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PREFACE

From the time when the Classics were first studied in western Europe
down to the end of the nineteenth century, whatever the ancient sources
had to say about people or events before the widespread use of the Greek
alphabet was generally taken to reflect true historical memories, memo-
ries transmitted by word of mouth from generation to generation before
finally being written down.

From the last quarter of the 19th century to now, this same informa-
tion has repeatedly been dismissed as fictitious, intentionally or uninten-
tionally inspired by special interest groups such as families, social
entities or states. This approach has been both useful and counter-produc-
tive: useful in that the information was no longer simply accepted at face
value, but was viewed critically; counter-productive, because the texts
were now studied not just critically, but even hypercritically. Indeed, in
such an hypercritical approach, the historical value of the entire body of
traditions is rejected. Much useful evidence is thus lost to research.

Now there is a third way to study the ancient sources. The informa-
tion given is carefully questioned. For any verdict proof is required. In
fact, this is an application of the judicial rule that to be suspect is not
necessarily to be guilty. Thus sources of information are subjected to in-
ternal criticism. If two or more variations are found, they are compared,
and an attempt is made to discover whether the differences imply addi-
tions, omissions, or changes. Whenever possible external evidence is
sought for the validity of the sources, specifically in archaeological or
linguistic criteria.

This third approach is the one I have used ever since, in 1946, I began
to collect material for research on the Greek migration to Ionia. As a
result of over forty years of work on the ancient sources referring to
people and events before the use of the Greek alphabet, the following
observations appear to me to be true. Our written record can contain
either authentic or fictitious elements; the core of a story may be
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authentic, the hull fictitious. Whether authentic, spurious, or altered,
what has reached us is but a small part of the pertinent writings of
antiquity. Between the first recordings of oral traditions and the texts that
have come down to us, successive authors have dealt with a given
subject. Some have abridged the original narrative. Still others have
omitted or added a number of elements, and some have fallen into the pit
of misinterpretation. There have been changes, omissions, additions of
authentic or fictitious elements not only when the narratives were
transmitted in writing, but earlier, when transmission was by word of
mouth. All these errors and additions were haphazard, made from time to
time, so also intentional omissions. With the passage of time there have
been still other losses of traditional material. Different bodies of mate-
rial, however, may well have withstood the assault of time in different
ways and to varying degrees.

The critical, rather than hypercritical, approach I follow in this study
has met with the approval of a number of colleagues. Yet it has elicited
disagreement both from those who think the traditions, just as narrated,
are always genuine, and from those who exclude the entire body of
material from the discipline of history. Moreover, since on principle I
begin my discussion of each tradition by expressing any reasonable
doubt, some hasty critics, having read only my initial reservations, have
put me down as hypercritical. Others, they too in a hurry, apparently
having perused not an entire discussion but only my conclusion that some
particular tradition was genuine, have accused me of being credulous. As
a result I have every so often thought of giving a systematic explanation
of my experiences in working on these traditions, with relevant examples
and a description of the method I have always used in studying them.
Yet somehow the incentive was never strong enough to push the program
through, for it meant sacrificing some other piece of research.

The die was cast through a letter from John Chadwick (August 1977),
or, to be exact, a challenging idea in his letter. Among other doubts
about views stated in my book, Peuples préhelléniques d'origine indo-
européenne, 1977, the eminent student of the Mycenaean world
expressed his distrust in the ancient authors as sources of information
about Bronze Age events (known also from some of his writings),
beginning with Homer. I quote the decisive passage:

“Whatever their reliability in dealing with contemporary events, |
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cannot place much credence in the account given by Thucydides and
Herodotus of events in the Bronze age. This is because such accounts
must have come through an oral tradition extending for at least 700 years.
I do not deny the possibility of such traditions preserving historical fact,
but all parallels suggest that fact becomes rapidly mixed with fiction, and
after a few centuries the truth can no longer be discerned — unless of
course we have some other witness to it. It would be useful if we could
copy a scientific method and establish the “half-life” of an oral tradition,
i.e. the time needed for it to become half truth, half fiction. But I would
estimate it as 500 years at the highest; thus the chances of a statement
about the Bronze Age reported in the 5th century B.C. being correct
would be considerably less than 50%. In such circumstances, I think we
should dismiss Thucydides and Herodotus as worthless for practical
purposes, and I leave you to judge whether later writers are likely to be
more reliable.”

In my reply to John Chadwick (14 September,1977), I observed that,

“Your idea is not feasible because the loss of historical recollection
and the addition of fiction do not happen in such a way as to be
measurable. Having said that, it is true that in each case an attempt must
be made to determine whether a given tradition contains historical
elements, and if so to isolate them. Since I have been studying for a
quarter of a century all the ancient accounts of situations and events prior
to the Iron Age, I am able to make the following observations. (1) A
restricted number of ancient accounts of historical events close in time to
the transition from the Bronze to the Iron Age contain elements going
back to authentic traditions (as an example, see a text of Nikolaos of
Damaskos on the establishment of Greek settlers in Phokaia, cited in La
migration grecque en lonie, p. 410-411). (2) From the 13th to the 14th
century there is nothing comparable, other than a few recollections of
wars and migrations wrapped in legends about heroic characters. In this
case how can the few remaining bits of the ancient traditions be
identified? The answer lies in using appropriate methods whose common
denominator is to withhold judgement where people's names or ethnic
origin, and cult acts are concerned, until they can be recovered through
independent evidence. Sometimes there is fairly valid confirmation of
such information, and this is not without significance of a more general
sort. (3) There are also narratives of the same type referring to situations
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or historical events of still earlier times (back to the third millennium).
My approach to these is quite unlike my approach to the preceding. 1
consider it quite impossible that a reference to a war or migration can
preserve a memory going back to such an early time. It is possible,
however, that a legend about a migration from country A to country B is
based on a memory that a people X once lived both in country A and in
country B. I then look for independent confirmation and sometimes I find
it. (4) There are texts referring to prehellenic peoples or Greek tribes
living in various regions at a very early date. To some extent these
localizations can be confirmed through cross-checking and other
methods.” '

Yet John Chadwick's challenging idea stayed with me. Since then
there has been no reason for me to alter my opinion that to “establish the
'half- life' of a tradition” was out of the question. In my letter to John
Chadwick I referred, however, to only one of my arguments: that neither
the diminishing of memory nor the elaboration that creates fiction can be
measured. I omitted another argument, one that needed to be developed:
that a tradition is not a single entity like a chemical element, but it is
composed of various categories, such as the names of people and places,
events, chronologies, and so on. Moreover, each component has its own
fate through adulterations and fictionalizing, and the wear and tear of
time. In my experience, some categories of traditional material may well
refer to events somewhat earlier than 1100 B.C. Thus the reply to John
Chadwick's challenging idea should be a systematic exposition of the
behaviour through time of each category of traditional material.

The traditions I have studied touch on various topics: migrations,
wars, the founding and abolishing of dynasties, kings and heroes, cults. It
would be confusing indeed if traditional material from narratives about
all these subjects were presented together. I have therefore confined the
study at hand to a single group of narratives: those having to do with
migrations.

In addition, I have thought it useful to compare my observations with
those of scholars studying the oral traditions that have survived into our
times for these traditions can be approached directly, without the agency
of written transmission. The study of living oral tradition gives us some
idea of the possibilities of transmission by word of mouth, something we
cannot expect from the scraps of prehistoric tradition written down in
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archaic times, without scientific method of course, and successively
filtered, always subjectively, to become the texts we have inherited.
Observations based on living oral traditions therefore can be used as
“standards” for assessing data going back to ancient Greek oral traditions
of pre-alphabetic times.






INTRODUCTION

I. CONCLUSIONS DRAWN FROM THE STUDY
' OF PRESENT-DAY TRADITIONS

Oral traditions are widely used today as sources for studying the
history of illiterate societies, especially those of Africa. Concomitantly,
much has been the discussion about the reliability of this kind of
evidence and the relevant methodology. The experience of those working
with written sources has likewise, and with profit, been taken into
consideration.! This, in return, may well be of some use to historians of
Greek and Roman antiquity in assessing data derived from oral tradition.

By scholarly definition, an oral tradition is “a testimony transmitted
verbally from one generation to another”® or “orally transmitted
information concerning the past”.? It is, furthermore, described as follows.
“The informant who recounts a tradition did not himself take part in the
activity it records nor saw it happen, but received it from some other
person through a chain of transmission going back in theory to a
participant or eyewitness.” Thus “oral tradition” differs from oral history,
which refers to information from eyewitnesses and participants of events

which took place in relatively recent times”.?

Useful information for non-specialists: M.P.Burg, “Problems and Methods of Oral
History”, B.Barry, “La chronologie dans la tradition orale du Waalo, essai
d’interprétation”, E.J.Alagoa, “Oral Tradition”, and Sylvie Vincent, “L’histoire orale
montagnaise, source pour I’histoire et discours idéologique”, all in XVe Congrés
International des sciences historiques 1980, Rapports 1 (1980) 497-578; J.Vansina, “Oral
Tradition and its Methodology”, and A.Hampatd B4, “The Living Tradition”, both in
General History of Africa (sponsored by the UN.E.S.C.0.), I (1981) 142-203.

J.Vansina, op. cit., 142

E.J.Alagoa, op. cit., 529

E.J.Alagoa, ib.

E.J.Alagoa, ib.

[S I NV ¥



20 INTRODUCTION

1. DISCUSSIONS ABOUT THE RELIABILITY OF
LIVING ORAL TRADITIONS.
HOW THEY HAVE BEEN TRANSMITTED

Students of living oral tradition can be divided into three schools simi-
lar to those found in the study of Helladic-Aegean prehistoric traditions
transmitted through Greek and Latin written sources. These are: the
school that unreservedly believes the traditions to preserve memories of
historical events; the school that, to the contrary, has strong reservations
about any item of information coming from oral tradition; and the school,
between these two, that approaches each item of information separately
without prejudice pro or con, and examines it critically to see whether or
not it echoes actual events or situations.

The second school in the field of living oral tradition, the hypercriti-
cal, has been influenced by socio-anthropological perceptions not yet
introduced in work on Helladic-Aegean prehistoric traditions. Of particu-
lar note is the supposition of the structuralists that oral traditions do not
reflect historical realities but, rather, the idea a given society has about
its own past. That is to say, traditions serve the social and political
designs of the present.

Studying each traditional element from every point of view, scholars
of the third school have made an extraordinary number of valuable obser-
vations. This has provided us with a full picture of the circumstances of
transmission, and the potentialities and limitations of oral tradition. Of
special interest for those studying the Helladic-Aegean area, are their
observations on (a) factors contributing to the transmission of genuine
traditional elements with fidelity and minimal loss, and (b) those which,
to the contrary, produce changes in the authentic traditional material or
bring about the invention of fictions.

(a) Study of actual oral traditions and of the ways they are transmit-
ted has shown that they are of vital importance for the maintenance and
functioning of illiterate societies. Such societies need highly qualified
persons who can keep and transmit traditions as faithfully as possible.
Memory of events of the past has been kept alive through chains of
specialists who learned of these matters from their elder colleagues and
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in their turn handed on the information to their pupils. These specialists
are known in various African languages by words meaning “the know-
ers”, or “makers of knowledge”. Scholars call them “traditionalists”, or
“griots”, and liken them to “living archives” or “depositories of historical
knowledge”. In many respects they differ from minstrels and story-tellers
(to be discussed below). In an illiterate society, the capacity of recollec-
tion is cultivated at a very high level. The traditionalists themselves “are
gifted with a prodigious memory”,' a memory they keep in practice
continuously from the years of their training to the end of their lives. To
help them they use mnemotechnical devices. They undergo a long and
assiduous training with teachers who are themselves sanctioned tradi-
tionalists. Their horizon is not limited to their compatriots alone, but they
study also with foreign teachers. In their travels they consult as well non-
specialists who are in a position to know certain family histories or
hidden pockets of history of more general interest. In the bibliography the
traditionalists are sometimes described as being versed in cosmological
myths, the secrets of man and his natural environment, and in a number
of other skills as well. Some confine themselves to memorizing only
local events, dynastic and family chronicles. Others specialize much
more. The traditionalists come from various social classes, ranging from
the aristocracy to the house-captive. Yet all are similarly respected and
all may attend the council of the elders. Minstrels and story-tellers, on
the other hand, never had that privilege, all the more as they were
primarily house-captives. Two factors were responsible for the social
eminence of the traditionalists. They were respected for their intellectual
ability. They were moreover entrusted with a function of great import-
ance for the community, which wanted to preserve its collective memory
and its identity. .

This was done according to defined rules and rites. The traditionalists
“were bound to respect the truth”, not because lying was ethically
disapproved, but because lying “would vitiate ritual acts”.”? The
traditionalists mentioned their immediate teachers and those who went
before them as far back as possible, particularly if their words were
challenged. They adhered, moreover, to intellectual probity even to the

L A.Hampatd B4, op. cit., 173.
2 A.Hampats B4, op. cit., 175.
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point of narrating two divergent accounts about the same event or.
process. Unlike the traditionalists, minstrels and story-tellers narrated
tales known both to themselves and to their listeners to be fiction.

In addition to their faculty to remember and their respect for truth,
other factors as well affected the fidelity of a narrative. The traditional-
ists made their recitals frequently. Their listeners knew the narrations
well and were quite prepared to make corrections if the traditionalist
were to make a mistake. From time to time two or more traditionalists
met together to check each other’s learning. Finally, certain kinds or
degrees of error brought on “religious, social and political sanctions”,'
and were even punishable by death. The heaviest sanctions were suffered
by the traditionalists if they made a mistake in a recital of dynastic
catalogues or in narrating the accomplishments or rights of the royal
ancestors.

Besides the part played by the human factor, that is, the traditionalists
themselves, we should mention the role of a formal factor, the use of
fixed forms. “Certain traditions transmitted in a fixed form can also retain
historical information long after its use or even meaning has been forgot-
ten and in spite of social or political changes.”” It is worth noting that the
Vedic Hymns too were orally transmitted for centuries although, as time
went on, words or formulae were no longer understood by the public or
by ordinary bards. '

b) In contrast to the above, there were other factors with an adverse
effect on the preservation of oral tradition, causing losses, distortions, and
adulterations. Such factors were connected above all with the interests
and preferences of communities, social groups, families, and powerful
individuals. Communities held on to memories of the past that had to do
with their-origin and their identity; so also their victories and their
negotiated rights. Leading groups and, within these, dynastic families,
developed and cultivated viewpoints that guaranteed their privileged
position within the community. Dynastic families as a rule had at their
disposal their own traditionalist. He was supervised by his patrons to be
sure he reproduced their tradition exactly and, if the opportunity or need

1 J.Alagoa, op. cit., 532.
2 J.Alagoa, op. cit., 532.
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arose, they prevailed upon him to make changes in their interest. Social
concerns and interests worked not only selectively, conservatively, and
by distorting, but also corrosively: traditions that no longer interested a
community, group, or family, faded and disappeared. The same thing
happened to a greater extent when a tradition was simply erased by some
social agent. Situations in which a political or social change within a
community has brought about a total forgetting of the past order have
been verified by a number of scholars. Others, however, have found that
such changes are not really so erosive in their effect. Oral tradition may
suffer also from the extent to which it uses stereotypes. Events and
chronological indications may thus be confused with each other or
dropped entirely.

Scholars who work with living oral tradition try to avoid its traps and
to educe from it whatever valuable information there may be. They use
the same means and methods as those employed by historians working
with written sources. They subject each particular narrative to internal
criticism. They ascertain the trustworthiness of the narrator and of his
predecessors in the chain of transmission. They also take into considera-
tion the value attached to truth by the society that produced the tradition
u «der study. Furthermore, they look for sources independent of those to
be verified, specifically: a) other oral traditions, b) written testimonies of
Arab or European traders, adventurers, missionaries, official envoys and
government employees and c) linguistic and archaeological data.

2. CHARACTERISTICS AND POTENTIALITIES
OF TRADITIONAL MATERIAL

Study to date of living oral tradition has enabled scholars to show
a) which categories of events are preserved through oral tradition, b) how
long it takes the various categories of data to be eroded or dropped,
c) what changes result from the mythicizing of historical events or
situations, from idealizing, or from the use of stereotypes.

a) Living oral tradition commands a wide spectrum of historical
events and situations. Most frequently and emphatically recited are deeds
of war, the accomplishments of kings, and lists of rulers. Every people or
tribe, indeed, likes to hear stories about its genesis and the formation of
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its state. If their ancestors happened to have come from another area,
references to their place of origin, their migrations, and to their final
settling are among the favorite topics. Other stories explain the social
divisions, the position of each social class, the rights and obligations of
individuals, and the importance of their various social principles.

b) The general perception that the older an event, the more its recol-
lection is stamped on the collective memories of illiterate societies, is
both supplemented and refined by many other observations about the
effects of time and other factors on the preservation or loss of traditional
material. (1) “The maximum length of time social memory can compre-
hend depends directly on ‘the institution which is concerned with a
tradition. Each has its own temporal depth. Family history does not go far
back because the extended family covers only three generations and
there is often little interest in remembering earlier events.”' Clans and
kingdoms as a rule have long memories that cover many generations and
may go back to their beginnings. (2) There are, however, some societies
that preserve recollections of many generations, but telescope them to
only two, that of the fathers and grandfathers. (3) Other societies like to
extend their history as far back as possible, to a more or less mythical
time. (4) Where successive kings are listed, memory of the names and
order of succession is more reliable than that of the length of each reign.
(5) A number of recollections of African tribes can be checked against
the written testimony of Arab and Sudanese writers. Such checking has
shown that the earliest recollections to be found in the traditions of the
kings of Tekkur, Ghana, and Mali, go back to the 11th century A.C. The
earliest recollections of the Dolof and Waalo have not been securely
dated. Scholars have suggested a number of chronologies, ranging from
the 8th to the 14th centuries, one of which is at the transition from the
11th to the 12th century and another from the 12th to the 13th century
A.C. .

c) The very content of oral traditions recalling historical fact is
subject to alteration through contamination with myth. Similarly, it may
be distorted by idealization and standardization. (1) Whether or not its
content is “true”, all narrative tends to become mythical. Traditions
describing the origin of a particular people are particularly subject to

1 J.Vansina, op. cit., 155.
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mythicizing. Specific examples are instructive. Thus the tradition of the
Kuba people in which their forbears migrated upstream in canoes is no
longer in the realm of history, but expresses the idea of movement from
the sacred to the profane. Other tales of migration have been shown to be
cosmogonical. (2) Traditions likewise have a tendency towards idealiza-
tion. Thus possibly historical kings take on characteristics that clearly
reflect an idealized conception of royalty so that they lose some of their
own characteristics and resemble other figures. Many examples of ideal-
ized behaviour have been noted as well. (3) Oral tradition also works out
standardized types of kings, such as the “warrior”, the “just”, the
“magician” or the “culture-hero”. As a result kings who waged some war
or other, or became known as wizards, or were connected with some
cultural development, may be credited with still more wars, other
sorceries, or other cultural advances.

It is worth adding that in many societies there exist two oral tradi-
tions: orne secret or esoteric, known to a restricted group the other public
or exoteric, known and open to all. Both secret and public versions may
well refer to the same thing, such as the origin of a dynasty, ritual or
commemorative festival. Both are equally susceptible to alteration.

II. GENERAL OBSERVATIONS ON GREEK TRADITIONS
ABOUT PREHISTORIC TIMES IN THE LIGHT
OF PRESENT-DAY ORAL TRADITIONS

The preserved elements of Greek oral tradition of prehistoric times are
evidently but a fraction of the traditions that were still alive before the
alphabet was in general use. It is equally clear that we confront the
problem of their validity under far more difficult circumstances than those
of the oral traditions still alive today.

To begin with, we do not have the first alphabetic recordings of oral
traditions. Secondly, we do not know exactly when each oral tradition
was first written down. The time around 700 B.C. is but the earliest
possible date for some initial recordings; the latest may have been
several centuries later. Thirdly, sometimes we know that between an
oral tradition and its first recording there was a period when it was
transmitted through an epic. This raises the possibility that the same
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thing could apply in other cases. Fourth, it is obvious that whatever the
immediate source of each initial recording, and whatever its date, none
of this was done with any sort of scientific method. Quite to the contrary
in terms of selection, abridgement, misunderstanding, and intentional or
other sorts of changes, it was affected by the results of subjective
interference. Finally worth noting are the vicissitudes in transmission of
each tradition or element of a tradition, from one author to the next, from
its first recording in writing to the texts that have come down to us and
are our direct sources. Over the centuries, omissions, abridgements,
alterations, and fictional additions accumulated through the interests or
tastes of the authors themselves, and, given the opportunity, the interests
or tastes of this or that political milieu or family.

Thus the task of criticism imposed by our material is far more de-
manding than that required by living oral tradition. To begin with,
changes made — or that could have been made — during written transmis-
sion have to be detected. The mangled bits of what was once oral
tradition must be isolated despite their subsequent alteration. Then, only
those elements clearly belonging to oral tradition may be considered for
comparison, using the standards of living oral tradition. The more an item
of information approaches the standards of living oral tradition from the
standpoint of content and precision, the greater the likelihood of its being
authentic.

Did the illiterate societies of the Helladic-Aegean region have tradi-
tionalists? The lack of pertinent evidence is compensated to some extent
by analogy with societies that still maintain an oral tradition, and by the
existence in some Greek poleis of magistrates known as mnemones. They
were in charge of registering and keeping private contracts, titles of land
held privately, and mortgages. They also served as witnesses in trials and
played a part in the sale of goods and in the manumission of slaves.'
The title mnemon is certainly more ancient than the use of written
documents.? Moreover, if specialists in memorizing were needed to
assure the safe-keeping of contracts between individuals, would they not
have been needed just as well for preserving recollections of interest to

I G.Busolt, Griechische Staatskunde (1926) 368, 488, 749; E.Kiessling, “Mnemones”, RE,
XV 2 (1932) 2261-2264.

2 G.Busolt, op. cit., 488; E.Kiessling, op. cit., 2263; E.Berneker, “Mnemones”, KIP, III
(1969) 1370 ff; R.E.Willetts, The Civilization of Ancient Crete (1977) 167-168.
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to an entire community or tribe? All the Greek societies were illiterate
during the years from the end of Mycenaean times to the eighth century
B.C. These people therefore needed traditionalists, who will have been
known as “mnemones”. The Mycenaeans used a system of writing known
as Linear B. Yet the surviving Mycenaean texts have neither a shred of
historical information nor the name of a king. One may well question the
existence of written chronicles of historical events and written king lists
and that is a question we cannot answer. Yet even if there were such
texts, we cannot exclude the parallel existence of epics with historical
content, transmitted orally by both professional bards and simple people.

The range in categories of topics recorded in writing about events that
could have taken place in the Helladic - Aegean area before the alpha-
bet was widely used, is as great as the corresponding spectrum. found in
living oral traditions. Among the topics preferred are the kings' accomp-
lishments in battle. With few exceptions, the kings are identified not
only by their own name, but by the father's name, and, rarely, by that of
the grandfather, thus a short genealogy. Long dynastic catalogues make
their appearance in late texts and seem to be the product of combinations
and calculations by scholars of historical times, notably Hellenistic.
Next in frequency are narrations of migrations and settlements of groups
of people, or of heroes, alone or with a few comrades. Rarely found are
stories referring to the beginning of ritual or religious acts, and even rarer
are those recalling the origin of an institution.

Discoveries made in the study of living oral tradition may provide
solutions to problems arising in the study of pre-alphabetic Helladic-
Aegean traditions. For example, the appearance of two or more varia-
tions in a succession of kings in a dynasty may be explained with the
help of models taken from living oral tradition. Other results from this
branch of study should certainly awaken doubt and caution in the student
of earlier tradition. What divergences from the original form might have
occurred in an oral tradition before it was written down? What is the role
of the specific interests of societies, social groups, or dynasties in this
case? What part was played by mythicizing, idealizing or standardizing?
Was the tradition under study originally esoteric or exoteric? Finally, the
study of living oral tradition has provided something by which to measure
the limits of possibility in our traditions. There is always the chance that
the demise of the group interested in preserving a tradition, might have
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erased a body of collective recollections. If there are signs that this is not
the case, we must then look for some other convincing explanation, such
as the dissemination of an epic outside the society that formed it. Equally
important is the observation that a number of living oral traditions refer to
events that happened eight centuries earlier. This means that oral tradi-
tions of the Helladic-Aegean area, recorded around 700 B.C., could well
preserve memories of events going as far back as ca. 1500 B.C. If,
however, a particular tradition were to be handed down by way of an
epic before being written down, that is before 700 B.C., then the earliest
limit of eight centuries could be calculated backwards from the date
when the epic was formed. In actuality, however, this possibility is not
in evidence. ’

IIIl. THE PRESENT STUDY

As already stated, the present study' is confined to the cycle of tradi-
tions about migratory movements of Greek groups whose recollections of
these movements were handed down by word of mouth before they were
transcribed.

- To reach our goal we have divided the material according to the date
of each relevant event, and we have studied each period separately in
working back to earlier times. Thus, we begin with the chronological
horizon of 630 B.C. and we end with the earliest time reflected in tradi-
tion. We can thus determine the quantitative decrease and qualitative
deterioration of historical information in relation to the lapse of time.

In fact we are not dealing with all the traditions about migratory
movements, but only the most useful from each chronological horizon.
We have eliminated from the period 760 - 630 B.C. all traditions whose
documentation mentions only metropolises and oikists. In proportion to
our ascent in time we retain those cases with the greatest number of
items of information that can reasonably be considered genuine. These

1" A first brief account of this study was presented at the 8th Congress of the Federation for
Classical Studies held in Dublin, 24 August to 1 September 1984, with the title “Quelques
observations sur les traditions grecques historiques de haute époque.” As this will not be
published, a shorter version is in Eilanivn, volume in honour of Professor Nikolaos Platon
(1987) 473-478.
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items express not a maximum, but a minimum of the possibility oral
tradition has of preserving collective recollections. Our appraisal is based
on the fact that we have no access to living oral traditions, but only to
the debris found in texts. Here there are two difficulties. First of all,
these texts were written at the earliest in the 5th century B.C., and more
often in Hellenistic or Roman times. In addition, they incorporate the
omissions, additions, and misunderstandings of a series of authors from
the earliest transcription of a tradition down to the version we have
before our eyes.

