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Abstract
Athens’ Barbaroi: Case Studies in Non-Greek Integration in Classical Athens (500-300 BCE)

Nicholas Koudounis

Classical Athens contained a substantial population of non-Greeks whose lived presence
rarely appears in modern accounts beyond isolated stereotypes or discussions of particular ethnic
groups and their foreign cults. This dissertation addresses that gap by asking how non-Greeks in
fifth and fourth century BCE Athens became socially legible and institutionally integrated—if at
all—within a city whose civic identity was grounded in autochthony and legally structured by the
categories of citizen, metic, and slave. This study examines non-Greeks as a heterogenous
resident population occupying multiple statuses and negotiating varying constraints and
opportunities.

The analysis is grounded in a prosopographical register of attested non-Greeks compiled
from surviving epigraphic and literary evidence. The register is not used as a demographic
reconstruction but as a framework for selecting and contextualizing case-based microhistories.
Methodologically, the dissertation combines close reading of inscriptions (especially epitaphs,
dedications, and decrees) and relevant literary works with an integrative model that treats
‘integration’ as a gradual process distinct from citizenship. Three spheres—Ilanguage, cult
practice, and economic activity—serve as lenses through which the possibilities and limitations
of non-Greek life in Athens are reconstructed.

The dissertation concludes that non-Greek integration in Athens was neither uniform nor
guaranteed but varied across spheres and was greatly shaped by status, communal networks, and
the desire for public visibility. Linguistic self-presentation in the epigraphic record reveals
strategic choice between conformity, bilingualism, and high-register Greek as tools for
negotiating legibility and belonging. Religious life shows that most non-Greek cults remained
private and ethnically bound even when they adopted Athenian institutional forms, while the
civic elevation of Bendis emerges as a rare, state-mediated exception rather than a norm.
Economically, non-Greeks could become indispensable labourers, skilled specialists, and (albeit
rarely) ‘stakeholders’ with significant mobility but outcomes were structured by legal and social
constraints that did not map onto ethnicity alone. By bringing local barbaroi into the discussion,
the dissertation reframes Athens as a polis that was internally shaped by non-Greek ‘residents’
whose strategies showcase the friction between civic ideology and social reality.
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Introduction
Three distinct cases first drew my attention to the varied presence of non-Greeks in

Classical Athens. The first was a modest but informative early fifth century BCE bilingual grave
marker of a Karian from the Peiraieus (/G I* 1344), which makes visible a non-Greek’s presence
in Athens’ commemorative landscape, prompting questions about language and legibility in a
city that was attentive to the boundaries between Greek and ‘barbarian’. Another was the arrival
and swift public propagation of the cult of the Thracian goddess Bendis, which raised a different
question: how, and under what conditions, could something marked as ‘foreign’ become publicly
embedded in Athenian civic space? The third was the extraordinary career of Pasion, a man of
non-Greek ethnicity whose trajectory through slavery, manumission, metic life, and
(exceptionally) citizenship exposed the outer limits of what socio-economic integration could
look like in Athens.! Taken together, these cases were not suggestive of a single non-Greek
experience, but of a pluriform set of ways of being present, visible, and constrained within the

Athenian polis.

Indeed, Classical Athens possessed a significant population of non-native residents. From
the legal perspective of the Athenian state, all resident aliens (metics) who paid a 12 drachmai
per annum tax (metoikion) after having dwelled in Athens for a time were bestowed official
metic status which granted them certain allowances.? From a broader perspective however, the

majority of non-native residents did not enjoy an official residency status owing to the fact that

! For a discussion of Pasion, see Jeremy Trevett, Apollodorus, the Son of Pasion (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992).

2 This is the number that is given for men, while women had to pay six drachmai. Cf. Harpokration who cites Isaios
in his definition of the metoikion, “Icaiog & &v 1@ kot EAnaydpov koi Anpo@davouvg dmoonuaivel dti 6 pev avip 18
Spay g ETEAEL peTOiKIOV, 1) 6€ YUVT| ¢, Koi &L ToD vioD TeEAoDVTOG 1 UTNP OVK ETEAEL: UT) TEAODVTOG & EKEIVOV QDT
telel.” Gauthier (Symbola: Les étrangers et la justice dans les cités grecques, 1972, 172) was the first to suggest
that the tax was paid on a monthly basis.



they were either slaves, or migrants who did not remain in Athens long enough to join the
metoikia. While a majority of metics came from other Greek city-states, a significant number of

unofficial non-native residents of Athens were non-Greeks.

Yet most scholars who take an interest in non-Greek matters in Classical Athens do not
often direct their attention to the broad variety in status among non-Greeks. Instead, modern
scholarship draws heavily on the individual ethnic groups which make up the non-Greek body,
focusing predominantly on cultic activity. Sarah Wijma’s Embracing the Immigrant,’ for
instance, features a relevant discussion on the Thracian goddess Bendis, and how the deity’s
public cult may suggest that her Thracian following possessed an important role within Athens.
Wijma was preceded by Ronda Simms, who not only wrote on the religious life of Thracians,*
but on the arrival of the Egyptian goddess Isis in Athens as well.> The works of Matthew Sears
and Denise Demetriou provide a broader overview of the life of Thracians and Phoenicians in
Athens respectively,® but even they are specialized and thus do not take into account the entirety

of the non-Greek body.

Ancient sources too very rarely made note of Athens’ significant population of non-

Greeks, and when they did, it was often to bring light to a concern in the ethnic makeup of one of

3 Sarah Wijma, Embracing the Immigrant, (Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, 2014).

4 Ronda Simms, “The Cult of the Thracian Goddess Bendis in Athens and Attica,” The Ancient World 18 (1988):
59-76.

3> Ronda Simms, “Isis in Classical Athens,” Classical Journal 84, no. 3 (1989): 216-21.
¢ Matthew A. Sears, Athens, Thrace, and the Shaping of Athenian Leadership (Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press, 2013); Denise Demetriou, Phoenicians among Others: Why Migrants Mattered in the Ancient Mediterranean
(New York: Oxford University Press, 2023).



the city-state’s several status groups. In his Ways and Means (2.3), Xenophon tells us to his
dismay that a large part of the metic population was made up of Lydians, Phrygians and Syrians.
In Aristophanes’ Wasps, Philokleon complains of his mistreatment at the hands of slaves, not
because of their status, but because they were non-Greeks.’ The present study does not
specifically seek to outline the role that one’s ethnicity played on his/her official status in

Classical Athens however, nor to propose a new legal category.

Instead, by focusing on three dimensions of non-Greek life in the fifth and fourth
centuries BCE Athens—Ilanguage, religious practice, and economic activity—I seek to construct
how non-Greek residents positioned themselves within the Athenian polis and how far they
could participate in, and integrate into, its local institutions and cultural framework. The legally
defined categories of citizen, metic, and slave, as well as the institutional norms attached to
them, therefore form an essential framework within which non-Greek participation and varying
degrees of integration must be understood. My concern, however, is not to redefine those
categories, but to reexamine how non-Greeks, in practice, inhabited, negotiated, and occasionally

stretched them.

In the chapters to follow, I allude to “participation” in a straightforward sense, namely to
refer to the concrete ways in which non-Greeks showed up in Athenian life: communicating in
their native tongues and/or Attic Greek, taking part in cultic rituals, or seeking to make a living
through local economic avenues. By contrast, my use of “integration” is a more gradual process

rather than a binary one. It describes how far a given non-Greek’s participation translated into a

7 He complains that he is been violated O’ dv8pdv PoapBapwv (Aristoph. Wasps 439), and not Vd S0V V.
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more secure and recognized place within Athenian society. Were they, for instance, able to use
Attic Greek in ways that made them legible to Athenian audiences? Could they share sanctuaries
and cults with Athenians themselves? Was there some measure of economic stability or
advancement for them? A non-Greek might have been deeply involved in one of these areas and
yet have still been marginal in another. Throughout my work, I therefore use “integration” not as
a final state that all non-Greeks moved towards, and certainly not as a synonym for political
membership in the citizen body, but as a way of tracing the different paths and limitations of
their lives in the linguistic, religious, and economic spheres within the broader institutional order

of the polis.

As far as the surviving evidence allows us to tell, the legal framework governing metic
status did not formally distinguish between Greek and non-Greek origins; non-Greeks who met
the requirements for residence could, in principle, enter the metoikia on the same terms as Greek
migrants. For example, the Ashkelonite migrant Antipatros (/G II* 8388), who may have dwelled
in Athens sometime in the fourth century BCE, ought to have received similar treatment from the
state as a Greek migrant from any given city-state, at least within the legal framework governing

the Athenian metoikia.

Contrary to their Athenian/Greek counterparts however, non-Greek residents of Athens
were especially visible across the full range of Athenian statuses.® Take, for instance, the Karian

slave Potainios, who was among the many slaves listed within the late fifth century BCE

8 That is not to say that Greeks could not be enslaved (notably through war and piracy), but that extant sources in
Athens far more often show Greek residents in free categories.



confiscation lists of the Hermokopidai (IG P 422, line 78). Unlike Antipatros, Potainios, as well
as most non-Greek residents of Athens for that matter, never obtained civic recognition beyond
that which a slave might have aspired to attain through manumission. Nevertheless, while the
freeborn migrant Antipatros and the Karian slave Potainios differed as it pertains to their status
in Athens, both were non-Greeks, or fapPBapot in the eyes of the Athenian populace, and thus

subject to prejudices held by locals towards the so-called ‘other’.

An example of such a bias can be seen in a court proceeding wherein the former slave
turned metic Phormion was consistently berated by the plaintiff Apollodoros (Dem. 45). Even
though he was victorious in a previous court defense, Phormion faced numerous attacks from
Apollodoros not on account of his being a former slave, but rather for his non-Greek background
(Dem. 45. 31, 73, 81).° Such language need not be read as a constant, uniform phenomenon of a
broader distrust of non-Greeks. In comedy and forensic oratory, ethnically coloured tropes could
be strategically employed for comedic/rhetorical effect. Nevertheless, the very availability of
these tropes and the way they intersected with status formed part of the de facto social

environment within which non-Greeks negotiated life in Athens.

Despite the difference in treatment towards Greek and non-Greek residents, modern
scholarship has rarely focused on the ethnic/racial component of the non-Greek resident body,
opting instead to distinguish between individuals along status lines. From the perspective of the

legally-defined metoikia, inherent similarities in socio-economic status and the lack of a clearly

9 Cf. Jeremy Trevett, Apollodorus, the Son of Pasion (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992), 1; Robin Osborne, “Cultures
as Languages and Languages as Cultures,” in Multilingualism in the Graeco-Roman Worlds, eds. Alex Mullen and
Patrick James (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), 331; and, more recently, Denise Demetriou,
Phoenicians among Others: Why Migrants Mattered in the Ancient Mediterranean (New York: Oxford University
Press, 2023), 29, all of whom discuss the close connection between banking and Phormion’s Phoenician identity.
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defined separation between Greek and non-Greek in the Athenian legal system has led scholars
to categorize all foreign residents under the same broad category of ‘Athenian metic’ regardless
of ethnic background.!® The resident non-Greek population was not monolithic however. From
the lowly slave devoid of civic identity, to a willing migrant seeking to better his and his family’s
fortunes in a newfound land, non-Greeks occupied all social and economic strata of society.!! In
the rarest of cases, a non-Greek might have even aspired to attain the pinnacle of civic status,
that is Athenian citizenship, as was the case of Pasion,'?> whose benefactions to the state led to a

nearly unprecedented rise in social standing.

While Pasion’s precise ethnicity has remained a subject of debate, ' that he was a non-
Greek has never been doubted, and yet it is his rise in status and not his non-Greek ethnicity
which has governed most modern discussions involving his life. In fact, despite Classical
Athens’ tendency to draw lines between what was Greek and non-Greek, ' modern scholarship

on Greeks and ‘the other’ has often been driven by questions of representation, ideology, and

10 Whitehead went as far as saying that “the racial composition of the metoikia was not a major preoccupation of
individual Athenians” because contexts in which non-Greek metics were mentioned were both favorable and
unfavorable, thus cancelling each other out; ¢f. David Whitehead, Ideology of the Athenian Metic (Cambridge: CUP,
1977), 110-11.

