Yor the
amount, sce Fornare (1979).

Y168, 364 (= ML 61); cf. Thuc. 1,45, s0-1.

7GR 369 (= ML 725 commentary 216-17). CE Kallee-Marx (1993) 19.-8, (1989) 102-3: such
bol'luwing was quite normal financial practice and consticutes no evidence that Athens’ resources were
depleed,

7 IAESLL Ath. Pol. 27,25 CF Pritchert (1971—-91) 1.7-14, 23—4, 30-52.
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Thracians, each paid 1 drachma a day, in 413.7* Such instances presaged the
transformation of extrancously recruited, light-armed combatants ingg a
tactical asset in the fourth century (particularly, Iphicrates’ peltasts)7s ;m‘
the heavy expense incurred thereby — 1,000 talents on mercenary pay durjy
the Social War (357-355) alone (Isoc. 7.9).

Further demands issued from the Achenian cavalry. A higher degree of
public financial concern with that branch is reflected in the katastasis, a siqq.
loan that enabled the newly enrolled cavalryman to purchase his moung,
and which had to be repaid in full upon retirement from service; the siggy.
a fodder grant received in coin, presumably throughout the year; and the
daily misthos given to the cavalryman while in active service.”* Regardlesg
of whether all chree arrangements originated with the reform of ¢. 445 thag
raised the number of horsemen from 300 to 1,200, they certainly brought
this branch, much more than before, into the purview (and so under the
control) of the state.”® In the fourth century public expenditure on the
cavalry (presumably the cost of the fodder allowance only) amounted to 40
talents a year;”” surely, the corresponding figure in the fifth century would
have been at least of the same order.

A closer interaction between army, cavalry and navy turned most naval
expeditions into amphibious affairs.”® Warships especially constructed as
troop and horse carriers (stratiotides! hoplitagogoi and hippagogoi) gready
enhanced the mobility of land forces by transporting them ez masse o
distant fields of operations.” Tactics thus made the land forces into yet
another component of Athens’ naval organization and expenditure. Thucy-
dides registers the point at which their aggregate cost reached heights tha
rendered it mandatory to restructure the entire range of sources of revenue:
‘TFor the siege of Mytilene’ in 428/7, he writes, ‘the Athenians needed funds
over and above those provided by their regular sources’ (3.19.1). From that
monient on, down to 323/2, alternative forms of revenue, previously dis-
carded or given low priority, came with shifting intensity and duracion to
play a new role: the foreign paymaster, allied contributions and the almost
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2 Thuce, 4.129.2 (423 8C), 5.6.2 {422 BC), 7.27.0, 29,1 {13 BC).

73 Bese (1969); Pritchert (1971-91) 1101725,

T4 Katastasis, evaluation, inspection: Lys. 16.6--7; [Avist.} Ath. Pol. 49.1, with Rhodes (1981) 565; Kioll
(1977) esp. 97-9. Sitos: 1615, 375 (= M1 84, 41019 BC), 4, 8, 9, 1123 Xen. Lig. mag. 1.9, Misthos: Tod
100, 72 (= /G 13, 83); Thuc. 5.47.6 (quadruple alliance of 420 nc), both of which term the 1 Aiginetan
deachma for cach cavaliyman sitos; but ¢f. Lys. fr. 6 Budé: 1 dw, daily misthos at lease until 4o3/2, when
a reduction of pay from 1 dr. to 2 ob. was proposed for 1,000 hippeis and a raise from 2 to § ob, a day
for 200 mounted archers (hippotoxotar). Demosthenes (4.28) caleulated with 1 di per day, On all chis,
sce Bugh (1988) 52-62, who assumes thae the state provided horses for the bippotoxotai (135, 156-8).

7 So Bugh (1988) 39-78, esp. 53, 6o—1. 76 Keil (1902) 142.

77 Xen, Ly, mag. 119, CL Bugh (1988) 6o, ™ See Hanson (1991h) 369-75.

79 Stratiotidesthoplitagogoi: Thue, 6,313, 8.62.2; cf. /G113, Go. Hippugogor: Thuc, 2.56.2, 6.25.2, 313,
435 A Ly 595-610; G 2L 1627.24T3 ci. Morrison et al, (2000) 94, 157.
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insepa rable trio ‘plunder, extortion and sale of protection” constituted one
sets fiscal mechanisms at home made up another.

