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AUTOCHTHONY AND THE ATHENIANS 

Athenians of the fifth and fourth centuries claimed with pride that their ancestors had 
always lived in Attica, a claim which they expressed by describing themselves as 
avTo6xovEs. Related to this Athenian belief that they had always lived in Attica was 
a second, that, as a people, they were literally 'sprung from the earth'. It is generally 
assumed that both beliefs developed at a very early date, but this is merely an 
assumption, and in the course of this paper we will see evidence suggesting, to the 
contrary, that both ideas were relatively late developments. This paper focuses on the 
development of the concept of autochthony, as far as our sources allow, in an effort 
to understand better what autochthony meant to the Athenians. In particular it 
considers how the Athenians came to think of themselves as 'born from the earth'. 
It then suggests how, through the medium of the word avro6xOv, the idea of being 
'born from the earth' came to symbolize 'living in a place from time immemorial'. 
Finally it examines how the concept of autochthony was used in contexts which relate 
it to the ideology of Athenian democracy. 

I 

The conventional view, as noted above, is that at some uncertain, but nonetheless very 
early date the Athenians came to believe that, as a nation, they had always lived in 
Attica; and it is further assumed that these early Athenians expressed this belief in 
mythological terms, as relatively primitive people would do, by saying that their nation 
was, literally, sprung from the soil of its native land. From these assumptions it is an 
easy step to the further claim that these early Athenians invented the earthborn 
Erechtheus as their mythological ancestor, or at least that they gave him chthonic 
origins, as an expression of their belief in their own indigenous origins.' Since Homer 
already describes Erechtheus as earthborn in the Iliad (... 'EpEXGOIos ptEyaAiT5opo0 
Ov irOT' 'AOv Rvr OpEe JpLS' Ovyadrrp, TrKE b E E8?o apo v apoopa, II. 2.547-8), on this 
interpretation the Iliad would thus provide a terminus ante quem for the Athenians' 
belief that they had always lived in Attica.2 Now in the course of time, it is true, the 
Athenians did come to associate Erechtheus' chthonic origins with their own 
indigenous origins,3 but there is no evidence that they made this association at an early 
date,4 and later practice is not always a certain guide to such early belief. Indeed, such 

1 The most influential proponent of this orthodox view was E. Ermatinger, Die attische 
Autochthonensage bis auf Euripides (Berlin, 1897), followed most recently by N. Loraux, 
'L'autochthonie: une topique ath6nienne. Le mythe dans l'espace civique', Annales E.S.C. 34 
(1979), 1-26, and C. Berard, Anodoi: Essai sur l'imagerie des passages chthoniens (Neufchatel, 
1974), 31-8. In the latest work on the subject, M. J. Miller (The Athenian Autochthonous Heroes 
from the Classical to the Hellenistic Period [diss. Harvard, 1983]), also follows Ermatinger, though 
the origin of the concept of autochthony is not a central part of Miller's work which is more 
concerned with the use which later authors made of the concept. On E. Montanari, Il mito 
dell'autoctonia: Linee di una dinamica mitico-politica ateniese, second edition (Rome, 1981) see 
below, note 31. 

2 It is unimportant for our purpose here whether I//. 2.547ff. is a late Athenian interpolation. 
3 Cf. e.g. X. Mem. 3.5.10 where rYvy 'EpeXOeos yE Tpo4n)v KCa yEVEuLv takes the place of 

autochthony in the standard list of patriotic legends discussed below. 
4 Ermatinger (above, n. 1) calls attention to the appearance of the xO'ov element both in 

avT6xOovEs and in Erichthonius, another earthborn early king of Attica whom Ermatinger sees 
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evidence as we have would suggest rather that early Athenians did not think of 
Erechtheus as anything but a serpentine or quasi-serpentine deity - he is offered 
sacrifices at II. 2.550-1 for example -, and that his transformation into a human 

ancestor-king occurred perhaps as late as the fifth century.5 In this regard it is 

interesting to note that Cecrops, who was also said to be earthborn, was never used 
to symbolize Athenian autochthony.6 Now if Cecrops' chthonic origins had nothing 
to do with Athenian autochthony, it is a priori likely that Erechtheus' chthonic origins, 
at least originally, had nothing to do with autochthony either. Rather Cecrops and 
Erechtheus were both gods before they came to be viewed as human kings - indeed, 
even while he was viewed as a king Erechtheus continued to be offered cult as a god 
at the Erechtheum - , and both Erechtheus and Cecrops will owe their chthonic origins 
to the same early religious ideas which also attributed chthonic origins and serpentine 
or quasi-serpentine characteristics to similar beings found elsewhere in Greek 
mythology. 

If we consider that Erechtheus' chthonic origins came first, and his associations with 
Athenian autochthony later, it will be possible to trace the process whereby the 
Athenians, over time, came to see the earthborn Erechtheus as a symbol of their 
continuous habitation of Attica. As noted earlier, according to Homer (II. 2.547-8) 
Erechtheus was, quite literally, born from the earth. Now having one or more of their 
early kings born from the earth does not of itself make the Athenians, as a race, 
earthborn, since not all Athenians were descended from the o!d royal line. More 
importantly, as we have just seen, Erechtheus is likely to have been a god originally, 
and there is no evidence that he was thought of as a human king, and hence as a 
possible ancestor of the Athenians, before the fifth century. All the same, the Athenians 
were already called 8txosg 'EpEXO-los by Homer (II. 2.547), and Erechtheidai as early 
as Pindar (I. 2.19) and frequently thereafter.7 The patronymic may be used loosely 
to describe 'the people of Erechtheus', but literally it means 'the sons of Erechtheus'. 
It was precisely the frequent use of this patronymic, I would suggest, which fostered 
a habit of thinking that the Athenians as a people were, at least metaphorically, 
descended from Erechtheus. And if Erechtheus was earthborn, then by this way of 
thinking so too was the Attic race. Thus, for example, at S. Aj. 202 Tecmessa addresses 
the Salaminian sailors as yeve&s xOoviwv atr' 'EpEX0ELidv. In this, the earliest extant 
text which implies a chthonic origin for the Athenian people as a whole, it is 
noteworthy that Sophocles uses the patronymic 'EpexGeUSdv to describe the Athen- 
ians. xOovtowv is in effect a transferred epithet: the people of earthborn Erechtheus 
become Erechtheus' earthborn people. 

Several notes of caution are in order here. First, saying that the Athenians were 
the descendants of an earthborn Erechtheus, or even that they were earthborn 
themselves, would not normally indicate that the Athenians had been in Attica since 
time immemorial. Indeed, being born from the earth usually has quite different 

as merely a doublet of Erechtheus, but it is (a) far from certain that Erichthonius is just a doublet 
of Erechtheus; (b) far more likely that the xO6dv element in his name relates to his chthonic origins 
rather than to the autochthony of the Athenians. 