' By willing migrant, I mean one who has willingly immigrated to a given location. They are contrasted with
unwilling migrants who were/are naturally slaves. One might include displaced migrants/war refugees somewhere in
between, though they will not be featured in my work.

12 Pasion’s relative wealth is highlighted in Isokrates 17.

13 In an attempt to prove his argument of a cultural continuum among slaves, Peter Hunt, “Trojan Slaves in Classical
Athens,” in Communities and Networks in the Ancient Greek World, eds. Claire Taylor and Kostas Vlassopoulos
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015), 136-37, suggests that Pasion was a Phoenician based on his having kept
the company of notable Phoenician bankers, and because he ordered his widowed wife to marry his ex-slave in his
will, a notably un-Athenian, and therefore barbaric, practice.

14 In Plato’s Menexenos, Athenians stand out among the Greeks “51é 10 gilicpvédg etvor "EAAvog kol apuryeic
BapBdapwv” (245d). Even with respect to their geographic location Xenophon boasts that the Athenians were, unlike
other poleis, distant from barbaroi (Ways 1.8).



interstate relations, with scholars emphasizing barbarian stereotypes, or lack thereof, among the
Greeks (Athens in particular) often without so much as a mention of a living community of
barbaroi within their own poleis.'® In so doing, scholars unintentionally disregard the important
role that non-Greek residents played in the development of Classical Athens into a hegemonic

power.

From an Athenocentric perspective, bringing the local ‘barbarian’ into view alters not
only how we read Greek discourses of othering, but how we understand the internal workings of
the polis (such as the hierarchies embedded in its economic life, its religious boundaries, and the
‘politics’ of local speech). At the micro-level, if we restrict ourselves to viewing Athens solely as
a status-driven society, namely a tripartite institution divided between citizens, metics and slaves,
we risk disregarding the intricacies that each individual offered. The tripartite institutional
scheme remains fundamental, but it did not exhaust the ways in which Athenians and non-
Greeks alike conceived of and experienced social difference. From the perspective of the non-
Greek, their ethnicity, profession, religion, proficiency in Attic Greek, and even gender often
played a role in whether they remained among the servile body, or, in the case of the fortunate

few, received higher grants.

Yet, status, and polis institutions more broadly, must remain integral to our understanding

of the bi-directional relationship between the Athenian state and its non-Greek population all the

15 Both Margert Christina Miller, Athens and Persia in the Fifth Century B.C.: A Study in Cultural

Receptivity, (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1997), and Kostas Vlassopoulos, Greeks and Barbarians,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013) refer to non-Greek metics, though they do not mention any negative
stereotyping against them.



same: status was, after all, a constitutive category that structured rights, vulnerabilities, and the
social intelligibility of all those who resided in the polis.'® That the marks of servitude,!” for
instance, followed an individual post manumission suggests that Athenians actively viewed
status as an integral part of one’s identity. In fact, in view of the more than occasional Athenian
negative disposition towards non-Greeks, from whose populations a significant portion of the
servile body hailed,'® it is possible that the scars of servitude were a function of foreignness; Ben
Akrigg recently made a case for the presence of what he calls “servility within metoikia.” *°
Ultimately, the scholarly debate about the conceptual links in Classical Athens between

foreignness and servility can only be benefited by the inclusion of “local barbarians” in the

conversation.

16 See John Ma (Polis: A New History of the Ancient Greek City-State from the Early Iron Age to the End of
Antiquity, (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2024), 428) who states that institutions were a “binding form of
power in the polis with far-reaching effects on its denizens”, and that extra-institutional interaction (a realm which
many non-Greeks in Athens occupied as we shall see) did not cancel out institutional power.

17 For discussions on slaves at the center of ridicule within the comic plays see Vincent J. Rosivach (“Enslaving
‘Barbaroi’ and the Athenian Ideology of Slavery.” Historia 48, no. 2 (1999): 129-57), and Paul Millett (“Aristotle
and Slavery in Athens”, in Greece & Rome, 2™ Series, 54, No. 2 (2007): 178-209). Some freedmen would have
possessed enslaved relatives. There is a plethora of examples within the Delphic manumission records which reveal
how mothers would often be ripped apart from their children on account of the manumission of only a single party:
FD 111 3:413 sees Eunomia freeing Lykiskos (Avkiokog 8¢ un mafpapevato E]ovouiq, aAAa Eotwm éhev0[epog;
1.10), all the while keeping his mother, Isargyron, until her own death (mapapswarto [6& Todpyvpov] Edvopuia Emg
ka CRy; 1.7-8). For more on freedman obligations upon manumission see Sosin (“Manumission with Paramone:
Conditional Freedom?”, TAPA 145 (2015)).

18 This is due, in part, to the fact that Greeks (most notably Athenians) of the Classical period, with the exception of
Sparta and its Helots, did not make a habit of enslaving other Greeks until the mid-fourth century; and so when we
consider slaves and freedmen turned metics in Athens, we can view them as likely hailing (but not always) from
non-Greek populations in the fringe regions of the Hellenic world, or as the descendants of these individuals (cf-
Vincent J. Rosivach, (“Enslaving ‘Barbaroi’ and the Athenian Ideology of Slavery.” Historia 48, no. 2 (1999):
129-57) and Kostas Vlassopoulos (“Slavery, freedom and citizenship in Classical Athens: beyond a legalistic
approach,” ERH/REH 16, no. 3 (2009): 347-63). There are instances where Greek states did in fact enslave Greeks
(especially women and children) from besieged/captured cities as war booty: i.e. Nikias’ troops in Sicily (Thuk.
7.85-86), Korinth sold Korkyran slaves (Thuk. 1.55). As a whole, Greek sources show a general distaste in the
capture and subsequent enslavement of Greek men (Plato, Rep. 469B-C; Xen. Ages. 7.6; Xen. Hell. 1.6.14).

19 Akrigg, Population and Economy, 133-38.



A deeper understanding of these integral yet marginalized inhabitants of Classical Athens
is thus useful in many prevalent discussions pertaining to Athenian and non-Greek relations, and
Athenian status. Although both topics will be loosely featured throughout this work, my main
goal will be to showcase the fundamental principles of the non-Greek experience in fifth-fourth
century BCE Athens. I hope to highlight the economic, linguistic, and religious opportunities, or
lack thereof, that existed for local barbaroi within a city whose views of ‘the other’ in the

Classical period was often juxtaposed to the Athenian perception of autochthony.

Despite the negative perceptions of barbaroi in Classical Athens, non-Greeks chose to
settle there, and, in the case of former slaves, chose to remain after their manumission. That is
not to say that Athenian perceptions were less damaging than any legal limitations which curbed
a non-Greek resident’s upward mobility. Social stigmata were just one of many burdens which
the local non-Greek communities of Athens faced, and yet our understanding of the metic and
slave experiences would be lacking without the added backdrop of Athens’ complex relationship

with the local ‘other’.

It should be stressed that my decision to concentrate on the fifth and fourth centuries
BCE is not due to a lack of non-Greek residents in later periods, or even to a lack of sources
which account for this population group. I have chosen the select timeframe because it is in this
Classical and early Hellenistic setting that Athenian notions of autochthony, as well as Athens’

legal conceptualization of the metoikia and its imperial ambitions in the wider non-Greek



Mediterranean, grew in scope.?’ It was in these centuries that Athenians began to spell out, in
law, ideology, and in public discourse, what it meant to be an Athenian, a metic, or a barbaros,
at the very moment when their city was becoming increasingly entangled with non-Greek

populations via the slave trade, incoming migratory waves, and imperial ambitions.

To ground this work, I have compiled a register of 331 non-Greek residents with a
tentative ethnic background who dwelled in Athens sometime between the fifth and fourth
century BCE, and who were differentiated by their ethnicity, profession, location of dwelling,
gender, religion and status. Importantly, this register should not be understood as a demographic
reconstruction of the non-Greek population, but as a catalogue of attested individuals assembled
from surviving epigraphic and literary evidence. As such, it is shaped by the biases of both
limited preservation and genre of the consulted media: slaves are most likely to appear in
administrative lists, inventories, and confiscation records, while probable freeborn migrants are
more visible in epitaphs and dedicatory contexts; women are unevenly represented on the whole,
and one’s economic standing is very difficult to ascertain without assumptions made based on
profession and status; ethnicity itself is only securely recoverable where an ethnikon is preserved,
whereas onomastics can only ever be used to provide a likely or tentative background. The
patterns drawn from the register should therefore not be used to suggest a census-like
proportional picture of the non-Greek resident population but should instead be used as a

prosopographical framework for the analyses to follow.

20 For the sake of efficiency, I refer to the Classical period throughout the work. I include the first three decades of
the Hellenistic within my study.
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Most of the individuals within the register were slaves, or former slaves, many of whose
ethnicity has been tentatively discerned either by the presence of an ethnikon, or a non-Greek
ethnic name. Although they represent a small percentage of the whole, willing migrants from
non-Greek regions also have an important place within the register since their ethnic
backgrounds can more reliably be ascertained. In fact, of the 331 non-Greeks found within the
register, the ethnicity of only 113 is known for certain.?! That said, each of the 331 non-Greeks
possessed his/her own unique background and life story. Some, such as Pasion, achieved the
pinnacle of Athenian society, while others, such as the Thracian Philonikos (/G II* 8927), made
the most of their possibly acquired metic status even though they never obtained further

privileges from the state.

In order to ease the burdens of travelling to and thereafter establishing oneself in a
foreign setting, willing and, to a lesser extent, unwilling non-Greek migrants developed coping
mechanisms in their new social, cultural and economic settings. For the willing migrant in
particular, a conscious effort was sometimes made to maintain ties to their homeland through the
preservation of one’s mother tongue and religious beliefs. For the unwilling migrant who was
possibly subject to social death and therefore not privy to a cultural connection to his/her
ancestral customs,?? there existed alternatives of self-preservation through economic gain in the

commercial heart of the Greek world. Lastly, all non-Greeks, regardless of status, often

2! The 113 non-Greek residents of Athens with a known ethnicity have been provided in Appendix I while those
with a possible ethnicity based on factors beyond ethnika have been provided in Appendix III.

22 A term pioneered by Orlando Patterson, Slavery and Social Death: A Comparative Study (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1982).
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congregated in groups, or communities (kotvoviavkowvad), through which they expressed socio-

economic and cultural traditions, newfound or otherwise.

While it will be impossible to delve into the stories of each member of the register within
this work, I will nevertheless provide a synoptic overview of the life of the non-Greek in
Classical Athens through the lens of various case studies of a select few residents. The lives of
these chosen non-Greeks will moreover be framed within three themes each of which will be at
the heart of their respective chapters. For the sake of maintaining as accurate a representation of
the non-Greek experience as possible, I will moreover base most of my argumentation on the
lives of those non-Greeks whose ethnicities are more securely known. Through an analysis of the
lives of a selection of non-Greeks, we will have a better idea of the role, or lack thereof, that

language, religion, and economic prosperity played on Athens’ population of barbaroi.

Crucial Terminology

Before situating the non-Greek within Athens, it is important to first understand both the
legal and popular terms which were used by Athenians of the fifth-fourth centuries BCE to refer
to the resident and non-resident alien community. On the one hand, Athenian terminology
reveals much about the manner in which both the Athenian state and its citizens conceived of
resident aliens from a legalistic and non-administrative perspective. On the other hand, whether
or not resident aliens also made use of these terms to refer to themselves tells us much about how
they perceived of metic status. In order to fully comprehend the relevance of the non-Greek
sample size, we must thus take into account the totality of the resident body, including the

terminology which defined the various status groups within.
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What then did it mean to be a resident of Athens, and could non-Greek ethnicity or a
servile background play a role in determining one’s residency status? In truth, answers to these
questions vary depending on whether we are viewing the matter from a de iure or de facto
perspective. For instance, an Athenian slave, regardless of ethnicity, was by no means a resident
alien under Athenian law. They did not pay the metoikion tax, at least prior to manumission, and
were perpetually bound to a master who held complete authority over them. From a legal point
of view, slaves in Classical Athens were nothing more than property; and yet, if a slave resided
in Athens, participated in the Athenian economy, worshipped local cults, and congregated
alongside individuals of comparable status, then they took part in similar activities as their free

counterparts.