[nevitably, the stress on external sources persisted. Persian gold exercised
4 greateratt raction for uct‘tly Sparta, but eventually At hens, too, was forced
by post-404 financial exigency to get on the King’s payroll as a recipient
of the aid given to the anti-Spartan coalition in 393-388 and of a special
donation with which to rebuild the Long Walls at home.™ Strictly, these
instances must be distinguished from the few occasions on which Athens
cecured satrapal (not royal) cash through ‘leasing out” commanders and
cheir forces (e.g. Chares, who in 356 took service under Artabazus ‘in order
w0 relieve the Athenian finances’ and who used the satrap’s generous pay
10 feed his men).*” On the whole, money from the King himself — a cash-
rich but niggardly paymaster (Hell. Oxy. D16, 537-44 Chambers; Isoc.
4,143_) — was received in unimpressive quantities and for short spells of
dme. Yet far more telling than what the Athenians acrually got is what
they wished to have: serious flirting with the idea of financing their warfare
with Persian gold is attested already in the ‘optimistic’ years, 431 and 42.4,%
while the possibility of using that source continued to be aired as late as
in 340.%

Beteer exploited was the option of securing allied financial support
that was legally and terminologically dissociated from the imperial tribute
(phoros) system. Early specimens include the ad hoc contributions (some
of over 5o talents) made by Sicilian allies probably in 427/6,* and the
sixty talents of uncoined silver given by Segesta as a month’s pay for sixty
Athenian ships in 415 (Thuc. 6.8). Then, with the formation of the Sec-
ond Athenian League in 378/7, a larger and more permanent arrangement
was formally established, one based on the consent of the membership to
fund league expeditions through regular money contributions, for which
the term symtaxeis (not phoros) was judiciously appliud.RS

Our evidence about that arrangement is too patchy to yield a coherent
picture: Aeschines (2.71) reports that Chabrias annually collected 6o talents
from the islanders; Demosthenes (18.234) sets a single year’s total in the early
340s at 45 talents; individual assessments are only known for two cities,
Oreos and Fretria, each of which paid s talents (Aeschin. 3.94, 100).%¢
However, two things are reasonably clear. First, from 378/7 to 338/7 Athens
did, indeed, avail herself again of an external fiscal base, though payers now

%0 Xen. Hell. .42, 4.8.8-10, 12; Diod. Sic, 14.84.5. For Conon and naval petty-officers (hyperesiai),
see Hell. Oxy, A1, 28—30 Chambers, In 388, Lysias (33.5) called the King paymaster’ (tamias) of the
Greeks and ‘possessor of many ships'.

M Diod. Sic, 16.22.1—2; Dem. 4.24. Remaining examples: Pritchet (1971-91) 1,59-116.

% Phuc. 2.7.1, 4.50,3; A, Ach. CF Lewis (1989) 230. % Dem, 10,315 ¢ Dem. 11.5-6; lsoc. 12.159.
F G P, 291, For the date, see Ampolo (1987). 85 G q3.23, <l Theopomp. FGri 1is o8,
56 See generally Cargill (1981); Brun (1983) 74-142.
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handed their contributions directly to Athenian commanders and only af
two separate authorizations — one by the league council, the other by the
Athenian assembly — had been issued to that effect.”” Second, despite syc},
differences, this new system inherited almost all the defects of the old Ong;
recalcitrance among payers; use of force against contributors by Atheniay,
commanders of underfunded expeditionary forces;® defection of allies,
resulting in increased war expenditure and the diminution of the group of
syntaxeis-payers (Dem. 18.234). On top of all of this, the Athenians refuse
to let their fleet commanders use the syntaxeis, which caused Demostheneg
to exclaim: ‘For where else do you suppose that he [sc. a commander] loglg
for the maintenance of his troops, if he gets nothing from you and has nq
private fortune to furnish their pay? To the sky?’ (8.26, cf. 21). In the face
of such failings, which are attested both when the public treasury suffered
from abject poverty and when it experienced a relative recovery,® one
other option gained considerably in appeal: the disreputable trio plunder,
extortion and the sale of protection.

