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Polis-toponyms as personal entities
(in Thucydides and elsewhere)

By David Whitehead, Belfast

‘His own conversation always took human questions as the topics for
investigation: pious and impious, beautiful and ugly, just and unjust, self-con-
trol and madness, courage and cowardice, polis and politikos, rule and the ruler
in human life. Knowing these and other matters was in his opinion the mark of
a gentleman; not knowing them, that of someone justly characterized as a
slave’!.

1. Nowadays the reasons we strive to pursue knowledge or avoid ignorance
are unlikely to be expressed in the terms Xenophon ascribes here to Socrates.
His questions remain good ones nevertheless, and none more so, at any rate for
historians, than the eleventh in the batch: ti noAc.

In what begins as a list of paired opposites, it is noteworthy that with ti
nOALG comes a shift, in the antistrophe chosen, to a different kind of distinc-
tion. moATikdg is not the opposite of mOALG (nor dpyikog of apyn). Was no
antonym for polis available? Perhaps, on the contrary, there were too many.
Xenophon himself knew of at least four: ethnos (e.g. Mem. 1.4.16), idiotes (e.g.
Hell. 6.5.40), oikos (e.g. Mem. 1.2.64), philos (e.g. Mem. 1.6.9)2. Still, my aim
here i1s not to shed light on this curious passage per se. I cite it as a reminder,
that asking the question ti nmoA1g has a long history, and as a warning, that
modern scholars who believe they know the answer should ensure it 1s an
answer that does not do violence to the ancient evidence.

2. No-one who reads classical Greek literature and/or inscriptions with the
question ti{ mOALG in mind can fail to notice that the word displays a range of

1 Xen. Mem. 1.1.16: avtOg 8¢ mepl tdv avUponivov del dieAéyeto okondv, ti evoePéc, t
acefég, ti KaAov, ti aioypov, ti dikalov, ti adikov, 1i cwepoovvn, i pavia, Tt avdpeia, ti
deirla, ti mOALG, 11 moALTIKOG, T dpyT) AvipmRY, 1 ApY1KOG AvIpORMV, Kol tepl TV AAAMV,
& TOUC pEv €180TaC NYEITO KAAOLC Kayadovg givat, Tovg & dyvoodviac avdpamodmdelg v
dikaimg xkekAfjoval.

2 Note also (e.g.) Hell. 4.4.15, hv ndéAv xat v akpav (Phleious); 4.7.3, katd 1€ TOUG GypOUG
Kai év tf) moAel (Argos); 5.4.3, gig v xopav .... €lg v noAwv (Thebes); Cyn. 1.17, 1) noiet 1
Baciiel (in heroic age).
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2 David Whitehead

“meanings”; in any case this is a fact to which attention is routinely drawn in
general terms’. For my purposes it would be supererogatory to rehearse in
extenso the full extent of denotations and connotations attested. Suffice it to
observe that underpinning them all lies an apparently fundamental differentia-
tion which can be variously expressed: city and state, place and people; the
topographical or the political; inanimate versus animate. In consecutive chap-
ters of Isocrates XIV, for example, Plataia is a ‘polis’ physically dismantled
(§ 7) and a ‘polis’ coerced into dependence upon the Thebans (§ 8).

Thousands of other instances could be amassed, many of them as readily
divisible between the bricks-and-mortar and the flesh-and-blood “meanings”
as the two just given. Yet sometimes no certainty seems possible. Consider the
oft-cited chap. 14 of Aineias the Tactician’s Poliorketika*. It begins by direct-
ing the reader back to advice, given in 10.20ff., on how to handle those ‘in the
polis’ (év 11 mOAel) who are hostile to the status quo. What “meaning” of polis is
intended there?

If one clings to the fact that, across the evidence as a whole, such perplexi-
ties arise in only a minority of passages®, the methodological way forward
might seem clear. Sufficient care and perceptiveness, it could be argued, ought
to result in a satisfactory understanding of the overwhelming bulk of contexts;
only an insignificant residue would be left in a state of indeterminacy. By the
end of this paper I hope to have cast some doubt upon the appropriateness, to
this matter, of such an approach - what Momigliano famously called ‘the
antiquarian mentality with its fondness for classification’®. But first let us
identify the specific point on which ancient evidence and modern doctrine
have parted company with each other.