This need not mean that slaves were operating on equal footing as the resident citizen
body, or even members of the metoikia. However, despite operating from a lesser status, slaves
were unwilling participants and de facto residents of Athenian society all the same. In the
following work, I therefore employ, alongside Athenian legal definitions, a broad analytical
sense of “residency’: I include as an Athenian resident anyone who resides in Athens
irrespective of status and duration of stay, while always keeping in view the legal distinctions
that structured their lives. A non-Greek resident of Classical Athens is thus an individual of non-
Greek ethnicity who dwelled in Athens sometime between the fifth and fourth centuries BCE, be

they slave, metic, a transient migrant, or citizen.
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This choice is informed both by methodological considerations and by an ethical
attentiveness to the people and categories involved. Even today, access to protection and
personhood can hinge on contested judgments about residency and legal status. Treating
residency as a lived presence helps ensure that those most vulnerable to exclusion by formal
categories are not also excluded from historical narration. Equally important is the recognition
that even short stays in the city could entail meaningful forms of contact—Ilinguistic exchange,

economic participation, and proximity to civic and religious life, if only as observers.

It should be firmly noted that I am not advocating for the creation of a new status group
under Athenian law based on ethnicity. However, I contend that being a resident alien was far
more nuanced than previously thought, and that we should not dismiss ethnicity when discussing
status in Classical Athens. Like their Greek counterparts, non-Greeks who resided in Athens
faced the occasional invective on account of being members of a status group distinct from the
citizenry (ie. the metoikia); however, unlike the Greek resident alien, non-Greeks residing in
Athens carried additional stigmata based on their ‘barbaric’ and ‘servile’ backgrounds which
could thereafter lead to a dissimilar treatment from the part of individual Athenians. This
treatment need not have been so negative so as to cause non-Greeks to leave Athens, or to not
choose the city as a locale apt for settlement; all the same, this difference in treatment is
indicative of a de facto system within the scope of Athenian society not fully captured by the
formal categories of the law (even though it was shaped by them), wherein Athenian
autochthony and Greekness as a whole served as the nearly unattainable threshold for non-

Greeks to reach.
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Still, it is imperative to define the term ‘pérowcog’, whose meaning has often been
difficult to pinpoint by modern and ancient scholars alike. What then is a péroikoc, notably in the
term’s Classical Athenian context? A metic (uétowkog), says the third century BCE grammarian
Aristophanes of Byzantion, is someone who lives in a given city having come from a foreign
place (t1g amo Eévng EMOMV évoikty i ToAel) and who pays a tax for some need of the city
(Ar.Byz. fr.38 Nauck). Crucially, Aristophanes remarks that so long as a migrant has not
surpassed a state-regulated duration of stay, he/she is referred to as a mapenionuog and is
therefore exempt from taxation relating to the upkeep of the city (dteAnc). It is only upon having
remained in his/her new city for a set amount of time then that one thereafter becomes a metic
and is liable to a metic’s taxation (uétoukog fjom yiveton kai vroteAnc). The will to remain is
seemingly irrelevant to the metic experience according to Aristophanes, as it is the duration of
one’s stay that determines the bestowal of metic status and the series of taxations that come with

it.

French scholar Michel Clerc hailed Aristophanes’ definition of the metoikia as “la
définition la plus compléte de toutes.”** And yet even Clerc, as well as later German scholars,
were not wholly satisfied with Aristophanes’ account. In fact, both Ulrich von Wilamowitz and
later Ulrich Kahrstedt viewed Aristophanes’ definition as insufficient and even contradictory
when compared to the definition put forward by the second century CE grammarian

Harpokration.?* The latter lists under the term petoixiov that a metic is one who dwells in a new

23 Michel Clerc, Les météques athéniens (Paris, 1893), 12-13.

24 Ulrich von Wilamowitz, “Demotika der Metoeken,” Hermes 22, no. 2 (1887): 107-28 and Ulrich Kahrstedt,
Staatsgebiet und Staatsangehdrige in Athen (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1934), 276-77. Eleanor Dickey (Ancient Greek
Scholarship. A Guide to Finding, Reading, and Understanding Scholia, commentaries, lexica, and grammatical
treatises, from their beginnings to the Byzantine period, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 94) says that the
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city having come from another, and who, after having lived there for a time, unlike a foreigner,
has decidedly made his new dwelling his residence.?® The distinction in Harpokration’s account
between a foreigner (§évog) who is merely passing by and one who has most importantly, as
Clerc suggested, no esprit de retour,?® is what differentiates Aristophanes and Harpokration’s
accounts. Moreover, unlike Aristophanes who presents the somewhat legalistic term of
nmopenionuoc, Harpokration merely alludes to the broad term évog as the antithesis of metic

status.

In truth, there is no need to view both sources as contradictory to one another as many
past scholars have suggested. Both Harpokration and Aristophanes may be referring to two
different instances within the system of Athenian metoikia: ideally, a foreigner, to whom the
average Athenian attributes the possibly non-legalistic term ‘€évog’, makes a conscious decision
to move from his/her homeland to Athens; if, on the one hand, the E€vog decides that Athens is
not in fact suitable to his/her needs and thereafter leaves the city prior to the state-set limitation
on duration of stay for status and taxation purposes, regardless of original intention, he/she
maintains the hypothetical legal status of one who has merely been passing through, that is, a

TOPETIONLOC.

However, if the £évoc only desired to remain for a short duration of time, but has, for

whatever reason, extended his/her stay and surpassed the state-set limit, he/she then, with or

Harpokration’s glossary contains information that “is notably more accurate than the average of ancient
scholarship.”

25 “uérotkog pév oty O & £tépag mOrewg PETOKMV &v £Tépa Kol un) TpOg OAyov (¢ E&vog EmdNUBY, GAAY TV

oiknow adtodt KoTtooTnodpuevog.”
26 Michel Clerc, Les météques athéniens (Paris, 1893), 12.
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without an esprit de retour, automatically becomes a metic, that is a member of the official status
group known as the metoikia. An example of the latter case can be seen in an Athenian decree
(IG 1I? 141) honoring Straton, the king of Sidon. /G II? 141 reveals that those among the
Sidonians who came to Athens to do business (émdnuodoy kat’ éunopiav AOvnot, 11. 32-33)
were no longer obliged to pay the taxes associated with metic status.?’” The Sidonians are not
described as people who have no esprit de retour, but instead maintain close ties to their
homeland (oikdvtec £¢ X210Vt kai ToAttevopevor, 11.31-32). By their payment of the metoikion
tax (or lack thereof in this case), they are nevertheless deemed to be metics by the state even if

their stay is not a permanent one.

To the Classical Athenian, a foreigner who did not dwell in Athens for long was always
viewed as a EEvog Tpog OAlyov EmONU®V, or a Tapenidnuog. From a legal perspective however, if
both Harpokration and Aristophanes of Byzantion are to be believed, there likely existed a status
in which the mapenionuot fleetingly existed as they awaited their transfer into the metoikia. And
yet, no Classical source refers to a mapenionuog being a legal entity within Athens: they did not
lay out, in any systemic way, the legal distinctions between short-term visitors and registered
metics; this definitional problem need not mean that there was no concrete legal standing of the
sort, but that it must be reconstructed from contextual circumstances rather than from explicit

statutory definitions.

Some authors mention the two groups individually without fleshing out the differences

between them. Aristotle, for instance, in his attempts at defining the citizen, refers to the metic

27 “um éEgtvon antog pet-/ oikiov mphrtesBo unde yopnyov / undévo katooticar pnd’ eicpopiy / undepioy

énrypaoeev (11.32-36).”
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and the foreigner as two distinct entities, the pétowkog and the £€vog respectively (Pol.
3.1277b.35). Aischines too refers to EEvot and pétotkot separately in his speech Against
Timarchos (1. 195), as does Isocrates in his On the Peace (8.21), and Xenophon in the Hellenika
(5.1.12). In contrast, other authors, such as Lysias (12.35) and Demosthenes (46.22), conflate the
two as though they were indistinguishable from each other in meaning. In truth, the issue lies
within the term “E€vog” which, as David Whitehead states, “has an extremely wide semantic

range” extending from a personal guest friend,?® to a mapenidnuoc.

The lack of a clear distinction between a metic and a foreign visitor has led some scholars
to brand the latter as a non-entity within the polis. Whitehead, for example, stated that “from the
city’s point of view, [the non-resident alien had] no real existence, just as an unborn foetus has
no name.” It is, however, important to note that while not all mapenionuov/EEvor became metics,
they all ultimately had the ability to do so within the scope of Athenian law and could join the
metoikia if their stay extended beyond the relevant threshold, regardless of original intention. In
turn, most metics were at some point tapenionpovéévol themselves, and even those who may
have been born in Athens, such as freedmen, had the possibility of relocation prior to their

admission into the metoikia and were, as such, legal non-resident aliens for a time.

That these categories are not always legible, or clearly defined, in our evidence does not
mean that the legal categories were themselves indeterminate. Rather, it highlights a recurrent
problem of social visibility and of the nature of sources: inscriptions and literature do not always

reliably label non-citizens by their precise legal status. As will be seen in the case studies

28 David Whitehead, The Ideology of the Athenian Metic (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977), 10-11.

18



involving non-Greeks from my register, resident aliens never referred to themselves as pétowot
in their epitaphs, nor was it a given that they be branded with the term by Athenian citizens in
either official state documents, or in private discourse. For the purposes of this study, it is
therefore essential to keep institutional status analytically distinct from the looser vocabulary of
‘foreignness’ found in our sources while still treating lived presence in the city as historically

significant.

Non-resident aliens were not, as Whitehead suggested, without a real existence. In reality,
each prospective metic faced his/her set of trials and tribulations unique to the circumstances
which brought him/her to Athens. Was the prospective metic a former slave? Did they hail from
a Greek polis? Was their ethnic group marginalized in Athens for reasons outside of their
control? The answer to these questions among others, in addition to greater complexities within
the metoikia, undoubtedly affected the lives of most resident foreigners. By and large, these

intricacies defined the metoikia, particularly the lives of the non-Greek members therein.

How the Case Studies will be Employed

The study at hand places equal value on both ethnic background and status. Whether a
non-Greek was a slave or a metic, freeborn or freed, will not alter their inclusion within my
register. Similarly, the absence of an ethnic background, or the inclusion of a tentative ethnicity
in the case of those non-Greeks in possession of geographic/ethnic names, will not preclude one
from being (tentatively) counted as a non-Greek. On the contrary, the presence of variation
within the register, both with respect to status and ethnicity, is indicative of a complex

phenomenon taking shape in Classical Athens’ resident body.
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The first chapter will consist of a discussion on non-Greeks’ use, or lack thereof, of their
respective ancestral languages. As will be seen, most non-Greeks, whether freeborn, freed, or
slaves, used Attic Greek in inscriptions in which they were featured. Others, predominantly
among Athens’ comparatively large freeborn Phoenician population, still maintained strong ties
to their homeland via the continued use of their mother tongue, at least inasmuch as our
epigraphic evidence suggests. The first chapter will therefore review this linguistic phenomenon
through the lens of six case studies, with three representing the prevalence of Greek among the
overall non-Greek community and three highlighting the occasional preservation of a non-

Greek’s ancestral tongue.

The second chapter will analyze the importance of religion among Athens’ non-Greeks.
Some, such as the Phoenicians, formed sizeable religious communities around the cults of their
homeland. Others, such as the Thracian followers of Bendis, seemingly integrated to the fullest
extent in the local cultic life of Athens. In the case of religion, local integration was made
possible on account of the deprivatization of non-native deities, or, in certain cases, by Greeks
beginning to worship local non-Greek cults. Because of her cult’s peculiarity, Bendis will be at
the forefront of much of this section’s discussion, as will three Near Eastern deities whose
Phoenician adherents were, based on extant sources, the most religiously active among Athens’

non-Greeks.