As financial expedients, plunder and extortion had been operative in the
fifch century. In 428, to obtain additional funds for the siege of Mytilene
(Thuc. 3.19.1; ¢f. p. 266), a squadron was sent on a ‘money-collecting’
mission, argyrologia, an innocent-sounding label for what in fact was a
forceful exaction from allies of money other than tribute.”® With a sin-
gle known precedent in 430/29, that procedure was repeated in 425/4 and
again in 424.%" Incidentally, the Spartans resorted to the same methods: in
413, argyrologia was used to finance their fleet, while in 399 booty fed their
armies throughout the Peloponnese.”” Plunder made its own contribution
to Athenian war expenditure in 415, when the expeditionary force to Sicily
raided Hyccara in the north-west of the island and captured all its inhabi-
tants, whom the admiral Nicias then sold for 120 talents (Thuc. 6.62.3—4).
These occurences, however, count for little in comparison with those from
the period after 411, during which plunder and extortion became two of the
financial props of naval campaigns. The relevant evidence is too copious to
be cited in full here,” but documents the incontrovertible fact of a major
hegemonial power ‘going raider’.

The heavy hand of Athenian fleet commanders was felt in 411 by Cyzi-
cus, Halicarnassus and Meropis in Cos, the latter plundered by Alcibiades
in order to pay his fleet at Samos; by the Hellespontine area and "Thasos

Ly

87

1G ' 123 (= Tod 1 ne, 156): [Den.] 49.49; [Dem.] so.s3; Plut. Phoc. 7.1-2.
8

On both of these: Isoc, 8:36, 29, 150233 /G c*. 1111214,
Pritchetc (1gg—91) v.q59-61, for the public weasury belore and alter 346.
Kallet-Marx (1993) 136-8, 1604, 200-1; cf. Meiggs (1972) 254; Hornblower (1991-6) 1.94-s.
Thue. 2,69.1, 4.50.1, 4.75.1; cl. Cleon’s connection with argyrologia in Av. Fg. 1070-1.
Thue. 8.3.15 Xen. Hell. 3.2.26. For contributions to the ‘Spartan War Fund’, sce the document
treated by Loomis (1992) esp. 75-6 (suggested date e. 427),

21 Much of the material is in Pricchete (1971-91) v esp. 381, 3857, CF. de Ste Croix (1953) s0-1
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in 411/105 by Cyzicus again, Selymbria and Lydia In. 4103 hy. Bithy‘uia, the
Hellespontine cities and the Thracian (ll]_c'.rsran1_c3c- in 408, in which year
Alcibiades, besides collecting 100 talents from Caria, also plumim"cld‘ Cos
and Rhodes to maintain his troops.” "l"hr;isybu||l.f;’ and Ergocles’ ‘fund-
raising’ enterprises in 389388 — that is, pILmdc;' in the I—IcllcsmmAe!nd
extortion (argyrologia) in Pamphylia — typify almost cvery naval expedition
in the fourth century.” The booty brought by Chabrias to Athens after
the battle off Naxos consisted of 3,000 captives and more than 110 tz}k—
ents. Operating with seventy ships in 373-372, Iphicrates S()ll;'l cup[i_vcs for
6o talents with which he fed his crews and exacted money from Ljeph.ﬂl—
lenia. Having received no money from Athens E"ur_his Len—‘nmnths campaign
apainst Samos in 366, Timotheus paid his men (8,000 light-armed troops
;1|L1d thirty triremes) from booty. In 360 Chares plundered Corcyra }111([ in
353 Sestos. Exactly the same methods were used by L).‘mpc:ilhcﬁ during his
operations in the north Aegean, 343-340.7 Xmmphnn (Eg. mag. 7.7) rec-
ommended the use of cavalry as raiders (feistar). Predatory activity, or rather
its product (leia), had become an essential part of the naval organization.
Yet the label leistés was invariably resetved for the enemy — for example,
Alexander of Pherae, leistés on land and at sea, or Philip of Macedon, ‘the
plunderer of the Greeks’.”” ' ~