In sum, we are confining ourselves to study-cases within the limits of
each chronological horizon. These in turn will serve as reference-cases
for those from earlier horizons.
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STUDY-CASES FOR OMISSIONS, ‘ADDITIONS,
AND ALTERATIONS IN TRADITIONS DURING
THEIR TRANSMISSION BY WRITING






INTRODUCTION

All Greek traditions about migrations earlier than the widespread use
of the alphabet have come down to us in written form. We have,
however, only some of the texts about each migration. In a general way,
the loss of the first transcription of each tradition is regrettable.
Presumably this will have been more faithful to oral tradition in quantity
and quality of items retained than were the texts that followed. Another
handicap is that texts giving the history of a migration in a consecutive
and balanced fashion are exceptional. The texts of each surviving series
increasingly digress from each other in content and form. In content, big
differences are evident, both in the preservation of genuine recollections
and, conversely, in what has been forgotten, confused, fictionalized or
otherwise degraded and weakened. As for form, there is an entire scale
of texts ranging from accounts of some length to scholia or lexicon
lemmas. Be that as it may, we must first of all try to determine whether
and to what extent what we read in our texts goes back to the time when
these traditions were being transmitted simply by word of mouth.

To find the answer, it would be useful first to examine a number of
traditions that were not slow to be recorded since they were related to
post-alphabet migrations. By comparing what we have verified here with
verifications made in the dossiers of pre-alphabet migrations, we can
reasonably expect to limit the chance of attributing to oral tradition what
could instead have occurred at the time of written transmission.

The prob’em of the emergence of writing in Greek is much discussed.
For our purposes, suffice it to take note of the following. The oldest
extant Greek inscriptions are graffiti on vases datable ca. 740-730 B.C.
Some scholars synchronize the date of these documents with the birth of
the alphabet. Others interpret it as a terminus ante quem, and assume that
the alphabet was introduced during the first half of the eighth century.
Resemblances of some early Greek letters to their Phoenician prototypes,
datable to the same period or earlier, support this second hypothesis.
According to Greek tradition, the names of victors at Olympia were first
recorded in 776 B.C., and the list of Spartan ephors began in 754 B.C.
Given the archaeological data mentioned above, these two traditions
seem quite plausible. There is no reason to accept the hypothésis that
776 and 754 were dates given later on to the earliest known Olympic
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victors and Spartan ephors. The emergence of the use of the Greek al-
phabet, therefore, coincides with the beginning of successive migrations
from the Greek mainland to colonial areas. This is known as the second
Greek colonization.

Here we shall not examine as study-cases all the migrations in ques-
tion, only those whose dossier proves to yield conclusions. The best
dossiers are those about a group of Theraians sent to Libya ca.638 B.C.
and established at Kyrene eight years later, and the migration of the
Partheniai of Sparta to Taras around 706 B.C. Next is the dossier on the
colonization of Rhegion by Chalkidians and Messenians around 730 B.C.
Finally there are a number of other dossiers relevant to migrations earlier
than 730 B.C.

Although the migratory movements between 760 and 630 B.C. are
later than the appearance of the Greek alphabet, the earliest of them
could have occurred some time before the use of the alphabet for chroni-
cles or other documents from which local historians drew their informa-
tion. In these cases traditions about migrations would have been transmit-
ted by word of mouth over the course of one, two, or even three genera-
tions. This length of time, however, will not have been long enough to
bring about perceptible alterations.

Before taking up the question of the migrations we plan to use as
study-cases, let us make a quick review of the first steps of Greek
historiography in general and especially the migratory movements that
took place between 760 and 630 B.C.

We have already mentioned the lists of Olympic victors and Spartan
ephors, beginning in 776 and 754 B.C. respectively. The list of Athenian
eponymous archons that begins in 683 B.C. may likewise be borne in
mind. Other poleis too will have begun to keep similar lists, and their
sanctuaries lists of priests or priestesses. As time passed, those charged
with the keeping of the lists recorded also memorable events of an
archon's or priest's years of office. These were records, however, of
contemporary events. Thus, even if they were started with the first
generation in some of the colonies founded from 760 on, rarely would
they have included also recollections of the actual circumstances of
migration. Real histories of poleis or groups of poleis began to be written
during the fifth century B.C.

During the Archaic period, however, the Greeks entertained a strong
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interest in the remote past, that past which we classify as mythical rather
than historical. They were interested also in foreign peoples with a
different way of life. This material was collected into epics. In this way
were formed the types known as the “historical epic” and the “periegetic
epic” (periploi, periodoi, periegeseis). These two types reached their
peak during the sixth and first third of the fifth centuries in Ionia. From
the areas where there were Greek colonies, we know only that two of
the archaic poets of Magna Graecia and Sicily, Stesichoros (7th-6th
century) and Ibykos (6th century), wrote poems with mythical content.
We know also that the fragments of the Periegeseis of Hekataios of
Miletos contain information about geography beyond metropolitan
Greece.

From the Souda we learn that during the time of the Persian Wars one
Hippys of Rhegion wrote two works: Ktisis Italias and Sikelikai Praxeis.
Yet it has been suggested that Hippys was fictitious and that his works
are spurious, datable no earlier than the 3rd century B.C.! Thus the
earliest of the historians of Magna Graecia and Sicily known to us is
Antiochos of Syracuse who wrote Sikelika and Peri Italias ? between the
years 430 and 410 B.C. The first work began with the mythical king,
Kokalos, and ended with the year 424. The second work also began
before the arrival of the Greeks in Italy. Thus it is reasonable to suggest
that both works contained information about the founding of the Italian
and Sicilian cities. This information will have been drawn from local
sources, written or possibly still oral. Events of the Greek colonization of
Magna Graecia and Sicily were reflected in the works of the fifth
century Greek historians. Pherekydes, Hellanikos, and Herodotos all
referred to these subjects, inserting them where pertinent in accounts of
other matters. In his introduction to the Sikelika Thucydides put together
some pieces of information about Greek colonization in Sicily, and the
native population. From the fourth century on down to Roman times, we
hear of many Greek authors from Magna Graecia and Sicily or other
Greek regions. Here I mention those who are or may be connected with
our subject. Greeks of Sicily and Italy: Philistos of Syracuse (4th century

1 554 FGrH.
2 555 FGrH.
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B.C.),! Alkimos of Sicily (4th century),”? Athanas of Syracuse (4th
century),? Timaios of Tauromenion (4th century),* Lykos of Rhegion (4th-
3rd century),” Andreas of Tauromenion (3rd century),® and Diodoros of
Sicily (1st century B.C.). Greeks from other places: Hermeias of
Mythemna ,” Ephoros, Aristotle, and the Pseudo-Skylax (4th century
B.C.), Hippostratos® and Silenos of Kaleakte (3rd century B.C.),°
Aristeides of Miletos, Diomedes, Dositheos, Polemon of Ilion (2nd
century B.C.),!° Dionysios of Halikarnassos and Strabo (lst century
B.C).

Our study of the written documentation on migrations occurring after
the alphabet was in general use shows also the impact of some factors
connected with literacy itself on the transmission of traditions. These are
the author, and the type of text. The role of the author is determined by
his options which in turn depend on personal and social ideas, concerns,
and tastes. We use the word social here in its broader sense, including
also the changing ideologies of successive historical periods. It is notable
also that some authors show an interest in the genuine elements of a tra-
dition, whereas others succumb to fictions they have fashioned them-
selves or drawn from earlier colleagues. The texts, for their part, fall into
different categories based on the following criteria: occasion and
purpose, length, content, conventions, quality. For the first of the criteria
we have sections of larger accounts within historical works, occasional
digressions referring to an event or theme, commentaries and scholia, and
lexicon lemmas. As for length, the spectrum ranges from Herodotos's
narrative of the Theraian migration to Kyrene to hints or brief explana-
tions. Between these two extremes are narratives of some extent telling
a story in coherent and balanced fashion, and narratives from which

_details and even items have been omitted. The content depends largely

1 556 FGrH.
2560 FGrH.
3 562 FGrH.
4566 FGrH.
5570 FGrH.
6 571 FGrH.
7 558 FGrH.
8 568 FGrH.
9 FGrH 1B, 658.
10 FGrH T B, 659.
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on the length. A longer text may, to be sure, include more items and
details than a shorter one. This is, however, not always the case. Some
texts of about the same length may differ in the number of items, with
the devotion of more space to one item compensating for the omission of
another. Yet the kinds of items we find in our documentation seem to
obey some convention. If there is a single item only, by far the most
frequently found is that of the mother-city. If we are indulged with two,
these will be the mother-city and the oikist. Last in frequency are the
preparations for the migration and the expedition itself. The earlier
historians, such as Herodotos and Thucydides, have their own conven-
tions and stereotypes for telling about the foundations of colonies. After
that, some impersonal conventions and stereotypes gain ground.

The above shows clearly that it is not enough to identify the items of
each dossier and to distinguish their original and secondary elements. We
must consider likewise the role of the sources themselves in conveying
traditions in general, specific items, and, within these, genuine and
secondary elements. In Chapter I, it will be seen that the condition of our
documentation has obliged me to face the problem of the sources by
analysing them in chronological order. In other dossiers this system
proved to be impracticable. I found it clearer and more feasible to deal
with the problem of the sources as vehicles of traditions in separate
sections within each relevant study-case. ’



I. THE COLONIZING OF KYRENE

THE SOURCES

The dossier on the emigration of a group of Theraians to Kyrene is
unique among the dossiers on our subject in having five characteristics,
all advantageous for this study-case. To begin with, it is the only dossier
preserving the decree of the mother-city to send out a colony. Secondly,
it is the only one with a narrative of what happened in Thera once the
decision was taken. The source of the narration itself may have been a
local chronicle. Third, this is the only dossier in which a detailed
account of the events is taken from a literary source, namely the history
of Herodotos. Fourth, this account is the only one in all the related litera-
ture stating which information comes from the mother-city, and which
from the colony. Fifth, the time that passed between the founding of the
colony and the narration of Herodotos, one hundred ninety years, is the
shortest length of time with which we have to deal. The next in chrono-
logical span is a century longer.!

PRIMARY AND EARLY SECONDARY SOURCES
A REVIEW OF THE TEXTS

At an unknown time in the fourth century B.C., the Theraians
requested the Kyrenaians to grant full citizenship to Theraian residents of
their city. To this end, the applicants invoked an agreement, made
previously after a decision to send a colony from Thera to Libya,
between the people who were to stay and those who were to sail. The
agreement provided that any Theraian who might later move to the
colony would have a share in citizenship and a portion of the land that
had not yet been distributed. The Kyrenaians honoured the request of
their mother city and published in their decree the agreement and an
appendix which they described as the Sputov t@v oiniotigwy, that is,

! This is the case with the colonization of Taras (infra, pages 66 - 93).
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the “oath of the founders.” Both the decree of the Kyrenaians and the
appendix are preserved in an inscription that has been studied by many
scholars. The appendix consist of two different parts. It first quotes a text
purported to be the very decree of the Theraian assembly stating their
decision to send forth a colony and regulating its application. Then it
reports that after voting this decree the Theraians took an oath to respect
it and put curses on possible transgressors, with magical rites being
performed both by those who were leaving and those who were staying. I
quote here A. J. Graham’s English translation of the appendix, with two
departures which I note below.!

“Decided by the assembly. Since Apollo has spontaneously
prophecised to Battos and the Theraians? ordering them to colonize
Kyrene, the Theraians resolve that Battos be sent to Libya as leader and
king; that the Theraians sail as his companions; that they sail on fair and
equal terms, according to family; that one son be conscripted from each
family; that those who sail be in the prime of life; and that, of the rest of
the Theraians, any free man who wishes may sail. If the colonists
establish the settlement, any of their fellow-citizens who later sails to
Libya shall have a share in citizenship and honours and shall be allotted
a portion of the unoccupied land. But if they do not establish the
settlement and the Theraians are unable to help them and they suffer
inescapable troubles up to five years, let them return from that land
without fear to Thera, to their possessions and to be citizens. But he who
is unwilling to sail when the city sends him shall be liable to punishment
by death and his goods shall be confiscated. And he who receives or
protects another, even if it be a father his son or brother his brother, shall
suffer the same penalty as the man unwilling to sail.” Here ends the text
of the Theraian decree. It is immediately followed by this account: “On
these conditions they took an oath,? those who stayed here and those who
sailed on the colonial expedition, and they put a curse on those who

! A.J.Graham, Colony and Mother City in Ancient Greece (1964) 225-226.

2 Herodotos has adtopdriEev without stating precisely whether the prophecy was separately
or jointly to Battos and the Theraians. This is an important problem (infra, page 46 and
63). For the moment it is useful to refain the imprecision of the original.

R 3 e -~ 2 7
We have not, then, here to translate Spuiov T@v oixlothowv (supra, page 38) as
“agreement”, as has been proposed. Furthermore, “agreement” accords only with the
decree itself, not with the narrative of events.
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should transgress these conditions and not abide by them, whether those
living in Libya or those staying in Thera. They moulded wax images and
burnt them while they uttered the following imprecation, all of them,
having come together, men and women, boys and girls. May he who
does not abide by this oath but transgresses it melt away and dissolve
like the images, himself and his seed and his property. But for those who
remain in Thera, may there be abundance and prosperity both for
themselves and their descendants.”

This narrative most certainly has recorded actual events; not all the
events, however. Thus it gives us some idea of a minimum of events that
an oral tradition could preserve, if that tradition is not far removed from
its origin. We must measure with reference to this minimum, not only
Herodotos’s account of the Theraian colonization in Libya, but every
other account having to do with colonization.

Herodotos’s account of the settling of some of the Theraians in
Kyrene is the next of our main sources in chronological order and in
reliability. It is in the logos about Kyrene, and it follows the same model
as that used by Herodotos in the other logoi incorporated in his definitive
work. After noting simply “About this time a great army was sent against
Libya also, for a reason which I will give after I have first related this
story”, and before he comes to the narrative of the campaign, Herodotos
makes a digression in four parts. First comes the history of a group of
Minyans who settled in Lakonia, and who, after a period of good rela-
tions with the Spartans, followed by a time of bad relations, were
obliged to leave the country. The second part is the history of Theras. He
came from Kadmeian Thebes, and had accompanied the Herakleidai to
the Peloponnese. Since he was, on his mother’s side, an uncle of
Aristodemos’s sons, he became regent at Sparta. When his nephews
grew up and took on the kingship, Theras planned to emigrate with
members of the Spartan community. This happened at the very time that
a crisis arose between the Spartans and Minyans. Theras made a
successful request to take the Minyans with him. The third part of the
digression has to do with the history of the Theraians settling in Libya
and the founding of Kyrene. After that comes the history of Kyrene up to
its seizure by the Persians. Herodotos represents the oikist of Kyrene and
his successors to the kingship of Kyrene, as having descended from a
group of Minyan stock.
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He affirms that he drew his material about Kyrene from Spartan,
Theraian, and Kyrenaian sources. He states quite precisely that the
Spartans and Theraians were in agreement about everything connected
with the history of the Minyans so also with the history of Thera includ-
ing even the colonisation of Thera from Lakonia. He then goes on to alert
the reader to the points of agreement and disagreement between the
Theraians and the Kyrenaians. He uses three verbs: “Aéyovol” (they say),
“ovudégovrar” (they agree), and “ovdaudg Opuoroyéovol” (they do not
agree in telling). “So far in my story the Lakedaimonians and the
Theraians agree in their account; from this point the Theraians alone say
that things happened as follows”, “This is what the Theraians say; for the
rest the Theraian and Kyrenaian stories agree, except that the
Kyrenaians tell a wholly different tale of Battos, which is this.” The
verbs, Aéyovol, ovupégoviar, and dporoyéovor may be used both in
speaking and in writing. In Herodotos’s time local histories (dpot) had
only just started to be written. Herodotos therefore will hardly have
drawn on Theraian horoi but rather on other sources, such as oral
traditions, chronicles, short epics of local interest, or works of the logo-
graphers (who will have drawn on the same sources).! Pindar’s odes in
honour of the Kyrenaian victors show us that the royal and aristocratic
families nurtured traditions referring to their ancestors.? Herodotos,
moreover, seems somehow to have known the contents of the decree
cited above.? Herodotos visited Kyrene and he had access to ample
material about Sparta. Yet he seems never to have visited Thera, and
nowhere else does he refer to that island. We may well ask where he
learned the Theraian viewpoint. Perhaps it was in one of the
“genealogies” or “periegeseis” earlier than his time.

Since the story of the Theraian colonization of Kyrene is included by
Herodotos in his account of Kyrene, this will have been written after his
trip to Kyrene, where he went from Thourioi, that is, around 440 B.C.,*
one hundred and ninety years after its founding. Consequently, if
Herodotos drew some material from oral tradition, and that can have

! Cf. L.H.Jeffery, Historia, 10 (1961) 141-142.

2 W.W. How and J.Wells, A Commentary on Herodotos, 1 (1912,19282) 351.

3 A.J.Graham, JHS, 80 (1960) 95ff, especially 110.

4 Ph.-E. Legrand, Hérodote (Collection des Universités de France) 1 (1932) 28-29;
F.Jacoby, “Herodotos”, RE, Suppl. II (1913) 262 ff.
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happened only in Kyrene itself, this material will have gone back no
more than one hundred and ninety years. Whatever he took from written
sources will have been passed down by word of mouth over a shorter
time.

Whatever may have been Herodotos’s sources for the Theraian colo-
nization of Kyrene, whatever is owed to each of them, all we have
access to is what he wrote himself. His narrative has the familiar style of
the Father of History and it corresponds to his well-known interests. He
will have made as many abridgements and selections as he thought
necessary. Thus when we analyze the text of Herodotos, we can go back
only to some of the information he drew from his sources. Yet it is doubt-
ful that he made mistakes.

Be that as it may, it is Herodotos’s text that we have, and not
whatever his sources may have been. In Herodotos’s account of the
Theraian version! we may distinguish eight stages. / Grinnos, king of
Thera, and son of Aisanios, a descendant of Theras, visited Delphi
bringing a hekatomb. He was accompanied by several Theraians, among
them Battos, son of Polymnestos, a descendant of Euphemos of Minyan
stock. When the king consulted the oracle about other matters, the Pythia
ordered him to found a city in Libya. Grinnos then indicated his own
advanced age and weakness and asked the god to lay this command on
some younger man, pointing to Battos as he spoke. 2 After the embassy
returned home, no one heeded the oracle because the Theraians had no
idea where Libya was, and they were afraid to send out a colony to an
uncertain goal. 3 Then for seven years after the oracle, Thera had no rain;
all the trees in the island, save one, withered. 4 Again the Theraians
enquired at Delphi; the Pythia repeated the order to send a colony to
Libya. 5 Since the Theraians could not but obey in order to put an end to
their misfortunes, they sent emissaries to Crete to seek out any Cretan or
sojourner in Crete who had travelled to Libya. In the town of Itanos, they
found a murex fisherman named Korobios who told them that he had
once been blown off his course to an island off Libya called Platea. The
emissaries hired Korobios to follow them to Thera, and they sent him
with a few men to spy out the land of Libya. On landing at Platea, they
left Korobios there with provisions for some months, and sailed home

! Herodotos, IV 150-153.
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with all speed to bring news of Platea. 6 Arriving at Thera, they
announced that they had founded a settlement on the island. 7 The
Theraians therefore resolved to send out men from their seven regions,
taking by lot one of every two brothers (or, according to an emendation of
the text, sending a man from each household), a total of one hundred
men,' with Battos as leader and king. 8 They then manned two fifty-
oared ships and sent them to Platea. Herodotos meanwhile notes that
Korobios was left alone for longer than was agreed, and so was short of
provisions. These were finally supplied by a Samian ship under the
command of Kolaios.

So far, this is the Theraian version. Herodotos now tells the story of
Battos himself according to the Kyrenaians.? It contains two sections: the
first refers to the ascendancy of Battos; the second describes Battos’s
visit to Delphi. The first may be summarized as follows. Etearchos, king
of Oaxos, a town in Crete, was left a widower with a daughter named
Phronime, and so took a second wife. This woman ill-treated the child
and planned all kinds of evil against her. At last, having accused the girl
of indecency, she persuaded the king to plan an act of impiety against his
daughter. Etearchos had made a guest and friend of a Theraian trader
living in Oaxos, whose name was Themison. He therefore bound him on
oath that he would offer him whatever service he might demand. This
done, Etearchos gave Phronime to Themison requesting him to take her
away and throw her into the sea. Themison, however, was very angry at
being so tricked with the oath, and he renounced his friendship -with
Etearchos. He sailed away with the girl and fulfilled the oath that he had
sworn in this way: when he was on the high seas he bound Phronime
with ropes, lowered her into the sea, and drew her up again. In Thera,
Phronime was taken as concubine by a noble named Polymnestos. There
she bore him a son, of weak and stammering speech, to whom he gave
the name Battos. Herodotos stresses that the Kyrenaians and Theraians
agreed that this was indeed the name of the boy. He adds, however, that
in his opinion he was originally given some other name and that the
name was changed to Battos when he came to Libya, because “battos”
in Libyan means “king”. The Pythia called him Battos in her prophecy

! There are other emendations as well.
2 Herodotos, IV 154-156.
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because she knew he was to be king in Libya. Herodotos then continues
with Battos’s visit to Delphi. Here suffice it to note that: Battos went to
Delphi to ask about his voice, and in reply received an oracle ordering
him to find a home in Libya. Battos protested that he could not carry this
out, but the god insisted on his order.

Here evidently ends the second part of the Herodotean narrative,
drawn entirely from a Kyrenaian source. What follows represents both
the Kyrenaian and Theraian views. In this last part! we may distinguish
nine stages. The first three correspond to stages 3, 4, and 6 of the first
part, that is, of the Theraian version. I As the divine order was not
obeyed, matters went badly with Battos and the other Theraians. 2
Having sent to Delphi to enquire about their misfortunes, the Pythia
declared that they would fare better if they helped Battos found a colony
at Kyrene in Libya. 3 The Theraians sent Battos with two fifty-oared
ships. 4 These sailed to Libya, but not knowing what else to do, they
returned to Thera. 5 There, as they came in to land, they were shot at
by the Theraians who would not allow the ship to put in, and ordered
them to sail back; by necessity, the colonists finally obeyed. 6 They
then planted a colony in the island of Platea off the Libyan coast. 7
Here they dwelt for two years but as everything went wrong, having left
one of their group behind, they repaired to Delphi and told the god that
although they were living in Libya, they were no better off for all that.
The Pythia then replied in terms meaning that they were not yet really in
Libya, and she urged them to go there. 8 Obeying the oracle, the
colonists landed on the Libyan continent opposite Platea, at a place
called Aziris. Here they dwelt for six years. In the seventh year the
Libyans persuaded the colonists to leave that place so that they could
lead them to a better one. 9 The Libyans led the colonists westward to
a place called the Fountain of Apollo. They told them that this was the
best place to stay because here there was a hole in the sky (meaning by
this that there was ample rainfall). The Libyans, however, arranged to
lead the Greeks by night past the fairest place in Libya, called Irasa, lest
they see it.

Pindar too, somewhat older than Herodotos, refers to the foundation of
Kyrene, but only briefly. He describes the Kyrenaians as the “men who

! Herodotos, IV 156-158 .
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were brought by Aristoteles, when, with his swift ships, he opened a

2]

deep path across the sea”.

A SURVEY OF THE ITEMS OF INFORMATION

The decree of the Theraians (henceforth DT), the narrative accompa-
nying it (henceforth NT), the part of the Herodotean account that is
according to the Theraians (henceforth HT), the part of the same account
according to the Kyrenaians (henceforth HK), and the part of the same
account that is according to both the Theraians and the Kyrenaians
(henceforth HTK), have several points in common. At the same time
they differ from each other in various ways. '

Taken as a whole, the information touches on six major items of the
story, namely: (i) the causes and events leading up to the migration; (ii)
the investigations of the Theraians to find out the location of Libya; (iii)
the decision, and the events related to it; (iv) the carrying out of the
decision; (v) the role of Battos; (vi) Duration of time. A diagram of these
items together with the sources gives us this general picture:

Items Sources
DT NT HT HK HTK

I + + + +

I +

m + + + +

v + +

A% + + + +

VI + +

For items I, II, and III there are cases in which we can compare the
information given by the primary sources DT and NT, with that from the
secondary sources HT, HK, and HTK.

For many years DT has been suspected as a forgery fabricated by the
Theraians to support their request (mentioned above, page 38), or by

! Pindar, Pyth., V 87-88.



46 PART ONE

some other people for reasons unknown.! Most of the arguments,
however, have been rendered obsolete. This is the case with a few
obvious anachronisms, such as the use of the name Kyrene before the
city was founded, as well as some other words and expressions. Yet all
these anachronisms have been persuasively interpreted in another way:
as a device of the Kyrenaian authorities, who quoted the old DT, to
avoid archaisms that might not be understood by fourth century readers.?
Other traces of intervention at the beginning of DT are limited and cast
no doubt on the rest of the text.?

I. CAUSE OF THE EMIGRATION; EVENTS PRECEDING THE
RESOLUTION OF THE THERAIANS

Information as to why the Theraians sent out part of their population,
as well as events preceding and connected with the city’s decision are to
be found in DT, HT, HK, and HTK. We might expect DT to be
authoritative on the subject. Yet we find quite the opposite, at least in
the first sentence: “Apollo has spontaneously prophecised to Battos and
the Theraians ordering them to colonize Kyrene”.* Of the other sources,
HT is helpful in restoring historical reality, whereas HK testifies to later
interventions.

(1) The anachronistic use of the name Kyrene referred to aboves is
found in the quotation of DT. In HT, HK, and HTK, Delphi reasonably
orders the Theraians to plant a colony “in Libya”.