The final chapter will look into the importance of economic success and prosperity
among Athens’ non-Greek residents. In particular, I hope to showcase the variation in

professions which existed, especially among those of a lesser status. This section will employ a
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similar methodology as the first chapter, insofar as I will provide five case studies which best
reflect the variation in non-Greek economic prosperity in Athens. Athenian status and its
outcome on a non-Greek’s potential to thrive in a novel economic setting will be at the heart of

this chapter’s thematic.

While I am not suggesting that the case studies at hand speak for every non-Greek who
resided in fifth-fourth century BCE Athens, my goal is to ultimately provide a deeper
understanding of the wide-ranging life of the Athenian barbaros. It cannot be overstated that a
non-Greek was defined by more than their respective status, ethnicity, and local customs. All the
same, it is important to recognize the tremendous reach that non-Greeks had throughout the
varied status groups, linguistic preferences, socio-economic circles, and religious communities in

Classical Athens.

Indeed, most non-Greeks were slaves, but they could also become freedmen, and as such
join the metoikia in a legal capacity. They might also be a freeborn migrant, or a proxenos. They
might receive additional grants from the state and thereafter be called isoteleis. In the rarest of
cases, we might even witness the non-Greek join the citizen body because of immense acts of
benefaction. Non-Greeks may have been wealthy just as they may have been poor. They may
have taken to certain local Athenian customs or have been wholly/partially invested in
maintaining cultural ties to their homelands. As a whole then, the register of non-Greeks, via the
individuals therein whose life stories I will put forward as case studies, is a profitable tool in the
overall study of Athens’ BapPapot; and although most of the register’s non-Greeks will remain

voiceless in this work, it is my hope that future works will make use of this collection of
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individuals to focus on particular aspects of the non-Greek experience in Athens which are

beyond the scope of this study.

This matters because it shifts the problem of the Athenian “barbarian” from the level of
external contrast to the level of the polis itself, where non-Greeks were present as neighbours,
labourers, worshippers, and economic actors. In other words, this work treats Athens’ barbaroi
not only as a category in Athenian literary discourse but as a resident population whose lives
unfolded within Athenian institutions and whose presence helps to clarify the tensions between
civic ideologies of autochthony and the city’s practical dependence on a non-citizen population,
among which were countless non-Greeks. I therefore offer here a social and cultural history of
Classical Athens from the perspective of the otherwise voiceless ‘other’: a study of residency and
status that overlaps between law and lived experience, and that uses the extent of a limited
prosopographical scope and case-based microhistories to show how foreignness, language, cult,

and economic activity could overlap.
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Chapter 1: Stones that Speak: Non-Greek Voices in fifth-fourth

Century BCE Athens
1.1 Non-Greeks and Language

Considering the phenomenon of migration from a broad perspective, anthropologist
Sarah Trabert writes, “migrants used material possessions to create meaning in new places and to
anchor them as they adjusted leading up to, during, and after their movement.”?’ Some objects
may have been portable goods that would have reminded them of their homeland, or aided their
ritual practices. It was not always possible to transport physical goods from one’s home,
however. In many cases, only cultural traits, such as a migrant’s ancestral language, habitus,
foodways, and religious practices eased their transition into a novel setting. Among these
intangible cultural anchors, language, be it written or spoken, is particularly significant to the
migrant experience, functioning as both a tool for adaptation and a marker of continuity with

one’s homeland.

In the present chapter, I will examine some linguistic strategies employed by non-Greek
residents in fifth-fourth century BCE Athens as they navigated the complex and generally
exclusionary Athenian social world.*® I will highlight how both local and ancestral language, as
well as naming conventions, played a role in the lives of many non-Greeks by offering them a
means of negotiating their visibility, relationships, and degree of assimilation. Ultimately, this

chapter argues that linguistic choices made by non-Greeks in Classical Athens were strategic and

29 Sarah Trabert, “Understanding the significance of migrants’ material culture,” in Journal of Social Archaeology,
Volume 20, no. 1 (2020): 95-115.

30 The exclusion to which I refer is tied to Athenian civic ideology and the formal distribution of rights. From a
certain perspective, Athenian society at large may be deemed as exclusionary to all those who are not male citizens,
but as Deborah Kamen (Status in Classical Athens, 1) remarks, “even non-citizens and naturalized citizens were, to
varying degrees, partial shareholders in the Athenian polis.” A non-Greek’s exclusion from one sphere, be it
political or social, need not suggest that they could not participate in alternative ways in the life of the polis.
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reflected different degrees of social, cultural, and linguistic integration: through written
language, non-Greeks sought to integrate themselves into the fabric of Athenian society while

also preserving aspects of their own heritage.

As the facilitator of communication, language is a fundamental part of any migrant’s
experience away from home. From a socio-economic standpoint, it allows the individual to better
negotiate their place within any given environment, subsequently increasing their odds of
obtaining better jobs and/or acquiring superior goods and services.*' Language has non-
economic benefits as well, as it has the power to affect a given migrant’s prospect of social
integration, in addition to their ability to engage with, and participate in local social networks
and communities.?? There is also the consideration of language as a symbolic instrument,
through which the state or, more broadly, individual actors who are able to wield it, exercise its
power,>? or through which the migrant might conceptualize their own sense of self and identity.>*
For non-Greek residents of Athens, this symbolic power of language held weight: whether in

naming themselves, addressing local audiences, or crafting epitaphs for posterity, they used

31 Modern studies have shown a positive correlation between a migrant’s linguistic capabilities in their host nation’s
primary tongue and their economic success. See Geoffrey Carliner, “Wage Differences by Language Group and the
Market for Language Skills in Canada.” J. Hum. Resour. 16, no. 3 (1981): 384-99. and Barry R. Chiswick and Paul
Miller, “Language in the immigrant labour market,” in Immigration, language and ethnicity: Canada and the United
States, ed. Barry R. Chiswick (Washington, DC: AEI Press, 1992), 229-96.

32 Cf. Alicia Adsera and Mariola Pytlikova, “Language and Migration,” in The Palgrave Handbook of Economics
and Language, eds. Victor Ginsburgh and Schlomo Weber (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2016), 342-72.

33 For a discussion on language as a medium through which power is expressed see Bourdieu, Ce que parler veut
dire (Paris: Fayard, 1982).

34 Although language “is only one identity marker among others,” it is nevertheless a “unifying force” about which
individual speakers and population groups may rally (Jan Blommaert and Jef Verschueren, “The Role of Language
in European Nationalist Ideologies,” in Language Ideologies: Practice and Theory, eds. Bambi Schieffelin, Kathryn
Woolard, and Paul Kroskrity (New York: Oxford University Press, 1998), 189-210.
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linguistic expression to not only assert identity, but to negotiate their visibility within Athenian

space.

Language became a tool of integration, even if the integration it enabled was partial or
constrained (i.e. not leading to any status change or legal benefits in Athens). While language
thus fulfilled various purposes in a migrant’s homeland, its use evidently persisted within their
new homes as well, albeit in forms that adapted to the linguistic and cultural expectations of the
host society. The outcome of a given migrant’s linguistic integration was not binary, but rather a
spectrum of possibilities shaped by their status, ethnicity, and socio-economic networks. Some
migrants embraced high levels of linguistic integration while others selectively retained their
ancestral languages or even navigated dual identities via bilingualism or dialectal hybridity. In

short, language was, as it still is today, a medium of survival and of self-conceptualization.

It is important to note, however, that linguistic choice in its Athenian context also carried
added weight. Speech, and linguistic presentation more broadly, could be read as a marker of
both belonging and difference within a city whose civic culture was attentive to what sounded
Athenian and what did not. The non-Athenian sound might be non-Greek speech, but it could
also be non-Attic variations of Greek; in either case, the point remains the same: Athenians
treated linguistic variation as meaningful and, especially in comedic contexts, could make use of
it as a tool of characterization. For example, when the Skythian archer in Thesmophoriazousai
(1005) speaks Greek in noticeably non-native forms, or when the Triballian god in the Birds
(1678-9) and Yevdaptdbog the Persian in Acharnians (100-105) utter stylized “broken” or

unintelligible speech, Aristophanes takes for granted his audience’s knowledge of linguistic and
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dialectal difference, even if that difference is a comic construction rather than a record of the

non-Greek languages in question.>?

Aristophanes’ representation of non-Greek speech is not always indicative of a linguistic
reality. Yet his comedic works remain historically valuable precisely because they capture
Athenian attitudes toward non-native speech, be it non-Greek or other dialects of Greek. As
Andreas Willi notes, “since [foreign-talk passages] reflect the sociocultural attitude of native
speakers towards non-native speakers, such passages should be taken into account in discussions
of identity and ‘otherness’.”*¢ Although writing centuries after Aristophanes, Strabo articulates a
similar logic when discussing barbarophonoi (14.2.28), as he treats “barbarian-like speech” not
only as the use of a wholly foreign tongue, but also as Greek spoken in a recognizably non-native
way.’” Linguistic ‘otherness’ could therefore be heard and interpreted even when Greek itself

was the medium.

If Athenian sources show how linguistic difference might be heard and thereafter
assessed by a predominantly Athenian audience, the evidence that follows also allows us to
consider how non-Greeks responded to these linguistic expectations. To explore this dynamic, I
will present six case studies featuring seven non-Greeks from Classical Athens. These

individuals demonstrated diverse linguistic approaches, including bilingualism and dialectal

35 For a discussion on Aristophanic use of non-Greek speech see Andreas Willi, The Languages of Aristophanes:
Aspects of Linguistic Variation in Classical Attic Greek (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003).

36 Willi, 2003, 230.

37 <ghn 88 Tig &v Th Huetépa SaAéKTE Avepdvn koxooTopio kai oiov PapPapoctopia, €1 Ti¢ EANVIoV pn
katophoin, dAL” oVt Aéyot Td OvopaTo OG ol BapPapot ol eicaydpevot €ig TOV EAANVIGHOV 0DK ioyboVTES

APTIGTOUETV, G 003 NUETS €V Taig EKElvov dloAEKTOIC.”
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choice. By analyzing the inscriptions and naming practices of these non-Greeks, we will see how
language operated as a tool of both integration and differentiation, revealing the complex ways in
which migrants positioned themselves within the cultural and linguistic framework of Classical
Athenian society. The first step, however, is to clarify what “linguistic proficiency” can mean in

a world where speech is largely unrecoverable and writing survives unevenly.

1.2 Measuring Linguistic Proficiency through Writing

Before we turn to the linguistic landscape of Athens, it is important to first address
broader linguistic matters relevant to this study, namely the concept of language proficiency and
distinctions between written and oral communication. This is imperative since the more
proficient a migrant was in expressing themselves in a given language, the better they would be
at integrating themselves within the local framework. Unlike modern sociolinguistic studies,
which often have ample data on migrants’ proficiency in both spoken and written languages, the
present work cannot offer similar comprehensive analyses. This limitation arises from the nature
of our surviving evidence, which, as will be demonstrated, is overwhelmingly epigraphic and

thus centered exclusively on written language.

Provided these constraints, broader questions, such as the overall linguistic proficiency
among non-Greeks, or whether oral fluency translated into written competence, remain largely
unanswerable. Yet, while our evidence often restricts us from making sweeping generalizations
about linguistic proficiency among non-Greeks, the individual case studies at hand still provide
valuable insights into their linguistic choices. These choices, preserved within their selected

medium of language expression, reflect their respective linguistic proficiencies, albeit in a
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limited context. As such, it is worthwhile to briefly consider migrant proficiency in non-native

languages, and how we may be able to measure it in written documents.

What is linguistic proficiency? “Proficiency in the language of the receiving country is
one of the most important preconditions for the successful integration of immigrants in various
aspects of life.”*® But what does it mean to be proficient in a language, and how precisely can
one assess it, notably in an ancient setting that is lacking in sources? According to the most
recent guidelines of the American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL),
proficiency is defined as “the ability to use language to accomplish communication objectives.”*
Some modern empirical studies look to rigorous standardized language tests in order to gauge
levels of language acquisition and proficiency.*’ Others might assess proficiency based on a
tandem of standardized tests, self-assessments made by migrants, and/or general censuses on
spoken languages at home.*! Regardless of the method of assessment, it is evident that not every

migrant is as proficient as the next, nor is it a given that they altogether speak any more or less

than a few words of greeting in a tongue beyond their native speech.*> Moreover, there are

38 Jorg Dollmann, Robert Rudolph, and Meenakshi Parameshwaran, “Ethnic Differences in Language Skills: How
Individual and Family Characteristics Aid and Prohibit the Linguistic Integration of Children of Immigrants,” in
Proceedings of the British Academy: Growing up in Diverse Societies, ed. Frank Kalter et al., Proceedings of the
British Academy 215 (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2018), 219.