A lucrative targer of state-licensed predation was commercial Fr;lfhc at
sea. Whenever opportune, Athenian fleet commanders raised funds h__v
seizing merchantmen (e.g. Dem. 2.28, 8.9, 28, 24.11—-14; Aeschin. 2.71).
This had two intimately connected consequences. First, it brought the
state-sponsored predator into sharp competition with the private opérateur,
whose activities Achens therefore endeavoured to curb by extending her
avowed monopoly over armed violence at sea to the entire area under her
hegemony: a resolution from shortly after 344, formally motivated 11'y the
wish to protect merchants against raiders, forbade all Athenian él“ll_“S to
receive ‘booty-chasers’ into their harbours. In 342/1 the Melians were fined
5o talents for having breached that ban ([Dem.] §8.53-6); at that time,
Athens’ protection monopoly in the Aegean was being seriously challenged
by Philip of Macedon.”®

Second, the predatory activities of both the public and the private
opératenr raised the demand for — and hence also the value of — protec-
tion as a commodity perennially on offer by a maritime power. According

9 “[huc. 8.107.1, 108,2; Diod. Sic, 13.40.6, 42,2-3, 69.5; Xen. Hell. 1.1.8,12, 202, 1.2.41, 1.3.3, 8, 1.4.8;
Plut. Ale, 30.3, 35.4.

95 Xew. Hell. 4.8.25-30; Lys. 28.2, stf. Pritchett (r971-971) 1.50-1, 1.101-2.

95 Xen, Hell. 5.4.61, 6.2.33, 35-6, 38; Diod. Sic. 15.34.3-35.2, 47.7, 95.3, 16,34, 57.2-3; lsoc. 15.111;
[Dem.] 12,3; Dem. 8.21-9, 20.77; Polyaenus, Strat. 3.9.55, 3.10.9.

97 Xen. Hell. 6.4.35; Dem. 10.34; see de Souza (1999) 33—4, 36—9, 241.

9% See [Dem.] 7.14-155 de Souza (1999) 38-9; Gabrielsen (2001b) 232,
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to Demosthenes (8.24—5), Athenian generals routinely received paymen;g
(euphemistically called ‘benevolences, ewnoiai) from merchants and thejp
cities in return for protection against pirates. In 340 Chares convoyed no
less than 230 corn-ships of various nationalities from south Russia.?? A ke,
area for this kind of business was the Hellespont (e.g. Xen. Hell. 1.1.22, 36).
Operating there with a fleet in 388, Diotimus collected a substantial gy,
from shippers and merchants, though he failed to observe the law and hand
all of it to his home treasury; the sum he kept to himself allegedly amounteq
to 40 talents (Lys. 19.50). In the late 340s Diopeithes was exploiting the
potential of organized violence to the limit by both scizing merchantme,
(Dem. 8.9, 28) and receiving money to protect them (ibid. 24-5). On the
whole, then, the ‘disreputable trio” was gaining ground already in the fifi},
century, while in the next century it tended to outdo in proficability all othey
external sources of revenue. Yet, its inherent hazards and unpredictability
still required the presence of a complementary system, which, at least in
theory, would be a dependable safety mechanism by raising revenue from
domestic wealth.

The relevant institutions were the irregularly levied war tax (¢isphora)
and the annually imposed trierarchies. They cannot be discussed in detai]
here,'® but what does need to be noted is that the monetary exactions
made through these institutions began to increase in size and frequency
in the 420s (for the trierarchy, cf. [Xen.] Ath. Pol 1.13). Simulmneuml.y
with the argyrologia of 42817 through which extra funds were to be raised
for the Mytilene campaign, the Athenians levied for the first time an eisphora
of 200 talents (Thuc. 3.19.1). Here, the expression ‘for the first time” most
likely means ‘che first time an amount as high as 200 talents was raised by
means of the war-tax’, rather than ‘this was the first ever eisphora’ " In the
period to follow, Athens” propertied class was all the more often required to
malke its wealth available for war-expenditure through payment of e/sphorai
and performance of trierarchies.'®>