(2) The phrase in DT “Battos and the Theraians” would be credible
only if Battos were king or tyrant of the Theraians. According to HT,
however, Battos was at this time simply one of the attendants of King

! U.von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, APAW, 1925, no. 5, pp. 38-40; G.Busolt, Griechische
Staatskunde, 11 (1926) 1265, n. 3; H.Bengtson, Griechische Geschichte (1950) 90, n.2 = 5th
ed. (1977) 100 (note); F.Chamoux, Cyréne sous la monarchie des Battiades (1953) 108ff.

2 R.Meiggs in J.B.Bury, A History of Greece, 3rd ed. (1951) 862; A.J.Graham, op. cit., 95-
111; idem, Colony and Mother City in Ancient Greece (1964) 27; L.H.Jeffery, loc. cit.

3 They are debated in the following discussion.

4 Supra, page 39.

S Supra, page 46.

Supra, page 46.
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Grinnos. It was Grinnos who had consulted the god and received his
oracle. DT is thus presenting Battos as more important than he could
have been at the time of the embassy. In similar fashion, a phrase of
HTK declares that “matters went badly with Battos and the other
Theraians” since the divine order was not followed. To this, we shall
return later. :

(3) Whereas DT mentions only one oracle given to “Battos and the
Theraians”, HT records two. The first ordered Grinnos to send out a
colony, although his enquiry was about a different matter. The second
oracle repeated this order when the Theraians sent an embassy to seek a
remedy for famine. HK departs from both DT and HT. Unlike HT, it
refers to a single oracle. Although in this respect it is similar to DT, it
differs in declaring that the oracle was given to Battos, rather than to
“Battos and the Theraians”, when he was enquiring about his voice (not
as a public matter). It is thus clear that HT and HK are in opposition to
each other throughout, whereas DT shows some signs of compromise.

HT HK DT

Two oracles: One oracle: Fusion of the two
oracles in HT to one:

first given to Grinnos, given to Battos, a addressed to Battos,
king of Thera; mere citizen of Thera as a private man, and
second addressed to the Theraians

the Theraians.

Motives for consulting Motives for consulting Motives for consulting

of the first oracle: of the only oracle: of the only oracle:
private or public? private. unspecified.

of the second:

public.

First oracle: One oracle:
spontaneous. spontaneous.

Second oracle:
not spontaneous .
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As we have seen, HT and HK reflect respectively the Theraian and
Kyrenaian versions of the events as adapted by Herodotos in his own
account. Both versions therefore were earlier than Herodotos’s composi-
tion of his Libyan logos. The sequence of events and the role assigned to
Battos as given in HT seem likely; in HK, unlikely. The Kyrenaian
version gives the impression that the main concern here was to leave the
entire stage to Battos, the founder of the royal dynasty in Kyrene.! HK
does not even mention King Grinnos of Thera, and the oracle he re-
ceived. The sentence in DT giving the reason for sending out a colony
not only appears to be later, but in fact is later than HT and HK. It
seems clear that the author of this sentence had to follow the version in
HK which omits everybody but Battos.

(4) HT stresses (a) that Thera had suffered drought and famine for
some time, (b) that the Theraians sought advice from Delphi for this very
reason, and (c) that the god had ordered them to plant a colony in Libya
as a means of being delivered from the calamity. No other source associ-
ates the colonization of Kyrene by Theraians with drought and famine in
Thera. Yet the severe clauses of the Kyrenaian resolution, recorded in
DT, and even more the hard events following this resolution, related in
NT, strongly suggest that Thera was then in a very critical situation. The
clauses in HT, NT, and DT thus fit together. In the first sentence of DT
where the reasons for sending out the colony are given, no mention is
made of drought and famine. It is, rather, implied that Thera at that time
faced no such problem. Indeed the statement that Apollo had sponta-
neously told Battos and the Theraians to establish a colony suggests that
they had consulted Apollo on a matter which did not need colonization
as a remedy. Yet this suggestion seems absurd, for in the event of
drought and famine, the Theraians would surely have consulted Apollo.

We have seen that the first sentence of DT brings together many
points that cannot be genuine:1) the use of the name “Kyrene” is an
anachronism; 2) the phrase “Battos and the Theraians” is untenable; 3)
the fusion of the two successive visits of the Theraians to Delphi known
from HT into one, so that Grinnos is eliminated and Battos is the focus;
4) the ignoring of the fact that Thera was suffering from drought and

! Cf. H.W.Parke and D.E.M.Wormell, The Delphic Oracle (1956) 73-74.
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famine, and that this was why the Theraians consulted Delphi and were
told to send part of their population to found a colony. All these signs of
intervention point to Kyrene. We suspect that the Kyrenaian government
gave the recorder not the official copy of DT it had received from the
Theraian embassy, but a text modified according to the Kyrenaian view
of events preceding the Theraian resolution to colonize in Libya.

So far we have discussed the problems that come to light in collating
the events recorded in DT, HT, and HK. We now continue with a
comp'arison of items from HT, HK, and HTK, rather than DT. Let us
bear in mind that to some extent all three reflect local traditions in Thera
and Kyrene as they were differentiated before the time of Herodotos: HT
presents the views current in the mother-city alone, HK selects views
found in the colony, and HTK gives views common to both. Let us
review and compare the items attributed by Herodotos to HT, HK and
HTK.

HT
Pythia ordered Grin-
nos, king of Thera, to
send a colony.

HK
Pythia ordered Battos
when enquiring about
his voice to found a

HTK

colony in Libya.
The order not being The order not being
executed, a long- executed, matters
lasting drought tor- went badly for Battos

mented the Theraians

As the Theraians
asked Pythia for a
remedy, they received
again an order to
colonize and instruc-
tions on how to
proceed.

Both Theraians and Kyrenaians had preserved in their respective

and the Theraians.

As the Theraians
asked Pythia for a
remedy, they were
invited to help Battos
colonize in Libya
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traditions the memory of two oracles ordering the founding of a colony,
and of a drought in the interim between the two oracles. Both believed
the drought to be a punishment by Apollo because his first oracle went
unheeded. It seems likely that these events had been associated as a
whole in Thera before the colonists set out. We have already seen that
the Kyrenaian version gave Battos a role he did not have in the original
tradition.! We may add here that the Theraian version, except for some
fictional elaboration, is quite close to the Kyrenaian.

Turning from the traditions to historical realities, we comment on
three items: (1) A long period of drought would have reduced the
Theraians to the point of starvation. Indeed, starvation or lack of ade-
quate food supplies was a recurrent reason for Greek communities to
send part of their population abroad. It is thus likely that HT and HK
preserve the memory of why the Theraians? decided to get rid of numbers
of their own families with severe measures, sanctioned by oaths, curses,
and magical rites, all cited and described in DT and NT. (2) Grinnos
may well have been king of Thera by the middle of the seventh century
B.C.3 (3) It is, however, highly unlikely that while Thera was suffering
from drought, he consulted the Pythia on quite a different matter. Surely
things happened in some other way. We may suppose, for example, that
an oracle given to Grinnos was later on interpreted by the Theraians as
being the first order to colonize.

II. THE INVESTIGATIONS OF THE THERAIANS WITH A VIEW TO
SETTLING IN LIBYA.

Herodotos’s account of how the Theraians obeyed the oracle by
establishing a colony in Libya, is part of his HT. Along general lines it
appears to be quite genuine. Two items alone are questionable, and that
only to an extent. The first is Korobios’s name and the tale of his being
left in Platea. “Korobios” was also the name of a sea god of Itanos.* Yet

! Supra, page 46.

2 Cf. AJ.Graham, op.cit., 41.

3 W.W.How and J.Wells, op.cit., 351.

4 G.Busolt, Griechische Geschichte, 2nd ed., 1 (1893) 480.
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even were this name derived from a religious context, it would not
necessarily rule out the possibility that a Cretan from Itanos had led the
Theraians to Platea.! That the Theraians left a man alone in Platea for so
long a time is difficult to believe. Such an episode could have come from
a fairy-tale. Even so, Kolaios and his voyage appear to be historical fact.
It is possible that events happened in another way, and that when
Kolaios and his crew landed at Platea, they found there the Theraian
colony rather than just one man.

IIl. THE DECISION OF THE THERAIANS TO PLANT A COLONY IN
LIBYA '

In the present book, only in the tradition about the Theraian decision
to send a colony to Libya can we compare a literary source with original
documents, that is, Herodotos’s story with DT and NT. It is most impor-
tant to compare these texts step by step.

A
Primary Source: DT Secondary Source (Herodotos)

1. Appointment of the colonists

(1) that they sail on fair and “to send out men from their seven
equal terms according to family”  regions”

(2)”’that those who sail shall be
in the prime of life”

(3)”’that one son be conscripted “taking by lot one of every pair of
from each family” brothers”.

1 W.W.How and J.Wells, op. cit., 351, take Korobios as a real person.
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(4)’and that of the rest of the
Theraians any free man who
wishes may sail”.

2. Provisions for after the founding of the colony

(5)“If the colonists establish the
settlement, any of their fellow cit-
izens who later sails to Libya
shall have a share in citizenship
and honours, and shall be allotted
a portion of the unoccupied land.”

(6)“But if they do not establish the
settlement and the Theraians are
unable to help them and they suf-
fer inescapable troubles up to five
years, let them return from that
land without fear to their posses-
sions, and to be citizens.”

3. Sanctions

(7)“But he who is unwilling to sail
when the city sends him shall be
liable to punishment by death and
his goods shall be confiscated.”

(8)“And he who receives or pro-
tects another, even if it be a father
his son or brother his brother, shall
suffer the same penalty,” etc.
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B
Primary Source (NT) Secondary Source (Herodotos)

After the Decision

“And they put a curse on those
who should transgress these condi-
tions and not abide by them,
whether those living in Libya or
those staying in Thera. They
moulded wax images and burnt
them while they uttered the fol-
lowing imprecation all of them,
having come together, men and
women, boys and girls. 'May he
who does not abide by this oath
but transgresses it melt away and
dissolve like the images, himself
and his seed and his property. But
for those who abide by the oath,
both those who sail to Libya and
those who remain in Thera, may
there be abundance and prosperity
both for themselves and their de-

(1)

scendants'.

I hope repetition here of the relevant texts (with some omissions),
may be forgiven. The reader will appreciate the advantage of having
before him all the differences between the primary and secondary
sources. The differences may be divided into three categories: A items
found in the primary sources, but missing from the secondary; B items
found in the secondary source, but missing from the primary sources;
C items found in both kinds of sources, but with differences of detail.

A. Herodotos mentions only one out of the eight clauses of DT, and
says nothing about the events referred to in NT. We may suppose that the |
original Theraian tradition was considerably fuller than NT. Thus
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Herodotos’s account will have retained even less of the original tradition
than appears from a comparison with DT and NT alone. Bearing in mind,
- moreover, that in his love of detail Herodotos is exceptional as a narra-
tor, we may have some idea of how faintly a tradition is reflected in our
sources when circumstances are less favourable than they are here. It is
notable in any case that Herodotos’s omissions are not entirely the result
of his own choices. As already observed, he never visited Thera where
he might have gathered local information by word of mouth or from a
chronicle. Furthermore, we have seen that the only source he could have
had at his disposal will have been a “Genealogy” or “Periegesis” having
a far wider horizon than Thera alone, and recording events in Thera only
briefly.

B Herodotos’s account has only one piece of information that is mis-
sing from our primary sources: that the colonists were to be drawn from
all seven of the regions of the state of Thera. This detail was not stated
in the decree because it was covered by the requirement that each family
was to send a son. Oral tradition could have given this detail also as an
extension of the requirement that colonists be drawn from every family.
From oral tradition it would have come to Herodotos through his source,
HT.

C Although Herodotos’s information that one of every pair of brothers
was to be appointed by lot as colonists, corresponds to the clause in the
Theraian decree by which one son was to be conscripted from each
family, there appear to be two divergent statements: (1) by lot, or by
conscription (2) one of every pair of brothers, or one son from every fam-
ily. These are insignificant differences, easily explained. (1) The decree
was that the men be conscripted. Carrying out the order, the families
might appoint by lot the son who was to join the colony. (2) The decree
ordered each family to send one of its sons. A narrator or author of the
source used by Herodotos, or Herodotos himself, could express the same
idea in slightly different words. As we see, the content itself is essen-
tially the same in the Theraian decree, DT, and the text of Herodotos,
HT. This fact is of considerable importance. It shows the extent to which
a written source could reflect the essence of information that went back
to oral tradition even if this written source did not rely directly on oral
tradition.
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IV. THE CARRYING OUT OF THE RESOLUTION

How the resolution voted by the Theraians was carried out is to be
found in HT and HTK. HT notes only that the Theraians manned two
fifty-oared ships. The same information is given by HTK with a signifi-
cant addition: the mention of Battos as leader of the expedition. “The
Theraians sent Battos with two fifty-oared ships”. Subsequent events are
narrated only in HTK. Briefly, they are: the colonists sailed to Libya, but
returned from there to Thera; the Theraians shot at them and prevented
their landing; they sailed back to Libya and planted a colony in the
island of Platea; after two years, since everything had gone wrong, they
left Korobios behind and went to Delphi with their complaints; the
Pythia replied in terms meaning that they were not yet in Libya; follow-
ing the oracle given them, they landed on Libyan soil at a place called
Aziris; here they dwelt for six years; in the seventh year they were led
by Libyans to their final place of settlement.

Some of these events appear to be historical, drawn from some gen-
uine tradition; others imaginary, taken from tales.

The colonists’ return to Thera and their expulsion by their relatives
and former fellow citizens is historical. The attitude of the Theraians
towards them has the same tenor as do the enforced nature of the colo-
nization and the decreed sanctions. Those who might disobey were liable
to the death penalty, together with confiscation of their goods. The
colonists had not the right to return and to recover their possessions for
five years, and then only if they had really tried to establish a colony and
had received no help from the mother-city. We should remember also the
‘weight of the religious arsenal mobilized: oaths taken by those leaving
and those staying, curses and acts of magic against any who might break
their oaths. Thera, as already noted, decided to send away part of her
population because of famine. A return of the colonists might well have
again plunged the community into misery. It would, moreover, have
created tensions between those returning and those who had taken over
their possessions. Other genuine historical events that appear to have
been transmitted faithfully are: the successive settlings in Platea, Aziris,
and finally at the place that became known as Kyrene'; also the role of

I Cf.H.W Parke and D.E.M.Wormell, op. cit., 76.
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the Libyans in leading the Greeks to their ultimate home, Kyrene.

There is, on the other hand, reasonable doubt about the authenticity of
the mass visit of the colonists to Delphi, and of the oracle quoted by
Herodotos. Both have the flavour of fiction.

V. THE OIKIST

HT calls Battos a son of Polymnestos of Minyan stock in Thera. All
of HK is devoted to the story of Battos’s mother and to his handicap.
This story is romantic and resembles others we know to be simple tales.
Yet it contains some points that may not be spurious. Such are the
mention of the city Oaxos, the personal names, especially those of
Battos's parents, Etearchos and Phronime, the description of Phronime as
a concubine, and Battos’s illegitimacy. If this were a fabrication, it could
hardly have been reported in Kyrene. Only if true, it could not have been
denied. As a bastard, Battos would have been among those most likely
to be obliged to leave Thera. As the son of an aristocrat with a long and
illustrious pedigree, he was in any case qualified to be the leader of the
colony and king of the new community.

As we have seen, the Kyrenaians have over-emphasized the role of
Battos before he was appointed leader of the colonists. This is clear in
HK and HTK. First of all, he received the order to colonize, when he
was simply enquiring about his voice (HK). This is of a pattern well
known in legend, in which the hero consults the oracle for some reason
and is then unexpectedly told by the god to found a colony.! Secondly,
the oracle quoted on this occasion (HK) is a patent invention. For this
reason we have omitted it up to now, and we shall not comment on it
here. Thirdly, Battos is singled out in the phrase “as the divine order was
not fulfilled matters went badly with Battos and the Theraians” (HTK).
Fourthly, the role of Battos as leader of the colonial expedition and oikist
of Kyrene is stressed in a second oracle with the statement that “the
Pythia declared that they would fare better if they helped Battos to plant
a colony in Kyrene, in Libya” (HTK). It should be borne in mind that, as
emphasized by Herodotos, HTK contains details on which the Theraians

! H.W.Parke and D.E.M.Wormell, op. cit., SO.
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and Kyrenaians agreed: The details about Battos, which are found only
in the Kyrenaian tradition, are an exception.

Herodotos, who consistently refers to the founder of Kyrene as Battos,
in one place states his opinion that Battos, instead of being a name,
might be an epithet, the Libyan term for “king” given the leader of the
colony after he became king of the new city.! He appears to be simply
guessing, being ignorant of the original name of Battos. Pindar refers to
the Kyrenaians as having been brought by Aristoteles.? In this text,
Aristoteles is the same as Battos. Two points are notable. First, Pindar
was older than Herodotos. Second, he was familiar with the tradition of
the early history of Kyrene. In the scholia on: Pindar, we read that the
Pythia called Aristoteles, the future founder of Kyrene, by the surname
Battos, a Libyan word.? The scholiast mistakenly attributes to Herodotos
the knowledge that the founder of Kyrene was originally called
Aristoteles. This information the scholiast took from Pindar. That Battos
was originally known as Aristoteles is reported also by Diodoros of
Sicily.4

What is the actual situation with the names Aristoteles and Battos?
There are three possibilities. The first is that the oikist of Kyrene was in
fact named Aristoteles, and was subsequently known as Battos, the local
word for “king”.’ The second is that he was actually named Battos and
later given the name of Aristoteles on the initiative of the royal family of
Kyrene. The third possibility is that his name was Aristoteles and he was
given the sobriquet Battos in Thera as a child because of some defect in
his voice.

Two things argue against the first possibility. To begin with,
Herodotos uses the name Battos not only in the account of the
Kyrenaians, but also in that of the Theraians. Furthermore he states that
both agreed that this was “the true name of the boy”. Secondly, it seems
most unlikely that the king of a Greek colony would have taken as a
sobriquet the native word for “king”, and that this sobriquet, battos,

! Supra, page 43.

2 Pindar, Pyth., IV 85ff.

3 Schol. Pind. Pyth., IV 10a.

* Diodoros, VIIL, fr.29.

5 W.W.How and J.Wells, op. cit., 352; H.W.Parke and D.E.M.Wormell, op. cit,, 74;
F.Chamoux, op. cit., 96-97.
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would have replaced his original Greek name, Aristoteles.

The second possibility would imply that the royal family of Kyrene or
its flatterers preferred to omit a name that indicated a defect. Yet this
can be ruled out. To begin with, Battos was the official name of the
founder of the dynasty and of every second generation of his successors.
Secondly, we have clear evidence that the Kyrenaian dynasty acknow-
ledged officially that its founding ancestor had a problem of some sort
with his voice. Indeed, we know from Pausanias that the Kyrenaians
dedicated a statue at Delphi showing Battos in a chariot and that there
was a reason for this dedication: “ When he was going over the territory
of Kyrene in the most distant parts of it which were still desert, he saw a
lion, and the fear occasioned by the sight compelled him to a clear and
loud shout.”! It has been noted that Pindar knew the tale of Battos
recovering from his speech defect on seeing a lion.2 The only difference
is that he has Battos frightening the lion with his newly strengthened
voice.?

Thus we are left with the last of our three possibilities. It appears to
present no difficulties. It answers all the problems found in the first and
second hypotheses, and it can be considered plausible.

VI. DURATION OF TIME.

Herodotos’s account has three references to duration of time: the
duration of the drought in Thera for seven years (HT), the sojourn of the
colonists for two years in Platea before they consulted the oracle at
Delphi (HTK), and their stay at Aziris for another six years before their
move to Kyrene in the seventh year (HTK). It is worth noting, however,
that the number seven was considered sacred by the ancient Greeks.

If we accept the two last figures as correct, two years in Platea, and
six in Aziris, the departure of the colonists from Thera must have been
eight years before the founding of Kyrene,which was sometime around
630 B.C. This means that the decree of the Theraians is datable to ca.
638 B.C.

! Pausanias, X 15, 6-7.
2 H.W.Parke and D.E.M.Wormell, op. cit., 76-77.
3 Pindar, Pyth., V, 57-59.
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LATER SOURCES

A number of ancient authors, among them Menekles of Barka, writing
in the mid-second century B.C., give sedition as the reason for the
Theraian emigration to Libya. This information we have from the scho-
liast on Pindar, who notes the following: Menekles declares that the
story about Battos’s voice is not true, but mythical; he thinks instead that
sedition was the real reason for the colony. The Theraians broke into
factions that fought each other. The faction headed by Battos left the
country. Despairing of ever returning home, the exiles planned to colo-
nize. Accordingly Battos visited Delphi and asked whether his group
should continue to struggle or go abroad. Menekles also quoted the oracle
given to Battos.! Stein believed that Menekles would have preserved the
memory of the real reason for the Theraian colony in Kyrene. This
opinion, however, has been refuted by W.W.How and J.Wells and by
A.J.Graham. These scholars instead see Menekles’ story as an attempt at
rationalization.? Here I add a few comments. To begin with, Menekles’
view does not coincide with the actual content of the Theraian decree,
which is an official document.? It is therefore a later invention.’ Secondly,
Menekles himself admitted that his view was a rationalization by using
the words puBuwtégav and mboavwtépav to characterize respectively
Herodotos’s version and the other one. Whether the rationalizing story
was conceived by Menekles or by an earlier author is a matter for
speculation. In either case one thing is sure: ancient authors were not
bound to accuracy in their transmission of traditions. They could freely
substitute details of their own invention.

Diodoros of Sicily quoted a text supposed to have been the oracle
given to Battos when he came to Delphi about his voice. It begins like
the oracle quoted by Herodotos in HK: “Battos, thou did’st come about
thy voice. But Lord Phoibos Apollo sends thee to Libya....”. Where the
Herodotean version adds only “to be an oikist”, Diodoros continues: “to
rule over broad Kyrene and enjoy kingly honour. When thou settest foot
on Libyan soil, barbarian warriors clad in sheepskins will attack thee. In

1270 FGrH *6 = Schol. Pind. Pyth., IV 10a; Tzetzes, Lyc. Alex., 886.
2 W.W.How and J.Wells, op. cit., 353; AJ.Graham, op. cit., 41,n.3.
3 Supra, pages. 38 - 40, 45 - 46, 48, 57.
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praying to Kronos’s son and to Pallas, the grey-eyed goddess who fights
with the spear, and to the son of Zeus, Phoibos of the unshorn hair, thou
wilt have the upper hand in victory and wilt rule as king over blessed
Libya of the fair crown, thou thyself and thy family. Phoibos Apollo
guides thee.”! Thus Diodoros's version of the oracle goes beyond that of
Herodotos. The sense and intention has been interpreted as an emphasis
on the kingship of Battos and his dynasty.? I feel, rather, that the empha-
sis is on Battos himself, as victor with divine help, as oikist of Kyrene,
as its first king, and as the founder of a dynasty.

A passage of Pompeius Trogus shows several differences from Hero-
dotos and from the other sources as well. The peculiarities of this
passage are as follows. (1) The founder of Kyrene is called Aristaios
rather than Battos, contrary to Herodotos and others, or contrary to Pindar
who calls him Arisoteles. It would appear that “Aristaios” was
mistakenly substituted for “Aristoteles”. (2) This person received the
surname Battos because of his defective voice, an explanation counter to
the hypothesis of Herodotos or the information in other sources that the
founder of Kyrene was named Battos because battos was the Libyan
word for “king”. (3) The same person is said to be the son of King
Grinnos of Thera (in Herodotos he is son of Polymnestos, not a king). (4)
Grinnos is the one who asks the oracle of Delphi about the voice of
Battos (a version unknown in, or unreconcilable with the other accounts).
(5) The Theraians are striken by pestilence rather than drought, as in
Herodotos. (6) So great were the losses from epidemic suffered by the
population that the colonists needed only one ship (Herodotos speaks of
two, giving no explanation for the number).? The text of Pompeius Trogus
is of considerable importance in demonstrating how many changes a
tradition could undergo in the course of transmission, not orally, but from
writer to writer.

Of all our later sources, Pausanias alone supplies us with some
genuine information. He refers to an inscribed stele near the tombs of the
Agiads in Sparta honouring Chionis the Lakedaimonian for his victories
at Olympia and elsewhere. In the same inscription, adds Pausanias, it

! Diodoros, loc. cit.
2 H.W.Parke and D.E.M.Wormell, op. cit., 75.
3 Pompeius Trogus, XIII 7.
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was reported that Chionis took part in the expedition of Battos as well
and that he helped him to found Kyrene and to reduce the neighbouring
Libyans.! Here is a piece of information that came from tradition trans-
mitted neither at Kyrene nor at its mother-city. In content it is limited to
the moment of Kyrene’s settlement.

None of the sources we have examined so far gives us a date or any
sort of chronological context. For such information we turn to other
sources which are silent, however, about the events reported elsewhere.
Although Kyrene was founded after writing came into use, there is
considerable inconsistency in the foundation dates given. According to
the earliest of our sources for chronology, Theophrastos, Kyrene was
founded three hundred years before Simonides’ archonship at Athens
(311/310 B.C.),2 that is, in 611/610 B.C. Solinus gives a slightly later
date, corresponding to our 598/597 B.C.3 Eusebios, on the other hand, and
the scholia on the IVth Pythian Ode of Pindar date the settlement of
Kyrene earlier than does Eusebios. The Armenian version of Eusebios’s
Chronicle gives two dates, in our chronology 758 and 631 B.C. The Latin
version has only one entry with a date equivalent to our 762 B.C.# The
scholia on Pindar state that kingship lasted in Kyrene for two hundred
years.’ On this count Kyrene will have been founded in the middle of the
seventh century B.C. Pausanias gratifies us with indirect chronological
indications in the dating of some historical events in terms of years of
Olympiads defined after victories of the Lakedaimonian Chionis who, as
we have seen, helped Battos to found Kyrene. These Olympiads are the
XXVIIIth, XXIXth, and XXXIInd,® held respectively in 668, 664, and
656 B.C. Scholars agree in regarding as authentic Eusebios’s dating of
the foundation of Kyrene in 631/630 B.C. If this is so and if Chionis won
his first victory at the age of twenty, he will have been in Kyrene when
he was 57, which is not unlikely. We may then assume that this dating
of Kyrene’s foundation goes back ultimately to a reliable source.