3. The doctrine in question dates back at least to the early 1960s, when it
was enunciated by Moses Finley as follows: “An ancient Greek could only
express the idea of Athens as a political unit by saying ‘the Athenians’; the
single word ‘Athens’ never meant anything but a spot on the map, a purely and
narrowly geographical notion. One travelled to Athens; one made war against
the Athenians™’. Two decades later came a fuller and (typographically) even

3 Two recent examples: R. Koerner, ‘Die Bedeutung von noxig und verwandten Begriffen nach
Aussage der Inschriften’, in E. C. Welskopf (ed.), Untersuchungen ausgewdhlter altgriechischer
sozialer Typenbegriffe (Soziale Typenbegriffe im alten Griechenland und ihr Fortleben in den
Sprachen der Welt, vol. 11I) (Berlin 1981) 360ff.; M. H. Hansen in The Ancient Greek City-
State (Symposium on the occasion of the 250th Anniversary of The Royal Danish Academy of
Sciences and Letters, July 1-4 1992) (Copenhagen 1993) 7ff.

4 See generally, D. Whitehead (ed.), Aineias the Tactician, How to Survive under Siege (Oxford
1990) 25-33 (esp. 29-30) and 136-138.

5 See further below, § 9.

6 A. Momigliano, Contributo alla storia degli studi classici (Rome 1955) 100 (= Studies in
Historiography, London 1966, 25).

7 M. 1. Finley, The Ancient Greeks (London 1963) 35.
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more emphatic declaration from him: “In ancient Greek such statements as
‘Corinth decided’ or ‘Athens declared war against Sparta’ were a/ways formu-
lated as ‘the Corinthians decided’, ‘the Athenians declared war on the Spar-
tans’. Athens, Corinth, Sparta were geographical place-names, not the names
of political communities. Because the Athenians held as their territory the
whole of the district of Attica, we risk ambiguity by saying ‘Athens did this or
that’, ‘Anaxagoras visited Athens’, whereas the Greek practice was specific and
clear on this score. More important for our purposes, it was psychologically
and politically precise™s.

Mogens Herman Hansen, likewise, has several times pressed the same
distinction: “Grakerne identificerede primert state med borgerne: stat = folk.
Den graske historie handler om athenerne, lakedaimonierne og korinthierne.
Det er aldrig Athen og Lakedaimon, der forer krig, altid athenerne og lakedai-
monierne”. Thus Hansen in 1978% and subsequent (English) versions have
been essentially unchanged'©.

4. Such a view, then, has been repeatedly uttered by Finley and Hansen,
echoed by others!!, taught to students (experto credite), and never, to my
knowledge, challenged'. It is orthodoxy on the subject. And it is a highly
influential orthodoxy in two respects.

(a) It appears to offer a conceptual point d’appui for tackling the question
Tt mOALG, by drawing attention to an allegedly clearcut, categorical distinction
(“psychologically and politically precise”: Finley) in ancient Greek usage.

(b) The distinction itself, once accepted, has the effect of privileging the
state/people/political/animate facets of polis-ness. Hence, implicitly at least,
statements such as this one from J. K. Davies: “of the two defining criteria of a

8 M. L. Finley in M. 1. Finley (ed.), The Legacy of Greece: a new appraisal (Oxford 1984) 10.
9 M. H. Hansen, Det Athenske Demokrati i 4. arhundrede [ Kr 1: staten, folket, forfatningen
(Copenhagen 1978) 15.

10 M. H. Hansen, The Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes (Oxford 1991) 58: “... the
Greeks identified the state primarily with its people - a state is a people... in all the sources,
from documents and historical accounts to poetry and legend, it is the people who are stressed
and not the territory ... It was never Athens and Sparta that went to war but always ‘the
Athenians and the Lakedaimonians’.” The same verbatim in Hansen op.cit. (n. 3 above) 7-8.
Thuc. 1.1.1 (evidently t1ov noAgpov t@v ITeAonovvnoimv kai ‘AUnvaiwv) was the supporting
example cited in 1978, 5.25.1 (evidently v Euppayiav 1@v Aakedatpoviov kal t@v 'A0-
vaiov) in 1991/1993.