Both systems underwent a series of reforms or simply adjustments that
aimed at enhancing their efficiency, primarily by means of introducing
better collection procedures and more rigorous controls against evasion. Just
as with the allied contributions, the amounts paid in eisphora became part
of a central fund, the Military Fund (stratiotifea, instituted by 373), which in
time of war was by law also to receive surplus money from the other public

9 Didymus Papyrus (Uheopomp. FGrif 115 11292, and Philoch, #GrH 328 Fi62). See, in addition,
[Demy) soa7-21; Dem. 21,1675 /G 12, 108, 1623,276-80, 1638.37—42.

190 Sce further, on eisphora: de Ste Croix (1953); Thomsen (1964), (1977); Brun (1983) 3-73; on the
tricrarchy: Cawkawell (1984); Gabriclsen (199.) 173-217.

Ot Griffith (1977), followed by Hormblower (1991-6) 1,404, contra Kallee-Mars (1993) 134--6, (1989):
cl LGP, 52 (= ML 58 B), lines 17, 19, a document usually daced to 434.
2 L A g 9245 Lys, 2103, CF Bran (1983) 2.4—s.
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1-]‘u".15“1'i‘:5'm From 378/7, the proeisphora (i.e. advance payment (:f"tlha: entire
pi.f/afnmz-—icvy by the 300 richest citizens, who then had to 1'Fu'm[.) 1]1(’:.1' money
from a larger group of taxpayers) was usc‘:.d to ensure the timely L}l\l[cumn.
of the whole amount voted for a campaign;'* lmm. 34716, an eisphora ‘({;f
jo talents was imposed each year, though extra levies could be vnrcd.v ?

purthermore, those liable to pay were arranged into groups, the symmories
(one set for the eisphora, another for the trierarchy), chiefly for the purpose
of affording better control over the payers themselves :l_nd the Aow of their

contributions. Finally, the syntrierarchy (i.e. permission I'n{' two or more men

(o share between them a single trierarchy) and the sub-division of symmory-

members into groups of naval synteleis (‘joint contributors’), were lntf‘ndcd

to spread the financial burdens and to distribute them more (T(.|L11lill:lty.

public awards of honours promoted voluntarism. And constantly lu‘rklﬂg
in the background was the dreaded antidosis, the mechanism rendering it
compulsory for members of the propertied class to uncover dodgers among
their number.'?

All these measures contributed to a more effective mobilization of domes-
tic wealth for war purposes. Almost certainly, those liable to these nhli;_{)a_--
tions, especially the onerous trierarchy, were forced to expand or intensity
their cconomic operations in order to generate the surplus capital needed
(o meet them."” However, success was limited. None of the reforms of the
trierarchy produced an entirely satisfactory system, primarily because the
Athenians abstained from applying further coercion because they wished
to preserve the goodwill of their naval financiers.® With the eisphora,
the main problems were unwillingness to vote !wics,")” unwillingness to
pay those that were voted"® and inadequacy of the amounts collected to
finance campaigns ([Dem.] 50.8, 15). To this should be added the ten-
dency after the Social War to starve the Military Fund for the benefit of
the Theoric Fund."™ Athenian democracy had indeed managed to trans-
form the aristocratic warrios into an honourable taxpayer. Less honourably,
however, he sometimes was apt to lament his pecuniary plight as a naval
financier ([Dem.] 50.59—61), while at other times he had to flec over the roof-
tops not to be caught by over-zealous war tax-collectors (Dem. 22.50, 53).