1 Pausanias, I1I 14, 3.

2 Theophrastos, Plant., V13, 3.

3 Solinus, XX VII 44.

4 In Eusebius Werke, V, 181 and 185, VII 1, 87.
3 Schol. Pind. Pyth. (argument).

6 Pausanias, III 23, 4 and 10; VIII 39, 3.
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A SYNOPSIS OF THE CONCLUSIONS

Our evidence about the migration of Theraian colonists to Kyrene has
enabled us to identify a considerable number of the main points of the
original tradition. It has, moreover, given us some idea of the kinds of
losses, inventions, and other changes possible in the time that lapsed
between these events and our sources.

With the help of three kinds of written sources, we have been able to
reconstruct to a degree some elements of the original tradition. One
source, DT, gives the only example we have of a resolution ordering the
founding of a colony and setting forth the terms of the undertaking.
Except for the first sentence, it is an authentic document: the Theraian
decree ordering the founding of the colony. The non-genuine first
sentence was compiled in Kyrene of authentic elements of the Theraian
decree and views elaborated by the Kyrenaians. A second source, NT,
likewise is unique of its kind. It appears to be an excerpt from a Theraian
narrative. All the other sources, HT, HK, HTK, Pindar, and so on, are
secondary.

If all the items we believe to go back to oral tradition are arranged in
chronological order, this is the sequence of events. During the reign of
Grinnos the Theraians were starving because of an extended drought.
They consulted the Delphic oracle about this calamity, and were told to
send a colony to Libya. Making inquiries, they got useful information
from a fisherman from Itanos. After this, the fisherman led a Theraian
exploring mission to an island called Platea. There the Theraians decided
to plant a colony. In order to collect colonists, it was decreed that one
son from each family be obliged to go, and that others could join them
voluntarily. Other provisions of the decree described the rights and duties.
both of the colonists and of those remaining in Thera. The colonists were
to be allowed to return only if their attempt were unsuccessful and if they
had received no help from the Theraians. If they returned under these
conditions, they were to be received and reinstalled in their possessions
and civil rights. Were they to settle and establish a city, they were bound
to grant citizenship and land to any Theraian who wished to live among
them. Moreover, the Theraians decreed that any designated to leave who
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did not obey, and any Theraians who might help them, were liable to the
death sentence and confiscation of their properties. The obligation to
obey was sealed by magic rites, curses and oaths. The colonists were led
by Aristoteles, surnamed Battos, and were transported in two fifty-oared
ships. The leader was an illegitimate son of an aristocrat, Etearchos, and
a foreign concubine, Phronime. The colonists were dissatisfied with their
settling in Platea, so they turned back to Thera. The Theraians impeded
their landing and threw stones at them, so they sailed back again to
Platea. Conditions of life there were so bad that they complained to
Apollo at Delphi saying that despite having followed his order, they had
not fared well. The Pythia replied to them that they had not yet really
gone to Libya as they had been ordered. Obeying the oracle, they landed
on the continent and occupied a place called Aziris. Some years later
they moved from there to Kyrene.

Unlike the genuine elements of the tradition, the non-genuine are
unessential. They transform the story into a sort of novel. There are a
number of these. All the texts of oracles quoted in our sources are imagi-
nary. So also the spontaneous order to colonize given to Grinnos or to
Battos. The name Korobios, given to the fisherman from Itanos who led
the Theraians to Platea, was really the name of a god worshipped in
Itanos. The tale of leaving the fisherman alone in Platea makes no sense.
The story that all but one of the colonists went to Delphi with their
grievances is equally senseless. The identification of Battos as a descen-
dant of Euphemos, the Minyan Argonaut, was connected with the legend
that Euphemos had acquired rights in the territory that was to become
Kyrene. The tale of the mother of Battos has many elements of the
novel: she was the daughter of a king but was ill-fated; she was hated by
her step-mother who persuaded her husband to plot the death of his
daughter; she unexpectedly escaped death, but became a concubine.

Any evaluation of possible losses, additions, and alterations in the
written transmission of the original oral tradition about the migration of
the Theraians to Kyrene, must take into account two general observa-
tions: (1) There are important differences between the changes that might
have been made from the time of the events themselves to Herodotos,
and the changes observable from Herodotos to Pompeius Trogus. (2) Data
drawn from the original oral tradition are couched in dissimilar terms,
since some are to be found jn documents contemporary with the events,
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others are mentioned in secondary sources accessible to us, and still
others go back to secondary sources that we know from Herodotos.

A comparison of Herodotos with the Theraian decree ordering and
regulating the colony to Libya is striking in that it shows how little of the
decree is echoed by the Father of History. The only provision he notes is
that which obliges each family to send out one of every pair of brothers.
All other provisions of the decree are missing from his account. One may
well ask whether this is attributable to Heredotos or his sources, or to a
still earlier stage of the transmission. Be that as it may, these omissions
are not the result of oblivion. The preservation of the decree in the
archives of Thera, and, possibly, of Kyrene, rules this out. A more likely
explanation is that the logographers and their public had no interest in
stating the decree in full. The one provision that Herodotos refers to, the
selection by lot of one of each pair of brothers, has an emotional charac-
ter quite appropriate to a logos (8g TO TAQAXETIUA AHOVELV),

Herodotos recorded, however, an item of information not in the
decree: that the men sent to Libya were drawn from all seven regions of
Thera. The decree evidently did not mention this since it was implied in
the provision about the sons. That Thera was divided into seven regions,
Herodotos would have learned through the ordinary. transmission of the
tradition.

Some of the events recorded in NT are highly dramatic, and the sort
of material Herodotos might be expected to include. That they are
missing from his account cannot be attributed either to lack of interest on
his part or to lack of preservation in collective memory. A more likely
explanation is that since he never went to Thera he had no opportunity to
learn those particular elements of the local tradition.

It follows that the “Theraians” of Herodotos (HT) would have been a
written source. His “Kyrenaians” (HK), on the other hand, may have
been a written source, an oral source or sources, or both together. Since
all we know of the information he drew from the “Theraians” and the
“Kyrenaians” we owe to Herodotos himself, there is no way to identify
and assess omissions, additions, and alterations made, first, between the
original oral tradition and the sources of Herodotos, and, then, between
these sources and Herodotos himself. We can only suppose that
Herodotos drew abundant information from his sources, but adapted it to
his own taste and style. The first hypothesis has seemed plausible
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" because Herodotos’s account is so detailed. The second has been sug-
gested because in terms of theme, composition, and style, his account is
characteristically Herodotean.

Herodotos’s account of the Theraian migration to Kyrene proves to be
the best study-case for tracing an oral tradition and for identifying some
omissions or additions. Accordingly it will be used as a reference-case
for all other narratives to be studied in this book. There are a number of
reasons for this. First of all, Herodotos has handed down to us an account
of a migration far longer and more informative than any other preserved
in Greek literature. Secondly, he wrote no later than one hundred and
ninety years after the events. Thirdly, we have exceptionally good
evidence in the form of two documents with which Herodotos may be
compared.

We have only three sources later than Herodotos, and these are very
short. Despite their small number and their brevity, they contain an
impressive number of inventions and errors. They show that writers were
quite free to invent, and could easily make mistakes.

Thus Menekles invented or adopted a fictitious tale in which the
Theraian colonists to Libya belonged to a faction that was obliged to
leave Thera after being defeated. This explanation of the Theraian
migration to Kyrene responds to conditions current in Greek antiquity.
Consequently, it might well be taken as true were the real circumstances
of the migration not known.

Diodoros, for his part, supplies us with an example of an oracle forged
for political purposes.

At the end of the chain, Pompeius Trogus’s passage is a collection of
errors. Had we no other sources of information, his would pass unnoticed.



II. THE COLONIZING OF TARAS

The colonizing of Taras is datable to around 706 B.C., that is, three
quarters of a century or two and one half generations before the founding
of Kyrene. Yet the earliest ancient reference we have is that of
Antiochos of Syracuse, at the end of the fifth century B.C. The next is a
fragment of Ephoros, whose floruit was after the middle of the fourth

‘century B.C. After this come the texts of Diodoros of Sicily and
Dionysios of Halikarnassos, writers of the first century B.C. The dossier
on Taras includes also many later texts of historians, scholiasts, and
lexicographers, in both Greek and Latin. The list of writers and literary
works ends with the scholia on Dionysios the Periegete, put together by
Eustathios, the Metropolitan of Thessalonike. The dossier has a greater
number of texts and more diversity than that on the Theraian colonization
in Kyrene. We are thus equipped to comment on the vicissitudes of
information about an historical event slightly earlier than 700 B.C. that
was handed down through written narratives and references of Classical,
Hellenistic, Roman, and Byzantine times.

As in the preceding chapter, here too we shall follow a plan d ctated
by the circumstances of documentation. Conditions, however, are &Qtt‘the
same in both cases. For the migration and founding of Kyrene, we have
three exceptional sources: a Theraian decree sending out a colony a
stipulating the terms of the adventure; a quasi-official narrative of events
in Thera following the passing of the decree; and a long account in
Herodotos based on the Theraian and Kyrenaian traditions. Each of these
three texts we have first analysed separately. We have then studied
every item of information comparatively, which has given us at the same
time an outline of the events. Finally we have studied a few additional
sources, both short and aberrant in nature.

For the migration of the Partheniai of Sparta to Taras, while we have
many sources, there is no single source that forms an axis. Were we to
begin with an analysis of the sources, following the plan of the preceding
chapter, the problems to be studied, although similar, would be all out of
order, a hopeless situation. To avoid this, we begin with a general view
of the evidence, and then go on to examine the individual sources.
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A SURVEY OF THE ITEMS OF INFORMATION

Thirteen major items are found in our sources: (i) the formation of the
group that was obliged to leave Lakedaimon to colonize Taras, (ii) the
motives of their plot against the Spartans, (iii) their leader, (iv) their
allies, (v) planning the plot: where and when, (vi) planning the plot: the
signal to revolt, (vii) discovery of the plot, (viii) measures taken by the
authorities, (ix) conduct of the plotters after their plans were discovered,
(x) decision to send the plotters off to colonize, (xi) settling of the
colonists, (xii) a miracle, (xiii) oracles and their fulfilment, (xiv)
chronology.

1. THE GROUP

The most important of the writers describing the group, Antiochos and
Ephoros, have similar information on the subject. A fragment of
Antiochos preserved in Strabo tells us that “those of the Lakedaimonians
who did not take part in the expedition against the Messenians were
adjudged slaves and were named helots; and all children who were born
to them during the war were called Partheniai and deprived of the
citizenship.” ' Again through Strabo we know what Ephoros said: “At the
beginning of the war against the Messenians, the Lakedaimonians took
an oath that they would not return home again until they either destroyed
Messene or were all killed. In the tenth year of the war the Lakedaimo-
nian women sent a deputation of their own people to make complaint to
their husbands that they were carrying on the war on unfavourable terms
for Sparta in that whereas the Messenians, staying in their country, were
begetting children, they were far away from their wives whence the
fatherland was in danger of being in want of men. The Lakedaimonians
adopted this view, but they would also keep their oath. They therefore
devised a solution. As the younger men-had not taken part in the oath,
they sent the most vigorous of them home to cohabit with the maidens,
every man with every maiden. The children thus born were called

' Antiochos, 555 FGrH 13 = Strabo, VI 3, 2.
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Partheniai.”! The central idea about the Partheniai, known from
Antiochos and Ephoros, recurs in Dionysios of Halikarnassos,
Herakleides, Pompeius Trogus, Acro, Servius, Hesychios, Eustathios and
the anonymous scholiast of Dionysios the Periegete.

Diodoros provides a discordant note in referring to the group twice
with another name: epeunaktai, although he uses the term Partheniai as
well.2 An earlier writer, Theopompos, refers to the Epeunaktai as Epeu-
naktoi. He explains that this was the term used for some of the helots
who were permitted to have children by the widows of Spartans killed in
the First Messenian War. This fragment of Theopompos, however, makes
no mention of the attempted revolt by the epeunaktoi or their founding of
Taras.? Partheniai and Epeunaktoi are confused also in a lemma of Hesy-
chios, who goes no further than this identification.

The writers who agree that the group that plotted against the Spartans
and colonised Taras were Spartan bastards known as Partheniai, may be
divided into three groups. They disagree as to who were the fathers of the
Partheniai. This same disagreement is to be found in our two earlier
writers, Antiochos and Ephoros. As we noted, according to Antiochos
the fathers of the Partheniai were helots, formerly Spartans. According to
Ephoros they were Spartans selected to have children with unmarried
Spartan women. Antiochos’s version appears again in the Latin scho-
liasts Acro and Servius.’ It is reflected, somewhat incongruously, in a
text of Eustathios, Metropolitan of Thessalonike.® Ephoros’s version was
followed by Aristotle, Pompeius Trogus, Servius, Eustathios of
Thessalonike in another passage, and by the anonymous scholiast of
Dionysios the Periegete. It is implied, moreover by Polybios who makes
no mention of the Partheniai.” There is still a third version, in which the
fathers of the Partheniai did not belong to any particular group. This

! Ephoros, 70 FGrH 216 = Strabo, V 3, 3.

2 Diodoros, VI fr.21.

3 Theopompos, 115 FGrH 171 = Athenaios, VI 101, p. 271 C-D.

4 Hesychios, s.v. vévantou(sic).

5 Acro, Comm. Hor. Od., 11 6, 11; Servius, Comm.Verg. Aen., Il 551.

6 Eustathios, Comm. Dion. Per.

7 Aristotle, Pol., 1306b 28-32; Pompeius Trogus, I 4,1-11; Servius, loc. cit.; idem, Comm.
Verg. Georg. IV 125; Eustathios, Comm. Dion. Per., 376; Anon., Comm. Dion. Per., 377. Cf.
Polybios, XII 6b 5-10.
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version has two variations. The first is rationalistic, the second supernatu-
ral. The first, adopted by Herakleides, says that during the Messenian
War children were born whose “fathers suspected them not to be theirs”,
and that these children were called “Partheniai”.! The second, the
supernatural version, known through Hesychios, states that the Partheniai
were born of gods.?

The first and third versions give no details whatsoever. The second is
embedded in many supplementary bits of information. These we have
seen in Ephoros. We find them again in the writers that follow him, but
not all together. Thus, the oath of the Spartans is found in Diodoros,
Pompeius Trogus, Servius, Eustathios, and the anonymous scholiast of
Dionysios the Periegete.* The complaints of the women are reported by
Dionysios of Halikarnassos, Pompeius Trogus, and Eustathios, but are
eliminated by Servius.* The decision of the Spartans after the women’s
complaint, and the carrying out of the decision are noted by Dionysios of
Halikarnassos, Pompeius Trogus, and Eustathios.?

II. THE REASONS FOR THE PLOT

While in disagreement as to the origin of the group in revolt,
Antiochos and Ephoros agree that they revolted because they had been
wronged.® Antiochos goes no further. Ephoros specifies the way in which
they had been wronged: the Spartans divided Messenia among
themselves but when they returned home, they refused to honour the
Partheniai with civic rights on the grounds that they had been born out of
wedlock. The later texts referring to the reasons for the plot follow the
same line as Antiochos and Ephoros. There are, however, a number of
differences: the much abbreviated text of Herakleides says that the

! Herakleides, fr. xxvi FHG, II, 220.

2 Hesychios, s.v. [lagBéviot.

3 Diodoros, loc. cit.; Pompeius Trogus, III 4,5; Servius, Comm. Verg. Aen. Il 551; Eustathios,
loc. cit.; Anon., Schol. Dion. Per., loc. cit.

4 Dionysios of Halikarnassos, XIX fr.2; Pompeius Trogus, III 4, 3-4; Eustathios, loc. cit.

5 Dionysios of Halikarnassos, loc. cit.; Pompeius Trogus, III 4, 5-6; Eustathios, loc. cit.

6 Antiochos, loc. cit.; Ephoros, loc. cit.
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Partheniai were indignant.! According to Pompeius Trogus, the
Partheniai acted from fear of poverty since they had no father and hence
no inheritance.? Eustathios and the anonymous scholiast on Dionysios the
Periegete say the reason for the plot was that the Partheniai were held up
to ridicule as bastards.?

III. THE LEADER

Antiochos and Ephoros are in agreement that the leader of the
Partheniai was one of themselves, a man named Phalanthos. Diodoros
believed he was a Spartan who took on the leadership of the Partheniai.
This is quite evident from the phrase “as soon as Phalanthos, in full
armour, should pull his helmet over his forehead”. Only those who were
full citizens had the right to appear on various occasions wearing their
armour. Contrary to Diodoros, both Antiochos and Ephoros say the signal
was to be given, not with a helmet, but with some other headgear, “a
cap of dogskin” or “a Lakonian cap”. The distinction made by Diodoros
between Phalanthos and the Partheniai can likewise be understood from
the line “the Epeunaktai (for Partheniai) had agreed with Phalanthos that
they would rise in revolt, etc”. It is noteworthy that the text of Diodoros
is simply a summary of the prototype. Other writers connect Phalanthos
with the Partheniai, but not as their leader.* Antiochos also adds some
other information. Phalanthos, he says, “was not pleased with those who
had been appointed to be members of the council.”> What council?
Presumably it was a body of councillors designated to work with him,
and intended eventually to take over various functions once the
revolution was won.

! Herakleides, loc. cit.

2 Pompeius Trogus, 111 4, 8.

3 Eustathios, loc. cit.; Anon., Schol. Dion. Per., loc. cit. The phrase of Eustathios
émefovhevoav Opogpooveg Ovieg mavieg (the Partheniai) g &v dAMAMAwv adergoi
hoywduevor is a misunderstanding of Ephoro’s tv 8¢ elhddtoov tiveg éEayyeilavieg 10
pév dvremitifeobar xahemov Eyvwoav (the Lakedaimonians) xoi yao wolhoig elvar xai
naviag oudgpeovag, ag v AAAMAwV adedpovg vouLopévoug.

4 Infra, page 83 - 84.

5 Antiochos, loc. cit.
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IV. ALLIES

Ephoros has it that the Partheniai were in league with the helots in
plotting.! No other source gives this information.

V. WHERE AND WHEN THE REVOLT WAS TO HAPREN

Each of the two earliest sources follows a different line of
information. According to Antiochos, the uprising was planned for the
Hyakinthian festival, and was to be carried out in the Amyklaion where
the games were celebrated.? Ephoros identifies the place as the market,
thus disassociating the uprising from the festival.® He is followed by
Polyainos and Diodoros.*

VI. THE SIGNAL FOR THE UPRISING

Here too, Antiochos and Ephoros represent two different versions.
According to Antiochos, Phalanthos was to put on his cap.> Ephoros says
that a Lakonian cap was to be raised.® Diodoros reports that Phalanthos
was to pull off his helmet in the market place.” Aineias and Polyainos
follow Ephoros.?

VIL. THE DISCOVERY OF THE PLOT

Antiochos wrote that on learning of the conspiracy, the citizens used

! Ephoros, loc. cit.

2 Antiochos, loc. cit.

3 Ephoros, loc. cit.

4 Polyainos, II 14, 2; Diodoros, loc. cit.
5 Antiochos, loc. cit.

6 Ephoros, loc. cit.

7 Diodoros, loc. cit.

8 Aineias, XI 12; Polyainos, loc. cit.
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spies to gather further information.! Ephoros says the plot was discovered
by some helots.2 His testimony may well refer to the way in which the
citizens had been alerted, a point noted also by Antiochos. In Aristotle's
text the plot was detected by the Spartans, rather than reported to them.?

VIII. THE RUSE OF THE AUTHORITIES

While disagreeing in other matters, Antiochos and Ephoros agree as
to the type of stratagem used by the authorities to prevent the uprising.
The difference between the two reports is minor and it is linked to their
differing accounts of the kind of signal and where it was to be given.
According to Antiochos, they ordered the herald to come forward and
forbid Phalanthos to put on his cap. Ephoros’s version is that “they
ordered those who were about to raise the signal to go away from the
market place.” Diodoros has followed Antiochos: “the herald should
publicly proclaim that Phalanthos was to leave his helmet as it was” (the
difference of cap or helmet has been noted above).’ Aineias and Poly-
ainos depend on Ephoros.6

IX. REACTION OF THE PLOTTERS

According to Antiochos, as the conspirators saw that their plot had
been discovered, they began to run away or beg for mercy.” No act on
the part of the conspirators is mentioned by Ephoros who states only that
they “held back™.? He is followed by Polyainos.® Diodoros departs from

' Antiochos, loc. cit.

2 Ephoros, loc. cit.

3 Aristotle, loc. cit.

4 Antiochos, loc. cit.; Ephoros, loc. cit.
5 Diodoros, loc. cit.

6 Aineias, loc. cit.; Polyainos, loc. cit.
7 Antiochos, loc. cit.

8 Ephoros, loc. cit.

9 Polyainos, loc. cit.
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Antiochos and Ephoros in saying that the Partheniai sought a reconcilia-
tion.! Dionysios of Halikarnassos has the Partheniai acting without any
interference from the Lakedaimonians: “when the Partheniai were
defeated, they voluntarily withdrew from the city and sending envoys to
Delphi, they received an oracle, etc”.?

In addition to the sources reporting the plot and its details, there are
others in which the plot is deleted entirely.?

X. THE RESOLUTION TO COLONIZE

Antiochos has Phalanthos being sent to ask the oracle about the
founding of a colony. He quotes the god’s reply: that he is giving him
Satyrion so that both dwell in the fertile land of Taras and become a
bane to the Iapygians.*

In the record of Ephoros, the following three points are notable. / The
Lakedaimonians persuaded the Partheniai to found a colony. 2 They were
able to persuade them through their fathers. 3 The two parties agreed that
if the colonists found no place suitable for their needs they were to return
and take over shares of land in Messenia amounting to a fifth of the
territory annexed by the Spartans.> Aristotle is very concise. He notes
only that since the Spartans caught out the Partheniai in conspiracy, they
sent them away to colonize Taras.® Diodoros, on the other hand, includes
several details. The Epenauktai (he has, as we saw, substituted this term
for “Partheniai”) sent envoys to Delphi to enquire of the god if he would
give them victory over Sikyon. The oracle they received (quoted by
Diodoros) they could not understand. Whereupon the Pythia spoke more
plainly, declaring that the god would give them Satyrion to dwell with
them in the rich land of Taras and to be a bane to the Iapygians.’

! Diodoros, loc. cit.

2 Dionysios of Halikarnassos, loc. cit.
3 Infra, page 86.

4 Aantiochos., loc. cit.

5 Ephoros, loc. cit.

6 Aristotle, loc. cit.

7 Diodoros, loc. cit.
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According to Dionysios of Halikarnassos, the god bound the Partheniai to
sail to Italy. When they found a town in Iapygia called Satyrion and a
river called Taras, they were to make their abode where they saw a goat
dipping his beard in the sea.! Other sources mention the colony of the
Partheniai at Taras without noting that this was preceded by a conspiracy
and a recommendation of some sort by the Delphic sanctuary. These
omissions sometimes result from the brevity of the passage. Such is
probably the case with Diodoros’s “then it was that the children called
Partheniai were born and founded the city of Taras”,”> or Pausanias’s
“Taras is a colony of the Lakedaimonians and its founder was
Phalanthos, a Spartan”.’ There are other texts, however, that explicitly
give versions from which all references to friction between the
Lakedaimonians and the founders of Taras were intentionally deleted.

XI. THE SETTLING OF THE COLONISTS

Our two earliest authorities, Antiochos and Ephoros, agree that there
was no Taras before its colonization by the Greeks. About the native in-
habitants and the relations of the Greeks with them, however, they dis-
agree. Antiochos says that the Greeks found-in this land barbarians and
Cretans, and that they were welcomed by both.5 Ephoros states that they
found Achaians who were at war with the barbarians, and that they
aided the Achaians.® The opinion that Taras had not existed before this
time is shared also by the Pseudo-Skymnos,” Dionysios of Halikarnas-
sos,® and Servius.® Servius, in addition, notes three different explanations
for the name of the city. One says that the name was found inscribed in a
sepulchre. In another the colonists were led to Italy by one Taras, a son

1 Dionysios of Halikarnassos, loc. cit.
2 Diodoros, loc. cit.

3 Pausanias, X 10,6.

4 Infra, page 86.

5 Antiochos, loc. cit.

6 Ephoros, loc. cit.

7 Pseudo-Skymnos, 333-334.

8 Dionysios of Halikarnassos, loc. cit.
9 Servius, loc. cit.



II. THE COLONIZING OF TARAS 75

of Herakles. According to the third Taras was founded by Taras, a son of
Neptune, before the arrival of the Greeks and for this reason it was said
that “Taras condiderat, auxerat Phalantus”.! The version accepted by
Ephoros, that the Greeks made war on the barbarians, reappears in
Dionysios of Halikarnassos and in Pausanias, with the additional
information that the “barbarians” were the Iapygians.?

XII. A MIRACLE

Pausanias mentions a miracle: “they say that Phalanthos suffered a
shipwreck in the Krisaian Sea, when sailing to Italy, and that he was
brought ashore by a dolphin.”

XIII. ORACLES

We have already encountered the “oracle” in texts of Antiochos,
Diodoros, and Dionysios of Halikarnassos. All the relevant oracular texts
quoted by these authors are imaginary.* Sometimes the oracle is followed
by a story telling how the oracle was fulfilled in an unexpected way.
Dionysios of Halikarnassos describes what happened in the case of the
oracle telling the Partheniai to settle in the place where they saw a goat
dipping its beard in the sea. They found a wild fig-tree growing near the
sea. It was overspread by a vine with a tendril hanging down and
touching the sea. Here they settled.’ In Pausanias we read that it was
predicted to Phalanthos that he would win both a territory and a city
when rain fell on him from a cloudiess sky (aifpia). Phalanthos inter-
preted the oracle as referring to a moment when he was in despair, and
his wife Aithra took his head on her knees and wept showers over him.
Plutarch mentions Phalanthos among a number of leaders of expeditions

U Servius, op. cit., I 551, cf. VI 773, Georg. IV 125

2 Dionysios of Halikarnassos, loc. cit.; Pausanias, X 10,8.
3 Pausanias, X 13, 10.

4 Supra, pages 73-74.

5 Dionysios of Halikarnassos, loc. cit.
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who had to discover by means of a sign the place of settlement granted
by some obscure oracle.!