11 Including the present writer — see M. H. Crawford/D. Whitehead, Archaic and Classical
Greece (Cambridge 1983) 4: “the polis was at the centre of a man’s life, consisting above all of
the men who composed its citizen body and only secondarily involving a geographical loca-
tion — the Athenians, the Spartans, and not Athens, Sparta”. The words are Crawford’s, in this
instance, but at the time Whitehead was in full agreement. See also S. Hornblower, Thucydi-
des (London 1987) 181, who refers to “the undoubted linguistic fact that in political contexts
the Greek for Athens is, as everyone who learns to write a Greek prose is taught, not Athenai
but hoi Athenaioi”.

12 It fell outside the brief of W. Gawantka, Die sogenannte Polis (Stuttgart 1985).
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[Greek] city-state, geographical unity and kinship structure, the second
mattered more”!3.

As it happens, I believe that Davies and others who share his view'4 are
right to hold it. Whether the various senses of ‘polis’ are judged by an evoluti-
onary yardstick!® or by their impact on classical usage, one is indeed apt to
conclude that personnel ‘mattered more’ than position. However, to say that
topographical connotations are (or become) subsidiary cannot justify margina-
lizing them to the point of elimination from the picture altogether. From one
standpoint the danger of this happening can be prevented by keeping in mind
the frequency of passages like Isocrates 14.7 (§ 2, above), where ‘polis’ does,
without doubt, signify Finley’s dismissive ‘spot on the map’. But it is also time
to challenge the assertion that polis-toponyms — with or without the addition of
the word polisitself — were conceptually unable to function as personal entities.

5. An 1initial sample of passages will establish the basic point that there
really is, here, an issue for discussion:

(A) Documentary sources (treaties)

(a) IG I* 40.55-56: ‘the others shall pay to Chalkis’ (t10g 8¢ (|ALog TeAEV &g
XoAxida). (b) “Peace of Nikias” ap. Thuc. 5.18.5: ‘they are Argilos, Stagiros,
Akanthos, Skolos, Olynthos, Spartolos; and they shall be allies of neither side,
neither Lakedaimonian nor Athenian’ (gici 8¢ "ApylAog, XTdy1pog, AKkavidog,
Tk®A0C, "OAvvOog, Irdptwrog. Evppdyove & eivarl pundetépwyv, PNTe AoKe-
darpoviov unte Avnvainv). (c) “King’s Peace” ap. Xen. Hell. 5.1.31: ‘the other
Hellenic poleis, small and large shall be autonomous except Lemnos and Im-
bros and Skyros’ (ta¢ 8¢ GAlag EAANViIdag moOAelg kal pikpag Kol peydrag
avToVOpHOLG Geival TATV Afuvou kal TuBpov kail Xkvpov).

(B.1) Literary sources: historians'®

(d) Hdt. 5.103.2: ‘even Kaunos, previously unwilling to join the alliance,
joined now’ (xai yap tnv Kadvov mpdtepov ob BovAopévny cuppayéety, ...
161€ 01 Kl avTn tpoceyéveto). (e) Hdt. 7.151: ‘he reckoned no polis friendlier
than Argos’ (ovdepiav vouilewv moOALY "Apyeog oihwtépny). (f) Hdt. 8.112.2:

13 J. K. Davies, Democracy and Classical Greece (Hassocks [Sussex] 1978) 26. See also n. 11
above.

14 They include of course, besides ancient historians, political scientists for whom facts (or
beliefs) about the Greek polis form part of a larger critique. See e.g. the quotation from p. 198
of Hannah Arendt’s The Human Condition (Chicago 1958) which opens Oswyn Murray’s
article ‘Cities of Reason’ (European Journal of Sociology 28, 1987, 325-346; reprinted, modi-
fied, in O. Murray/S. Price [eds.], The Greek City from Homer to Alexander, Oxford 1990,
1-25): “The polis, properly speaking, is not the city-state in its physical location; it is the
organization of the people as it arises out of acting and speaking together ...”.