5 More generally, F. Brommer ('Attische K6nige', Charites: Studien zur Altertumswissen- 
schaft, ed. K. Schauenburg 153-64), after examining the literary and archaeological evidence, 
finds that while Theseus was promoted by Pisistratus in the sixth century, there is no certain 
trace of the other Athenian kings before the fifth; Brommer concludes (163-4) that all these 
kings qua kings are likely to have been inventions of the classical period, and that their invention 
was due ultimately to political motives. 6 On earthborn Erichthonius see above, n. 4. 

7 By contrast the Athenians are rarely called Kekropidai in texts of the classical period. 
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implications. xOovtos, the adjective used by Sophocles, is properly associated with the 
underworld or with giants and other monsters born from the earth (e.g. TLrT/vas 
X0oviovu, Hes. Th. 697). yi7yevis, the word which literally means 'born from the 
earth', describes anyone or anything with chthonic origins (e.g. 'Epex0o0s rov 
y7qyeveos AEyotpevov, Hdt. 8.55), but this again will also include chthonic monsters 

(e.g. SpaLKWv 6 y77yEvvS, E. Ph. 931). Both adjectives are used to describe the Theban 

Spartoi (xO6vLos, e.g. E. Ba. 538-41; yV/yEv5s, e.g. ibid. 264), but no one claimed that 
the historical Thebans had lived in Thebes since time immemorial,8 and if the 
adjectives evoke anything in these Theban contexts it is the monstrous character of 
the immediate descendants of the Spartoi. Stated simply, neither the adjectives xOo6vos 
and y7qyev's, nor even the myth of a descent from someone born from the earth implies 
of itself prolonged habitation in a particular place. That the Athenian myth came to 
be understood in this way is a special case for which we will offer an explanation in 
the course of this paper. 

Second, it is far from clear that the Athenians as a whole habitually thought of 
themselves as Erechtheidai, descendants of Erechtheus. Indeed at Ar. Eq. 1015-22 
Demus' failure to understand Paphlagon who addresses him as 'EpeXOer8,q9 suggests 
that the use of 'Epex8Oe'Sa as a synonym for 'AO,qvalot was a cliche, but also that 
it was the sort of highflown 'poetic' cliche that a lowbrow like Demus might not 
understand. If the patronymic is only a poetic usage, then the claim of a chthonic origin 
for the Athenians, a claim which we have argued evolved from the patronymic, is likely 
to have begun as another poetic conceit, and not as a reflection of a broad popular 
belief. 

Finally, it is possible to argue positively that the chthonic births of Erechtheus and 
other early Athenian kings are not simply a mythological formulation of the 
Athenians' belief that they had always lived in Attica. On the one hand, the primitive 
serpentine/chthonic character of Erechtheus and the other earthborn kings indicates 
that they originated at a very early, if undatable, stage of Athenian religion. On the 
other hand, while Athenian tradition contains no memories of an Athenian migration 
into Attica,'1 there is no reason to believe that the Athenians were particularly aware 
of what was not in their tradition until they came in contact with peoples like the 
Dorians who did have traditions of folk migrations. Only at this point would the 
Athenians have reason to reflect that, unlike the Dorians, they had not migrated, and 
in this way the absence of a memory of their own migration was transformed into a 
positive assertion that the Athenians had always been in Attica. With so few really 
early sources it is impossible to say when this assertion was first made, but it is almost 

8 Harp. (s.v. avroxOoves) does say that the Thebans were avrToxoveg, but by his day 
avr6xOoves was synonymous with yrlyeveis, and Harpocration's reference is to the chthonic 
origin of the Spartoi. On this item of Harpocration see further below, n. 46. 

9 Demus apparently thinks that the word somehow refers to Erechtheus himself, since he asks 
'What do jackdaws and a dog [referring to the Paphlagonian's oracle] have to do with 
Erechtheus?' (1022). 

10 That is a folk movement of the people as a whole. Athenian tradition did include migrations 
of refugees who came to Attica to join the Athenians, notably at the time of the 'Dorian invasions' 
(cf. e.g. Hellanic. FGrHist 4 F 125, Hdt. 5.65.3), and more recently Cleisthenes' reforms were 
supposed to have added numerous foreigners to the citizen roles (so e.g. Arist. Pol. 1275b36-7). 
Interestingly enough, however, the Athenians did not seem bothered by the contradiction 
between traditions which spoke of immigrants incorporated into the citzen body on the one hand, 
and the claim of autochthony, on the other, that the ancestors of the Athenian citizen body as 
a whole had always been in Attica. 
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certainly later than the 'Dorian invasions', and possibly much later.1' Indeed, since 
autochthony is not simply a matter of difference but one of superiority, the concept 
may well have become prominent as late as the 470s and beyond when the Athenians 
became rivals with the Dorian Spartans." Whatever its actual date, however, the 
Athenians' idea that they had always lived in Attica certainly appears to be much 
younger than their belief in Erechtheus' chthonic origins, and hence not the source 
of that belief. 

In sum then, it seems on the whole more likely that the Athenian tradition of 
continuous habitation of Attica had, in the beginning, nothing to do with Erechtheus 
or with birth from the earth. Over time, however, the Athenians became identified 
as Erechtheidai, and as a result Erechtheus' chthonic origins could be transferred to 
the Athenians as a whole. Finally this chthonic origin of the Athenian race was joined 
with and became the conventional metaphor for the Athenians' belief that they had 
lived in Attica since time immemorial.12 Given the political associations of the concept 
of autochthony, which we shall examine later in this paper, I would argue that at least 
the final stages of this process are to be dated to the first half of the fifth century. Before 
examining these political associations, however, we will first consider in greater detail 
the word avToX8Oov itself. 

II 

Turning to the word avdr6xOwv, we may begin by noting that it is always used to 
describe a people which has lived in its homeland since time immemorial, but it does 
this in two ways. Sometimes it describes the people as literally born from the earth, 
and in this sense avTroxOv can be used as a synonym of yq7yev7s (cf. e.g. P1. Soph. 
247c with 248c). At other times, however, avt'r6xOwv is used to describe a people as 
indigenous without any suggestion that the people or its ancestors were born from 
the earth. Herodotus provides us with some good examples of this second use of 
avToxOcov. At 1.171-2 he says that the Carians consider themselves av'roxovag 

WTrEtpcOTra while the Cretans say they came from the islands; and the Caunians seem 
to him to be avroxOoves even though they claim to come from Crete. At 4.197.2, 
describing the people of Libya he calls the Greeks and Phoenicians E'r7TA,v6S and the 
Libyans and Ethiopians avroxOoves. Finally at 8.73, describing the seven EOv,q of the 
Peloponnese he says: 