XIV. CHRONOLOGY.

According to the Latin version of Eusebios’s Chronicles, Taras was
founded in a year equivalent to our 706/705 B.C.2

HISTORY AND FICTION

Most items classified and discussed above show some sign of not
reflecting historical fact. The few that seem at first glance to be true
must be verified to see whether or not this is actually so. To be
conclusive, verification must be based on independent data, data that can
be found in the answers to three questions. 1) Between the end of the
First Messenian War and the founding of Taras (ca. 715-708/6 B.C.), did
Sparta have an upheaval of some sort that agrees with what we can infer
from the dissatisfaction and rebelliousness of the Partheniai? Could the
crisis, as in the episode of the Partheniai, have been resolved by sending
away the dissatisfied? 2) Could the group of plotters have been formed
under the circumstances connected with the birth of the Partheniai? 3) If
the previous question cannot be answered in the affirmative, can the
social position of the rebelling group be described in another way?

1) Pausanias writes that when the war against Messenia had been
fought to a finish, King Polydoros was murdered by a noble Lakedai-
monian, Polemarchos. Polydoros had a great reputation at Sparta and
was very popular with the masses, for he never did a violent act or said
an insulting word to anyone, while as a judge he was both upright and
humane and his fame had by this time spread throughout Greece. After
his death, he received many signal marks of respect from the
Lakedaimonians. Polemarchos too, however, had a tomb in Sparta.
Pausanias, who seems to mean that it still existed, comments: “either he

! Plutarch, De Pyth.or., 27, p.408 A.
2 Eusebius Werke, VII, 91.
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had been considered a good man before this murder, or perhaps his
relatives buried him secretly.”!

The murder of Polydoros would not be evidence of political agitation
if it had been committed for personal reasons. This, however, is ruled out
by the facts that the murderer was buried in Sparta and that his tomb was
well-known for centuries. Furthermore, that the tomb was in a
conspicuous place and that the person buried there was remembered,
imply that the deed was approved by a component of Spartan society
which was in a position to honour the murderer, that is to say, a group
that had had the upper hand in Sparta for some time. This component of
society, however, would not have been able to lessen the popularity of
Polydoros with the masses. Quite otherwise: Polydoros became a
national figure. Pausanias tells us that in the agora of Sparta there was a
statue of Polydoros, who had risen to such honour that the magistrates
used a seal with his likeness for everything that required sealing.? The
statue, no doubt archaic, is likely to have represented in fact some god or
hero rather than Polydoros.? Yet even its later identification as Polydoros
demonstrates the honour attributed to him some time after his death,
when social opposition would have subsided.* It thus-appears that the
good reputation of Polydoros and the memory of his murder were well
rooted in Spartan tradition.

It has been claimed that the profile of Polydoros handed down to us
by Pausanias is that of a king-model shaped by revolutionary Spartan
monarchs of the third century.> This opinion has not been supported by
any argument. Moreover, we may well ask why Polydoros would have
been picked out over all the other kings of Sparta as the model of a
democratic king, if this were not backed by tradition. The hypothesis thus
invalidates itself.

Other scholars accept the statements of Pausanias about the character

! Pausanias, III 3, 2-3.

2 Pausanias, III 11,10.

3 Ed. Meyer, RhM, 42 (1887) 86 n.1 = Forschungen zur alten Geschichte, 1 ( 1892) 288, n.1;
FXKiechle, Lakonien und Sparta (1963) 175, n. 2.

4 Such a social crisis Wwas that connected with Terpander’s presence at Sparta ca. 675 B.C.
(G.L.Huxley, Early Sparta [1962] 49-50), or with the equalizing of the Spartan citizens
after the Second Messenian War.

5 P.Cartledge, Sparta and Lakonia, A Regional History (1979) 134.
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and murder of Polydoros. In his murder they see evidence of social and
political discord in Sparta at that time. Yet they lower the date of
Polydoros’s reign from the end of the eighth to the beginning of the
seventh century on several grounds. In our sources Polydoros is connected
with the end of the First Messenian War, and with the rider to the Great
Rhetra. Some students maintain that the traditional dates of these events
(late 8th century B.C.) are not correct and they propose to lower them
some decades. Polydoros’s dating has to follow this change. Second,
Polydoros is also said by our sources to have reigned together with
Theopompos who is reported to have been alive at the time of the battle
of Hysiai (669 B.C.). Third, Polydoros’s image and his murder by an
aristocrat would make sense in a seventh century context, but not
earlier.! Yet the arguments used in support of a date at the beginning of
the seventh century for the First Messenian War and the rider are not
strong enough. The date of the kingship of Theopompos is problematical.
In addition to other incongruities, we have two different king-lists for'the
dynasty to which he belongs.? There are no such problems with the
catalogue of the Agiads, the family of Polydoros. I have gone over the
evidence again and again, and appraised the arguments of those who
have studied these questions. I believe that the First Messenian War was
before the founding of Taras, whose traditional chronology has been
verified archaeologically. It seems to me also that Polydoros reigned in
fact during the last years of the war and afterwards.

Suppose we overlook the murder of Polydoros. We cannot, however,
overlook the story about the Partheniai. Could this story have grown out
of nothing at all? It is most improbable. First, the story is reported by
both our earlier authorities who agree on the essentials. The story
culminates with the conspiracy of the Partheniai. Then follows the
foundation of Taras by the Partheniai who left Sparta when their conspir-
acy was discovered. In the interval between 700 and 450 B.C. could the
reason for the founding of Taras have been forgptten and then replaced by
an imaginary event? If you accept this, you would have to show why a
conspiracy of the Partheniai, rather than of some other group, was

L G.L.Huxley, op. cit., 40, 50, 117-118; F.Kiechle, op. cit., 174-176; W.G.Forrest, A History
of Sparta 950-193 B.C. (1968) 65-67.
2 Infra, pages 160 -164.
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conceived as an explanation. Secondly, after Antiochos and Ephoros, as
time goes on there are further modifications, additions, and omissions.
This all happens quite freely around two simple ideas: the conspiracy of
the Partheniai and their colonization of Taras. In fact, these ideas
remained unaltered precisely because they were deeply rooted in me-
mory.

2) With a few insignificant exceptions, our sources state that the
group that organized the conspiracy in Sparta and went to Italy where it
founded Taras, consisted of sons of Spartans, born out of wedlock during
the First Messenian War under the following circumstances: the Spartans
who left Sparta at the beginning of the Messenian war remained continu-
ously in Messenia for a period of twenty years, and as a result, Sparta
faced an acute population problem. Yet this piece of information is
fictitious. Even in classical times cities such as Athens, Sparta, and
Thebes, with large populations, strong economies, organization, and
technical means, could not manage expeditions lasting longer than the
good season. The First Messenian War will have been fought in a
number of sporadic expeditions, all of short duration. It is also possible
that in some years there were no campaigns at all. Suppose, even so,
that the Spartans called up during first year of the war did not return to
Sparta for the duration, since they had taken an oath. If this were so,
each year the number of those who had taken the oath would diminish,
the ranks being thinned by death or old age. The numbers of those who
had taken no such oath, on the other hand, would grow, and consequently
they could return periodically to their homes.

3) Since the account we have of the birth of the Partheniai has been
shown to be imaginary, we may look for a more likely origin. We may
start with a definition of the general character of the group when it
comes into conflict with the Spartans. Two facts must be considered
here. The members of the group believed they were entitled to claim
shares of land and political equality with the citizens. The citizens, for
their part, held that it was their right to refuse those demands. These
terms of definition are applicable only to people connected in some way
with the Spartan community. In later years, such people were the so-
called Hypomeiones, members of the Spartan community who were not
citizens. They too were fomenters of rebellion. After the First Messenian
War, such people could well have been bastards, as tradition has it.
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Dispensing with the fictitious circumstances of their birth described in
the tradition, we may investigate a number of other possibilities. The
sobriquet “Partheniai” is one that could refer to the children of unmarried
mothers.! It is likely that because of the war pre-marital relations were
more frequent than during times of peace, and that in some cases these
relations were not followed by marriage because the father was killed.
More numerous will have been the illicit Spartan children born of non-
Spartan concubines, a phenomenon quite unrelated to war. When the
illegitimate sons all together came into conflict with the citizens, the
term Partheniai, used properly to mean the bastard children of Spartan
virgins, will have included, with irony, the sons of non-Spartan
concubines as well. In addition, there will also have been a number of
. Spartan children wrongly or rightly considered to be illegitimate.? Sparta
~had bastard children of all these classes even before the period with
which we are concerned, and later as well. Why were they were such a
problem only after the First Messenian War? At that time they may have
formed a critical percentage of the population, and in addition they may
have been frustrated after the war. A number of things can have brought
about an increase in the number of illegitimate children during the war.
We mentioned two above.? Another reason will have been that with war
time loss of men, the exposure of extra-marital new-born boys would
have been less frequent. Wartime casualties and the difficulties the
Spartans had in trying to defeat the Messenians, will have inspired a
policy of reinforcing the Spartan community through new members.
These new members will have been the illegitimate sons and the
Epeunaktoi. As already noted, the Epeunaktoi eventually received
political rights; not so, the illegitimate sons. The commitments made to
the illegitimate sons were not respected, perhaps because the Spartans
did not manage to take as much of Messenia as they had expected when
the promises were made.* As a result, the frustrated Partheniai became a

! Many scholars have shown an unjustified aversion to this interpretation of Partheniai. They
have broposed instead other explanations, all hypothetical.

2 The children born of Spartan women and Epeunaktoi will not have been considered
illegitimate since the Epeunaktoi had been given political rights (infra, page 84).

3 Page 79-80.

4 The evidence about the state of the Messenians after the First Messenian War is contra-
dictory. According to some ancient attestations or hints, the land was divided by lot among
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revolutionary element within the community.

In addition to the character of the Partheniai are there any other
authentic elements in our dossier? Some details of the conspiracy and
how it was foiled seem likely candidates. That the Spartans made use of
spies is plausible. That the leader of the conspiracy was not pleased
“with those appointed to the council” is likely to be authentic for two
reasons. First of all, it is too concrete and specific simply to have been
imagined. Secondly, were it not authentic, its invention would have to
have served some specific purpose. No such purpose is evident. The
signal to be given with the cap is a piece of information more likely to
have been devised by one of the plotters than to have come from a
logographer or historian. Similarly, the ruse of the Spartans to foil the
plot, rather than being the creation of some narrator, is more likely to
have originated with someone experienced in leading people and with a
feeling for avoiding bloodshed.

Opinions differ as to whether Phalanthos was a historical or mythical
figure. Arguments of three types are used to support the view that he was
mythical: (1) some details about Phalanthos in the narrations; (2)
hypothetical similarities of Phalanthos with gods; and (3) a statement
about an Arkadian hero named Phalanthos. Arguments of the first type
(1) are the following: (a) in Antiochos’s text Phalanthos has reservations
about the conspiracy; (b) when the plot is brought to light, he is officially
instructed to found a colony; (c) according to Justin, he received sacred
honours at Taras, and most authors connect him with the Delphic
Apollo.! The first argument (a) rests on a misconstrued reading of the
passage in Antiochos?; the conclusion drawn is biased. Why should the
leader of a conspiracy who has reservations about approving it not be
considered an historical figure? Strong objections may be raised against

the Spartans and the Messenians were obliged to work it as helots. Others suggest that the
Messenians were given some degree of freedom and autonomy (F.Kiechle, Messenische
Studien (1959) 56-71). It appears likely that the Spartans distributed lots only in part of
Messenia, namely in Stenyklaros. This policy they will have followed with the realization
that after a long, difficult, and exhausting war they were not in a position to enslave all the
Messenians.

P.Wuilleumier, Tarente des origines a la conquéte romaine (1939) 33-34, who refers also
to other scholars having the same idea.

2 Supra, page 70.



82 PART ONE

the other two arguments (b and c). Since the conspiracy was neutralized
by peaceful means, and the crisis was resolved by sending the
dissatisfied conspirators out to found a colony, there is nothing peculiar in
the authorities’ recognition that the right person to lead the colony was
the leader the plotters had already chosen. All the historical oikists of the
ancient Greek colonies were honoured exactly as was Phalanthos in the
colony he founded. Finally, Phalanthos’s relation to Delphi was that of
all who consulted its oracle. The second type of argument (2) appeals to
hypothetical similarities of Phalanthos to Apollo or Poseidon.! These
similarities, however, are dubious. What (3) about the hero known as
Phalanthos in Arkadia?? Pausanias refers to that hero in the following
way: “Mt.Phalanthos, on which are the ruins of a city Phalanthos; and it
is said that Phalanthos was a son of Agelaos, a son of Stymphalos”.?
There is no other reference to this particular Phalanthos in this passage or
in any other ancient source. It is therefore evident that Phalanthos the
Arkadian is simply a secondary eponymous hero of the city and the name
of a mountain. Consequently the only sure thing is that Phalanthos,
leader of the Partheniai in Sparta and oikist of Taras, had the same name
as a mountain and a city in Arkadia. Is this sufficient to consider him a
mythical personage? Let us look at things from the other side. If
Phalanthos had been taken from a mythical or religious context, he
would never have been one of the Partheniai. From the start he would
have been on a higher level. Yet a look at the ancient sources in
chronological order shows quite the opposite. Phalanthos, starting out as
one of the Partheniai and an instigator of the revolt becomes,
successively, a Spartan citizen, leader of the conspirators and finally a
Spartan aristocrat, descendant of Herakles, who was chosen to be the
leader of the colony.* We have thus entered the territory of secondary
elements in the dossier on the Partheniai.

The secondary elements are far more numerous than the primary. This
shows the extent to which traditions about actual events were subject to
every kind of interference, even after the alphabet had been introduced.

1 References in P.Wuilleumier, op. cit., 33-34.
2 FKiechle, op. cit., 176-177.

3 Pausanias, VIII 35.9.

4 Infra, pages 83-84.
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We shall examine the most significant of the innovations in the
Partheniai tradition according to their order in the story.

The first three, in order, the oath of the Spartans, the complaint of the
women, and the promiscuous relations, form a whole. No one stands
without the other two. Quite evidently they were fashioned all together.
Antiochos is unaware of the first two. He attributes the birth of the
Partheniai to Spartans who had not been mustered and had become
helots, rather than to Spartans who had been sent home to produce
children.! The entire sequence of these innovations appears for the first
time in Ephoros, then in other authors. The complaint of the women is
found in three successive variations, expressing changes of an ethical
nature. According to Ephoros, all the women decide to present their case
to their husbands who are far away from Sparta, using the argument that
Sparta is threatened by a shortage of men. The wording of the argument
shows clearly the influence of rhetoric: “they were conducting the war
with the Messenians on unequal terms: the Messenians, being in their
own country, were begetting children, whereas they, having abandoned
their wives to widowhood, were on an expedition in enemy territory” and
therefore “the fatherland was in danger of having no men”.? The variation
cited by Dionysios of Halikarnassos gives the same argument in concise
wording, but adds one demand: “the women, especially the maidens of
marriageable age, begged them not to leave them unwed and childless”.?
This demand involves a conception of individual rights for young women

“to marry and for all women to bear children. Such a conception probably
is datable not much earlier than its statement. Still later, it seems that a
Christian author may have considered it indecent for young or even
mature women to use an argument of this sort. Therefore he attributed it
to elderly women. The variation appears in the scholia on Dionysios the
Periegete, both the anonymous and those compiled by Eustathios the
Metropolitan of Thessalonike.*

Phalanthos, originally one of the Partheniai, then becomes a Spartan
who is chosen by them to be their leader. At the same time, the attempt
of the Partheniai to rebel is omitted. Both views are to be found in

1 Antiochos, loc. cit.

2 Ephoros, loc. cit.

3 Dionysios of Halikarnassos, loc. cit.

4 Eustathios, loc. cit.; Anon., Schol. Dion. Per., loc. cit.
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Pompeius Trogus, Porphyrio, and Eustathios of Thessalonike. Pompeius
Trogus refers to Phalanthos thus: first he says that the Partheniai had
taken on Phalanthos as leader of their expedition to colonize; next, he
names Aratos as the father of Phalanthos, which is quite the opposite of
the interpretation of the Partheniai as children of unknown fathers; third,
Phalanthos is described as “qui auctor Spartanis fuerat iuventutis ad
generandas subolem domum remittendae, ut sicuti dudum patrem eius
nascendi auctorem habuissent, sic ipsum spei ac dignitatis suam haberent.”!
Porphyrio appears to give an abridgement of Pompeius Trogus
“Phalanthus Lacedaemonius fuit, quo auctore et principe partheniae
Spartani Tarentum condiderunt”.? The wording of Eustathios gives us to
understand that the initiative was that of Phalanthos, who was a
Spartan.3.Once he became a Spartan, Phalanthos went on to become an
aristocrat, descended from Herakles. This information is given by the
scholiasts Acro and Servius.* The promotion of Phalanthos from being
one of the Partheniai to Spartan citizen and eventually aristocrat would
have taken place at Taras rather than at Sparta.

Ephoros is the only one who refers to collaboration between the
Partheniai and the helots.> Perhaps this got into the story of the
Partheniai by analogy with the rebellion attempted by Kinadon in 397
B.C., whose secret, as Xenophon says, was known to helots, freedmen,
lesser Spartans, and perioikoi.¢

As for the timing of the uprising of the Partheniai for the festival of
the Hyakinthia, it has been suggested that this was perhaps a fabrication
inspired by the existence in Taras of a tomb of Hyakinthos or of Apollo .
Hyakinthos.” )

Our earliest authority for the Epeunaktoi or Epeunaktai in Sparta is a
fragment of Theopompos. According to this, the Spartans, fearful because
of the losses they had suffered by the Messenians, decided to replace

! Pompeius Trogus, Il 4, 21-25.

2 Porphyrio, Comm. Horat. Od., 111 6,1.

3 Eustathios, loc. cit. “obg ®aravBog Tig avig EmixdElog AoBdv Te xai eig dmowriov
otoheig rioe TOV Thpavra.”

Acro, loc. cit.; Servius, Comm. Verg. Aen., l11 551; Verg. Georg., IV 125.

Supra, page 71.

Xenophon, Hell., 11 3,4-11.

F.Kiechle, op. cit., 177.
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with a helot every citizen killed. These helots, later made citizens,
became known as Epeunaktoi because they had been assigned to take
the place of the dead in the nuptial bed.! This text not only does not
relate the Epeunaktoi to any revolt, but it excludes the possibility of any
such connection since it states clearly that they received political rights.
Thus the substitution of epeunaktoi for Partheniai in the texts of
Diodoros, Acro, Servius, and Hesychios is a result of misunderstanding
of what was written by Theopompos or some other relevant source.

From Diodoros we have a noteworthy explanation of the ruse of the
Spartan authorities to prevent Phalanthos from giving the signal to revolt.
When the plot was exposed, “most of the ephors held that they should put
Phalanthos to death. Then a certain Agathiadas, who had been his lover,
argued that to do this would plunge Sparta into the greatest civil strife, in
which were they victorious they would win a profitless victory, were
they to lose they would utterly destroy their fatherland.” The interest in
this explanation is the introduction of a romantic and a rhetorical note.
The romantic note is provided by the supposed intervention of
Phalanthos’s lover, suggesting that his advice was motivated not only by
public concerns but also by sentimental interest. The style of the argu-
ment attributed to Agathiadas, with its climax and dilemma, is purely
rhetorical.

On the sending out of the Partheniai from Sparta, Ephoros has two
peculiarities. First of all, he states that the Lakedaimonians persuaded
the Partheniai, using their fathers’ influence, to found a colony. Second,
he mentions a clause according to which if the colonists could not
conquer land that satisfied them, they were free to return and to receive
shares in Messenia equal to one fifth of the land that was available
there.3 The first statement conflicts with the view, accepted also by
Ephoros, that the Partheniai were the children of unknown fathers. The
second is suspect because it does not fit the circumstances. This clause,
indeed, resembles the agreement between the Theraians and the
colonists they sent to Libya: if the efforts of the colonists to settle in
Libya were not successful within five years, they were free to return to

! Supra, page 68.
2 Diodoros, loc. cit.
3 Supra, page 73
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. Thera and to reclaim their properties.! The Theraian colonists, however,
were not like the Partheniai: they were citizens of Thera; they were not
involved in a plot, and they were not in the position of a defeated
faction.

Total silence about the plot of the Partheniai constitutes an extreme
adulteration of the narrative. This we see in the texts of Pompeius
Trogus, Servius, and Acro.? Eustathios explains the emigration of the
Partheniai in these terms: the bastards did not receive an education
suitable to people of legitimate birth and good family, and did not behave
as they should. So the Spartans, when they came home from Messene
and found affairs of state in bad condition, drove them out.3

The oracles comprise a special category of secondary elements or
innovations. Some of these are quoted, as also the tales of their
fulfilment.*

Here too we may emphasize that as early as the beginning of the fifth
century it was understood that both Taras, the eponymous hero of the
city, and the legend of the miraculous rescue of Phalanthos by a dolphin
were historical. Pausanias, describing a group of statues he saw at
Delphi, gives this information: the Tarentines had offered to Delphi a
tithe of the spoils they had taken from the Peucetii. This consisted of a
group of statues showing horsemen and men on foot. Among the people
represented were Taras and Phalanthos, with a dolphin next to him in
memory of his shipwreck in the Krisaian Sea and his rescue by a dol-
phin. The group of statues was the work of the sculptors Onatas and
Ageladas.’

OUR SOURCES AS VEHICLES OF THE WRITTEN TRADITION
OF THE PARTHENIAI AND THEIR EMIGRATION TO ITALY

Our sources can be arranged on several levels according to various
criteria taken together, namely, the abundance and quality of the main

! Supra, page 39.

2 Pompeius Trogus, loc. cit.; Servius, loc.cit.; Acro, loc. cit.
3 Eustathios, loc. cit.

4 Supra, pages 75-76.

5 Pausanias, loc. cit.



II. THE COLONIZING OF TARAS 87

items of information they preserve, as well as the quality and extensive-
ness of their exposition.
For the dossier on Taras, a fragment of Antiochos and a fragment of
" Ephoros are at the top of the scale. From all points of view these sources
are the most extensive, and most valuable. The fragment of Antiochos is
one hundred and ninety words long, excluding the history of the Cretans
who preceded the Partheniai by several centuries in the region of Taras.
The fragment of Ephoros comprises two hundred sixty words, not
counting the part about the end of the First Messenian War. Both texts
surpass the other sources in amount and quality of information. Of the
fourteen items we have listed from all our sources,! Antiochos mentions
eleven; Ephoros, the same. Two of the items, however, not found in
Antiochos, the alliance of the Partheniai with the helots and the miracle,
are fictitious? and obviously of later date than Antiochos’s work. It is
quite otherwise with two of the items not found in Ephoros, the time and
place decided for the revolt, and the behaviour of the conspirators once
they were discovered. These two items appear to have preserved
authentic recollections.? As for non-authentic items, Antiochos has two,
and Ephoros two. Thus in Antiochos we find: the idea that the Partheniai
were sons of Spartans who had been demoted to the rank of helots, and
the oracle given to the Partheniai.* Ephoros mentions the alliance of the
Partheniai with the helots, and the clause of the agreement concluded
between the Spartans and the Partheniai in which if the Partheniai could
not find a suitable place to settle they were to have the right to return
and to receive shares in one fifth of Messenia.’> Antiochos’s fragment
give us all the authentic items we have been able to identify, with the
exception of “chronology”. In addition, it outclasses the other sources of
the Taras dossier in composition: it connects events in a balanced fashion
and it does not appear to have serious lacunas (without pretending that it
retains all details of the tradition). In other words, if we had the text of
Antiochos only, none of the essential information known from other
sources would be missing. It is worth adding that Antiochos appears to

! Supra, pages 67-76.
2 Supra, pages 71, 75.
3 Supra, pages 71, 72-73.
4 Supra, pages 67, 75.
5 Supra, pages 71, 73.
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have drawn on a Tarentine source, a likelihood implied by the fact that
he goes on to a narrative of the wanderings of the Cretans who were
established in the vicinity of Taras. It is difficult to believe that this story
was not told at Taras itself.

Excerpts of Diodoros, Dionysios of Halikarnassos, and Pompeius
Trogus, all inferior to the sources discussed above, are close to each
other on two points. They deal with fewer items (the first eight, each of
the other four) and they do not show an equal interest in those they
retain. Pompeius Trogus, in one hundred seventy-three words, devotes
half his text to the events supposed to have determined the birth of the
Partheniai, and the other half to describing their state of mind.! The
excerpts from Diodoros and Dionysios of Halikarnassos have been so
much abbreviated that we cannot evaluate them. What is most
regrettable is that it is not even possible to determine whether or not
those making the selections omitted items in their entirety. Suffice it
therefore to list those mentioned in the excerpts and to note the ones that
are not authentic. With the exception of the conspiracy, the colony, and
the oracle, the excerpt from Diodoros has a few words on most of the
items. In them, we note a confusion (the Partheniai identified with the
Epeunaktoi) and a fictitious item (the oracle).? The excerpt from
Dionysios goes directly from the description of the Partheniai to the
decision to send them to Italy and the founding of Taras. Dionysios does
not escape the temptation of citing a so-called oracle.? The excerpt from
Diodoros is one hundred sixty-six words in length, that of Dionysios one
hundred fifty-nine. In each, the account of the oracle is disproportionate
in length: sixty-nine words in the first, seventy-six in the second and in
each, all the other items together take up ninety words. That is, the other
items are narrated in hasty fashion.