15 As by Hansen (n. 3 above) 9ff.

16 Thucydides is treated separately below (§§ 6-7).
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‘Andros was under siege because it had medized’ (t1|v 1€ '"Avdpov m¢ ToAL0p-
Kéorto 1011 Eundioe). (g) Xen. Hell. 1.6.12: ‘he sailed against Methymna, in
Lesbos, which was hostile’ (§nAevoe tfic AéoPov émi MAYupuvay morepioy ov-
oav). (h) Xen. Hell. 3.1.6: ‘he took over poleis: Pergamon willingly, and Teu-
thrania and Halisarna’ (néAei¢ I1épyapov pév ékodboav npocéiafe kai Tev-
Upaviav kai ‘Aiicapvav). (1) Xen. Hell. 5.1.36: ‘they had gained in Corinth an
additional ally’ (mrpocéiafov pev coppayov Kopivov). (j) Xen. Hell. 5.2.24:
‘he took over Poteidaia willingly, despite its being already their ally’ (ITotei-
datav 8¢ kai npocéiaBev Exodoav, cOupayov 7idn Exeivov odoav). (k) Xen.
Hell. 5.4.32: ‘Sparta needs such soldiers’ (tnv yap Zndptnv Tol100TOV deloVan
otpatioT®dV). (/) Xen. Hell. 6.1.8: ‘if I were joined by Pharsalos and the poleis
dependent on you’ (Papcsdrov npocyevouévng kal T@v €€ VUMDY HPTNHEVEOV
TOAEWV).

(B.2) Literary sources: oratory

(m) Isoc. 4.161: ‘Cyprus revolted’ (Kbnpog deéotnke)!’. (n) Isoc. 15.109:
‘he captured Korkyra, a polis possessed of eighty triremes’ (Kopxvpav eike,
oAV Oydonkovta Tpinpelg kektnpévny). (o) Demosth. 20.61: ‘Thasos and
Byzantion then had close relations with the Lakedaimonians and were estran-
ged from you’ (1] ©@Goog fv td1e Kai 10 Buldvtiov Aakedarpoviolg jév oikeia,
vpiv & aAroTpa). (p) Demosth. 18.234: ‘for neither Chios nor Rhodes nor
Kerkyra was on our side’ (oVte yap Xiog o01e 'Pddoc obte Képkupa pued’ fudv
V). (g) Demosth. 18.302: ‘to make kinsmen and allies of Byzantion, Abydos,
Euboia’ (dnm¢ oikela kal cvppay’ vrapEet mpd&at 10 Buldvtiov, v ABudov,
v EbBorav). (r) Aesch. 3.125: ‘in accordance with his retainer from Amphis-
sa’ (Umép TOL peoeyyvnuatog tov €€ Aupioong).

(B.3) Literary sources: political analysis
(s) Aristot. Pol. 1316a30: ‘like Sikyon’s’ (womep 1 Zikv@®vog (sc. molrteia)).

Taken individually, some of these passages make a weaker impact than
others. Cyprus (m) and Euboia (g) were not individual poleis but agglomera-
tions of poleis. Kaunos (d) was a Karian polis ([Skylax] 99), not a Greek one.
Again, was it not natural to write of besieging ‘Andros’ (f) rather than the
Andrians? (Actually the answer to that rhetorical question is inconclusive:
people, in Herodotus, can be besieged as well as places'®. Besides, in f 8101t
eunodiloe would remain striking.) Arguing away one passage or another, though,
1s scarcely the point. What is common to them all — and to others yet to be cited
- 1s that the substance of what is being described would have made the eth-

17 For revolt by toponyms see below, § 7.
18 Witness eg. Amathous/Amathousior (5.104.3, 105.1, 108.1, 114.1), Paros/Parioi (6.133.2,

135.1) and Thebes/Thebaioi (9.86.2, 87.1-2). See also (e.g.) 1.154, 1.164.1, 3.151.1, 5.64.2,
5.72.2,6.992, 7.154.2.
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nikon of the polis concerned more appropriate than its toponym. According to
the modern orthodoxy no ‘spot on the map’ could enter into an alliance (b, d, i,
J, I, p, q), fraternize with Persians (f), stage a revolt (m1), possess a constitution
(s) or a war-fleet (n), pay (r) or receive (a¢) money, enjoy autonomy (c), or
whatever. But according to the ancient evidence, ancient as well as modern
usage found it perfectly acceptable to use polis-toponyms when describing that
polis’s actions or reactions.

6. As § 5 has indicated, one can gather this evidence from a variety of
prose authors, not to mention documentary sources (transmitted directly or
indirectly); and gathering it entails, in most instances, discarding numerous
passages which do illustrate the orthodox modern view about polis-toponyms.
However, there is one major writer whose counter-testimony is both quantita-
tively and qualitatively in a class of its own.