TOVrTOV c' Ta Jiyv SVo avTr6oXOova EovTa KaTa xw.pav L'$pvTat vvv Tr KaL TO r7raAat O[KEOV, 

'ApKaSeT re Kai Kvvo6pLOL, 

while the other five EOv'q are 7rTr,Av&a. There was a rather weak tradition that the 
mythical royal line of the Arcadians began with a Pelasgus born from the earth,13 but 

11 The earliest example of this way of thinking in our extant texts is Hdt. 7.161.3 where the 
Athenians are said to have asserted their claim of superiority over the Spartans as apXatoraTov 
gIev eOvoS 7apexo/eVOL, i.Ovo 83 "OVTre oV IerTavdarTa 'EAArvwv; cf. in a similar vein Hdt. 
1.56.3 where the Pelasgic race, which Herodotus says ov'atz.r Kco e6exop,-ae, is contrasted with 
the Hellenic race which was rroAvnrAavlrTov Kapra; the whole of this latter passage is a projection 
back into an earlier set of races of the contrast between Athenians and Doric Spartans, as 
Ph.-E. Legrand notes (Herodote [Paris, 1967] ad loc.; contra F. Jacoby, FGrHist IIIB, vol. 2, p. 
316 n. 41). Isocrates uses the same contrast to argue Athenian superiority to Sparta at 4.63 (cf. 
4.25). 

12 I have described here the logical development of the process, but particularly the two 
movements of transferring Erechtheus' chthonic origins to the Athenians as a whole and making 
these chthonic origins the metaphor for permanent habitation may have been combined in a 
single step, in e.g. an influential drama or a precedent-setting speech. 

13 See the Appendix below. 
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apart from this weak tradition, none of the peoples whom Herodotus mentions in these 
three passages, as far as we know, claimed that their race had been born from the earth 
or ruled by earthborn kings. Indeed at least as far as the Caunians are concerned, their 
traditions, as described by Herodotus here, rule out such a possibility. 

Both uses of avTOrX8OW (sc. with and without chthonic associations) appear about 
the same time in our extant sources. The earliest examples without a suggestion of 
chthonic origins are in the Herodotus passages discussed above. Chthonic associations 
seem implied, on the other hand, in A. Supp. 250-1 when the Argive king Pelasgus 
says of himself roi yrqyevovs yap el/x' eyco Ha/aixOovos I lVtL - it seems likely that 
Palaechthon's name, Aeschylus' invention,14 is meant to call the word avTr6xOwv to 
mind.15 The Supplices, written in or about 463,16 is somewhat earlier than the 
Herodotean passages, but both texts are really only termini ante quos for the 
development of the two uses of av'rr6oXwv, and with so few texts surviving from the 
period it is impossible to say how long either use was about before it appeared in an 
extant source. Under these conditions the priority of the Supplices text certainly does 
not prove that the chthonic use of avTor6Xwv preceded the indigenous, and it may well 
be that both uses were already current when the word starts to appear in our texts. 

Etymology is one tool which can perhaps take us back beyond the extant texts, 
particularly in the case of compound words like avTr6xOwv whose etymologies are 
transparent. We would assume that when people coin a word like avTOxOwv the 
structure of that word, i.e. its constituent elements and the way those elements are 
put together, would correspond as closely as possible to the idea to be represented 
by the coinage. If the structure of the word does not correspond to the way the word 
is used in some (or even all) of our extant texts, we would conclude that the concept 
represented by the word evolved over time, and that the meaning apparent in the 
structure of the word is likely to correspond to the original form of the concept which 
the word represents. avTr6xOWv is, of course, a compound of avTro and xO6v. It is 
generally assumed that this compound represents something like ?K Tr7s xOovos avr;7' 
yEV6oLevos,17 but this is not the natural sense of the compound, as we shall shortly 
see, and it is hence unlikely to have been its original meaning either. 

To begin with the second element of the compound, the word xOdcv by itself 
originally described the earth, particularly its surface (e.g. Er7eOarro V7rr xOov6s, Od. 
11.52; cf. ovpavC contrasted with rTrl xOov' at II. 4.443). Homer uses xO,v once in 
the sense of 'land, place' (Od. 13.352), and in this use he is followed by Pindar (e.g. 
P. 9.7) and frequently by later authors. Finally Pindar is the earliest extant source to 
use xOu}v in the sense of 'land, country' to refer to the territory of a specific people 
(0. 7.30). The word xOc.v is essentially a 'poetic' one, and to the best of my knowledge 

14 The name Palaechthon is found only here. Elsewhere when Pelasgus is given a chthonic 
origin he is born directly from the earth (&vriOEov SE 7EhaayyoVv ev vbLtKOOLav opEal | yala 
Ei'AaLv' aVESjcKEv, Lva OBvrTov y'vos E'7 = Asius, frag. 8 K. appears to be the earliest text; on 

Hes. frr. 160-1 M.-W. see the Appendix below). 
15 Pelasgus is an Argive, but the historical Argives never claimed to be autochthonous in any 

sense, and Aeschylus must have had Athens in mind in some way when he wrote these verses, 
whether they are meant as an oblique reference to the Athenians' own Pelasgic (= indigenous) 
origins, or more simply to present Pelasgus in a favourable light by emphasizing his autochthony 
to an Athenian audience which was proud of its own autochthony. In the epigram quoted in 
Aeschin. 3.190 rraAaLxOwv refers to the &86tkOs 'AOrlvaLwv. 

16 For the date of the Supp. see A. F. Garvie, Aeschylus' Supplices: Play and Trilogy 
(Cambridge, 1969), 11. 

17 'Sprung from the land itself', LSJ 9; cf. 'ex ipsa terra ortus, ex ipsa tellure oriundus', 
Stephanus, TGL s.v.; 'aus dem Lande selbst', Pape, Handworterbuch s.v.; 'n6 du sol meme de 
la patrie', Loraux (above, n. 1), 1. 