39 This is laid out in the most recent guidelines (4CTFL Proficiency Guidelines 2024, 4).
40 For instance, Dollmann, Rudolph and Parameshwaran (2018, 225-235) analyze the data from standardized
language tests in England, Germany, the Netherlands, and Sweden to determine the variation of language skills

between immigrant groups from varying generational status and age groups.

41 Cf. “Sociocultural Dimensions of Immigrant Integration,” in The Integration of Immigrants into American Society,
eds. Mary C. Waters and Marisa Gerstein Pineau (Washington, DC: National Academies Press, 2015), 303-44.

4 For example, according to a recent study by Michelangelo Landgrave which analyzes English language

acquisition rates by migrants in the Unites States over a period of 100 years (“Immigrants Learn English:
Immigrants’ Language Acquisition Rates by Country of Origin and Demographics since 1900,” Immigration
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degrees to linguistic proficiency that one must consider, ranging from a rudimentary to native
understanding of a given language.* Language proficiency is therefore a multifaceted

phenomenon that encompasses varying levels of fluency in both spoken and written forms.

In an ideal analytical setting, one can gauge proficiency by analyzing the levels of oral
and/or written communication of a migrant, or group of migrants. In the present study however,
we are not privy to any census on the linguistic capabilities of non-Greeks, as Classical Athens
was uninterested in testing their own citizen population’s grasp of the standard Attic, let alone
that of its resident foreign body. Nevertheless, while we lack direct testimony of spoken
interactions, the epigraphic corpus of non-Greeks, especially the epitaphs therein, provides

valuable insight into the linguistic abilities of either their subject, or the stone inscriber.**

For one, we are able to analyze the accuracy—or correctness—and relative complexity of
the language(s) used on the stone. Orthography and letter-forms, in particular, are shaped by
epigraphic convention and by the post-403/2 BCE adoption of the Ionic alphabet at Athens, both

of which affect how one can gauge the relative ‘correctness’ of the writing.*> Whether the

Research and Policy Brief, no.14 (2019): 1-5), it is only in recent decades that local language acquisition by
migrants has steadily increased.

43 Not all institutions or countries judge linguistic proficiency in a like manner, yet there is a general understanding
that proficiency in a language is not black or white. For instance, the CEFR (Common European Framework of
Reference for Languages) organizes proficiency along six levels (A1-C2 or basic-proficient), while the ACTFL lists
five (Novice, Intermediate, Advanced, Superior, and Distinguished).

4 As to whether an epitaph says more about the linguistic capabilities of the deceased, the commemorator, or the
stone inscriber will be handled below.

4 On the Athenian alphabet reform (metagrammatismos in the archonship of Eukleides) after 403/02 BCE and its
consequences on epigraphic convention (letterforms and orthographic standardization), see Threatte’s Grammar of
Attic Inscriptions (vol. 1-2). See also Armand J. D’ Angour (“Archinus, Eucleides and the Reform of the Athenian
Alphabet,” Bulletin - Institute of Classical Studies 43, no. 1 (1999): 109-30).
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inscription adheres to Attic Greek grammar, syntax, and the stylistic norms of the local habit
would suggest a high degree of proficiency in written language. Conversely, any deviations from
the epigraphic norm (i.e. expected orthography, formulae, and the layout of public and funerary
inscriptions),*® such as uncommon (or outright unusual) spelling or grammatical choices, might
reflect either a lack of proficiency or an intentional linguistic choice indicative of the individual’s

nuanced perspective or deliberate distancing from local language conventions.

The existence of bilingual inscriptions provides further opportunities to gauge linguistic
proficiency. In these cases, we can note the given migrant’s proficiency in adapting their native
language, ranging from personal names to formulaic epitaphic sentences, into something that
would be more familiar to a local audience. Alternatively, whenever elements of native
languages are preserved, bilingual inscriptions also reflect the non-Greek migrant’s
unwillingness, or inability, to integrate into the local linguistic milieu. Ultimately, the non-Greek
migrant is often unique in the local Athenian landscape in possessing the ability to code-switch
between languages depending on certain societal and environmental pressures.*’ Matters such as
the migrant’s identity, surrounding context, and intentions are all crucial aspects that play a role

in their choice in language.*®

46 T will provide examples of the epigraphic norms (especially in the formulae of epitaphs) in Classical Athens in the
case studies below.

47 Speakers of non-Attic varieties of Greek equally code-switch, though such would be more akin to modern shifts in
regional dialect or accent. A recent study by Neil W. Kirk et al. (“Can monolinguals be like bilinguals? Evidence
from dialect switching,” Cognition 170 (2018): 164-78) reveals that while dialectal switching, like language
switching, is socially and situationally conditioned, more studies are needed to equate the two.

4 Cf. Joel Walters, Bilingualism: The Sociopragmatic-Psycholinguistic Interface (Mahwah, NJ:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, 2005), 98-103.
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Nearly all modern sociolinguists and language historians acknowledge the close
relationship between written and oral language without assuming a simple one-to-one
equivalence.*” While interconnected, both forms of communication differ fundamentally with
respect to their structure, purpose, and context. According to linguist Wallace Chafe, “language
in its written form can be collected, stored, examined, manipulated, and analyzed in ways that
were until very recently impossible for spoken language.”*® On the one hand, oral language is
fleeting by nature and is the direct medium by which one or more individuals communicate with
another. By contrast, written language is more carefully structured and is relatively permanent.
Both are not mutually exclusive, however. For example, the student of Latin and Attic Greek
might effortlessly compose both prose and poetry in the Classical languages but be otherwise
unable to speak them in even the most colloquial settings. Similarly, low literacy rates in a given
language do not preclude population groups from being able to speak the language in question

without difficulty.

It is therefore important to emphasize that oral and written language are two
complementary dimensions of communication, each shaped by their own constraints and
interpretive possibilities. Yet, for Classical Athens, only written language can be assessed with
certainty through the surviving record. To that point, we have little to no means of reliably

reconstructing the specific qualities, nuances, or proficiency of spoken language among non-

4 For an historical overview on the matter see Wallace Chafe and Deborah Tannen, “The Relation between Written
and Spoken Language,” Annual Review of Anthropology 16, (1987): 383-407.

50 Ibid, 383.
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Greeks.’! What we can do, however, is analyze the written forms of expression they left behind
as carefully constructed artifacts that reflect both deliberate linguistic choices and performances.
The latter is crucial to keep in mind, as epigraphic texts are often not direct reflections of reality,
but are a layered product of the people who either commissioned or produced them, and thus
heavily mediated by external factors often beyond a modern reader’s grasp. Nevertheless, the
constructed nature of these texts is what makes them so valuable: they force the reader to shift

focus from authentic everyday speech to intentional and external performances of identity.

From the perspective of various literate civilizations, including the Athenian world the
migrants in this study inhabited, written language, especially in its non-perishable form, was
more than a conversational tool: it was the instrument through which laws were disseminated and
legally bound, and, crucially for this study, functioned as a medium of cultural memory, social
identity, and ideological representation. But, as Ramsay MacMullen put forward in his seminal
article on the so-called ‘epigraphic habit’ in the Roman Empire, “people who could write did so
often or seldom according to motives so far unclear.”>? The Greek world of the fifth and fourth
centuries BCE was one such time and place wherein the epigraphic habit took off for the many
inhabitants of the poleis therein, Greek and non-Greek alike. Inscriptions thus offer invaluable
insights, not necessarily into the everyday speech of migrants, but into how they consciously

chose to present themselves linguistically within Athenian society.

3! Athenian comedy may provide some insight through the marked language of its non-Athenian and non-Greek
characters, but the extent to which these are exaggerations (they certainly are to some degree) cannot be known; cf.
Stephen Colvin, “The Language of non-Athenians in Old Comedy,” in The Rivals of Aristophanes: Studies in
Athenian Old Comedy, eds. David Harvey and John Wilkins, (London: Duckworth and the Classical Press of Wales,
2002), 285-98.

52 Ramsay MacMullen, “The Epigraphic Habit in the Roman Empire,” The American Journal of Philology 103, no.
3 (1982): 233.
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The performative aspect of written language is especially visible in funerary contexts. As

Michael Wolfe notes in the preamble to his compilation of mostly ancient epigrams,’* «

reading
good Greek epitaphs, we learn a little something of Greek life. They show us, not merely how
people died, but how they lived and what they cared about.” While Wolfe’s work is antithetically
preoccupied with the poetic tradition of funerary documents, his words nevertheless hold true for
epitaphs as a whole. As the ultimate testament of the deceased, epitaphs truly represent the
undying words of the dying, that which they wished those who followed to remember them by.
They are intentionally crafted messages shaped by audience/community expectation and cultural
traditions (both local and ancestral). In a recent sociolinguistic study on modern tombstones
across Europe and eastern Asia, authors Streiter, Voltmer and Goudin aptly describe this
phenomenon: “[w]hen the trivia of life don't matter anymore and the culets of life are swept
together in a few strokes in marble, the tomb is frequently the only agent and the only trace in a
battle between conflicting identities, social relations, conceptual systems, mythologies and

religions.”>*

In light of these aspects, the epitaphs to be examined in this study should not be read
simply as evidence of linguistic proficiency or everyday speech. Instead, they must be viewed as
deliberate textual performances through which non-Greek residents of Athens strategically

negotiated their identities and relationships within Athenian society at large. This interpretive

33 Jeffrey Wolfe, Cut these words into my stone, (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 2013), 4.

3 QOliver Streiter, Leonhard Voltmer, and Yoann Goudin, “From Tombstones to Corpora: TSML for Research on
Language, Culture, Identity and Gender Differences,” in Proceedings of the 2first Pacific Asia conference on
language, information and computation (PACLIC), (Seoul: The Korean Society for Language and Information,
2007), 450.
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framework sets the stage for the case studies that follow thereby revealing the intricate ways in

which written language served as a tool for social and cultural positioning.

1.3 Preliminary Remarks on the Linguistic (Epigraphic) Landscape in Athens
According to Pseudo-Xenophon (Const. Ath. 2.8), Athens was unique among Greek cities

in that it was home to every language (pwvn), way of life (diouta), and manner of dress (oyfjpa).
Athenians, if the Old Oligarch is to be believed, saw no issue in including these external loans-
language in particular—into their day-to-day koine, even if they came from so-called barbaroi
(ABnvaiot 8¢ kexpapévn €€ andvtov Tdv EAMvov kol BapBapwv; Const. Ath. 2.8). And yet,
some, such as the non-Greek (and former slave) Phormion, were insulted for their foreign accent:
Apollodoros says that his father’s former slave is a coloucog, for which reason it ought to be
blatantly obvious that he is a BépPapog (Dem. 45.30).%° This passage is especially ironic since
Apollodoros’ own father, Pasion, was also a former slave of likely non-Greek origins.>¢
Apollodoros is not without biases of his own either, as he is attempting to sway the local
Athenian citizenry to his cause by denigrating his ‘barbarian’ counterpart in whatever way he
can; yet both the court case involving Phormion and the excerpt from the Constitution of the

Athenians speak to the diverse attitudes that existed in Athens towards linguistic conformity.

Due to the apparently ambivalent disposition towards foreign languages among

Athenians, in addition to the presence of a significant living population of non-Greek residents in

35 J. E. Sandys, Select Private Orations of Demosthenes (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1874-75), 73,
states that the term “is a word of narrower meaning than BdpBapoc and is applied mainly to faults of pronunciation
or mistakes in Grammar, especially Syntax, due to foreign extraction.” Phormio’s speech impediment is equally
referred to in Dem. 36.1 (“tiv pév anepioy Tod Aéysw [...] avtol mhvteg 6pdt’, & dvdpeg Adnvaior”).