The sources we come to now are even more limited in their choice of
items. Rarely is this for a reason other than the author’s decision. One
such is a summary drawn from the Constitutions of Herakleides. In
twenty-seven words the summary manages to describe the origin of the
Partheniai and to note the reason for their revolt.* In the other cases, the

U Supra, pages 68, 70.
2 Supra, pages 68, 73.
3 Supra, pages 68, 75.
4 Supra, pages 69, 70.
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choice of items and the length of the narrative goes back indeed to the
author, but may depend on other, occasional factors as well. If we find
that the Pseudo-Skymnos tells us in only seven words that the Partheniai
founded Taras, which did not exist before that,! it is because the author is
referring throughout his work to the origins of the Greek colonies just as
briefly. In the works of Aineias the Tactician and Polyainos, treatises on
stratagems, it is natural enough to find that only relevant items are
mentioned. Thus Aineias refers in twenty-seven words to the signal for
the uprising and the Spartans’ ruse.? Polyainos devotes forty-four words to
the time and place of the revolt, the signal, the ruse, and the behaviour of
the plotters after their failure.? In the same way, a scholion by its very
nature is slanted toward a special item or group of related items. Thus
Servius, Acro, Probus and Porphyrio, commenting on verses of Vergil or
Horace, bring in a reference to the Partheniai..4 Another scholiast,
Eustathios the Metropolitan of Thessalonike, prompted by Dionysios the
Periegete’s mention of Taras, refers to the same item, but in greater
detail.> In the lexicon of Hesychios the lemma ITagBéviol provides yet

another example of reference to this item.® In the lemma *A6fivar in

Stephanos‘s Ethnika we read unexpectedly that the Tarentines were
described as ®alavOuadar. An author may also refer to an item or group
of items in the course of writing on another subject. Aristotle uses the
Partheniai to illustrate a political point. In seventeen words he manages
to say that the Partheniai were sons of Spartans and widows, that they
were proud in spirit, that they had been detected in conspiracy, and that
they were therefore sent away to colonize Taras.” Diodoros, relating the
start of the First Messenian War, tells us in twenty-five words that the
Spartans took an oath “not to return to Sparta unless they had captured
Messene” and that “it was then that the children called Partheniai were

! Supra, pages 74-75.

2 Supra, pages 71,72,

3 Supra, pages 71-73.

4 Supra, page 68. See also Servius, Comm. Verg. Buc., X 57; Probus, Comm. Verg. Geory.,
11197 a.

5 Supra, page 68.

6 Supra, page 69.

7 Supra, pages 68,72, 73.
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"born and founded the city of Taras”.! Pausanias takes a dedication of the

Tarentines at Delphi as an occasion for speaking of the foundation of
Taras. The passage consists of one hundred sixty-six words, one hundred
forty-four of which are devoted to the history and fulfilment of an oracle,
while the rest say that Taras was a Spartan colony whose oikist was
Phalanthos, and that the Spartans took it from a barbarian people.2 On
another occasion similar to the first, the periegete relates in twenty-four
words a legend in which Phalanthos “before reaching Italy suffered a
shipwreck in the Krisaian Sea and was brought ashore by a dolphin.”

A SYNOPSIS OF THE CONCLUSIONS

The dossier of Taras, unlike that of Kyrene, contains neither a primary
source such as the decree dispatching the colonists, nor a narrative drawn
from chronicles, nor an historical account as long and richly informative
as that of Herodotos. On the other hand, it comprises more sources, and
these are of several different types: historians’ accounts, scholia,
occasional quotations, and a lexicon lemma.

Taking the contributions of our sources as a whole, we have a body of
evidence not to be found in any individual source. Some of this material
is genuine, and some reflects confusions, speculations, or fiction. In
quantity and in quality, the valid information approximates some of the
major and minor items of the original tradition. Putting them all together
provides a coherent and intelligible idea of events which, even if
incomplete, can be summarized as follows.

Through circumstances connected with the First Messenian War,
Sparta had a critical number of illegitimate births at this time. The name
Partheniai used for these children in our sources implies that they were

! Supra, page 69.
2 Supra, pages 74, 75.
3 Supra, pages 75.
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born of extra-nuptial affairs. Presumably, however, there were other
categories of illegitimate children as well. When the shares (klaroi) were
distributed in vanquished Messenia among the Spartans, the Partheniai
were excluded. As a result they were condemned to a social and
political condition inferior to that of citizens with full rights.
Exasperated, they fostered a conspiracy. One of them, Phalanthos by
name, took on the leadership. He was assisted by a council which did
not please him. We are told the time and place chosen for the course of
action decided on by the Partheniai, and the signal by which Phalanthos
was to have given the go ahead. This part comes to us in different
versions, thus raising a number of questions. The secret of the plot was
not kept to the end. There were leaks or treason that enabled the Spartan
authorities to plant spies who informed them well. Rather than resorting'
to force, the authorities opted for thwarting the plotters with a ruse that
would let them know their plan had been discovered right through to the
signal for action. The plotters, seeing they were found out, did nothing.
The authorities, continuing with a moderate approach, arranged to have
the Partheniai leave to found a colony.

IT

Antiochos’s narrative departs very little from the synthesis we have
worked out from the elements of the original tradition identified in the
ensemble of our sources. This point should be borne in mind. Indeed,
Antiochos, in a series with no significant lacunas, has all the authentic
items of information, except for “chronology” and only two that are
fictitious.

The fragment of Ephoros, besides being later by several decades than
that of Antiochos, is also inferior in that it contains less valid information
and is considerably corrupted by the presence of secondary elements. We
may well ask if the deterioration observable between Antiochos and
Ephoros is a question of subjective choices and chance, or whether it
shows a general historiographical evolution.

After Ephoros, the authentic elements noted in the sources become
rare; the non-authentic multiply. We may comment in quite a different
fashion on each of these two tendencies. The rarity of authentic elements
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is due primarily to the state of our documentation. It has lacunas, and it
is made up of texts containing evidence that is for various reasons only
partial. For the rest, we are dealing chiefly with texts that are not origi-
nal, but simply abbreviated excerpts of a later time. All this makes it
difficult to tell whether and to what extent the authentic elements in the
events narrated have been diminished. None of the circumstances under
which authentic elements are diminished works toward an increase of
non-authentic elements. To the contrary, these very circumstances
obscure an immeasurable part of that process. So we cannot complain of
our inability to grasp, with few exceptions, its components or causes.
Thus, when Theopompos speaks of Epeunaktoi instead of Partheniai, it is
because he was the victim of confusion between different but analogous
social groups. The creation of one Agathiadas, supposedly the lover of
Phalanthos, and the fabrication of his intervention with the authorities for
a moderate attitude, respond to a romantic-emotional taste. Manifes-
tations of Tarentine self esteem are seen in the total silence on the revolt
fomented by the Partheniai, and in the promotion of Phalanthos from the
ranks of the Partheniai to being a Spartan, and, on top of that, his trans-
formation into a Heraklid. Christian morality could not accept the idea
that women of an age to beget children should publicly complain about
being left without men and condemned to childlessness, so it converted
them into old women.

Study of the dossier on the emigration of the Partheniai from Sparta to
Taras has shown that the two earliest accounts of these events, the first
datable to the end of the fifth century, the second around the middle of
the fourth, have an historical core but also many secondary elements.
Subsequent sources reflect later modifications down to and beyond
Roman times. This shows that there was never any crystallization based
solely on one narrative that had become well known. One has the
impression that the theme of the founding of Taras was quite popular, and
for this reason was mentioned often in the ancient texts and embellished
by the ancient authors. Likewise it seems that none of the variations that
appeared in the course of time took on authority enough to be
unquestionable and certain of survival. The dossier of the Partheniai is
instructive from the standpoint of its innovations. It makes us aware of
the fact that formulation in writing of a particular story does not
necessarily lend authority to the narrative related. Furthermore, it shows
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us that the tendencies and aims of some wider context were not the only
causes of innovation. Inspirations of a personal nature also played a part.
Such are the tales with a touch of the romantic and the rhetorical.

It is the variety and chronological span of the records making up the
Taras dossier that have allowed us to affirm the above. That dossier is
superior by far to all the others in that it offers the most extensive
evidence for finding out how freely the fictitious was attached to
traditions about events later than the first general use of the alphabet.
This evidence, furthermore, enables us to learn what type of item was
most affected by mythologizing, in what kinds of texts and in which
chronological periods.

Now the question arises: when we learn of a tradition from a single
source or from two with similar content, was this tradition really
complete and stable? Were we to have as many records for this
hypothetical tradition as we have for the tradition of the Partheniai,
might it not have reached us in just as fluid and diversified a state as the
tradition about the colonization of the Partheniai at Taras?



III. CHALKIDIANS AND MESSENIANS
TO RHEGION

Our literary evidence for the settlement of Rhegion comes from
numerous passages. They are, however, all very short, averaging less
than ten lines of a modern edition. Some are no more than a single line
in length two alone around twenty. The information supplied by each is
thus limited. The passages differ from each other on three levels. First of
all they differ in their content which is more or less incomplete.
Secondly, in some cases the details are not the same even though the
reference is to the same item of information. Thirdly, there are different
versions of the same item. Compared to the dossier on Taras, the
Rhegion dossier is far poorer but it forms a more complicated network.
Two of our sources, an excerpt from Antiochos of Syracuse and another
of Herakleides, the author of Constitutions, are more comprehensive than
the rest. They mention colonists coming to Rhegion from both Chalkis
and Messene. Moreover, though briefly, they refer to the causes and
some of the circumstances of the events. Of our other authorities,
Timaios, Diodoros, Dionysios of Halikarnassos, Strabo, the Pseudo-
Skymnos, and Solinus connect Rhegion with Chalkis alone. Thucydides
and Pausanias mention simply settlers from Messene.

A SURVEY OF THE ITEMS OF INFORMATION;
HISTORY AND FICTION

1. THE CHALKIDIANS

The authors who tell us that Rhegion was founded by Chalkidian
colonists (alone or with a group of Messenians) turn out to have followed
two different versions of the reasons for this move. Timaios, Herakleides,
Diodoros, Dionysios of Halikarnassos, Strabo and the Pseudo-Skymnos
echo the version according to which the Chalkidians, smitten by want
and famine (Herakleides and Strabo), were to have dedicated a tenth of
their population to the Delphic sanctuary where the god told them to
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establish a colony in Italy (Diodoros, Strabo, cf.Timaios). These dedi-
cated citizens were followed by some of their co-citizens who had not
been dedicated (Strabo).! Antiochos, on the other hand, ignores all these
events. In contrast, he tells us that the Chalkidians had been invited to
Italy by the Zankleans. This same author adds that the Zankleans pro-
vided one of their own citizens, Antimnestos, as oikist of Rhegion.?
Dionysios of Halikarnassos, though following the first version, puts a
Chalkidian named Artimedes in this role.

The first version has been accepted as historical by F.Geyer,
J.Bérard, H.D.Parke and D.H.W.Wormell, and L.Lacroix.>T.J.Dunbabin
retains as historical only the famine which was the reason for the colo-
nization. In supposing that the enterprise was planned in Chalkis and
Zankle without any interference by Delphi, he has been attracted by the
second version.* G.Vallet and J.Ducat have firmly opted for the second
version, and have contested the validity of the famine and its conse-
quences.

G.Vallet has advanced two arguments. To begin with he argues that
Chalkis could not have been having difficulties in providing for her
citizens since she had already sent out so many colonists. He then asks:
supposing a bad harvest were to have caused difficulties at Chalkis,

! Timaios, 566 FGrH 43 a and b = Antigonos, Hist. Mir., 1 and Strabo, VI 1, 9; Hera-
kleides, fr. 25 FHG, 11 219; Diodoros, VIII fr. 23, 2; Strabo, VI 1, 6; Pseudo-Skymnos,
311-312. Cf. Thucydides, VI 43,3; 79,1; Solinus, II 10. According to some scholars,
including J.Bérard, La colonisation greque de I’Italie méridionale et de la Sicile dans
I’antiquité, 2nd ed. (1957) 99, and F.Kiechle, Messenische Studien (1959) 6 ff., Strabo will
have drawn this version from Antiochos. For two reasons this hypothesis is to be censured.
First, Strabo gives this version without naming Antiochos. It is afterwards that he
introduces information drawn from Antiochos with &g "Avtioxog ¢moet. J.Bérard himself
has rightly understood Strabo when translating this passage. Second, Antiochos’s
information obviously disagrees with the version accepted by Strabo. Other scholars have
also assumed that this version does not go back to Antiochos: F.Jacoby, 555 FGrH 9;
G.Vallet, Rhégion et Zancle (1958) 69.

Antiochos, 555 FGrH 9 = Strabo, VI 1, 6. )

F.Geyer, Topographie und Geschichte der Insel Euboea (1908) 39-40; J.Bérard, op. cit.,
102; L.Lacroix, Monnaies et colonisation dans I’Occident grec (1965) 148, n.1;
M.B.Sakellariou in Gli Eubei in Occidente, XVIIl Convegno sulla Magna Grecia 1978
(1979) 77ff.; idem in Terra antiqua balcanica, 11, 1985 (Studia in honorem Christo M.
Danov) 381 ff. .

4 T.G.Dunbabin, The Western‘Greeks (1948) 14.
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“pourquoi n’aurait-elle pas procédé alors A une nouvelle dmowria vers les
riches terres a blé au monde occidental?””!

J.Ducat has concentrated his critique on the role of Delphi. In con-
nection with the consecration of some of the Chalkidians at Delphi by
decimation, he recalls five other cases cited by our sources, all of them
legendary, all supposed to have happened before the historical beginning
of the Delphic sanctuary. He draws the following conclusions: (1) the
object of such a consecration was to appease divine wrath that had been
manifested through plague or a catastrophe of some kind (2) items related
to this type of consecration, such as the reasons for it and the Delphic
god’s subsequent command to found a colony, are common stock in
foundation legends. He goes on to express doubt about the Chalkidians’
consulting of the Delphic oracle around 730 B.C., the foundation date of
Rhegion, with this argument. Since the earliest significant o‘fferings at
Delphi go back to the mid-eighth century, he finds it difficult to believe
that scarcely twenty years later “une cité relativement éloignée comme
Chalcis soit venue y quéter I’approbation de ’oracle pour la fondation
d’une colonie.” This last argument is not unassailable. The date of the
earliest offerings at the Delphic sanctuary give a terminus ante quem
rather than post quem for its fame. Its reputation would not have been
slow to reach Chalkis which was not only not so very far away (130
kilometres by road), but which also already had connections with the
Pylaian-Delphic Amphictyony.? Let us now examine the burden of
J.Ducat’s arguments against accepting as valid the autoconsecration of
the Chalkidians at Delphi. The parallels he cites, to be sure, are
legendary. Yet autoconsecration under the circumstances grasped and
interpreted by J.Ducat cannot have been the fruit of imagination. It is
precisely because autoconsecration really happened that it entered the
world of the legendary. Moreover, this is a practice about which
H.D.Parke and D.E.W.Wormell could write: “One kind of settlement, of

I G.Vvallet, op. cit., 69-70.

2 J.Ducat in Mélanges Daux, (1974) 93-114.

3 The Pylaian Delphic Amphictyony had as members not poleis but ethne. One of them, the
ethnos of the lonians, covered, among other poleis, those in Euboia (Theopompos 115
FGrH 63 = Harpokration, s.v. "Apdwxtioves; Aischines, De falsa leg., 116). It seems,
then, that this Amphiktyony was formed before the rise of the polis-states, and that the
inhabitants of Euboia had relations with Delphi already at this time.
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which traditions existed from primitive times, was associated with
Delphi in a very special way. A custom had once belonged in common
to the Indo-European races of Greece and Italy, whereby in time of crisis
they vowed a tithe to the gods, and sometimes this tenth part could be
reckoned not in property, but in persons. A state at war might vow to
give a tenth of the enemy to a god if they were victorious, or a people
stricken by plague or famine might even vow a tenth of their own
population to the god in return for relief from their general misfortune. In
Italy, Mars had been the traditional recipient of this kind of offering, in
Greece the Pythian Apollo. Few instances of the practice are recorded
among the Greeks from historic periods, but it figures frequently in folk-
traditions”. The same authors consider that “the only example of the
practice which is recorded within the reach of historical evidence was
the foundation of Rhegium”.! For the historicity of this part of the
tradition about the founding of Rhegion, we may note that Ariston of
Rhegion alleged at Delphi that he had ancestors who had been
hierodouloi (temple-slaves) in the service of Apollo at Delphi before
founding the city.? Such an ancestry is hardly the sort to be invented out
of complacency. Nor would it have been accepted willingly if insinuated
by others. The very fact that it was credited by Ariston of Rhegion
implies its truth. It is reasonable to suppose that Ariston accepted it not
only because it was true, but also because it was inseparable from
another part of the tradition, namely the identification of the ancient
hierodouloi as the founders of Rhegion. Because of this rank, their
descendants were considered nobles. As we know from elsewhere, the
descendants of first colonists tended in general to form an exclusive
aristocracy.’

J.Ducat, however, must take credit for having understood the purpose
of self-consecration. We shall, then, follow him in accepting that the
Chalkidians sent a tenth of their population to Delphi not simply to get
rid of them, but to win Apollo’s favour. Thus the positive part of
J.Ducat’s reasoning avoids G.Vallet's objections to the hypothesis that
the purpose of the Chalkidians’ decision was their need to reduce their

1 H.W.Parke and D.E.M.Wormell, The Delphic Oracle, 1 (1956) 51ff.
2 Timaios, loc. cit.
3 L.Whibley, Greek Oligarchies (1896) 115ff.
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population in a time of famine. The act of the Chalkidians, then, will not
have sought to remedy the effects of the famine, but to tackle the cause,
which will have been some calamity or other. Indeed Strabo tells us
precisely that the Chalkidians sent one tenth of their population to Delphi
because of drought.! Famine was the result. The Chalkidians could not
yet have known the penury resulting from strong demographic growth,
aggravated by pauperization of part of the population. Only then, as
clearly seen by G.Vallet, the remedy forced on them would have been
colonization rather than the self-consecration of a tenth of the population
to the Delphic god.

We shall now examine the historicity of a number of other items: the
role of Zankleans in this affair, the oikists, and an oracle said to have
been given to the colonists, and its realization.

We should remember that Antiochos alone reports the first According
to him, the Chalkidians migrated to Rhegion in response to an invitation
by the Zankleans. Yet our documentation is fragmentary, and we have
not the work of Antiochos in its entirety. We should therefore hesitate to
infer that he is reflecting a version attributing the foundation of Rhegion
exclusively to a Zanklean initiative, were we not told that Antiochos
also claimed that the oikist of Rhegion was not Chalkidian but a citizen
of Zankle. This version would have ignored the tradition recalling the
famine at Chalkis, the consecration of a tenth of the Chalkidians at
Delphi, and the sending of these Chalkidians to Italy by order of the
Pythia. It should therefore be considered a secondary fabrication even
though it has some roots in history. In fact, the Zankleans may well have
given the Chalkidians information about where to settle, and encouraged
them to take their colonists there.

Dionysios of Halikarnassos presents the oikist Artimedes as the one
told by the oracle where to found the colony. Diodoros quotes a version
of this oracle in verse, and says that it was given to the Chalkidians in
general. Herakleides alludes more briefly to the same oracle without
specifying to which of the Chalkidians or Messenians it was given. All
three versions agree on the oracle’s essential point: the god ordered the
colonists to settle at the place where they would see “the female cover-
ing the male”. They also agree that the oracle was fulfilled when they

! Strabo, VI 1, 6.
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saw a vine twining over a wild fig tree (Diodoros and Dionysios of
Halikarnassos) or oak (Herakleides). The ancient Greek words for “vine”,
f durehog, “wild fig tree”, & Epuvéog, or “oak™, 6 mpivog, are respec-
tively female and male. The entire tale of the oracle and its fulfilment
sounds fictitious. Besides, its idea resembles that of the spurious oracle
introduced in the tradition of the migration to Taras.!

II. THE MESSENIANS

That Rhegion was inhabited by Messenians is reported by
Thucydides, Antiochos, Herakleides, and Pausanias. Herakleides and
Antiochos tell us that the Messenians followed in the steps of the
Chalkidians. More precisely, Herakleides says that the Chalkidians were
supposed to have taken a number of Messenians with them. According to
Antiochos the group of colonists included, with the Chalkidians, refugees
from the Peloponnese, that is, Messenians. Both sources also agree about
matters concerning the Messenians and the reasons for their departure.
Herakleides’s text, however, is brief in the extreme. Antiochos supplies
us with somewhat more detail. These Messenians, he tells us, were
refugees because they had been defeated by their compatriots. They had
violated a number of Lakedaimonian maidens who had gone to Limnai
for a religious rite, and they had killed those who came to help the girls.
The Lakedaimonians demanded that the Messenians hand over the guilty
ones so they could be punished. The Messenians accepted this demand,
but they met with resistance on the part of those concerned. Finally, the
culprits fled and took refuge on Mt. Makiston. From here they sent an
embassy to the oracle for advice, and were told by the god to go with the
Chalkidians who were just about to leave for Rhegion.?

Thucydides and Pausanias do not connect the Messenians with the
Chalkidians. Are they following another version? An answer in the
negative is suggested by the fact that Thucydides and Pausanias are not
talking about the foundation of Rhegion, but about the settling of some
Messenian refugees at Zankle by Anaxilas, tyrant of the city. Both

! Supra, page.75. )
2 Antiochos, loc. cit.; Herakleides, loc. cit.



100 PART ONE

authors take this occasion to note that Anaxilas was interested in the
Messenians because he himself was descended from Messenian settlers
in Rhegion.!

A number of scholars have examined these texts with the hypercriti-
cal outlook in which all tradition is by definition suspect. Yet they give
no arguments in support of their position. Instead they produce unfounded
hypotheses. At first they thought that the tradition we are discussing was
a simple fabrication launched on the occasion of the alliance between
Rhegion and Taras in 473 B.C.2 Subsequently this extreme view was
abandoned, and they confined themselves to disassociating the founda-
tion of Rhegion from the arrival of the Messenians, which was dated to
around 600 B.C.? The extreme thesis rests on no proof whatsoever. It is
based solely on a presumption that such a tale could have strengthened
bonds between Rhegion and Taras. This, however, is out of the question.
The Tarentines flattered themselves with the belief that they were
Spartan colonists. Spartans and Messenians had fought each other bit-
terly, the Spartans ultimately subjugating the Messenians, who hated
them. In support of the moderate hypothesis, Ciaceri uses the text of
Pausanias although, along with other scholars, he recognizes its confu-
sions.*

Only the kernel of the tradition preserving a tale of Messenian
participation in the founding of Rhegion, appears to be authentic. The
details handed down by Antiochos® most likely are entirely fictitious.

One tells of the Spartan maidens being violated by some Messenian
youths at Limnai during a festival held in common by the Spartans and
Messenians in honour of Artemis. Besides Antiochos and Herakleides,
mentioned above, Strabo and Pausanias also refer to the tale. Both these
authors note that the incident happened before the First Messenian War.
Strabo adds that war broke out because the Messenians refused to give
the Spartans satisfaction for their act. Pausanias has it that the
Messenians did not accept the story as told, but gave instead another

! Thucydides, VI 4, 6; Pausanias, VI 23, 6-10.

2 E.Pais, Storia d’Italia dai tempi piti antichi sino alle guerre puniche, 1 (1894) 184-185,
266. :

3 E.Ciaceri, Storia della Magna Grecia, 2nd ed. (1927) 228-229.

4 Cf. J.Bérard, op. cit., 101.

5 Supra, page 99.
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version. They held that King Teleklos of Sparta had plotted to kill
Messenians of the highest rank who had come to the sanctuary. He had
dressed some beardless Spartan youths in girls’ clothes and jewelry,
provided them with daggers, and infiltrated them among the Messenians
while they were resting. In self defence the Messenians killed the youths
and the king himself.! The first version was evidently a product of
Spartan inspiration designed to justify their attack against Messenia. The
second might be a Messenian attempt to counter the accusation that they
had violated the Spartan maidens in a holy place during a festival.

Even assuming such an outrage to have been perpetrated by some
Messenians in this very place, during this same festival, we should still
contest that the Messenians who sailed to Rhegion were these same
guilty Messenians. Indeed it is most unlikely that the Messenians held to
be responsible for the crime were numerous enough to resist the pressure
of their compatriots who were urging them to give the Spartans satisfac-
tion. It is equally unlikely that they could have remained inactive in
Makiston for twenty years while their nation was fighting the Spartans
for its freedom. Perhaps the Messenians who took part in the foundation
of Rhegion were a group that had retired to Makiston after defeat by the
Spartans.

As for the role of Delphi in the Messenian migration to Italy, quite
possibly the Pythia advised them to join the Chalkidians. The discussion
between the Messenian emissaries and the Pythia, related by Antiochos,
however, is clearly fictitious.?

III. THE SETTLING OF THE COLONISTS

Our sources suggest that the Chalkidian and Messenian colonists
acted as a group in their attempt to settle. Leaving aside a story about
the fulfilling of an oracle told by Herakleides, Diodoros, and Dionysios
of Halikarnassos, the following details are likely to go back to the origi-
nal oral tradition.

The colonists sailed to Pallantion (Dionysios of Halikarnassos) and

! Strabo, VIII 4, 9; Pausanias, IV 4, 2-3.
2 H.W.Parke, D.E.M. Wormell, op. cit., 54-55.
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first settled near a site reputed to be the tomb of Iokastos, one of the sons
of Aiolos (Herakleides). Eventually they made their abode near the
mouth of the river Apsia (according to the fictitious oracle quoted by
Diodoros), after driving out the barbarians then in possession of the site
(Dionysios of Halikarnassos).