AUTOCHTHONY AND THE ATHENIANS 299 

it does not appear in any extant prose work of the classical period. Similarly, from 
among the compounds of -O)wv listed by Buck and Petersen,l8 Aristotle mentions the 
Pythagoreans' use of avT'XOwv as the name of the twin earth they placed on the 

opposite side of the central fire (e.g. Cael. 293a24); otherwise only av'T6xOowv is found 
in literary prose before Dionysius of Halicarnassus.19 As we shall see, in avro6xOwv 
the -xOwv suffix probably has the sense of 'land, country'. The relatively late 
appearance of this sense of xOWv in our sources, the unusual compound with avro- 

(on which see below), and the almost exclusively poetic use of x6Ov and its compounds 
taken together would indicate that the word avTr6Owv did not arise spontaneously 
but was a conscious coinage. In view of the particular association of avTr6xOwv with 
the Athenians it seems probable that the source of the word was Attic, and one might 
hazard a guess that it was Attic drama which was responsible for its popularization. 

avT6Xcwv is in fact a very unusual aTro- compound since its second element is a 
noun. In the large majority of cases avtro- is prefixed to a verbal root to denote 
an action one does oneself, either actively (e.g. avrorTrr1s), reflexively (e.g. avto- 

gSLaKTos) or passively (e.g. abvrypa4kos). avro- is compounded with noun roots 
far more rarely, but also with a greater variety of meanings:20 

(A) to indicate that one does something oneself (e.g. avrovpyos, and by extension 
avTo6etp, avT07rovs); this would correspond to aTro- compounds with verbal roots 
used actively; 

(B) in adjectives, to describe people who have something of their own which has 
not been imposed from without (e.g. avrovoUos [S. Ant. 821], av7r8LKOK [Th. 5.18.2]; 
this would correspond to avro- compounds with verbal roots used reflexively; 

(C) somewhat similarly in adjectives describing things, to indicate that the thing 
referred to by the noun element in the compound is a natural extension of the larger 
object (e.g. ( porpov) avTryvov, 'with a natural yv7ls branching from the 
stock';21 elA,q aTvroKc7ra, 'weapons with their own handles'22); 

(D) prefixed to nouns denoting family relations, to emphasize the closeness of the 
relationship (e.g. avTaSEA0os, 'one's very own brother/sister'; aTroKaaUyv71ros); 

(E) in adjectives where the noun root identifies crudely worked raw material from 
which something is made (e.g. avTr60vAov K7Trotua,23 avro7roKov L.Lartov24); the avro- 

prefix is probably used in these compounds since the objects described still retain 
characteristics of the raw material itself; 

(F) especially in philosophical language, in nouns to denote an ideal form (e.g. 
avToavOpo7TroS, avTroLtr7ros [Arist. Metaph. 1040b35]; in a non-philosophical context, 
e.g. arvoveKpos, 'a very corpse', [Alcph. 3.7.27]);25 

(G) in adjectives, in the sense of '__ and all' (e.g. avTrroKos [A. Ag. 137], 

18 C. D. Buck and W. Petersen, A Reverse Index of Greek Nouns and Adjectives (Chicago 
[1945]), 253. 

19 The adjective xO6vLos appears in prose only in reference to the underworld (e.g. rTv 
XOoviLv 6OdoV, Hdt. 6.134.1). 

20 I apologize for this lengthy list, but I know of no other way of fairly presenting the case 
for what I think avTor6Owv originally meant. 

21 Hes. Op. 433; the translation is that of M. L. West, Hesiod. Works and Days... (Oxford, 
1978) ad loc.; cf. also A. R. 3.232 and schol. ad loc. 

22 A. Ch. 163; cf. Ta a&q' Eavrcov LXovTa rrTv Aafir7v [ibrtn], schol. vet. ad loc. Despite the 
eltr - a gloss on a gloss - in the scholion, EfiAr avtoKoTra sound like they should be spears 
or perhaps clubs rather than swords. 

23 S. Ph. 35; cf. O'sotov... r6 rrapa ?O0OKAFt aVrTO6VAov EiKrrwia, Kat oAws o aa Epya oVK 

ELS' KdAAoS EaKEViaaUra Eustath. 1457.26-7 [ed. Bas.], explaining avTroXowvov at Ii. 23.826. 
24 Com. adesp. 854 K. ap. Poll. 7.61; abT67oKovov CuiTov rTO E avov o ro rOKOV els KpOK7qv 

[= subtemen] BA7rOev, Bekk. Anec. 467.18. 25 Cf. avToCoKa, 'exactly ten', Th. 5.20.1. 



300 VINCENT J. ROSIVACH 

avro6xovos [A. Ag. 536], avtro7rpelvos [S. Ant. 714]); this use developed from the idiom 
of avTro modifying a noun in the dative which is used in the same sense.26 

In all of the uses considered thus far the a'To- prefix reflects the intensive use of 
avTro (= ipse). Clearly (A), (F) and (G) cannot provide satisfactory meanings for 
avTr6Xov. (B)'s sense of 'having their own land', to be meaningful must imply a 
contrast with others who had their land imposed on them by someone else,27 but forced 
resettlement was so rare in the Greek world that its absence was not something sig- 
nificant enough to be proud of; nor does it seem likely that the avro- prefix is used 
more loosely in the sense of 'by themselves, independently',28 since the simple 
fact of national independence, though an important part of the Athenian self-image, 
is not a part of the range of ideas described by avro6XXwv. (C) is also unsatisfactory 
since it would make the land of Attica a natural extension of the Athenians, and 
similarly the aTro-prefix in the sense of (D) could only be used to describe Attica 
belonging (being avTor6Owv) to the Athenians rather than vice versa. Finally, 
avTr6xwv in the sense of (E) is also impossible since it would suggest that the 
Athenians were crudely wrought earth, as it were, and in some way still 'unfinished ',29 
but aTr6oxOwv is never used in this way to imply that the Athenians were primitive 
or uncivilized. We may note in passing that none of the uses of the avro- prefix 
considered thus far provides any parallel for the definition of avTr6Xowv as 'sprung 
from the earth'. 

In addition to the uses of avro- reflecting avTrs = ipse the prefix is also used in 
the following ways which reflect 6 avros in the sense of 'the same' (= idem): 

(H) in the sense of' being the same as' (apparently only at Sem. 7.12: avTror^rwopa, 
'just like her mother', but the interpretation is far from certain); 

(I) in expressions of time (e.g. avti-GlEpov, avroETES); 

(J) in the sense of'having the same _ as another' (apparently only aOavdarot 

6ofaTrLOL, avQrTpadrerot [Emp. 147.1]; avroyevr7S [the generally accepted emendation 
at A. Supp. 8]; avOalLwv [S. Tr. 1041, Lyc. 1446], avLOaL/os [S. OC 1078; cf. 
av6oLatfosg, ibid. 335, Lyc. 168, 222], avrTE7TWrvv,LO [E. Ph. 769] and av6rTopwv Kat 

6p,oa7r6voSwv [Ion 19F53f]). 
Even if (H) is a legitimate use of the avro- prefix - and it is far from certain that it 

is -, 'being the same as the land' hardly seems to be a compliment when we think 
of the traditionally poor quality of Attic soil. Since (I) deals with expressions of time 
it cannot provide a parallel for avr6X8Owv. Finally (J) does provide an excellent 
explanation of avor6oxWv if we understand 'having the same land' as 'always having 
the same land'.30 In this interpretation the structure of the word neatly reflects the 

26 For the dative usage see H. W. Smyth, Greek Grammar, rev. by G. M. Messing (Cam- 
bridge, MA, 1956), no. 1525. 

27 Cf. the definitions of avTrvolJos and avr6o,Kos given in the scholion to Th. 5.18.2, and 
by Harp. s.v. av'TOLKeZV. 

28 There is really no parallel for the use of the avro- prefix in this looser sense of' independent' 
except perhaps the hapax legomenon avro6voToL Kal avTrorTo6eS (Th. 5.79.1, quoting the Doric 
text of a treaty between Sparta and Argos). avTrorroAira (X. HG 5.2.14), which is often cited 
to illustrate av'TOTroArrs, is in fact an unnecessary emendation (for aVTroL 7roMAZa) which appears 
to be inspired by avTororr6At at Th. 5.79.1. 