56 Trevett believes that “there is no reason to think that Pasion was any more at home with the language” than
Phormion (4pollodoros the Son of Pasion, 125, n.8).
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Athens, we might have expected an abundance of examples of non-Greek languages in varying
contexts throughout the city. One might look for Anatolian languages among migrants from
Lykia, Karia, or Phrygia, or for Aramaic, which served as the standardized /ingua franca of the
Achaimenid east. Such expectations are not unreasonable in principle if we consider the
epigraphic landscape of some of the migrants’ home regions. Karians, for instance, were known
to have taken part in the epigraphic tradition in various locations outside of Karia from as early
as the seventh century BCE: the oldest, a seventh century Karian inscription on a statue base of
Isis from Egypt (Saqqara), is one of many Karian dedications, epitaphs, and graffiti, both
bilingual and unilingual, left by mercenaries and traders at sites ranging from the Nile to the
colonial outposts of Northern Greece.>” In Lykia too, the Xanthos trilingual decree—inscribed in
Lykian, Aramaic, and Greek and dated to 337 BCE>®>—reveals that multilingualism was part of
the local inscribed culture in at least some regions from which migrants came, and that the Greek

language was in circulation in otherwise non-Greek monumental contexts.

Admittedly, the Xanthos decree is an official state document rather than a funerary

epitaph, but it remains instructive as evidence for the broader issue at hand: outside Athens, non-

7 For an overview of the Karian language and its use both within and outside Karia, see Ignacio Adiego Lajara, The
Karian Language, (Leiden: Brill, 2007). Note also the discovery of fifth century BCE Karian graffiti from nearby
modern Thessaloniki; see Michael Tiverios, Eleni Mankidou, Despoina Tsiafakis, and Ignacio J. Adiego. “Two
Karian Inscriptions from Karabournaki/Thessaloniki, Greece*,” in Stephanephoros: de l'économie antique a l'Asie
Mineure: hommages a Raymond Descat, eds. Koray Konuk, and Raymond Descat, (Pessac: Ausonius, 2012) 195-
202.

38 The so-called Letoon inscription is a decree which mentions the foundation of the new cult of Basileus Kaunios
and Arkesimas by the Xanthians and the so-called Perioikoi, in addition to the naming of this cult’s new priest
Simias (G.9-10; L.4) during the satrapal reign of Pixodaros. Although the decree contains irregularities in its Greek
portion (SEG 27.942), the point remains that multilingual display on stone was possible in at least some migrants’
homelands. Metzger, alongside Laroche and Dupont-Summer put forth the first edition of the inscription in 1974 in
the Comptes Rendus de I’Academie des inscriptions, with each of three focusing on a single language. See also
Bryce, Trevor R, and Jan Zahle (The Lycians: A Study of Lycian History and Civilisation to Conquest of Alexander
the Great, 1986).
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Greek communities could and did participate in acts of epigraphic display, sometimes in Greek,
sometimes in their own language, and sometimes in both at once. And yet, based on surviving
epigraphic evidence, most non-Greeks in Athens either did not use their presumed mother tongue
in their newfound setting, or were quite selective in its use. Out of the 113 non-Greeks in the
register whose ethnicity is known, only 22 seem to have used a language other than Greek. This
does not mean that the remaining 91 non-Greeks were compelled to use Attic upon their arrival
in Athens, or that they had forgotten the language of their homeland. Rather, it points to complex
factors that shaped language use in migratory contexts, including the audience of the medium,

the communicative desire of the deceased, as well as their literacy.

At the same time, expectations about what we ‘should’ find in Athens must be tempered
both by the kinds of writing that happen to survive there, and by the epigraphic footprint of the
languages in question. The Athenian record is dominated by monumental texts meant for public
display, whereas many everyday forms of writing (accounts, letters, etc.), which would have
appeared on perishable materials, are far less likely to have been preserved. If non-Greek
scripts/languages circulated in more informal settings, then the chances of their recovery would
be slim. The relative ‘silence’ of non-Greek languages in the surviving record may therefore also
reflect a filter of genre and material survival rather than a total absence of those tongues from the
city. Yet, the loss of possible informal writing only makes the linguistic conformity of the
surviving stone monuments of non-Greeks more conspicuous insofar as it suggests that when
migrants did choose to write for the public eye, they purposefully, and more commonly, deviated

from their native scripts.
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This widespread deferral to a single linguistic standard was driven largely by the prestige
of Attic Greek. It was the language of the citizenry, of civic decrees, legal documents, and of
commerce. By inscribing in proper Attic, a non-Greek migrant would be making use of its local
authority and prestige.>® By borrowing this authority, they would, in turn, make themselves
legible within the Athenian civic and commemorative landscape. At the same time, other
linguistic registers could also carry status depending on the audience in question. Dialects such
as Doric, for instance, might convey wider Hellenic cultural capital, as would the use of a poetic
register. This is particularly evident in carmina epigraphica where the influence of the poetic
tradition gives the epitaph a more elevated and culturally prestigious tone. Even among
Athenians, this was a suitable method of marking status and shaping memory.®® For non-Greeks,

such a metrical register might have served as an equally powerful tool.

Meanwhile, bilingual inscriptions could, in some cases, have held value among non-
Greeks who willingly negotiated between local customs and ancestral allegiance (insofar as
language retention was suggestive of heightened pride). It is important to state, however, that
bilingual display in Athens was not a uniform phenomenon. Save for a handful of exceptions, ¢! it

is tied to particular communities, notably Phoenicians, and is predominantly employed in

59 In sociolinguistics, language prestige refers to the social value attached to a specific language or dialect within a
given context; cf. Pierre Bourdieu, Ce que parler veut dire: I’économie des échanges linguistiques (Paris: Fayard,
1982), 25-58.

0 For examples of carmina epigraphica, see Peter Allan Hansen, Carmina Epigraphica Graeca Saeculorum VIII-V
a. Chr. n. (Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1983). See /G I* 1503 (dated to the mid-fifth century BCE) where a deceased
Athenian (Antistates) is honoured via an elegiac couplet in Aigina.

61 T include within this chapter all non-Phoenician examples of non-Greek use in fifth-fourth century Athens. The
earliest known use of a non-Greek language in Athens however, is a bilingual Karian-Attic epitaph from the
Peiraieus (/G I® 1344) which has a place in my register but is absent from this work due to a possible late Archaic
(525-500 BCE) dating. See Ignacio J. Adiego, The Carian Language (Leiden: Brill, 2007).
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funerary and cultic contexts. Even when bilingualism is attested, the relationship between the
Greek and non-Greek script is dependent on the cultural identity of the migrant (or migrant
group) in question. As will be seen, in many Phoenician-Greek bilingual inscriptions, the two
languages achieve a nearly perfect symmetry: in these cases, the inscription provides a faithful
word-for-word equivalent of all names, patronymics, and ethnika present. In other contexts,
however, the Greek portion serves as the more public-facing component which is addressed to
the Greek-speaking passersby, while the non-Greek script functions more selectively by
emphasizing a lengthier marker of ancestry, one’s ties to the community, and/or an affiliation

with the homeland.5?

These examples suggest that non-Greek migrants were not just adopting Greek out of
necessity but were making strategic choices about how to be seen, by whom, and in what
linguistic register. The funerary epitaph is thus an especially revealing medium as it offered
those who otherwise lacked formal civic membership a rare opportunity to construct and project
their own identity in a permanent and publicly visible form. If epitaphs are the most linguistically
revealing medium available to us, then it is imperative that we understand both who used them
and under what conditions. My wider register of non-Greeks with a tentative ethnicity ascribed
to them contains a total of 103 individuals who are known via epitaphs. Of these 103 non-

Greeks, a little under half (51) has a clear ethnikon through which we can confidently attribute to

62 For an in-depth discussion on bilingualism in its ancient context, see Dylan James (“Bilingualism and Greek
identity in the fifth century b.c.e.” Classical Quarterly 74, no. 1 (2024): 32-49).
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them an ethnic background. Notably, the 17 non-Greeks who included their ancestral script upon

their epitaphs are found among these 51 entries in the register.®’

This concentration is not coincidental. These 17 non-Greeks appear to have been willing
migrants, not enslaved persons or manumitted slaves.®* This suggests that status played a critical
role in shaping opportunities for linguistic self-expression. Moreover, the inclusion (or
exclusion) of a non-Greek language on one’s epitaph reflects a choice made by the one who
commissioned the work and not necessarily the deceased. Slaves, in particular, may more often
have been commemorated by their Greek-speaking masters.® For these reasons, all individuals
who have been selected for this chapter’s case studies were likely freeborn migrants, as they are

most likely to represent voluntary linguistic representation.

Non-native script, when included on an epitaph, was commonly accompanied by a Greek
text. The choice of what to express in one’s native language versus Greek is of tremendous
interest. Due to the widespread intelligibility and the prestige of Attic Greek, and the
fragmentary nature of many migrant communities, most non-Greeks appear to have adopted

Attic as their primary epitaphic register. A few subgroups, such as the local population of

%3 21 non-Greeks appear in epigraphic contexts where a non-Greek language is used. Of these 21, 17 are named in
epitaphs. These numbers include both dedicators, dedicands, and the father’s of either of the two when it can be
plausibly established that they too likely spent some time in Athens.

% This is based on the presence of ethnika and patronymics in most of the cases analyzed. A case can be made for a
servile background (ie. Freedman status) for Pais (13), Herakleidas (38), and Atotas (42) however.

%5 This assumes that certain slaves were fluent in their ancestral tongue. It is worth noting that there are no surviving
epitaphs among slaves that include a non-Greek script.
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Phoenician migrants, embraced a unique bilingualism that was mostly absent among other ethnic

groups.

In addition to script and dialect, personal names were equally meaningful elements of
self-representation within the epitaphic habit of non-Greeks in Classical Athens. While they
primarily served as markers of identification, names are also markers of cultural affiliation. As

the sociolinguist Laurel Mackenzie states,®

our names are very similar to our native language
and dialect, which we acquire at an early age from our parents and peers, which bear hallmarks
of our regional, ethnic, and class background, and which we can change only with difficulty.”
Interestingly, some non-Greeks adopted Hellenized versions of their names, while others
preserved distinctly foreign ones, albeit still presented in a Greek script. In several cases
however, migrants employed a combination of both renderings of their names. Much like the

epitaphs, these onomastic choices, be it their own or that of their parents, reveal how identity was

conveyed down to the smallest linguistic unit.

1.4. Non-Greek Voices in Athens: Case Studies

To showcase the range of linguistic variety in the non-Greek epitaphic habit, I have
selected seven non-Greeks, whose respective epitaphs will serve as the basis of six case studies.
Some embraced their native language alongside Greek, while others solely used various dialects
of Greek. Yet the interest in these case studies is not strictly linguistic. Rather, each highlights
the way in which a non-Greek migrant might have engaged with the local epigraphic habit, be it
via their particular register, style, script, or onomastics. Whether they fully Atticized, employed a

form of bilingualism which included an ancestral tongue, or included a non-local Greek dialect,

% Jan Mackenzie, “What’s in a name? Teaching linguistics using onomastic data,” Language 94, no. 4 (2018): 300.
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these epitaphs shed light on the varied ways in which non-Greeks navigated their social
visibility, sense of belonging within the community at large as well as within their own migrant

networks, and cultural ties.

By means of these case studies, I will demonstrate that linguistic integration in Classical
Athens was not a binary process, but a spectrum that was shaped by ethnic origin, social status,
and a migrant’s access to communal networks. In line with the above discussions concerning
language proficiency, performance, and the symbolic value of epigraphy, the performative and
symbolic nature of these epitaphs, which are expressions of agency and the authoritative choice
of the deceased, will equally be at the foreground throughout the case studies. After all, language
was, as it still is today, a mighty tool of communication and self-expression. As such, the literary
style and contents of a non-Greek’s epitaph, inasmuch as the retention of a non-Greek’s
linguistic heritage and naming conventions, are important to our broader understanding of how
non-Greeks conceived of language in fifth-fourth century BCE Athens as not merely a practical

tool, but as a means of belonging, visibility, and identity.