Thucydidean usage offers numerous instances of the kinds we have seen
exemplified in other sources. Once again, polis-toponyms variously act and/or
react as personal entities:

(A) Stasis (etc.)

1.18.1: “although Lakedaimon has been in a state of stasis for most of its
known history, it nevertheless enjoyed good laws from very early on and was
always free from tyranny’ (1] yop Aaxedaipov ... i TAeioTov OV icuey xpdvov
O0TOG1AcHc0 OUmE EK TaAalTdTov Koi ndvounin kai aiel atupdvvevtog fv).
(cf. 3.69.2, v Képxuvpav ... ctacialovoayv; 4.1.3, 10 yap Prjyov ... éotaciale;
7.46, 'Akpayavta otactdlovta.) 3.70.3: ‘enslaving Kerkyra to the Athenians’
(Adnvaiolg v Képxupav katadouviodv).

(B) Political/military allegiance

1.25.1: ‘no help was coming to them from Kerkyra’ (ovdguiav cpicty anod
Kepkipac Tipmpiav odoav)!®. 1.44.2: ‘they were unwilling to see Kerkyra, the
possessor of so large a fleet, go over to the Corinthians’ (tnv Képxupav £Bov-
Aovto un mpoécvat toig Kopiviiolg vavtikov gxovsav tocobtov). 2.2.3: ‘they
wanted to seize Plataia, always at odds with them, first’ (¢BovAovto v [TAa-
taiav aiel opiot Sidpopov ovsav ... mpokatarafeiv). 2.100.3: ‘Gortynia and
Atalante and some other places which were on their side by agreement’ (I'optv-
viav 8¢ kal AtaAdvtnyv kal GAla dtta ydpia Oporoyiq ... mpocywpovvia). (Cf.
4.69.1, 10 Méyapa mpooywpiicat; 4.107.3, MUpK1vOg 1€ AVT® TPOCEYDPNCEV;
8.23.6, Kialopeval npoceympnoav Adnvaiolg; 8.25.5, vouilovteg, €l mpoo-
ayéyotvto Miintov, padimg Gv opict kai tdAla mpooywpficat; 8.44.2, kai
npoceywpnoe Pddog Iedonovvnaiong.) 3.86.2: ‘the allies ... of Leontinoi were
the Chalkidian poleis and Kamarina’ (§0ppayot ... 1oig 8¢ Agovtivolg al Xai-

19 Here ano Kepxupag effectively means napa Kepxupaiwv vel sim.
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Kioikal moielg kal Kapdpiva). 5.36.1: ‘they knew that the Lakedaimonians
were always eager for Argos to have an honourable friendship with them’ (10
vap "Apyog aiel NricTavio emdvpodviag Tovg Aakedaipoviovg KaAdS coiot
eiAov yevéovar). (Cf. 5.41.3, énedvpovv yap 10 "Apyog TAvIwe eiAlov ExeLy.)
6.20.3: ‘Naxos and Katane, which I hope will join us’ (Na&ov kai Katavng, 6
gAmilw Npuiv ... tpocéceodar). (Cf. 7.14.2, ai yap viv odcatl TOAELS EVpLpoyot
advvatol Na&og kai Katavn.) 8.73.4: ‘they were reluctant to see ... Samos
made an enemy of the Athenians’ (ovk H&iovv mePUBETV ... Zapov Avnvaiolg
aArrotprwUeioay).

(C) Initiates war

3.5.1: ‘the Mytilenians and the rest of Lesbos, except Methymna, went to
war’ (&¢ moiepov kaviotavto ol MuTiAnvaiol kai v GAAN AéoBog tAn Y Mn-
Jopvne).

(D) Suffers war (etc.)

1.55.2: ‘thus Kerkyra survived the war with the Corinthians’ (f} pév odv
Képkupa obtw neprylyvetal 1@ noAép td@v Kopiviiov). 3.3.1: ‘they thought it
a serious matter to wage war on Lesbos too, which had a fleet and undimin-
ished strength’ (uéyo pév &pyov Nyodvio eival AéoBov mpoonorepdoacval
vVaLTIKOV €yovoav Kai duvauty axépaiov). (Cf. 3.4.3, AéoPw mdon mTOAEUETV.)
4.104.5: ‘he wanted above all to reach Amphipolis before it surrendered’ (¢Bov-
AETO QUGGAL HaALoTa eV OOV THV A upinoly, Tpiv Tt Evdodvar). 4.109.5: ‘Sane
and Dion held out’ (Zdvn 8¢ kai Afov avtéot).