29 This, however, would appear to be exactly the sense of Cheiron's avTr6OXwv Earia, glossed 
differently by Hesychius (7 roV XEL'pwvos, rrap6aov ev TrotS opEaL Siryv) and Eustathius 
(1457.22-4: rTv avroOvn Kat a(rrTAaL68rL,, Iv rTepOs STt AeiEL aTr6pobov [= self-roofed', i.e. 
naturally roofed over]). The words avrX8Owv LarTa are probably quoted from a now lost drama 
(trag. adesp. F 201). 

30 For 6 avTr6 in the sense of 'the same as before, unchanged' cf. e.g. Th. 2.61.2, 3.38.1. 
(Strictly speaking the other examples of (J) occur in contexts which imply 'the same as X', but 
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idea of being indigenous which is central to the concept of autochthony. Indeed, the 
fit between the structure of the word and the idea it represents is most persuasive in 
this interpretation, especially since no other attested use of the av-o- prefix comes close 
to yielding a meaning that fits any of the uses of avCoTXOWv, or even one that makes 
any other acceptable sense. 

In support of the interpretation given here we may note that the usual opposite of 

avTo6xwv is rn,7Avs (cf. Hdt. 4.197.2, 8.73.1; Isoc. 4.63, 12.124; P1. Mx. 237b; [D.] 
60.4; contrasted with wraKTO'S E. Ion 589-90, frag. 362.7). e'rnT,Avs is a relatively rare 
adjectival formation, from ErwpXoloat, but it is found in prose, e.g. Th. 1.29.5 where 
it is used to describe the fresh colonists whom the Corinthians had settled in 
Epidamnus to support one of the sides in the civil strife there. If we define avt'O6Xov 
by its opposite, it would describe someone OVK br7ATvs, someone who has not come 
to a place, a native rather than an immigrant. This corresponds closely to 

avrO-6Ov 
= 'always having the same land' which we have argued was the original 

meaning of avrTO6xOwv. 
Whether or not we accept the explanation of av'ros- + x0v given above, we can 

at least be certain that structurally the word does not mean 'born from the earth'. 
Further, since it is quite unlikely, as we have said, that one would coin a word whose 
structure did not correspond to its meaning, we would conclude that avro6XOcwv 
originally represented an idea which corresponded to its structure, probably 'always 
living in the same land'. We saw earlier, on the other hand, how the belief that some 
of Athens' early kings were born from the earth had, originally, nothing to do with 
the belief that the Athenian race was indigenous to Attica; and we saw further that 
since being born from the earth normally had nothing to do with always living in a 
particular place, the association of chthonic origins with autochthony was a special 
Athenian development which required an explanation. In the course of time the 
chthonic origins of Erechtheus came to symbolize the Athenian autochthony while, 
conversely, the word avro-xOWv came to be understood as 'born from the earth'. It 
is difficult to resist the conclusion that these two ideas worked upon each other, the 
chthonic origins of Erechtheus as 'ancestor' of the Athenians influencing how the 
word av-TO'xOtv was understood, and the word avT-6xOcov as now understood 
providing the link between chthonic origins and the idea of always living in Attica. 

The significance of our argument lies in this then, that contrary to the conventional 
view, the chthonic origins of Erechtheus had in the beginning nothing to do with the 
indigenous origins of the Athenians; that these two ideas came to be blended into a 
single idea only at a relatively late date, perhaps as late as the fifth century; and that 
it was only as a result of this blending that Erechtheus could become a symbol of 
Athenian autochthony. Further, this symbol was not an expression of socio-religious 
beliefs, as the conventional view would have it, but rather, as the uses of the symbol 
to be examined below will show, it was a vehicle for the expression of political, or 
more exactly ideological beliefs linked to Athenian democracy.31 

this seems to be simply a matter of context.) Note also Thucydides' indirect reference to 
autochthony in the Funeral Oration which describes the Athenians as TrV ... Xwpav oL av-rol 
aQeL OLKOUVTE? (2.36.1). 

31 Montanari (above, n. 1) recognizes Erechtheus' ideological role, which he attempts to date 
to the Cleisthenic reforms, as a symbol of 'una tendenzialita politico-democratica' opposed to 
the '< tendenzialita > etnico-genetica' characteristic of the pre-democratic political order (p. 
59). Montanari's study, which focuses on Herodotus' acount of Cleisthenes and on Euripides' 
Erechtheus and Ion, is suggestive, but the evidence available cannot support the case he seems 
to be making, of a single orthodox view evolving over time, particularly through the agency of 
tragedy as a propaganda mechanism for the democratic state. 
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III 

Thus far we have been concerned with the original meaning and development of the 
concept of autochthony. We must now consider why the Athenians were proud to 
be autochthonous.32 More often than not our sources simply assert or imply that being 
autochthonous makes the Athenians better without explaining why or how it does 
so. Most of these instances, it is true, occur in patriotic contexts such as public funeral 
orations where explanations should not be necessary for an audience familiar with the 
claims of Athenian history as popularly understood. All the same, one cannot help 
suspecting that at least some of the time there is a 'patriotic logic' at work to the effect 
that Athenians are better than others; Athenians are autochthonous and others are 
not; therefore autochthony is one of the things that makes Athenians better than others. 
This suspicion is strengthened when we read the sources which do provide some 
indication of why autochthony confers superiority, for in fact we find not one but a 
variety of reasons. 