91 On the Milicary Fund, see c.g. Dem. 19, Instituted by 373: [Denn ] 4902, 16, Iis ;1(l|11i|1i5t1';1li€)|1:
[Arist.] Ath. Pol. 431, with Rhodes (1981) 51316, Eisphorai going into che Fund: [Dem.] 50.8, 0. The
law about surpluses: [Dem.] 59,4, CL Brun (1983) 170-6,

1 Dem,] 50.8-9, 42.25. 105 G N7, 212013 and 505.04-17; Ding 1,69, CFL Bruan (1983) 54—
190 Cabriclsen (1994) 91=s. 107 Osborne (1991), stressing an increase in agriculearal production.
08 Gabriclsen (1994) 182—213, esp, 212. 199 Den, 8.21-3, and fix. 41.2,

N Dem. 224 27, 31 3.20, 4.7, 22.42—55 Lys. 29.9. Puzzlingly, in the period 378/7-356/5, 14 alents
were owed inarrears from levies rotadling 300 talens, despite the existence of the procisphora: Dem,
2445, . B -

" Dem, 11920 with Ayp. 4-5, 3.00-13, 31, 19,291 [Dem.] 59.4-6; Philoch. FGrff 328 Fsea. CI.
Buchanan (1962); Cawkwell (1963); Hansen (1976).
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Symptomatic of the deep-seated weaknesses of the existing fiscal devig,
is the increasing use of ‘extra-fiscal’ schemes for mobilizing private wealth,
notably by means of canvassing voluntary contributions, epidoseis."*

In the end, of the several options available to achieve an adequate degye,
of financial independence, plunder and extortion proved indispensab)e,
to ensure its survival the truly hegemonial state had to give high priotity
to the time-honoured craft of predatory acquisition. An ancient authgy
twice explained the decision of Athenian commanders to CfJIldllCt plun-
dering raids with their wish ‘to relieve the Athenian demos of the eisphoyqy
(Diod. Sic. 13.47.6-7, 64.4). After 338, however, the pursuit of financiy]
independence began to lose its justification. Athens’ status as a hegemo-
nial power practically vanished with Chaeronea. Sea-power continued for
a little longer, but it, too, evanesced in 323/2. By that time, another state,
Macedon, was emerging as the quintessential monopolistic state. But the
particular trajectory she followed is a different story.

"2 Migeotte (1992) 10-21 nos. 1-8; Cabriclsen (1994) 199—-2006.

CHAPTER 9

WAR AND SOCIETY

HANS VAN WEES

\War was a holiday for the Spartans, a relief from the rigours of military train-
ing to which they dedicn!‘cd their lives, :ICCSM'l“I]g to Plutarch (Lye. 22.1-2).
The Spartan reputation for discipline, professionalism and even militarism
was — and is — second to none in the ancient world. But if the Spartans
stood out, it was more because military standards in the rest of Greece were
remarkably low than because their dedication was extreme in comparison
with, say, a modern soldier’s, The other Greeks hardly engaged in any mili-
rary training at all and showed »o true dedication to warfare, as Xenophon
was always keen to point out." For all the accounts and images of war in
act and literature, for all the temples littered with dedications of booty and
victory monuments, the impact of war on Greek society was racher limited. l
The demands of war usually did not dictate the daily routine of citizens, '
or shape social and political structures, or dominate economic activity. On |
the contrary, in archaic and classical Greece it was the demands of social,
political and economic life which shaped warfare.®

I. WAR AND THE LETSURE CLASS

A defining feature of Greek society was the distinction between those who
could afford to live off the labour of others — ‘the rich’ (plousior) or leisured
classes — and those who had to earn a livelihood — ‘the poor’ (penetes)
or working classes. How best to spend one’s leisure was a much-debated
moral issue from the seventh century onwards, with poets and philosophers
warning against idle displays of luxury and increasingly urging that a man’s
leisure should be spent actively participating in civic life, above allin politics
and warfare. Conversely, it was commonly held that only men of leisure
and wealth were able to play their political, military and other civic roles
cffectively: ‘a community which is to have a fine political system must enjoy

U Xen. Lae, 13.s; Flell. 6.5 Mem. 3.5.15, 21, 302,55 ¢f, Arist, Pol. 1338b25-39: Thue, 2,391, 4.
¢ For the exaggerated prominence of war in our sources, sce ch, 2 in this volume, and Shipley (1993).
Ihe following draws and builds on ideas developed in more detail in van Wees (2004).
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