OUR SOURCES AS VEHICLES OF WRITTEN TRADITION

Our sources devote many more words to fictitious events than to
historical fact. Thucydides, Antiochos, the Pseudo-Skymnos, and Solinus
scarcely recall the geographic origin of the colonists. Dionysios of
Halikarnassos alone gives the name of the oikist. Strabo, Diodoros, and
Herakleides briefly dispatch the events preceding the Chalkidian
emigration, in, respectively, nineteen, six, and three words. With the
fictitious events in Messenia, and the oracles and their fulfilment, it is
quite otherwise. These receive much fuller treatment. Antiochos’s
account of the Messenians takes up one hundred six words. The excerpt
from Herakleides devotes nineteen words to the oracle supposedly given
to the Chalkidians. This same subject is treated in thirty-four words by
Diodoros, while in the text of Dionysios of Halikarnassos, which has
lacunas, forty-three words are legible. Even more striking is the relative
importance attached by an author to factual events as compared to
anecdotes. The difference is measurable not simply by the number of
words, but qualitatively as well.

There are two reasons for taking the excerpt from Antiochos first. To
begin with it is the earliest of all our sources. Secondly, it is longer, and
is thus some help in understanding the other texts. The following features
of its contents are notable. From the original oral tradition it preserves
the memory that Rhegion was jointly colonized by Chalkidians and
Messenians. Conversely, three fictitious elements are incorporated: (1)
the tale in which the Messenian colonists were people who before the
First Messenian War began had violated some Spartan maidens, had
refused to accept the demand of other Messenians that they be punished
by the Spartans, took refuge in Makiston, and took no part in the war
against Sparta; (2) the embassy of the guilty Messenians to Delphi and
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the Pythia; (3) the role of the Zankleans. As noted above, Antiochos uses
one hundred six words for the fictitious tale of the Messenians, including
their consultation at Delphi, as against only thirty-five for historical facts,
namely the participation of Chalkidians and Messenians in the colony,
and the events preceding in Chalkis. Between the two extremes, the
maintenance of genuine historical tradition and the secondary fictitious
additions, we have a case in which genuine tradition is altered. This is
found in the attribution of the Chalkidians’ decision to an invitation from
the Zankleans. In fact, Zankle would have been able to give only limited
information about the suitability of places opposite them for colonizing.

The excerpt from Herakleides is very close to the previous one,
though much shorter (sixty-two words). It mentions a first settlement of
the colonists “near the tomb of Iokastos”. In addition it hints at quite a
different oracle and its fulfilment.

These same fictitious elements are related at length by Diodoros and
Dionysios of Halikarnassos. The excerpts from these authors belong to
the group of sources mentioning only the Chalkidians in the founding of
Rhegion. The excerpt from Diodoros is the earliest to say that the
Chalkidian colonists made up a tenth of the original population of
Chalkis. It says nothing about the reason for the Chalkidian dedication to
Delphi. This part of the tale we know from Herakleides. On the other
hand, it states clearly that the Chalkidians received the oracle before
they left for Italy, whereas the excerpt from Herakleides gives the
impression that the colonists received it after they had settled near the
tomb of Iokastos. Diodoros is the only source to quote the oracle in verse.
From him we learn the spot where legend placed the vine and the wild
fig. Diodoros has devoted nine words to historical events and thirty-six to
the legend of the oracle and its fulfilment. The excerpt from Dionysios of
Halikarnassos, in fifty-one legible words, relates essentially the history of
the oracle and its fulfilment. Three items, however, mentioned in
passing, may well reflect the original oral tradition: the name of
Artimedes of Chalkis as oikist of Rhegion, the name of Pallantion as the
place where the colonists landed, and the reference to barbarians in
possession of the territory before the Greeks. These three are not found
elsewhere.

A third text, that of Strabo, also mentions only the Chalkidians as
founders of Rhegion. It is short, comprising twenty-five words. It hints at
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the consecration of some of the Chalkidians to Apollo, and to the reason
for this, with slight variation in the wording. This is the only source we
have preserving the memory that there were also among the colonists
some Chalkidians who had not been consecrated to Apollo.

Two more references to the foundation of Rhegion by Chalkidians
alone have been handed down to us by the Pseudo-Skymnos and Solinus.
They give no other pertinent information.!

There is also a story in which nothing is said of the Chalkidian colo-
nization of Rhegion. Yet knowledge of it is inferred in a reference to
Delphi as the place whence the colonists set out. The story is known to
us through Antigonos and Strabo, both following Timaios. It tells how
two cithara-bards, Ariston of Rhegion and Eunomos of Lokroi, about to
contend with each other at the Pythian games, fell to quarrelling over the
casting of the lots. “So,” we read in Strabo, “Ariston begged the
Delphians to take his side, since his ancestors belonged to the god and
the colony had been sent forth from there.” Antigonos, less explicitly,
notes: “for the colony to Rhegion set forth from Delphi as ordered by the
god”.?

The mention by Thucydides and Pausanias of Messenian settlers
alone at Rhegion, has been explained above.3

A SYNOPSIS OF THE CONCLUSIONS

Authentic information from our sources about the colonization of
Rhegion is limited indeed. It can be summarized in a few lines. Rhegion
was founded by colonists some of which came from Chalkis, some from
Messenia. After a long famine, the Chalkidians consecrated a tenth of
their population at Delphi, where they were ordered to found a colony.
After consulting the Zankleans to whom they were related, the
Chalkidians decided to send their colonists to settle opposite Zankle.

U Supra, page 95.
2 Timaios, loc. cit.
3 Supra, pages 99-100.
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They appointed Artimedes as leader. Other Chalkidians joined them. The
Messenians were the survivors of the First Messenian War who had
taken refuge in Mt. Makiston. They were given an oracle by Delphi
advising them to go with the Chalkidians. Arriving in Italy, the colonists
disembarked at Pallantion and established themselves near a place
known as “the tomb of Iokastos”. With that as a base, they attacked the
aboriginals who lived in Rhegion and, driving them out, settled them-
selves there permanently. Clearly only a minimum of the original oral
tradition is reflected in this account.

I1

Not one of our sources refers to all the items of the authentic tradition
as we know them from all the sources taken together. Nor is a single one
of these themes mentioned by every source. The situation is more readily
grasped in diagram than it is in words.!

A comparison of the texts of Antiochos referring to Zankle and Taras
is inevitable. The Taras text showed Antiochos to be an excellent source
in terms of quality. Only two out of the eleven items in his account are
spurious. In the Zankle text, however, the entire story about the
Messenians is fictitious. The conclusion to be drawn is that this impor-
tant piece of fiction was invented before the time of Antiochos, whereas
the tradition of Taras was at that time only beginning to suffer minor
alterations. The reasons for inventing the long tale about the Messenians
are not apparent.

! Infra, table 1



IV. CHALKIDIANS AND MEGARIANS TO SICILY

A SURVEY OF THE ITEMS OF INFORMATION

Two of our sources state that the Chalkidians who founded Naxos and
the Megarians who founded Megara Hyblaia left Greece as a group and
landed in Sicily together. Yet other sources, more numerous, make an
explicit or implicit distinction between a Chalkidian migration to Naxos
and the Megarian foundation of Megara after a number of intermediate
stops. There are also in some later texts references to a short-lived
cohabitation of Chalkidians and Megarians at Leontinoi.

A

A joint migration of Chalkidians and Megarians to Sicily is reported
only in a fragment of Ephoros in Strabo and some verses of the Pseudo-
Skymnos.! The Pseudo-Skymnos too may have drawn on Ephoros or on a
source depending on him. Thus both these texts help us to reconstruct
what Ephoros believed about the matter, that is, rather than with two
independent sources, we have to do with only one. Seven items of
information” may be distinguished.

I. Naxos and Megara Hyblaia were the earliest Greek colonies in
Sicily (Strabo).

I1. Before that time, the Greeks had feared the Tyrrhenian pirates and
the savage inhabitants of lands beyond the Aegean (Strabo).

III. An Athenian named Theokles perceived both the weakness of the
barbarians and the quality of the soil, yet he could not persuade the
Athenians to send colonies there (Strabo).

IV. For this reason Theokles took as partners a considerable number
of Chalkidians and some Dorians, mostly Megarians (Strabo), or, the
Chalkidians led by Theokles were joined by Ionian and later by Dorian
colonists (Pseudo-Skymnos).

V. This movement took place in the generation after the Trojan War
{Strabo, Pseudo-Skymnos).

! Strabo, VI 2,2 = Ephoros, 70 FGrH 137; Pseudo-Skymnos, 270-279.
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VI. The Chalkidians and Megarians eventually quarrelled and entered
into a state of discord (Pseudo-Skymnos).

VII. The Chalkidians founded Naxos, the Megarians Hyblaea, and the
Dorians occupied Zephyrion, having joined Archias on his way to
Syracuse (Pseudo-Skymnos).

B

A Chalkidian migration to Sicily, without the intervention of
Megarians, is noted briefly by Hellanikos, Thucydides, Polyainos,
Diodoros, Pausanias, and Appian. It is also implied by Kallimachos, and
Konon, as well as in entries in Eusebios, and in the Souda. The pertinent
information in these sources comprises five items.!

I. THE ORIGIN OF THE COLONISTS

Thucydides and Pausanias state that Naxos was founded by
Chalkidians. A fragment of Hellanikos in Stephanos of Byzantion,
alludes to cities founded by Chalkidians and Naxians in Sicily. This
appears to refer to Naxos and its own colonies. It differs from the other
sources in being the only one to mention the participation of Aegean
Naxians. Polyainos speaks of Chalkidian colonists at Leontinoi, a colony
of Sicilian Naxos. Other allusions to the Chalkidian origin of Sicilian
Naxos occur in texts pertaining to the item “oikist”, to which we now
proceed.

II. THE OIKIST

Thucydides gives Thoukles as the leader of the Chalkidians who
founded Naxos, and as oikist of the city. In the fragment of Hellanikos,

| Hellanikos, 4 FGrH 82 = Stephanos of Byzantion, s.v. Xahxig; Thucydides, VI 3, 1;
Polyainos, V 5; Diodoros, XIV 88, 1; Appianus, B.C., V 12, 109; Pausanias, VI 13, 8. Cf.
Kallimachos, R.Pfeifer, I, 44ff; Konon, 26 FGrH 1, xx; Eusebios in Eusebius Werke, V,
182 and VII, 89; Souda, s.v. éAeyeivery.
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Theokles is described as a Chalkidian who led Chalkidians and Naxians
to Sicily where they founded some cities. Polyainos refers to Theokles as
the leader of the Chalkidians who settled at Leontinoi. Kallimachos,
Konon, and the Souda mention a Theokles, but not as leader of the
Chalkidian colonists or oikist of Naxos. Konon, however, adds that he
was a Chalkidian. The Souda identifies him as a Naxian or Eretrian.

III. THE FIRST GREEKS TO LAND IN SICILY

Thucydides stresses that the Chalkidian settlers of Naxos were the
first Greeks to make the crossing. Diodoros tells us that the first Greeks
to land in Sicily founded Naxos.

IV. EXPELLING OF THE SIKELS

The Chalkidians founded Naxos after expelling the Sikels who
inhabited the site. Only Diodoros gives this bit of information.

V. RELIGIOUS MATTERS

Thucydides writes that the settlers of Naxos built an altar to Apollo
Archegetes. Appian adds that a small statue of Apollo Archegetes was
set up by the Naxians as soon as they settled.

VI. CHRONOLOGY

The foundation of Naxos is dated by both Thucydides and Eusebios.
The Thucydidean date corresponds to our 734 B.C. The Armenian and

Latin versions of Eusebios give dates equivalent respectively to 736/735
and 741/740 B.C.
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C

Information on the Megarian migration to Sicily is given by both
Thucydides and Polyainos.! They mention three items.

1. THE OIKIST

Both authors say the colonists were led by Lamis.

II. ATTEMPTS TO SETTLE

Thucydides summarizes an account of successive attempts by the
Megarians to settle. First they occupied a place called Trotilos, beyond
the river Pantakyas. Then they joined the Chalkidians at Leontinoi. Later
on, the Leontinians drove them out. Then they colonized Thapsos where
Lamis met his death. The followers of Lamis were driven out of Thapsos,
and finally settled at a place offered them by Hyblon, a Sikel king.
Polyainos, for his part, has more detail about the short cohabitation of the
Megarians with the Chalkidians at Leontinoi and their expulsion.
Theokles and his Chalkidians settled at Leontinoi along with the earlier
inhabitants of the site. Lamis, failing to take the city by force, asked
Theokles to drive out the Sikels and take in the Megarians as fellow
citizens. Theokles replied that he was bound by oath to be loyal to the
Sikels. Nonetheless at night he could open the gates to the Megarians so
that they could attack the Sikels. The Megarians thus crept into the city,
occupied the market place and the citadel, and fell upon the Sikels. They
were surprised, and therefore defenceless, so they ran away from the
city. In this way the Megarians took the place of the Sikels as partners of
the Chalkidians. Six months later, however, Theokles expelled the
Megarians by means of a ruse. He pretended to have made a vow when
the Megarians were attacking the Sikels, that the Chalkidians and
Megarians would sacrifice to the Twelve Gods and make a procession in
full armour. After sacrificing, the Chalkidians managed to take the arms
the Megarians had put down for the sacrifice. Then they went ahead with

! Thucydides, VI 4, 1-2; Polyainos, loc. cit.
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the procession. On reaching the agora, Theokles ordered the herald to
proclaim that the Megarians were to leave the city before sundown. The
Megarians ran to the altars and asked not to be expelled, or, at least to
be allowed to leave bearing their arms. Theokles and the Chalkidians,
however, thought it would not be safe with so many armed enemies.
Thus the Megarians were driven out from Leontinoi without their arms.
They stayed for a winter only at Trotilos, for the Chalkidians refused to
let them stay there any longer.

ITII. CHRONOLOGY

Thucydides is precise about the date of the founding of Megara. After
the Megarians had lived there for two hundred and forty-five years, he
says, they were driven out by Gelon, the tyrant of Syracuse. Thucydides
date corresponds to our 727 B.C.

HISTORY AND FICTION

The dossier we are studying has several interesting examples showing
both the transmission of authentic elements and the introduction of
secondary ones. Some of the examples, in both categories, are rare or
even unique of their kind. We shall test successively the introductory
statements of Ephoros, the various versions of a single or of two separate
migrations, the accounts of the various homelands, references to the
oikists, the events that occurred between landing and ultimate settling,
and, finally, the chronological notices.

Ephoros’s main point is that the Greeks had not dared to sail the seas,
infested as they were by Tyrrhenian pirates, to go to lands they thought
were inhabited by fierce barbarians. On the basis of archaeological finds,
this interpretation has already been rejected as a scholarly invention.
Archaeological finds have also shown that Kyme, even though further
away, was founded around a quarter of a century earlier than Naxos.

Fictitious too is the account of a joint migration of Chalkidians,
Megarians, and others. This is quite evident when it is considered both as
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a whole and in its details. a) The version is mentioned only in a fragment
of Ephoros and in some verses of the Pseudo-Skymnos, presumably
derived from the same source. Thucydides and Polyainos to the contrary
clearly distinguish two separate migrations, one of Chalkidians, another
of Megarians. Hellanikos and other authorities refer to one or the other. It
should be remembered that Hellanikos and Thucydides were much
earlier than Ephoros. b) In the joint-migration version, an Athenian
named Theokles is named as the one who brought about the cooperation
of the Chalkidians and the Megarians, and as the leader of their common
colony. Yet Theokles is described as Chalkidian, and leader only of the
Chalkidian colonists by Hellanikos, Thucydides, and Polyainos. Many
other authors also call him Chalkidian, although they do not identify him
as the leader of the Chalkidians who landed in Sicily. Again we must
stress the chronological priority of Hellanikos and Thucydides over
Ephoros. In addition, it is most unlikely that Thucydides, an Athenian
himself, would call Theokles a Chalkidian if he were known to be
Athenian. ¢) Another crucial point of the joint-migration version is the
ending of the Chalkidian-Megarian cooperation in a quarrel. Contrary to
this, Thucydides and Polyainos have the Megarians living at Leontinoi, a
colony of Chalkidians from Sicilian Naxos, therefore after the time when
the quarrel was supposed to have taken place. The “quarrel” probably
belonged originally to the short phase when the Chalkidians and
Megarians were living together at Leontinoi.

In addition to Chalkidian and Megarian colonists, our sources record
Ionians, Dorians, and Naxians. Ionians and Dorians, however, appear
only in the fragment of Ephoros and in the passage of the Pseudo-
Skymnos, itself a reflection of Ephoros’s version. Since Ionians and
Dorians appear only in these texts and are thus associated with a purely
fictitious version, there is no need to discuss the meaning of these names
here. The Naxians are mentioned in a fragment of Hellanikos. There are
two reasons, however, for suspecting its authenticity. The Naxians are
ignored by Thucydides and all the other sources, and in addition the
place-name Naxos is pre-Greek. Therefore it may well be that this was
the name of the site of Sicilian Naxos before the arrival of the Greeks.
Perhaps from this name came the idea that Sicilian Naxos had been
colonized not only by Chalkidians but also by Aegean Naxians.

The names of both oikists as well as their respective homes, Theokles
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of Chalkis, and Lamis of Megara, may be considered genuine. The
association of Theokles with Athens is, as we have seen, secondary. It
was probably invented at Athens later than Thucydides but earlier than
the time of Ephoros. It has been suggested that it was inspired by
Athenian designs on Sicily and that it was one of a number of Athenian
contrivances to make Chalkis out to be an Athenian colony.!

We are on firm ground with the settlement phase. Indeed none of this
information appears to be spurious. Thucydides and Polyainos differ only
slightly from each other about the temporary settling of the Megarians at
Trotilos. For Thucydides it is their first port of call in Sicily, while
Polyainos takes them there after their expulsion from Leontinoi. There
can be no serious doubt that the information given by Thucydides is that

. of the original tradition. Polyainos is more explicit about the sojourn of
the Megarians at Leontinoi from their arrival there to their expulsion, and
he is more accurate in his ordering of events. Hyblon, the Sikel king who
gave the Megarians a place to settle, may well have been an historical
person.? Thanks to Thucydides and to Polyainos, the dossier on the
Megarian colonization in Sicily is the best by far in valid information
about their first steps on Sicilian soil.

For the chronology of these events, we have four indications, two
from Ephoros, the other two from Thucydides and Polyainos. Both of
Ephoros’s chronological notices are unreliable. His statement that Naxos
and Megara Hyblaia were founded in the tenth generation after the
Trojan War is a piece of scholarly speculation. His claim that both cities
were founded at the same time is, as we have seen, the by-product of a
fictitious tale that the colonists, Chalkidians and Megarians, had set out
from Greece together and under a single leader. The statement is, more-
over, contradicted by one of the two chronological indications of
Thucydides and Polyainos: the dating of Megara’s foundation after the
sojourn of the settlers in Thapsos, and the sojourn after their cohabitation
with the Chalkidians at Leontinoi, a colony of Naxos, itself founded by
the Chalkidians. The second of Thucydides’ chronological notices is
highly accurate. He dates the foundation of Megara Hyblaia two hundred

1 J.Bérard, La colonisation grecque de I'ltalie méridionale et de la Sicile dans I'antiquité,
2nd ed. (1957) 78-79.
2 ).Bérard, op. cit., 113.
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forty-five years before Gelon drove out its inhabitants, an event datable
to 483 or 482 B.C. Thus Megara Hyblaia was founded in 728 or 727
B.C., eight or nine years later than Naxos. It is good fortune indeed that
we have some indication of the date of Megara’s foundation, as well as
an erroneous association of this with the settlement of Chalkidian
colonists at Naxos. As a result we may conclude the following. (1) The
Hyblaian Megarians remembered that their forefathers, before founding
Megara, had tried to settle in other places, the names and descriptions of
which they knew. This part of their tradition enabled them in two ways
to establish a chronological framework. It gave them a relative system of
chronology based on the successive temporary settlements. It also pro-
vided a number of synchronisms with historical events in other cities,
such as the association of the existence of Leontinoi with the second
attempt of the Megarians to settle. (2) The Hyblaian Megarians had
established a system for counting years going back to the foundation of
their city. Thanks to this system it could be calculated that Gelon took
Megara two hundred forty-five years after its foundation. (3) A non-
Sicilian author such as Thucydides could acquire accurate information
about the date of the city’s foundation if he made the effort to look in the
right place. Thucydides showed the same interest as well in other foun-
dation dates, and he drew up a system of relative chronology.! Other non-
Sicilian authors, such as Ephoros, might not have had this same interest
in getting the information from original authoritative sources. They might
not even have remembered that they could consult Thucydides. Thus they
could and did make chronologies based on associations that happened to
be incorrect.

OUR SOURCES AS VEHICLES OF WRITTEN TRADITION

Not one of our sources gives a complete historical narrative of the
migration of the Chalkidians to Naxos, or of the Megarians to Megara
Hyblaia. In one way or another all are partial accounts, each for reasons
depending on a variety of factors in different combinations. The very
character of each source is one of these factors.

I' Thucydides, VI 3-5.
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Thucydides happens to mention the founding of Naxos and of Megara
Hyblaia in the course of a brief account of the history of Sicily before the
Athenian expedition of 415 B.C. His purpose was to enlighten his
readers about cities and peoples with which the Athenians would have
dealings. Both passages of Thucydides have therefore two special
features. To begin with they are very concise: the passage about Naxos
has only twenty words, that on Megara eighty-three. Secondly, they
mention only the origin of the respective settlers, their leaders, and some
details of the colonization. They say nothing about events prior to the
landing of the colonists in Sicily. In the case of Naxos, Thucydides found
it necessary to record the colonists’ dedication of an altar to Apollo
Archegetes. He was less laconic about Megara for the simple reason that
he had something more to relate: that is, the abortive settlements of the
colonists before they established their colony, thanks to the good will of
Hyblon. Thucydides’ concern with chronological connections must also
be stressed.

As did Thucydides for his own reasons, so also Strabo found it useful

“to include in his geographical description of the country around Naxos
and Megara, some information about their origins. To this end he drew on
Ephoros. So we know what Ephoros wrote on the subject, but we have
no copy of his text. We do not even know whether and to what extent
Strabo summarized Ephoros’s original account. A comparison, however,
of Strabo with the Pseudo-Skymnos suggests that Strabo did a bit of
cutting, for the Pseudo-Skymnos clearly reflects the same text of
Ephoros. Strabo’s summary relates in eighty-nine words a story covering
the times when the Greeks dared not sail beyond the Aegean Sea down
to the foundation of both Naxos and Megara in Sicily. The core of his
story is that there was a single migration of Chalkidians, Megarians,
“Jonians”, and “Dorians” together under a single leader, Thoukles, who is
identified as an Athenian. The summary of the Pseudo-Skymnos in fifty-
four words, omits the prehistory of the migration. Instead it says that the
Chalkidians and Megarians fell into conflict with each other and
therefore went their separate ways. The passage of the Pseudo-Skymnos
has the density and repertory of items characteristic of this author,

The scope of Polyainos’s account is limited for quite a different
reason from that seen in Thucydides, Strabo, or the Pseudo-Skymnos. His
purpose was simply to tell a story based on a stratagem. Yet in telling
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this story, he gives some quite indispensable details. Thus we have a text
of around two hundred words, with some lacunae. It provides us not only
with information known from other sources, but it is also our only source
for the events at Leontinoi from the time when the Megarians requested
admittance to their expulsion from the town.

Both Diodoros and Appian found it useful to mention some marginal
details. In thirty-three words, Diodoros, along with some other informa-
tion, recorded that the Greeks who settled Naxos had previously driven
out a native Sikel population. Appian, in thirteen words, notes that the
founders of Naxos had brought with them a small statue of Apollo
Archegetes.

Pausanias devoted eleven words to the origin of Sicilian Naxos when
referring to a Naxian winner in the Olympian Games. In his entry on
Chalkis, Stephanos of Byzantion stated in eleven words that according to
Hellanikos, Theokles of Chalkis, followed by Chalkidians and Naxians,
founded some colonies in Sicily. Here is a sotto voce echo of Hellanikos
adapted by Stephanos for his own purposes.

Time may sometimes be a second factor underlying divergences from
one source to another. It is in this way that Ephoros diverges from
Thucydides. All points on which he differs from Thucydides are spurious.
These are the listing of Theokles as an Athenian rather than a
Chalkidian; the statement that Chalkidians and Megarians as well as
“Ionians” and “Dorians” set forth together and that their collaboration
ended in a quarrel; and the chronology based on generations after the
Trojan War. Likewise spurious are all the elements of the introductory
part in Ephoros’s account This appears to be wholesale fiction. It should
be stressed that those authors in our dossier who are later than Ephoros,
follow not Ephoros, but the version given by Thucydides and reflected in
the bits of Hellanikos found in Stephanos of Byzantion.

A SYNOPSIS OF THE CONCLUSIONS

The few bits we have of the original traditions of the Naxians and the
Megarians in Sicily are barely sufficient for a brief sketch of the
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migration of their forefathers respectively from Chalkis and Megara. The
Chalkidians were led by one of themselves, Theokles by name. Lamis
led the Megarians. These settled first at Trotilos. Then they sojourned for
a time at Leontinoi, recently founded by the Chalkidian settlers at
Naxos. Later they went over to Thapsos, and from there to a place
offered them by a Sikel 'king named Hyblon. The foundation of that
settlement, Megara Hyblaia, was dated to two hundred and forty-five
years before Gelon drove out its inhabitants.

IT

Numerous indeed are the spurious elements transmitted to us by
written word. The idea that Aegean Naxians collaborated with the
Chalkidians is unknown to Thucydides and other authors. It is, however,
early enough to have been registered by Hellanikos. In Ephoros we come
across a sequence of imaginary events that form a coherent story. It
begins with the statement that before the founders of Naxos and Megara
Hyblaia migrated to Sicily, the Greeks had not dared to sail so far away.
It then associates the Chalkidians and the Megarians in a joint expedition
under a common leader. This position is given to Theokles who, at the
same time, is called an Athenian rather than a Chalkidian. Together with
the Chalkidians and Megarians, Ephoros mentions “lonians” and
“Dorians” who appear to be duplications respectively of the Chalkidians
and Megarians. The Chalkidian and Megarian colonists, Ephoros contin-
ues, settled together at Leontinoi. It is there that their collaboration
ended in a quarrel. So also the chronology given by Ephoros for the
foundation of Naxos and Megara Hyblaia in the tenth generation after the
Trojan War, is the result of scholarly speculation.