Anunftprog the Sidonian (69)%7
The epitaph of the Sidonian Demetrios (69; SEG 51:284) from the Peiraieus possesses

many parallels with other funerary inscriptions from fourth century BCE Athens, especially

those of the city’s population of migrants:

1 Anpntproc Anuntpiov
210dV10g

1 Demetrios, son of Demetrios,

7 The individuals mentioned in the case studies can all be found in the register under the same numbers provided
here (Appendix I).

41



Sidonian®®

Dated to the mid-fourth century BCE by Melpo Pologiorgi on the basis of letterforms, %
SEG 51:284 features the name of the deceased at the upper portion of the stele in the nominative
case, alongside his patronymic and ethnikon. These three features were standard among fourth
century epitaphs of Athenian resident aliens, whose funerary monuments only differed

marginally from those of the citizenry.”®

Take, for example, the early-fourth century BCE epitaph of the Athenian citizen
Phaidrias (/G II* 7192) and the mid-fourth century BCE epitaph of the Naxian Ariston (/G II?
9981). Much like SEG 51:284, the epitaphs of Phaidrias and Ariston were both found in the
Peiraieus and contain the names of the deceased in the nominative case, as well as their
respective patronymics. In fact, the only difference between the three is the presence of a
demotic (ITeipaedc) in place of an ethnikon in Phaidrias’ epitaph. As resident aliens, Demetrios
and Ariston did not have a demotic affiliation of the sort that the citizenry did.”! Instead, resident
aliens, at least those of the fourth century BCE, still maintained a close connection with their
mother state via their ethnika. At face value then, Demetrios’ epitaph does not stray from the

stylistic norm of the broader Athenian epigraphic habit of the fourth century BCE.

%8 Unless otherwise noted, translations of the Greek are my own.

% Melpo Pologiorgi, “Tlopotnpicelc Yo TV EXOVETEEEPYOTIOL KOl TV EMOVOYPNUCILOTOMOT ATTIKOV EmTOUBimV
omAav,” Arch.D. 54 (1999). Pologiorgi does not, however, elaborate further on the dating of the inscription: “H
avOeP®T SIOKOGUNOT TNG EMIGTEYNG VITOSEIKVVEL TNV TAPOY®YN TNG GTNANG OTIS 0pyES TOL 4°° aidva m.X., EVO M
EMLYPAPT OO TN LOPPT TOV YPUUUATOV XpOVoAoYEiTOL LET Ta, pésa Tov 4°° aidva Tt.X.,” (174-175).

70 For a succinct overview of patterns and the temporal range of Athenian epitaphs, see Elizabeth A. Meyer,
“Epitaphs and Citizenship in Classical Athens,” JHS (1993): 99-121.

" While a resident alien could legally dwell in a deme, scholarly consensus posits that he/she did not possess a
demotikon like citizens did (Whitehead, 1977, 72-75).
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SEG 51:284 is thus a relatively standard epitaph with respect to what was prevalent in
Athens at that time. Yet, Demetrios’ epitaph stands out among other Phoenician funerary
monuments insofar as it was written entirely in Attic Greek. Of the 24 Phoenicians attested on
Athenian funerary monuments of the fifth-fourth centuries BCE (whether as deceased or as other
named person on the inscription), 14 appear on inscriptions that include the Phoenician script.”?
While Demetrios was by no means the only Phoenician to solely use Greek in his epitaph, he is

however the only one to have demonstrably rejected Phoenician in favor of Attic Greek.

Perhaps significantly, in her editio princeps of SEG 51:284, Pologiorgi remarks that the
stele had been previously used as an epitaph by another deceased Phoenician 50 years prior.”
According to her analysis, Demetrios, or whoever commissioned SEG 51:284, purposely erased
the inscription of the previous deceased Phoenician, parts of whose fragmentary name in the
Phoenician script remain at the bottom right side of the stone. Denise Demetriou suggests that
Demetrios, as well as other Sidonians in Athens, employed such tactics in order to take
advantage of the limited funerary land allotments bestowed to collectives of deceased foreigners
via state grants of land ownership (enktesis).”* Such an explanation of Demetrios’ actions would

be convincing if not for the nearly complete erasure of his predecessor’s name. As Pologiorgi

72 This includes Phoenicians in my broader register. Citizens of Tyre are the only Phoenicians who are not
represented among epitaphs. Certain Sidonians, Kitians, and Ashkelonites make use of the Phoenician script in
Athens. Although not an epitaph CIS 1.118 features 3 Phoenicians (possibly Carthaginians) of Athens employing the
Phoenician script.

73 The dating is based on decorations on the stele more so than the Phoenician script, of which practically nothing
remains (Pologiorgi, 1999, 174).

74 Demetriou (Phoenicians Among Others, 2023, 33).

43



states, one would expect that had Demetrios and the previous deceased Phoenician been closely
tied by familial or communal bonds, that the former would not have erased the latter’s name, but
rather included his own alongside it.”® By this act of erasure, the author of SEG 51:284 actively
rejects both the Phoenician language, and any affiliation with the previous deceased, Phoenician

though he may have been.

What then is the full picture that SEG 51:284 presents concerning the deceased non-
Greek called Demetrios? A conscious effort was seemingly made to showcase him as an
Atticized foreigner, or at least as a non-Greek who wished to be viewed as no different than the
majority of Athenian residents who lived in his time. Demetrios privileged the Greek language
over his native Phoenician and chose to be represented by a patronymic and ethnikon in a like
manner to his Greek alien and citizen contemporaries.’® Through both terms, he is framed as a

freeborn resident with clear civic ties, even if those ties were to a non-Greek city.

Although he seemingly rejected the Phoenician language, he is still called a Sidonian and
is therefore not entirely disjoined from his ethnic background. The ethnikon may have provided
Demetrios with a firmer association with the local Sidonian community which was the second
largest among the wider Phoenician population in fifth-fourth century Athens.”” On the other

hand, we cannot say for certain whether his ethnikon was included out of ethnic pride or as a

75 This is the case in another epitaph from Athens (/G 11> 10036) wherein two seemingly nonconnected foreign
residents of Athens appear one after the other on the stone.

76 A non-Greek’s use of their ethnikon can be equated to an Athenian citizen’s use of their demotic.
77 There are 11 Sidonians in my register, in addition to a community-controlled cult of Baal-Sidon in the Peiraieus

(to be discussed in Chapter 3 below). Only the Kitian community possessed greater numbers in Athens based on my
register.
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byproduct of the epigraphic habit of the fourth century BCE. After all, as a metic, Demetrios

would have maintained legal ties to his mother city, unless Athens bestowed upon him a grant of
citizenship.”® A state grant of isoteleia could have led Demetrios to drop his ethnikon in favor of
a newfound economic status.”® As Demetrios was evidently neither an icoteAfig, nor an Athenian

citizen, his only formal civic affiliation may have been to his ancestral home of Sidon.

Alternatively, it is possible that Demetrios was born and raised in Athens, in which case
his ethnikon was merely a carryover from an ancestor who settled some time earlier. His father
was also called Demetrios, a relatively common name among Phoenicians living outside of
Phoenicia,® but a Greek name nonetheless. It was not rare for Phoenicians dwelling in Athens,
especially Sidonians, to either Hellenize their names, or adopt Greek ones. In many of these
instances however, epitaphic evidence reveals that a deceased Phoenician might have also
maintained a Phoenician name attested only via the portion of their epitaph written in Phoenician
script. Such was the case of a certain Sidonian called Artemidoros (74), son of Heliodoros (75),
whose epitaph (/G 11> 10270) reveals a Phoenician name for both himself and his father.

1 ApTepidmpog

‘HAodmpov

210MV10G,.

msbt skr bhym [ ‘bdint bn
5 ‘bdsms hsdny
1 Artemidoros

8 For extant Athenian decrees granting citizenship see Osborne (Naturalization in Athens, 1982).

79 Some metics received an exemption from the metoikion tax (icotéAeia)) and were thereupon only liable to pay the
taxes that citizens were subject to, thus becoming known as icote)leic. Note in the fourth century Athenian epitaph
(IG 112 7865) wherein the deceased Dromon is only called icoteiric. While we do not know his city of origin, nor his
patronymic, we are sure of his metic status because of this exemption. Either his status was more important to him
than his place of origin, or he may have been a slave, and therefore bereft of a legal motherland.

8 Demetriou (2023, 27-9).
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Son of Heliodoros,

Sidonian

This grave stele [is] dedicated to the memory among the living of Abdtanit,

5 Son of Abdshamash, the Sidonian.®!

Because Demetrios’ epitaph was only written in Greek, we cannot be certain whether he,
or his father, possessed alternative Phoenician names. There is however another useful parallel
from outside of Athens: the case the Phoenician Demetrios, whose late third century BCE
epitaph from Demetrias included a bilingual Phoenician-Greek text, reveals that he too

).82 This demonstrates that a Greek name like

maintained his native Phoenician name (Abdy
Demetrios could stand alongside a native one, even if both names shared no apparent
etymological ties. Under the assumption that both the father and son in SEG 51:284 were born in
Athens, it is thus possible that they ultimately lost the ability, if not the desire, to participate in

the epigraphic habit as Phoenicians.

Although Demetrios could not claim to be an Athenian, his and his family’s possibly
longstanding presence in the city allowed for him to become fully immersed in the local
linguistic customs, as evidenced by his Attic epitaph. Assuming that he dwelled in the Peiraieus,
where his epitaph was found, Demetrios would have lived among a sizeable community of
Sidonians and other Phoenicians in the vicinity.®® This meant that the potentially Athenian-born
Demetrios would have been well aware of the many bilingual Phoenician epitaphs, including

potentially the inscription erased on his account.

81 T provide Demetriou’s translation (/bid., 31, n.45).
82 Ibid., 31.

83 Most Phoenicians whose deme was known lived in the Peiraieus.
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Ultimately, just as the choice of the deceased or his family to include a non-Greek
ethnikon was marked, so too may the omission have been. Demetrios was undoubtedly a
Sidonian by name and descent. However, Demetrios’ memorial stele presents him as a
Hellenized Phoenician. In truth, were it not for the presence of his ethnikon, Demetrios could
easily have passed for a local Greek dwelling in the Peiraieus. Demetrios therefore exemplifies
the deliberate choice of linguistic assimilation: by entirely adopting Attic Greek and overwriting
his native Phoenician, he utilized language to blur the ethnic divide, thereby signalling his
preference for a more complete linguistic and cultural integration within the Athenian setting

than others within this study.

ITodg of Naukratis (13)

While Egyptians were among the most common non-Greeks who dwelled in Athens, 3
most notably among the likely freeborn population, we only know of eight instances between the
fifth and fourth centuries BCE wherein they are mentioned on epitaphs.®® One reason for this
phenomenon, it has been suggested,®® is that Egyptians generally disapproved of burials outside
of Egypt. Those few who did not arrange to have their bodies returned to Egypt may have grown
attached to Athens and viewed it as their new home. This would explain the relatively small

sample size of Egyptian epitaphs in Athens, as well as the prevalence of the local Attic script in

8 The greater register contains 23 Egyptians, of which 12 have ethnika. The latter number is rather high
comparative to other non-Greek ethnicities in Athens. Only Athens’ resident Phoenician and Thracian communities
contain more known members among the total non-Greek population with confirmed ethnicity.

85 Only half of which are likely freeborn Egyptians: the remaining four are tentatively listed as Egyptians on account
of the names that they were given by their masters (ie. Atyvmtio).

8 Christopher James Cooper, Egypt and the Hellenic Economy: Culture as a Non-Tariff Trade Barrier in the
Atheno-Egyptian Grain Trade, 665-204 BC (PhD diss., University of Oxford, 2021), 93.
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place of Demotic Egyptian in extant inscriptions. The few epitaphs of Egyptian residents that do
exist however still provide insight into the linguistic competencies and intentions of the deceased
non-Greeks. Of these, arguably the most significant ‘Egyptian’ epitaph is that of Pais (13; /G II?
9987), whose curious case has been plagued by inaccuracies:

1 g Now-
KpoTitng

1 Pais, Nau-

Kratite

Prior to Balbina Bibler’s pioneering work on non-Greeks in Athens,®’ scholars suggested
that Pais of Naukratis, who was first known to us via his fourth century BCE epitaph from the
Peiraieus (/G 11> 9987), was a possibly Phoenician slave from the Greek emporion of Naukratis
in the Nile Delta.®® This misrepresentation stemmed from the incorrect identification of the
Demotic Egyptian script as Phoenician in the epitaph’s editio princeps;®® because the deceased
possessed the name ‘Pais’, a word which can mean ‘child’, as well as ‘young slave’, his status as
a freeborn migrant was also in doubt. In truth, Pais was likely no slave, and his epitaph was
inscribed in a combination of Greek and Demotic Egyptian, the only known instance from

Classical Athens.”®

87 Balbina Bibler, Fleissige Thrakerinnen und wehrhafte Skythen. Nichtgriechen im klassischen Athen und ihre
archdologische Hinterlassenschaft, (Stuttgart: B.G. Teubner, 1998).