On the simplest level autochthony, 'always having the same land', can mean that 
a polis is so old that no one knows how or when it was founded. Being the oldest, 
or at least very old, automatically makes one better in a society which respects age 
(cf. Arist. Rhet. 1360b31-2), and the assertion that the Athenians are apXalao arov 
'Ovos (Hdt. 7.161.3) is in itself a claim for preferential treatment which needs no further 
elaboration. Beyond simple antiquity there is also the 'fact' that while other peoples 
were still wandering from place to place the Athenians started off, as it were, by being 
settled down, and they could therefore begin the process of becoming civilized before 
others could. Thus in contexts which also speak of autochthony Isocrates (12.124) says 
that the Athenians were 7rpcoTroVu... KaL 7TrAtv o'K'aavras Kat vo'Lots Xp7qaalEvovs 
(cf. Isoc. 4.39, 8.49); Plato (Mx. 237e-238a) and Isocrates (4.28-9) say the Athenians 
were the first to cultivate grain, a discovery which they generously shared with others 
(cf. also [D.] 60.5); and Plato (Mx. 238b) says the Athenians first learned technai. As 
Isocrates says of Athens: ebproUoev . . . avriv. . . r. . .. KaraaKev77S ev ,V KaroLKov- 

i?ev Kalt IeO' ls 7roAtTEVo/eOEa Katl S' 7v r)v $vvaLeOa aXeoov aTraa'rs arTtav ovrav 
(4.26-7; cf. PI. Mx. 238b, Hyp. 6.4-5, Cic. Flac. 62). Thucydides seems to touch on 
this same idea, albeit in far less grandiose terms, when he attributes Athens' early 
development to the poor soil of Attica which made her unattractive to invaders (and 
less prone to civil strife); other lands underwent continual changes of population, and 
therefore did not develop (ur)/ avtj-qtOvat) as Athens did because of her stable 
population (Th. 1.2.1.-6). 

Less obviously, and therefore perhaps more interestingly, autochthonous Athenians 
can be contrasted with peoples who are ethnically mixed (ui[yacdE, Isoc. 4.24, 12.124). 
In these contrasts the ethnically mixed groups are seen as nothing more than random 
assemblies of strangers who fit together poorly, are prone to tyranny and oligarchy 
because of their heterogeneous composition, and in general lack loyalty to the city 
(e.g. E. frag. 362.7-10, PI. Mx. 238c, Lycurg. Leocr. 47; cf. Alcibiades' comments on 
the weaknesses of the mixed peoples of Sicily, Th. 6.17.2-4). This contrast with 
ethnically mixed communities is a logical development of the idea, implicit in the 

32 Particularly in his discussion of the logos epitaphios Miller (above, n. 1), 11-34, touches on 
some of the points considered here, but his focus is on the use individual authors make of the 
myth of autochthony, and not on the common ramifications of the myth found in a variety of 
authors. Miller also emphasizes what he sees as a sophistic critique of the traditional myth, and 
does not give sufficient credit to the political ideas which shaped the developed concept of 
autochthony. 
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concept of autochthony, that all Athenians were descendants of a common set of 
ancestors.33 

The same way of thinking which contrasts Athens with other states can also be 
carried over into Athens itself. The avro-xOwv has a superior claim to ev'eveLa, 
nobility of birth, than the Trrr7Avs (P1. Mx. 237b, Hyp. 6.7; cf. D.H. Rh. 261); by 
contrast the w7r,Avs is a stepchild ([D.] 60.4), a misfitted peg, Ao6yo 7roAr'T?7 aCTL, TOLs 

' 
EpyOcatv ovi (E. frag. 362.11-13). The concept of autochthony thus claims that even 

the lowliest citizen is superior, of nobler birth, than any non-citizen. This claim is 
especially significant in a society like that at Athens where a large number of the 
inhabitants were not citizens, and where at least some of the non-citizens had 
considerably greater wealth and social prestige than the large majority of the citizens. 
The concept of autochthony flatters the citizens and helps to justify their unwillingness 
to extend citizenship to the strangers in their midst.34 

Autochthony is, however, more than a matter of age and ethnic purity. Autochthony 
is the first in a standard list of Athenian patriotic legends which also includes 
Erechtheus' defeat of Eumolpus, Theseus' defeat of the Amazons, the defence of the 
Heracleidae and the burial of the Seven Against Thebes, and usually concludes with 
the defeat of the Persians at Marathon and Salamis. These legends seem to have been 
thought of as a group, and they are frequently cited together in patriotic contexts as 
examples of Athenian excellence. The other legends are all military and illustrate either 
the Athenians' defence of their native land or their protection of the oppressed. In this 
context autochthony, particularly in the version that the Athenians were actually 
sprung from the earth, was used to claim that the Athenians had a unique relation 
to their land since it was their mother and nurse. This relation could be used to exhort 
the Athenians to greater patriotism (e.g. Isoc. 6.124, Lycurg. Leoc. 100) or to explain 
why the Athenians were capable of patriotic acts on behalf of their country.35 In his 
Republic Plato proposed a myth of chthonic origin for the first citizens of his ideal 
state precisely so that their descendants in later generations would think of their 
country us 7rTEpL rTpOS Ka Trpo#oV and defend it against foreign attack (R. 414e). 
And autochthony by itself, without reference to chthonic origins, is associated with 
the spirit of resistance to foreign domination at Ar. Vesp. 1076, X. HG 7.1.23, Lys. 
2.4.3, D. 19.261 (cf. Th. 2.36.1). 

Plato gives as a second use of the myth of autochthony that later generations of 
citizens will think of each other as brothers (R. 414c). In this sense autochthony can 
be egalitarian, but as always in Athenian democracy equality levels up, not down. 
When all citizens are born from a common parent all are equally noble, and all are 
equally entitled to the claims of evyeveLa vis-a-vis non-citizens which we discussed 
above. Conversely, within the citizen population itself when all citizens are equally 
noble no one can claim preferential treatment because of superior birth. Thus in the 

33 See also above, n. 10. 
34 The legend of Athenian autochthony is thus an expression, in mythological terms, of the 

same attitudes reflected in Athens' restrictive citizenship laws, beginning with Pericles' law of 
451/0. For the argument cf. also [D.] 59.74 where, it is claimed, Neaera should not be allowed 
to conduct the sacrifices required of the wife of the arch6n basileus since the arch6n basileus is 
the successor of the line of Athenian kings vTrepEXoovrov SLa TO avTor6xovas ELVaL and, according 
to the orator, Neaera was not an Athenian citizen. By contrast, Lycurgus (Leoc. 41) says that 
it is enough to cause tears when one sees the Athenian demos, which had once been proud of 
its autochthony, now vote to make strangers citizens. On this use of the concept of autochthony 
see also Loraux (above, n. 1), 10. 