(E) Possesses a fleet
1.44.2: see above, under B. 3.3.1: see above, under D.

(F) Miscellaneous

5.28.2: ‘Lakedaimon was naturally the object of much abuse and contempt
for these setbacks’ (1 1e¢ Aakedaipwy paiiota 1 kak®dg HHKovoe Kal HTEPM®EIT
da tag Eupeopag).

7. From even such a partial sorting as this, some patterns emerge. Certain
conditions in or activities of a polis — more precisely, certain verbs which
describe those conditions or activities — seem to have prompted Thucydides to
use that polis’s toponym instead of (or sometimes as well as) its ethnikon. One
such verb is npooywpeiv, another otacidlelv. However, the most reliable
“trigger” by far was agiotdval. Again and again, when poleis in Thucydides
either (A) revolt (intransitive; polis the subject) or (B) are induced to revolt
(transitive; polis the object), they do so as toponymes:



8 David Whitehead

(A) 1.60.3, ‘Poteidaia revolted’ - IToteidara anéotn (cf. 1.57.4, 11 [Toter-
Saiag Evexa arnootdoewe; 1.59.1, v te Toteidounay kai TAALD AOEGTNKOTA,
1.60.1, tijg [Toterdaiag apestnkviac); 1.114.1, ‘Euboia revolted from the Athe-
nians, and ... it was announced to (Perikles) that Megara had revolted’ — Ev-
Bola dméatn And Avnvaiov, kol ... NyyéA0n avt® 0Tt Méyapa apéstnke; 3.2.1,
‘Lesbos, except Methymna, revolted from the Athenians’ - Aésfog tAnv Mn-
Youvng anéot an’ Adnvaimv; 4.88.2, ‘Stagiros ... joined the revolt’ — Z1dyipog
... Euvanéotn; 4.120.1, ‘Skione ... revolted from the Athenians’ — Zkidvn ...
anéotn an’ Avnvaiov; 4.123.1, ‘Mende revolted from them’ — Mévén apicta-
Tar avtdv; 5.64.1, ‘Tegea would revolt from them ... and was indeed on the
brink of doing so’ — arootoetal avt®dv Teyéa ... kal Ocov oVK APESTNKEV;
8.62.1, ‘Abydos ... revolted ..., and Lampsakos’ -’ABvdog ... dpicTatal ..., kai
Adpyaxog (cf. 8.61.1, under B); 8.100.3, ‘Eresos ... had revolted’ - "Epecog ...
aperotnkel (cf. 8.23.4 and, again, 8.100.3, under B).

(B)¥ 8.14.3, ‘they sailed ... to Klazomenai and made it revolt’ — nAgd-
cavteg kal KAalouevag dprotaoty; 8.17.1, ‘they sailed to Miletos to make it
revolt’ — Enieov &¢ Miintov ¢ arootioovieg (cf. 8.17.3, dpiotdot v Mi-
Antov); 8.19.4, ‘they made Lebedos revolt and then Hairai’ - AéBedov anéotn-
cav koi avvig Aipag; 8.22.2, ‘the ships sailed first to Methymna and made it
revolt, and ... the rest made Mytilene revolt’ — xal ai pév vijeg kataniedoacat
Mndvuvav npdtov aglotdot, Kai ... ai Aowtat MuvtiAnvny apiotdoty; 8.23.4,
‘he made Eresos revolt and armed it’ - tv ’Epecov anoctoag kal éniicag;
8.32.3, ‘they ought to ... make Lesbos revolt’ - ¢ xpn ... droctiicat TV
AécPov; 8.61.1, ‘he was sent out ... to make Abydos revolt’ — napenéuevn ...
"ABvdov arocthowv; 8.64.4, ‘to have a fleet despatched and make Thasos
revolt’ — vadg 1 kopicw kai v Odoov danoctijoat; 8.80.2, ‘a message had
reached them that (someone) would make Byzantium revolt’ — 10 Buldvtiov
ENEXNPLKEVETO O TOIC amootijval (cf. 8.80.3, ai ... déka (sc. viieg) ... Buldvtiov
aplotdov); 8.95.7, ‘they made the whole of Euboia revolt, except Oreos’ —
EbGBolav [t€] Grnacav anoctnoavieg nAnyv Qpeot (cf. 8.60.1, émBovAigvovieg
aroctaoctv tfig Evpoiag); 8.100.3, ‘they made Eresos revolt’ — apiotdot v
"Epecov.