V. THE COLONIZATION OF ZANKLE BY
CAMPANIAN KYMEANS AND EUBOIAN
CHALKIDIANS

There are other migrations roughly contemporary with or earlier than
those studied in the two preceding chapters, yet later, in any case, than
760 B.C. All are poorly documented. Even so, some deserve our
attention as useful information can be extracted from their dossiers.

A SURVEY OF THE ITEMS OF INFORMATION;
HISTORY AND FICTION

The written record of the settlement of Zankle consists of texts by
Thucydides, Kallimachos, Pausanias, and Eusebios.!

The rudiments of the genuine tradition are as follows. (i) Colonists
came to Zankle from Kyme in Opica and from Chalkis (Thucydides,
Kallimachos) and other parts of Euboia (Thucydides). (ii) The Kymeans
arrived before the Euboians (Thucydides). (iii) The Kymeans were pirates
(Thucydides, and cf. Pausanias). (iv) The Euboians were more numerous
than the Kymeans (Thucydides). (v) There were two oikists: Perieres and
Krataimenes (Thucydides, Kallimachos, Pausanias). According to our
best authority (Thucydides), Perieres led the Kymeans, Krataimenes the
Chalkidians.

In addition to these bits of genuine tradition, there are statements
showing confusion about the homeland of the oikists (Pausanias), and
there is a legend about the building of the city wall (Kallimachos).

The Armenian version of Eusebios has an entry stating that Silinus
and Gangle were founded in the fourth year of the Vth Olympiad, i.e. in
757/756 B.C. It is accepted that these place names are corruptions of
Selinus and Zankle, but the chronology cannot be emended.

! Thucydides, VI 4,5; Kallimachos, Aitia, Il 43, vv. 58-83; Pausanias, IV 23, 6-7; Eusebios
in Eusebius Werke, VI, 181.
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OUR SOURCES AS VEHICLES OF WRITTEN TRADITION

All five of these authentic themes are presented by Thucydides in a
typically concise passage of forty-four words as part of his account of the
early history of the Greek colonies in Sicily. In his story of the
vicissitudes of the Messenians who left their country after the Second
Messenian War, Pausanias incorporated his brief account of forty-nine
words about the origins of Zankle. Pausanias is close to Thucydides in
his mention of the pioneering role of pirates in the founding of Zankle.
On several points, however, he departs from him. Following a source
unknown to us,-he adds that the pirates used Zankle as a base. He does
not tell us where the pirates came from. Finally, he calls Perieres a
Chalkidian rather than a Kymean, and Krataimenes a Samian rather than
a Chalkidian. Behind Pausanias’s identification of Krataimenes as a
Samian presumably lies a piece of information we have from Thucydides
and Herodotos:! after the naval battle off Lade and the capture of
Miletos, a number of Samians and Milesians went to Sicily where they
helped Anaxilas, tyrant of Rhegion, to conquer Zankle.

In his Aitia Kallimachos records some legends associated with the
earliest accounts of a number of the Greek colonies in Sicily. The legend
about Zankle follows a version differing from the one in Thucydides in
that the Kymeans and Chalkidians arrive together. The main interest of
this legend lies in the fact that it reflects a later alteration of the original
tradition. Clearly it was created to explain a peculiar ritual: when the
Zankleans invoked the founder of the city in a sacrifice, they never
referred to him by name. Perhaps to explain this someone thought that
the two founders, while building the walls, quarrelled about who should
have the city. This is a common pattern in myth. Accordingly Perieres
and Krataimenes must have been contemporary, and thence the idea that
the Kymeans and Chalkidians arrived together.

! Thucydides, VI 5-6; Herodotos, VI 22-23.



VI. THE RETURN HOME OF THE ERETRIANS
WHO HAD SETTLED IN KORKYRA AND
THEIR MIGRATION TO METHONE

Plutarch has handed down the following story. “Men from Eretria used
to inhabit the island of Korkyra. But Charikrates sailed thither from
Corinth with an army and defeated them in war. So they embarked on
their ships and sailed home. The citizens, however, having learned of the
matter before their arrival, barred their return to their country and
prevented them from disembarking by showering them with slingshot.
Since the refugees from Korkyra were unable either to persuade or to
overcome the Eretrians, who were numerous and determined, they sailed
to Thrace and occupied a territory where, according to tradition, Methon
the ancestor of Orpheus had formerly lived. So they named their city
Methone, but their neighbours called them the “men repulsed by sling-
shot.”!

S.C.Bakhuizen tried unconvincingly to challenge the histgricity of the
establishment of an Eretrian colony in Kerkyra before the Corinthian one.
He argues as follows.? He first assumes that “the story must have been
taken from an author like Archemachos” who was unreliable. The logic
of an argument based on a presumption that Plutarch’s source should be
“like Archemachos” escapes me. Bakhuizen continues with his second
argument. “Concerning the aposphendonetoi story of Plutarch under
discussion here the question must be faced why the Eretrians are said to
have come from Kerkyra of all places. However, texts that could shed
light on this question do not seem to have been preserved. It is not clear
whether there is any connection with the alleged settlement by the
Euboeans in the Apollonia-Epidamnos district of Illyria.” Bakhuizen's
reasoning here begins with a faulty question and continues with the
statement that there is no answer. It is a faulty question to ask “why the
Eretrians are said to have come from Kerkyra of all places?”. If we were
asked to explain why any other group of colonists is said to have moved
from one place to another, what answer could we possibly give? In all

! Plutarch, Qu. Gr., xi, p. 293 A - B.
2 §.C.Bakhuizen, Chalkis-in-Euboea (1976) 68.
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these cases, the question to ask is whether a story is genuine or not.
Behind this faulty question lies Bakhuizen’s persuasion that this
particular story is not genuine, even before he has shown it to be
spurious. Indeed his statement that “texts that could shed light on this
question do not seem to have been preserved” reveals that he tried to
discover in the sources a sign that the story had been fabricated for some
specific purpose. Since he was unsuccessful, he followed another path.
He tried to find out if the “alleged settlement” by the Euboians in the
Apollonia-Epidamnos district had “any connection” with our story. Here
too he is unsuccessful. His second argument is therefore useless. His
third argument goes as follows. “The general character of the aitia
literature should prevent us from drawing historical conclusions that
cannot be checked.” The Greek and Roman aitia by Plutarch, however,
are full of genuine historical information about events, institutions,
religious facts, beliefs, and so on. Later on in this book we shall see the
value of two Greek aitia by Plutarch as sources of information on the
stages of the Ainianians’ move.!

Plutarch’s final statement that the Methoneans were called by their
neighbours the “men repulsed by sling-shot” is well worth noting. First of
all it is a factual statement. Secondly, there must be some reason for this
fact, this sobriquet. What other reason could there be? Thirdly, there is
nothing in the entire story under discussion to make it suspect.

It would appear, then, that this story was indeed told by the
Methoneans, and that it conformed to the original oral tradition about the
founders of Methone before their settlement in this place.

! Infra, pages 190-200.



VII. CORINTHIANS TO KORKYRA AND
SYRACUSE

A SURVEY OF THE ITEMS OF INFORMATION;
HISTORY AND FICTION

For the Corinthian migration to Syracuse we have only meagre infor-
mation from Thucydides, Timaios, the Marmor Parium, Strabo (possibly
following Ephoros), Pausanias, and Eusebios. This tells us: (i) the name
of the metropolis, Corinth (Thucydides, Marmor Parium, Strabo), and of a
particular village, Tenea, in Corinthia (Strabo); (ii) the name of the
oikist, Archias (Thucydides, Strabo, Pausanias); (iii) some oracles
(Strabo, Pausanias); (iv) the settlement in Korkyra of a detachment of
Corinthians, led by Chersikrates, that was on its way to Sicily (Timaios,
Marmor Parium, Strabo); (v) some hints about conditions encountered by
the colonists in Sicily (Thucydides, Strabo) and; (vi) chronological indi-
cations (Thucydides, Timaios, Marmor Parium, Eusebios).!

As a rule an independent polis or a country is given as the home of
the migrants. Tenea was only one of the villages in the state whose
capital was Corinth. There is no other case in which a village is named
instead of a polis. The statement may well go back to genuine tradition.
The context in which Tenea is mentioned is not connected with Syracuse
but with Tenea itself, where Strabo says there was a sanctuary of Apollo
Teneatas at Tenea. It thus appears that Strabo reflects a tradition known
at Tenea. This does not, to be sure, exclude the possibility that it was
known as well at Syracuse.

Strabo’s information that Corinthians settled in Korkyra when they
were en route to Sicily, is generally thought to preserve a genuine
tradition that was handed down in Korkyra itself. There is however a
discrepancy between this text, in which the former inhabitants of
Korkyra are Liburnians, and the text of Plutarch who says that a colony

! Thucydides, VI 3, 2; Timaios 566 FGrH 80 = Schol. Apoll. Rhod., 1 1216; Marmor
Parium, 239 FGrH 31; Eusebios, in Eusebius Werke, V, 182 and VII 89; Strabo, VI 2, 4;
Pausanias,-V 7, 3.
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of Eretrians were driven out by the Corinthians who landed in Korkyra.!
The discrepancy between Strabo and Plutarch may actually reflect
different aspects of the situation confronting the Corinthians. They might
easily have found Eretrians in a settlement near the sea and Liburnians in
the countryside.

Strabo’s mention of Zephyrion as the place where Archias landed, is
also likely to go back to the original tradition. The same holds for the
story that some Dorians (i.e. Megarians) who left the founders of Megara
Hyblaia, were on their way home when they ran into the Corinthians,
were taken on by them, and then collaborated in the founding of
Syracuse. It is quite the opposite with the tales about oracles. All these
appear to be secondary.?

The dates implied by Thucydides and Eusebios for the foundation of
Syracuse and by Timaios for the occupation of Korkyra are very close to
each other. The evidence is well known and has been discussed frequent-
ly. According to Thucydides, Syracuse was founded one year after
Naxos, and seven before Megara Hyblaia, that is, in 733 B.C. The
Armenian and Latin versions of Eusebios’s Chronicles give dates equiva-
lent respectively to 734/733 and 738/737 B.C. Timaios has Korkyra
occupied by Chersikrates six hundred years after the Sack of Troy, which
he dates a thousand years before Alexander’s crossing to Asia. By that
account the Corinthians landed in Korkyra in 734 B.C. The Marmor
Parium makes Archias, the founder of Syracuse, the “tenth descendant”
of Temenos, the Heraklid conqueror of Argos, and a contemporary of
King Aischylos of Athens. It has been thought that these associations
imply a foundation date for Syracuse early in the 8th century. Indeed this
date is undoubtedly based on erroneous calculation, as is also the dating
of Pheidon in the same source to the beginning of the ninth century.

OUR SOURCES AS VEHICLES OF WRITTEN TRADITION

As so often, Thucydides is more comprehensive than our other
sources. He compresses into only eighteen words items i, ii, iii, and vi.

U Supra, pages 119-120.
2 H.W.Parke and D.E.W.Wormell, The Delphic Oracle, 1 (1966) 68-69.
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In his narrative of Sicily, Strabo devoted a relatively long passage of
one hundred sixty-three words to the foundation of Syracuse. He com-
pletes the account elsewhere in two other passages. In his description of
Corinthia, the geographer mentions Tenea. He takes this occasion to note
that Archias had been accompanied for the most part by Teneans. On the
subject of Kroton, he says that Myskellos returned to found Kroton. With
him went Archias, the founder of Syracuse, who happened to sail up
while on his way to found Syracuse. To find three passages in the same
work all referring to the same migration, is unparalleled. It enables us to
make useful observations that would otherwise be impossible. To begin
with it is notable that Strabo thought it unnecessary to mention in his
account of the Corinthian migration to Sicily either that most of the
colonists came from Tenea, or that Archias collaborated with Myskellos.
This suggests that our authors were more or less selective in drawing
information from their sources, and that each selection was made with a
particular purpose in mind. It is also worth noting that it is not clear if
Strabo was using the same source for his main account and for his refer-
ence to the collaboration of Archias and Myskellos. He does not mention
that Archias and Myskellos had simultaneously consulted Delphi, an
omission that may or may not imply a different source.

Pausanias mentions Archias as founder of Syracuse in a passage
stating that he subscribes to the idea that the river Alpheios flowed
through the Ionian Sea to Ortygia. He notes that the Delphic god
confirms the story and he quotes an oracle in verse. Both oracle and the
mention of Archias founding Syracuse are hkely to have been taken by
Pausanias from a poem.!

' H.W.Parke, D.E.W.Wormell, op. cit., 67.



VIII. THE EUBOIAN COLONIZATION OF KYME

A SURVEY OF THE ITEMS OF INFORMATION

Kyme was founded some thirty years earlier than were Syracuse,
Megara Hyblaia, Zankle, and Rhegion. Our information comes from very
late authors: Strabo, the Pseudo-Skymnos, Livy, and Velleius Paterculus.
Putting all the information together we have the following items, some in
more than one version. Kyme was the oldest of all the Greek colonies in
Sicily and Italy (Strabo). It was founded by Chalkidians and Kymeans
(Strabo), by Chalkidians and Aiolians (Pseudo-Skymnos), or only by
Chalkidians (Livy, Velleius Paterculus). The colonists were led by the
Kymean Hippokles and the Chalkidian Megasthenes (Strabo), also both
identified as Chalkidians (Velleius Paterculus). Hippokles and
Megasthenes agreed that the city should be a colony of Chalkis but be
called Kyme (Strabo). The colonists settled first on the islands called
Aenaria and Pithekoussai, then on the mainland (Livy).!

There is no reason to doubt that Chalkis and Kyme in Euboia were
the mother-cities of Kyme in Campania. In 1976, S.Bakhuizen took up
A.Meinecke’s obsolete idea that there was no city called Kyme in
Euboia. He did not, however, go on to refute the arguments advanced by
the opponents of this idea.? Instead, he claimed that the connection of
Kyme in Campania with Kyme in Aiolis was made by the ancient
authors.? Now this is not so. The sources naming Kyme as metropolis are
two. One of them, a passage of Strabo, implies that this Kyme was near
Chalkis, since he mentions an agreement, noted above, between the
Kymean and the Chalkidian oikists. It is true that the other source, a
passage of the Pseudo-Skymnos, attributes the foundation of the colony in
Campania to Chalkidians and Aiolians, and there are “scholars who think
the name will have referred to the inhabitants of Aiolian Kyme." Indeed

! Strabo, V 4,4; Pseudo-Skymnos, 238-239; Livy, VII 21,6; Velleius Paterculus, 1 4,1.

2 C.Bursian, Quaestionum Euboicarum capita selecta (1856) 15; F.Geyer, Topographie und
Geschichte der Insel Euboia (1903) 79-81; von Geisau, “Kyme”, RE, XI 2 (1922) 2474-
2475; J.Bérard, La colonisation grecque de I'ltalie méridionale et de la Sicile, 2nd ed.
(1957) 48.

3 S.C.Bakhuizen, op. cit., 15.
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the same scholars hold that this is not authentic evidence, “but that
Ephoros of Kyme made it up in order to glorify his homeland.” Besides,
the possibility remains that the Pseudo-Skymnos was alluding not to
Aiolian Kyme but to Kyme in Euboia,' formerly inhabited by Aiolians”.?
The existence in Euboia of a city named Kyme is implied by the present-
day townlet Kymi. That this place name is not modern, but goes back to
antiquity is proved by the fact that it is pronounced Kumi in the local
dialect. Indeed u is the ancient pronunciation of v, a fact noticed by
F.Geyer.

OUR SOURCES AS VEHICLES OF WRITTEN TRADITION

Our longest source, Strabo’s passage, devotes forty-nine words to four
items: the origin of the Kymeans from Chalkis and Kyme in Euboia, the
antiquity of the colony (“the oldest of all the Greek cities in Italy”,
founded “in most ancient times”), the names of the two oikists and the
city each came from, and the agreement of the two oikists by which the
colony would have the name of one of the mother cities, Kyme, but
would be identified solely as a colony of Chalkis.

The relevant passage of Velleius Paterculus, thirty-five words long,
also has four items, two of which contain authentic information. One is
the identification of Chalkis as the mother city of Kyme. The other is the
naming of Hippokles and Megasthenes as its oikists. Two are spurious.
One is the relative chronology attributed to the founding of Kyme, this
being dated soon after the foundation of Chalkis by the Athenians and of
Magnesia-on-the-Maeander by the Lakedaimonians; in addition, mention
of the Lakedaimonians in this context is erroneous. The second spurious
item is that telling about the crossing of the colonists to Kyme; more
precisely, it is contaminated by legend. Velleius Paterculus says, in fact,
that there was a version according to which the fleet was guided by a
dove which flew before it or, according to others, by the sound at night of
a bronze instrument like that beaten at the rites of Ceres.

! K.J.Beloch, Campanien im Altertum (1890) 147; E.Ciaceri, Storia della Magna Grecia,
2nd ed., 1 (1927) 319; J.Bérard, op. cit., 49; T.J.Dunbabin, The Western Greeks (1948) 6-7.
2 C.Bursian, loc. cit.



126 PART ONE

Livy has two items, both genuine, in thirty-two words. The first
mentions Chalkis as the mother city of Kyme. The second informs us that
the colonists landed at first on the islands of Aenaria and Pithekoussai.

The Pseudo-Skymnos, in seven words only, says that Kyme was
founded first by Chalkidians, then by Aiolians. The mention here of
Aiolians implies the replacement, through confusion, of Euboian Kyme
by Kyme in Aiolis.

A SYNOPSIS OF THE CONCLUSIONS

Even if we put together all the remarks made in relation to the four
dossiers studied in the chapters V, VI, VII, VIII, our conclusions about
the preservation of genuine elements and the emergence of spurious ones
would be less significant than those drawn in the previous chapters.
Various factors are responsible.

On the colonization of Zankle by Campanian Kymeans and Euboian
Chalkidians, the factors are: first, the dearth of information, even though
this is provided by four authors including Thucydides; second, the fact
that most of the items are mentioned by only one author, namely
Thucydides. It is notable that whatever information is spurious comes
from authors later than Thucydides, that is, from Kallimachos, Pausanias,
and Eusebios.

A third factor is to be found in the dossier on the Eretrians who had
settled in Korkyra, and then, having tried to return home, settled in
Macedonian Methone. In this case we have a single source only, so that
it is difficult to obtain a diachronical picture. Yet despite its late date,
this source, a text of Plutarch, seems to reflect a genuine tradition.

If we have more than one author, and they are all more or less con-
temporary we are still no better off. Such is the case with the Euboian
migration to Kyme. The information about it comes from the Pseudo-
Skymnos, Strabo, Livy, and Velleius Paterculus, and we therefore cannot
date the spurious elements found in the Pseudo-Skymnos and Velleius
Paterculus.

The dossier on the migration of the Corinthians to Korkyra and
Syracuse gives us a clearer picture. Genuine items are provided by
Thucydides as well as by Strabo and Pausanias, while some spurious
ones, notably oracles, are mentioned only by the two later authors. -
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The above study was a necessary prelude to answering a question
that arose because oral traditions about migrations earlier than the
alphabet have come down to us through written literary sources. We
were obliged, therefore, first to understand the data relevant to the
transmission of traditions solely by writing, that is, without the factors
that would come into play in oral transmission. There was only one way
to do this: to study the best dossiers on migrations datable to literate
times.

The study yielded results that can be summarized as follows.

(1) The circumstances of transmission of ancient Greek traditions by
literary means is contrary to that of oral traditions observable in pre-
literate societies. These societies, as we have seen, tend to ensure that
their traditions will be handed down without change of any sort, whether
by omission, addition, or alteration. To this end various systems are kept
functional. It is quite different in a literate society. Whenever we could
compare the texts, we found that the ancient Greek authors did not
necessarily feel obliged to repeat a story or elements of a story: faithfully.

"They took liberties with their sources that show up in their texts as
omissions, fictions, or misunderstandings. To omit something is the
opposite of retaining it. To retain and to omit are the positive and
negative sides of a choice. Throughout the literary transmission of a
migration, choices were made for different reasons. We have noted
subjective choices, but we have observed as well others that are linked
to the character of the text. The fabrications were always intentional. In
certain cases they served political aims. More often, they are tales of
oracles, at times provided with fictitious oracular texts. Misunderstand-
ings, on the other hand, were hardly intentional, engendered as they were
by ignorance or inadvertence. Sometimes, however, certain secondary
elements, whether inventions or misapprehensions, were taken as
authentic by later writers and in this way got into the circuit of literary
transmission. From then on they too could occasionally be omitted under
the same circumstances as authentic elements.

It is thus reasonable to assume that when oral traditions about
migrations of pre-literate times were finally channelled through literary



128 PART ONE

works, they were altered by a whole accumulation of omissions, fictions,
and misunderstandings for the same reasons and under the same
circumstances as were those traditions passed on solely by written word;
and they will have been altered to a comparable degree.

(2) The authentic elements of a tradition transmitted solely through
the written word, as well as the various changes it has undergone, may
be classified according to three determining factors. These same factors
have determined the changes that have occurred in all elements
generally, be they authentic or spurious. The first depends on the
character of the source, the second, the requirements of the author, the
third, its date. For the first factor, the quantity, quality, and type of
information given by a source depend on its nature, its context, and its
position in this context. This has often been noted. For the second factor,
we have the texts of Thucydides which give correct information, and, at
the other end of the scale, some texts reflecting only secondary elements.
Between these two are many intermediate degrees. Finally, for the third
factor, it is notable that with the passage of time authentic elements of
tradition continue to weaken, while the fictitious and the misunderstood
gain ground.

(3) Table I gives a rapid view of the make-up of each dossier and
shows the relationship of three coordinates: authors, items, and genuine
or spurious elements (noted respectively by + and o).

Herodotos’s account of the Theraian migration to Kyrene, is not only
incomparably longer and more detailed than any other, but it is
exceptional in the number of items to which it refers. The passages of
Antiochos and Ephoros on the Partheniai come next in order, but far
behind. Our other sources touch on a progressively decreasing number of
items, down to only one. As a result, our evidence is very scattered and
unequally distributed, showing the freedom of each author to choose
according to his preference and to prevailing circumstances.

The frequency of items shows significant inequalities which can be
measured as follows.
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Total of Sources 70=100 %
References to “origin” 53=75%
“ “oikist(s)” 21=30%

« “description of the group” 20=28 %

“ “events prior to emigration” 19=26 %

“ “chronology” 17=24%

«“ “settling” 15=21%

“ “causes” 14=20%

“ “intermediate stages” 8=11%

“ “resolution” 5=7%

“ “investigations” 1=1,5%

“ “behaviour of indigenous population” 1=15%

« “behaviour of indigenous king” 1=15%

Some figures are not solely the result of the accumulated choices and
omissions of successive authors. The eight references to “intermediate
stages”, for example, concern only three colonies: Kyrene, Rhegion, and
Naxos. Yet may we not suppose that groups which founded some other
colonies also had “intermediate stages” in their search for a final place to
settle? The figures on chronology are worth commenting on for other
reasons. First, of the seventeen dates in our record, nine come from
sources that yield no other kind of information. Second, five of these nine
dates come from a single source, a source which is specifically a
chronological work: Eusebios’s Chronicles. It is evident that in non-
specialized literature interest in chronology was fairly limited.

Different items in our table appear to have been sensitive to alteration
in varying degrees. Thus the items “origin”, “causes”, and “oikists” seem
to have been the least affected by alteration, whereas “description of the
group” proves to be a fertile ground for imaginary tales. In the Taras
dossier, nine of the eleven sources repeat an anecdote about the birth of
the Partheniai and two confuse them with the Epeunaktoi. The
Messenian colonists of Rhegion were arbitrarily described as a group that
had violated Spartan virgins and then escaped to Mt.Makiston. The au-
thority of Herodotos did not protect his description of the Theraians who
founded Kyrene against another, quite arbitrary, description. Of the other
items, “chronology” was more or less liable to inaccuracy and instability.
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STUDY-CASES FOR OMISSIONS, ADDITIONS,
AND ALTERATIONS IN TRADITIONS EARLIER
THAN THE ALPHABET






I. MIGRATIONS TO IONIA

The waves of migration immediately preceding the great period of
Greek colonization that began around 760 B.C. go back to the time
between 1100 and 850 B.C., and emanate from mainland Greece.
Colonists of those years reached the islands of the eastern Aegean, the
western shores of Asia Minor, Crete, Pamphylia, and Cyprus. This is the
latest sequence of migrations before the use of the alphabet, datable
hypothetically to the ninth century. The earliest evidence for the use of
the alphabet for officially recording events of general interest is provided
by the list of victors in the Olympic games of 776 B.C. The lower and
upper limits of the chronological span 1100 to 850 B.C. are 325 and 75
years respectively earlier than 776. Thus, were all the migrations of this
chronological span recorded in the same year as the first list of Olympic
victors, memories of these events will have been handed down by word
of mouth for at least 75 years, at most 325. Whatever their date, from
such records and from others recording later local events, annals were
being written up for individual cities. These in turn became sources for
historical works by city and region. All this literary output has been lost
except for a few small fragments or, worse yet, the names of some
authors or titles of works.

Our direct sources belong, however, not to this category of historio-
graphy, but to others. Indeed, our direct sources have only infrequently
drawn on works of local or regional historiography. At any rate their
writings presuppose repeated choices, abridgements, misunderstandings,
and additions by successive earlier writers, unknown to us. With very
few exceptions, we cannot appraise either the impetus or the date of
their modification of a text. In general, the literary references we have to
the migratory movements of the Greeks between 1100 and 850 B.C. are
but the remnants of an abundant production no longer accessible to us.

Just as the references to colonizing movements later than 760 B.C.,
so also references to colonizing movements of the eleventh and tenth
centuries name not only the colony, which could hardly be omitted, but
also at least either the home-land(s) or the oikist(s). A few texts only
give the names of both together. Rare indeed are chronological notices,
or information about the reasons for colonizing, the course of action taken
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by the settlers, or the conditions under which the new colony was estab-
lished.

So far, we have seen no difference in the type of information
available about migrations from 760 on and those between 1100 and 850
B.C. Yet <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>