35 E.g. E. frag. 362.7ff. Isoc. 4.25 even uses the relation to argue, somewhat illogically, that 
Athens deserves to hold the hegemony of Greece. 
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Menexenus descent from a common mother disposes the Athenians against oligarchy 
and tyranny, or as Plato elegantly puts it, 61 laoyovia l7luds 17 KarTcLa vav Laovo.ldav 

avayKa?e r7/Tret Kara vo6tov. Because of this heritage of laovotia, which is equated 
with EAEvOepLa, the Athenians fought other Greeks in defence of freedom and fought 
the barbarian in defence of all the Greeks (PI. Mx. 239a-b, which continues with the 
standard list of patriotic legends [defeat of Eumolpus, etc.]; for autochthony and 
EAevOepia see also D. 19.261, Lycurg. Leoc. 41). The same ideas occur again in a 
slightly different arrangement at Lys. 2.17-20, where the great deeds in the standard 
list are traced to the Athenians' unanimous willingness to fight on behalf of the right, 
a willingness which is explained by their autochthony36 and their democracy with 
its emphasis on EAevOepia and vo,6os. And at X. Mem. 3.5.8-12 the great deeds in 
the standard list are explained by Athens' settled condition which caused others to 
turn to her as arbitrator in disputes of justice and as protector of the oppressed. This 
settled condition, in contrast to the migrations of the other Greeks, was another aspect 
of autochthony, as we have seen.37 

In cases such as these autochthony and the other legends in the standard list are 
ideological in the sense that they are used to say something about Athens as a political 
entity, in a way that saying, e.g. that Athens is a very old city is not an ideological 
statement. The rest of the standard list is used to illustrate how Athens typically acts 
as a polis, while autochthony in particular seems to be used to explain why in these 
typical instances Athens acts as she does. It is worth noting, however, that the 
standard list could be interpreted in a variety of ways (championship of liberty, pursuit 
of justice, defence of the oppressed in the examples considered above). In particular 
democracy itself is linked to autochthony in different ways in the Menexenus and in 
Lysias 2, while it is not even mentioned in the passage from the Memorabilia. All this 
suggests that the legends, but not their interpretation, were part of the patriotic 
consciousness of the Athenians. Everyone knew, as it were, that autochthony and the 
other legends demonstrated the virtues of the Athenians, but there was less consensus 
on exactly what virtues the legends demonstrated and on how they demonstrated that 
the Athenians possessed them. 

Since the legends in the standard list were thought of as a group, one legend would 
suggest the others by association,38 and oblique references to one legend are easily 
recognized in contexts which mention the other legends.39 We have no real evidence 
of when or how the standard list developed, but the appearance of the list as a standard 
element in public funeral orations suggests that it may have developed within the 
tradition of these orations, a tradition which had its beginning, it should be noted, 
only at the time of the Persian Wars (D.H. AR 5.17.4). On the other hand, Aeschylus' 
two plays, the Heracleidae and the Eleusinioi (the latter on Theseus' burial of the Seven 
Against Thebes), probably used these legends for patriotic purposes, as Euripides did 
later in his own Heracleidae and Supplices. It may be that Aeschylus chose these stories 

36 There is also a claim to superior justice in Lysias' statement (2.17) that by being 
autochthonous the Athenians did not seize someone else's land and oust the original inhabitants 
(note esp. apxr ToV Li[ov StKaia, ibid.). 

37 Cf. also Hyperides' summary of the list (6.5, ed. Kenyon OCT): 6 7r6AL, / u;v LtaTEeAEi 
TroVs V KaKOVS KOAd4ovaa, TOZl S f [or)ovaa], TO% 8 Laov av[T1r T)X 7TAEove]sias a'raaLtv 
[vuAaTTovaa, Tr]oZl 8 Li&[oLS KLV8VvoLs Ka]L 8atrrva[s KOLV7-V dLeL]av TO~ 'EAAO[atv 
7TapaaKev]a4ovaa. 

38 So e.g. the indirect reference to the defeat of Eumolpus at E. Ion 277-8 in a play whose 
principal patriotic motif is autochthony. 

39 So e.g. Isoc. 7.74 is not an obvious reference to autochthony, but that such a reference is 
intended is made clear by the mention of Amazons et al. in 7.75. 
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because they were part of the patriotic group, but it is also possible that his plays 
popularized a particular version of the legends which led to their inclusion in the 
group. In all events, whether the legends in the group took on their ideological 
coloration within the funerary tradition or, as seems more likely to me at least, they 
were included in that tradition because of an ideological coloration they had taken 
on elsewhere, the process of formulating the standard list must have been completed 
by the time Herodotus listed the legends in his History (9.27).40 

Earlier we saw evidence that the word avTr6xOv itself was a relatively late coinage, 
as was the association ofchthonic origins with the idea ofautochthony. The most likely 
time for both these developments, I would suggest, was the same time that the standard 
list was being formulated, viz. in the period between the Persian Wars and the middle 
of the fifth century. Legends do not evolve by themselves: individuals devise and 
disseminate new versions, specifically individuals who are in a position to commun- 
icate these new versions to the populace at large. In the period of which we are speaking 
such individuals could only be public speakers or dramatists. There are many reasons 
why public speakers or dramatists might devise new versions of old legends, but in 
Athens in the early to mid-fifth century ideology, specifically democratic ideology, is 
likely to have been at least an important factor. We have already seen how the legend 
of autochthony was used as part of democratic ideology, asserting the political equality 
of all citizens and the superiority of even the humblest citizen to any non-citizen. I 
would argue that the legend of autochthony became prominent, and did so at this time, 
precisely because it could be used for this ideological purpose, and that its re- 
elaboration, particularly the addition of the notion of chthonic origins, served to 
increase its effectiveness as an ideological tool. 

Fairfield University, Connecticut VINCENT J. ROSIVACH 

APPENDIX: 'EARTHBORN' ARCADIANS 

The evidence for a chthonic origin for the Arcadians is as follows: 
(1) According to Strabo (5.2.4) Ephorus had used Hesiod as his authority that the 

Pelasgians had originated in Arcadia, quoting Hes. frag. 161 M.-W.: vlEES E'EYEVOVTr 

AvKdovos davT0Loto oiv 7TOTE TLKTE IHEAacayoS - Lycaon followed Pelasgus as king 
of Arcadia. 

(2) Pausanias (2.1.4-2.2.1) quotes Asius frag. 8 K. (quoted above, n. 14) to show 
that Pelasgus was born from the earth; after describing Pelasgus' reign Pausanias 
continues with Lycaon's. 

(3) [Apoll.] Bibl. 3.8.1 says that, according to Hesiod, Pelasgus was avtorxOwv (cf. 
ibid. 2.1.1.); he then continues by cataloguing Lycaon's wife and children (avroxOwv 
here would appear to be a paraphrase rather than Hesiod's own language, in which 
case it would mean 'born from the earth', the meaning it usually has in these later 
texts).41 

(4) Serv. Aen. 2.84 glosses 'Pelasgi': a Pelasgo Terraefilio, qui in Arcadia genitus 
dicitur, ut Hesiodus tradit.42 

40 Herodotus does not include autochthony in the list, but at 9.27 the list is used to show that 
Athenians are better than Arcadians, and autochthony would not have been an effective 
argument since the Arcadians were autochthonous too (cf. Hdt. 8.73.1). 