8. ‘It 1s the common experience of people who study Thucydides intensi-
vely over a long period that one goes on indefinitely noticing things in him
which one has not noticed before ... [T]here always seems to remain the possi-
bility that something really important is still waiting to be noticed’?!. If the
phenomenon documented in §§ 6 and, particularly, 7 has, in point of fact, been

20 It will be seen that all the examples I could find of the transitive use of apistaval (someone,
stated or unstated, making a polis-toponym revolt) come from Book 8; but what, if anything,
that is telling us is extraordinarily difficult to say'

21 K.J. Dover, Thucydides (Greece & Rome, New Surveys in the Classics no. 7, Oxford 1973) 44.
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‘noticed’ before, it is puzzling how could we have been told, and continued to
believe, that poleis ‘always’ impinged on the world as ethnika and ‘never’ as
toponyms.

Be that as it may, the truth is, now, out, and its significance must be
assessed. Let us consider first this matter of revolts. Is Thucydides perhaps
revealing something particular - as he, at any rate, perceived it — about the
nature of the Athenian Empire? Were the Athenians’ allies so contemptible
that they did not deserve the same terminological courtesies as the hegemonic
polis itself? In formal terms 5.64.1 (cited above, § 7A) would disprove any such
thesis: the avt®v in question, likely to lose their ally ‘Tegea’ to the Argives &
co., are of course the Spartans. One would therefore have to reformulate the
point and suggest that, for Thucydides, the allies of either (or any) great hege-
monic polis did not always attain the dignity of being described as people
rather than places. But that would be a very large inference to draw from his
language alone, without substantive evidence in support.

Equally far-fetched would be conclusions about the nature of fifth-century
revolts themselves — or some of them. A generation ago, lavish attention was
devoted to the incidence of revolt in (or from) the Athenian Empire particularly,
with strenuous debate surrounding the question of whether they were the work
of whole citizen-communities or disenchanted minorities therein’2. When Thu-
cydides tells us that (e.g.) the ‘Naxians’ or the ‘Thasians’ revolted (1.98.4,
1.100.2) he notoriously obscures, by accident or design, such distinctions. The
question might then become whether a revolt by, say, ‘Mende’ (4.123.1) is to be
understood as something substantively different from what a revolt by ‘the
Mendaians’ would have been; an act not confined to the politai but embracing
(like Athens’ metics in the 403 kathodos) its population rather than just its
citizen-body. But here again, that kind of analysis looks over-subtle, when a far
simpler explanation — pure phraseological variation — lies to hand?.

[ am suggesting, then, that it is pointless to seek an external, case-deter-
mined explanation for the appearance of toponyms rather than ethnika in the
sort of passages presented above. We might as well ask why Russell Meiggs, in
his discussion of Thuc. 1.100.2-101.3, slipped in one ‘the Thasians’ as a vari-
ant on his otherwise preferred ‘Thasos’?*. Given (a) that revolt-vocabulary is
but one aspect of Thucydides’ employment of polis-toponyms as personal enti-
ties and (b) that that usage is anyway found elsewhere, what should be regarded
as significant is not so much any particular passage or cluster of passages but
the phenomenon as a whole.

22 A full bibliography would be otiose; I confine myself to citing G. E. M. de Ste. Croix, The
Origins of the Peloponnesian War (London 1972) 34ff, esp. n. 64,

23 In the Mende instance the toponym immediately becomes avtovg, and that in turn is soon
glossed as ot Mevdaiow. See generally J. G. A. Ros, Die uetafols (variatio) als Stilprinzip des
Thukydides (Nijmegen 1938) 210-214 (with this example at 212).

24 R. Meiggs, The Athenian Empire (Oxford 1972) 83-89; ethnikon at 84.
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9. Understanding the phenomenon’s significance entails setting it in con-
text. Two main points seem to arise:

(A) The norms of ancient and modern usage are, undeniably, different. We
can remind ourselves of this by leafing through the pages of Die Staatsvertrige
des Altertums. Time after time the modern editor’s lemma reads ‘Bilindnis
zwischen Athen und Hermione’ (no. 150) or whatever, while the document
itself has [y]JovvUgxatr Eppiovéov xai ‘Avevaio[v]. Yet enough evidence has
been presented here to disprove, in a formal sense, any categorical distinction
between (as Finley had it) polis-toponyms as mere ‘geographical place-names’
and polis-ethnika as ‘political communities’.

[ therefore suggest that in future we do speak of differing norms in this
area. Alternatively, if preferred, the term used could be generalizations — of the
(Finleyesque) type which contrary cases qualify without overturning?’. What
must be abandoned is the always/never talk, implying distinctions so absolute
that they mark an unbridgeable conceptual gulf.

(B) Recognizing that no such gulf exists should occasion us less surprise
than if it did. That Herodotus (for example), when describing poleis under
siege, can switch back and forth between toponyms and ethnika has already
been noted?¢. His reporting of episodes of andrapodismos, likewise, sometimes
has it inflicted upon a toponym (e.g. 6.17, Phokaia), sometimes upon an eth-
nikon (e.g. 6.96, Naxians). Medism in Herodotus is predicated of ‘Thespeia
and Plataia’ (8.50.2) and ‘Andros’ (8.112.2; quoted above, § 5f) as well as of
(the) ‘Athenians’ (9.8.2) or ‘the Thebans’ (9.15.2). He can record, within the
same sentence, the capture of (the) ‘Byzantians’ and ‘Kalchedonians’ on the
one hand, of ‘Antandros’, ‘Lamponion’, ‘Lemnos’ and ‘Imbros’ on the other
(5.26). In short, any and every usage appears to have been legitimate for him,
and this can be corroborated by the following schema. Herodotean example of:

(al) ‘polis’ alone as place: 1.141.4; (a2) ‘polis’+ ethnikon as place: 8.50.2;
(a3) ethnikon alone as (effectively) place: 7.22.2; (a4) toponym alone as place:
8.137.1; (a$) ‘polis’+ toponym as place: 5.117,

(bl) ‘polis’ alone as people: 4.15.1; (b2) ‘polis’+ ethnikon as people: 5.920.1;
(b3) ethnikon alone as people: 6.108.4; (b4) toponym alone as people: 8.112.2;
(bS) ‘polis’+ toponym as people: 7.151.

While such a schema has its own point to make, however, it might ultima-
tely prove misleading for the reason touched on earlier (§ 2). The logical mind
loves classification, and ancient polis-usage appears to offer ample scope for it.

25 Cf. Finley in P. E. Easterling/J. V. Muir (eds.), Greek Religion and Society (Cambridge 1985)
x1v: “exceptions are known to every point that follows, but they do not invalidate the generali-
zations”.

26 Above, n. 18.
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Some passages “mean” the city, we say, others the state. Thus, when confron-
ted with a phrase such as ‘many terrible things were happening throughout the
polis’ (moAL@®V &€ Kai delv@dV KaTtd TNV TOALY yiyvouévov: Lycurg. Leoc. 41) we
strive to interpret it in one way or the other before admitting defeat. But
perhaps the approach itself is at fault, not the efficacy of its application. Better
to focus on and emphasize — not marginalize or discount — instances of Protean
semantic shift like the one in Thucydides 2.2.1: ‘they entered Plataia in Boio-
tia, an ally of the Athenians’ {¢ofiAVov ... & [TAdtawav tfic Bowiwtiag odvoav
‘Avnvaiov Euupayida). And better still to learn from, rather than despair over,
a case like Xenophon, Hellenica 2.2.9, ‘Lysandros arrived in Aigina and gave
the polis back to the Aiginetans’ (AVcavdpog 8¢ apikduevog €ig Alylvay ané-
dwxke Vv oAV Alytvntaig), where there is not even a shift but an indivisible
whole?’.

27 This paper has benefited from suggestions by Dr Antony Keen and Professor Margarethe
Billerbeck, to both of whom I tender my thanks and the usual exemption from complicity in
the overall argument. )
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