41 Cf. above, n. 8. 
42 [Apollod.] 2.1.1. and 3.8.1. are grouped together with Serv. Aen. 2.84 as Hes. frag. 160 

M.-W. 
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None of these sources says quite the same thing as the others, and their differences 
in detail are not easy to reconcile. Very briefly, my own reading of the evidence is that 

Ephorus combined the testimony of Hesiod and Asius43 to argue that the Pelasgians 
were originally Arcadians who had spread out from Arcadia, and that the Arcadians 
themselves were 'autochthonous',44 since they were descendants of Lycaon (as the 
Hesiod quotation would show) whose father Pelasgus was born from the earth (as the 
Asius quotation would show). Pausanias most closely follows Ephorus. The author 
of the Bibliotheca (or more probably his source), while also depending on Ephorus, 
passed over the less well known Asius and attributed both pieces of information to 
Hesiod.45 Like the author of the Bibliotheca Servius (or his source) also depends 
ultimately on Ephorus, but Ephorus has now been further misconstrued to make 
Hesiod say apparently that Pelasgus himself was born in Arcadia. 

Without a complete text of Hesiod it is impossible to prove that Hesiod did not 

say in some way that the Arcadians were descendants of an earthborn Pelasgus, but 
if he did no one in our extant sources seems to have taken notice of it before Ephorus. 
If on the other hand the reconstruction given above is correct, then the tradition of 
an earthborn ancestry for the Arcadians cannot be older than Ephorus himself. 
Herodotus (8.73.1), perhaps Hellanicus,46 Xenophon (HG 7.1.23) and Demosthenes 
(19.261) all use the word avToxOwv to describe the Arcadians, but there is no evidence 
in these contexts that for these authors the word meant anything more than 
'indigenous'.47 

43 Asius' work seems to have been a standard source for genealogical information, similar to 
but perhaps not quite as authoritative as Hesiod's Eoiae (cf. Paus. 4.2.1). 

44 In fact he probably used the word avroTxOoves (cf. [Scym.] 526). 
45 This is not difficult to do when one is dealing with excerpts and paraphrases. Note for 

example that in the Servius item quoted above it is impossible to say how much of this 
information is specifically attributed to Hesiod and how much is not. 

46 Harp. s.v. autochthones says... avo6xOoves Se Kal ol 'ApKacSEs a1av, (Wl 'EAAa,VLKoS 7aTL, 
Kal AlytvrfTaL Kal Or9SaFoL. The flow of the Greek shows that only the part of this statement 
dealing with the Arcadians is to be attributed to Hellanicus (see also Jacoby's note on FGrHist 
4 F 161). As we saw earlier (above, n. 8) when speaking of the Thebans Harpocration almost 
certainly means by avroxOoves 'sprung from the earth'. In speaking of the Arcadians 
Harpocration may be using avTr6xoves in a similar fashion to paraphrase what Hellanicus 
actually said, in which case Hellanicus could have indicated in some way that the Arcadians were 
born from the earth. It seems more likely, however, that Hellanicus himself used the word 
avro6XovEs, and that Harpocration is quoting him directly; if this is the case, there is no reason 
to believe Hellanicus meant by it anything more than 'indigenous', no matter what Harpocration 
thought the word meant. 

47 Research for this study was supported by a Summer Stipend from the Fairfield University 
Faculty Research Committee. Special thanks are owed to the editors and an anonymous referee 
for their valuable criticism of an earlier draft of this paper. 

306 VINCENT J. ROSIVACH 


	Article Contents
	p. 294
	p. 295
	p. 296
	p. 297
	p. 298
	p. 299
	p. 300
	p. 301
	p. 302
	p. 303
	p. 304
	p. 305
	p. 306

	Issue Table of Contents
	The Classical Quarterly, New Series, Vol. 37, No. 2 (1987), pp. i-ii+i-vi+245-540+i-iv
	Volume Information [pp.  537 - iv]
	Front Matter [pp.  i - vi]
	Phoinix, Agamemnon and Achilleus: Parables and Paradeigmata [pp.  245 - 261]
	And It Came to Pass That Pharaoh Dreamed: Notes on Herodotus 2.139, 141 [pp.  262 - 271]
	Euripides' Telephus [pp.  272 - 280]
	Problems in Euripides' Orestes [pp.  281 - 293]
	Autochthony and the Athenians [pp.  294 - 306]
	Rags and Riches: The Costume of Athenian Men in the Fifth Century [pp.  307 - 331]
	Phocians in Sicily: Thucydides 6.2 [pp.  332 - 335]
	Coercive Diplomacy in Greek Interstate Relations [pp.  336 - 345]
	Platonic Anamnesis Revisited [pp.  346 - 366]
	Slavery in Plato's Republic [pp.  367 - 372]
	Restoring the Order of Aristotle's De Anima [pp.  373 - 381]
	The Evidence for Degrees of being in Aristotle [pp.  382 - 401]
	The Justice of the Epicurean Wise Man [pp.  402 - 422]
	Full Moon and Marriage in Apollonius' Argonautica [pp.  423 - 426]
	The Dramatic Synopses Attributed to Aristophanes of Byzantium [pp.  427 - 431]
	Vidularia: Outlines of a Reconstruction [pp.  432 - 443]
	The 'Attis' of Catullus [pp.  444 - 449]
	Language at the Breaking Point: Lucretius 1.452 [pp.  450 - 453]
	Virgil, Aeneid 2.349-50 [pp.  454 - 457]
	Ovid, Metamorphoses 1.2 [pp.  458 - 465]
	The De Opificio Dei: The Workmanship of God and Lactantius [pp.  466 - 486]
	Notes on the Text of Jerome, Letters 1 and 107 [pp.  487 - 497]
	Shorter Notes
	ΑΜΦΙΜΗΤΩΡ [pp.  498 - 500]
	Restoring an Antithesis to Gorgias (82 B 16 Diels-Kranz) [pp.  500 - 502]
	Two Men in a Boat: Antiphon, on the Murder of Herodes 42 [pp.  502 - 504]
	An Early Theocritus Book (P. Oxy. 2064+3548): Placing Fragments [pp.  505 - 512]
	Book VI of Ennius' Annals [pp.  512 - 516]
	Somnia Ficta in Lucretius and Lucilius [pp.  517 - 519]
	Notes on Catullus and Ovid [pp.  519 - 521]
	Three Ciceroniana [pp.  521 - 523]
	Horace, Epode 6.16 [pp.  523 - 524]
	Horatiana [pp.  524 - 526]
	Prodelided Est in Ovid [p.  527]
	Propertius on the Banks of the Eurotas (A Note on 3.14.17-20) [pp.  527 - 528]
	Propertius 4.1.8 [pp.  528 - 529]
	Petronius, Sat. 141.4 [pp.  529 - 532]
	Did Martial Have a Jewish Slave? (7.35) [pp.  532 - 533]
	A Note on Statius, Thebaid 9.120f. [pp.  533 - 535]
	A Note on Suetonius, Nero [p.  535]

	Back Matter