88 Even after Biibler’s work, some scholars still misrepresent Pais: cf. Bérangére Redon, “L’identité grecque de
Naucratis. Enquéte sur la fabrication de la mémoire d’une cité grecque d’Egypte aux époques hellénistique et
romaine,” REG, 2012; Graham Oliver, “Démographie des migrations et mobilité dans la Méditerranée grecque a
I’époque classique et a la haute époque hellénistique,” in Mobilités grecques. Mouvements, réseaux, contacts en
Meéditerranée, eds. Laurent Capdetrey and Julien Zurbach (Bordeaux : Ausonius, 2012), 137-56.

8 G rather tentatively suggests that the epitaph “titulus bilinguis est; supra titulum Greacum Phoenicius (?)
insculptus est.”

% Bibler (1998, 209) was the first to remark that “steht eine mdglicherweise demotische Grabinschrift.” She has

since been followed by Anna Ginesti Rosell, Epigrafia funeraria d’estrangers aatenes, segles VI-IV ac (Tarragona:
Institut Catala d’ Arqueologia Classica, 2012), 346-7.
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Much like other contemporary epitaphs, /G II* 9987 reveals the name of the deceased in
the nominative case, as well as his ethnikon, both in the local Attic script. Contrary to the
epitaphic norm practiced by most residents and citizens, /G 11> 9987 does not inform us about
Pais’ patronymic. From an Egyptian epitaphic perspective however, at least in Athens, it was
seemingly common practice to omit the patronymic of the deceased in favor of other
information. For example, the epitaph of the Egyptian Hermaios (5; /G 11> 7967) reveals the
occupation of the deceased (yvapaiiovedving/linen weaver), while a certain Saitis (8; /G II?
7968) provides her matronymic (Evn0idog) on her epitaph. Both epitaphs were solely inscribed
in Greek, and yet the information provided is anomalous enough for the foreign origin of their
donors to be suspected. /G 1I? 9987 stands out even more so than all other Athenian epitaphs of

Egyptians for its succinctness, as well as its inclusion of Demotic Egyptian.

Due to the placement of the Demotic script at the uppermost portion of the stone, just
above the Greek name of the deceased, it stands out. It would therefore appear that the inclusion
of the Demotic script, just as much as its contents, would have been important to the deceased
Pais. Much like the Greek portion, the Demotic is inscribed over two consecutive lines,
seemingly providing similar information. Regrettably, we cannot know for certain whether the
Egyptian text mimics the Greek in including the name of the deceased and/or his ethnikon as the
translation of the Demotic of /G 11> 9987 remains highly problematic due to perceived

irregularities in the wording. According to Marina Escolado-Poveda, who is currently working
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on a publication of the Demotic script alongside Sofia Tovar, it is evidently not a word for word

copy of the Greek below it.”!

If the name of the deceased is truly absent from the Demotic portion of the epitaph, then
this would represent a significant break from the epitaphic norm of all residents of Athens,
regardless of ethnic background, class, or social standing. On the other hand, since the Demotic
portion has long stumped even seasoned Demotists, the issue may lie with the inscriber’s
unfamiliarity with the Egyptian language. As Egyptians preferred to be buried in their homeland,
when possible, Classical Athenian stone masons did not often include Demotic Egyptian on
monuments. Even in the many Egyptian cults found in Athens, most notably in the Peiraieus,
there is no evidence for the use of the Egyptian script. Ultimately, it may have been difficult for
Pais, or whoever was honoring him, to find an artisan in Athens with a sufficient grasp of

Demotic Egyptian.

Who, then, was Pais of Naukratis and what does his epitaph reveal about his linguistic
inclinations? Based on the bilingual nature of the inscription, Pais desired to present himself as
an Atticized Egyptian who maintained close ties to his ancestral homeland. Although the
Demotic may be as of yet incomprehensible to Demotists, its mere inclusion was surely
indicative of a desire to signal the deceased’s Egyptian identity. His name, although long

mislabeled as Greek, is in fact a well attested Egyptian name which probably holds the meaning

1T am thankful to Professor Escolano-Poveda for providing an update on the state of the text’s translation. It is
notable that when presented in front of a panel of Demotists, no translations were suggested for the highly
problematic text.
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of “he who follows/serves Isis.”®> However, it is hard to imagine that many who either called out
his name, or merely heard it in passing did not equally consider the negative connotations which

it evoked among locals.

Whether his name ever caused him any disservice is uncertain, but if the term “naic” was
truly as common as the Athenian comic playwrights made it out to be, then we might expect Pais
to have faced the occasional mockery or curious stares from nearby Greeks.” That Pais
maintained his name throughout such possible outcomes, as evidenced by its presence on his
epitaph in Greek no less, speaks volumes of his sense of pride in his native language. As will be
seen in the following case study, non-Greek migrants often adopted alternative Greek names if
their native ones were incompatible with the local dialect. By choosing to not change his name
and to thereby possibly subject himself to verbal teasing, Pais thus displays great respect for his

Egyptian heritage.

Pais was moreover a proud Naukratite who opted to foreground his affiliation to the
Greek emporion on the Nile Delta rather than associate himself with his ethnikon, as most other
deceased Egyptians who lived in Classical Athens did.”* While Pais’ Egyptian heritage is

undoubtable, his identification as a Naukratite indicates that he was primarily embedded in the

%2 Ginesti Rosell, 2012, 347 n.617, notes multiple variations of the name attested throughout the Mediterranean.

93 See Mark Golden, “Pais, “Child” and “Slave™”, L Antiquité Classique 54 (1985), who delves into the origins of
the term as both a derogatory term and the common word for child.

% Note that both Hermaios (/G 11> 7967) and Saitis (G 11> 7968) are called Aiydntiot in their respective epitaphs.
All other Egyptians known via the literary tradition are equally called by their ethnikon, for which reason we are
generally unaware of the city from which they hailed. Hermaios is the sole exception to the rule since he is also
noted as being &y OnPadv as well.
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social world of the Greek-speaking settlement, whether or not he held formal civic status there.
His allegiance to the Greek polis may thus explain the unusual Demotic on his epitaph.®® If, for
instance, Pais was born and raised in the predominantly Greek settlement in Egypt, it is not
inconceivable that he may have been illiterate or barely literate in Demotic. As an Egyptian from
Naukratis however, Pais would have been exposed to the Greek language from a young age.
Upon his arrival in Athens, his grasp of Greek would have grown even greater, to the detriment

of his native language.

While we cannot dismiss the possibility that the inscriber of the epitaph was unfamiliar
with the Demotic script, the fact that none of Pais’ fellow Egyptians corrected these errors
suggests that they were equally unable to notice them. Moreover, since the epitaph was
commissioned after his death, we cannot know whether the Demotic reflects Pais’ own
competence or that of the inscriber’s. In either scenario, any errors in the Egyptian script should
not alter our perception of Pais as a proud Egyptian or bicultural Naukratite. After all, he was the
only Egyptian from Athens to have included the Demotic script on his epitaph. And so, Pais
occupies a nuanced position within the spectrum of linguistic integration. By preserving Demotic

Egyptian alongside Greek, he reveals both cultural pride and partial linguistic assimilation.

The two Novurviot from Kition (57-58)

This next case is unique in that rather than focusing on a single deceased non-Greek and
his linguistic tendencies, it concerns two distinct individuals whose respective epitaphs are,

among other traits, indicative of a particular onomastic phenomenon among non-natives. In the

%5 See Mogens Hansen (“Emporion,” in Greek Colonisation: An Account of Greek Colonies and Other Settlements
Overseas, ed. Gocha R. Tsetskhladze (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 14-20) who presents a succinct history of the Greek
settlement of Naukratis and its potential as a Greek polis in the fifth-fourth centuries BCE.
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previous two cases, | presented two non-Greeks who ostensibly possessed single names, both of
which were displayed via the Greek script. The two whom I will now present both possess two
names, one in Greek, and another in their native Phoenician. This is not uncommon, especially

for Phoenicians in Athens who often included both languages on their epitaphs.

Curiously however, the two Kitians possessed the same Greek name, all the while having
different, albeit related, names in their native language. Non-Greeks, or at least the two
Novunviot from Kition, may have followed some onomastic patterns when converting their
native names into Greek, yet they nevertheless possessed some agency in choosing the final
product. This practice of assuming dual names is thus an alternative means of linguistic
expression for the non-Greek, but one which, as we shall see, was still governed by a sense of

rationale.

Known via his mid-late fourth century epitaph (/G 11> 9035) which was found in the
vicinity of the Athenian port, Noumenios the Kitian (57) was a member of a significant
community of Phoenicians who dwelled in fifth-fourth BCE Athens.’® Kition, in particular, was
rather well represented in Athens, with over one third of all known Phoenicians (15 of 37) from
that period hailing from the Cypriot settlement.®’ Regarding our epitaphic evidence, Kitians were
especially well represented, forming a plurality of all Phoenicians who were honored via

funerary monuments. For instance, we know of 12 Kitians from Classical Athenian epitaphs,

% Henceforth, Noumenios from /G II? 9035 will be referred to as Noumenios A.

%7 This only includes individuals with known ethnika.
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who are followed in number by resident Sidonians.”® The prevalence of Kitians among epitaphs,
especially in the Peiraieus, should not be surprising given the presence of a cult worshipping
Kitian Aphrodite in the Athenian port, which would have likely been established due to an

already thriving community of Phoenicians in the area during the fourth century BCE.”

As was the case of many Phoenician epitaphs from Athens, /G II? 9035 was bilingual,
featuring both a Greek and Phoenician text:
Novpnviog Kitiene ‘nk mhds bn pnsmlit ‘s kty'"’

Noumenios, Kitian I am Mahdash, the son of Pene-Similt, a man from Kition.

In the case of Noumenios A, the Greek portion of his epitaph, found on the upper part of
the stone, only reveals his name in the nominative followed by his ethnikon to its right. The
Greek, thus, affords us even less information than in the above case of Demetrios the Sidonian
(SEG 51:284), since we do not know the name of the deceased’s father. However, because of the
epitaph’s findspot, we can be relatively certain that he lived in the Peiraieus, perhaps near the
temple of Kitian Aphrodite. Fortunately, the Phoenician portion of /G II* 9035, written with
fainter lettering in a single line just above the Greek, is far more revealing: it contains the same
information as the Greek, namely the native name of the deceased and his ethnikon, as well as

his patronymic, which reveals the Phoenician name of his father.

% Both numbers admittedly include dedicands, as well as individuals known based on their inclusion via
patronymics.

9 For a brief history of Kition, see Marguerite Yon and Maurice Sznycer, “Une inscription phénicienne royale de
Kition, Chypre,” CRAI 135, no. 4 (1991): 791-823.

100 The transliteration of the Phoenician herein comes from Ginesti Rosell, Die Sprache der Grabinschriften von
Ausléindern in Athen, 2014, 9. The English translation is provided by Demetriou (2023, 30 n.41).
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We cannot know for certain why Noumenios A failed to include his patronymic within
the Greek portion of his epitaph, especially when comparative evidence reveals that Phoenicians
in Athens, such as Demetrios the Sidonian, often did so. Perhaps his father never sailed to
Athens as he did and, consequently, would have been an unnecessary inclusion in the Greek
script, which was presumably for a Greek speaking audience anyway; or, perhaps his father’s
name, unlike his own which was provided a Greek equivalent rather than a transliteration, did

not possess a Greek alternative.'%!

Whatever the reason, this failure to include his patronymic in the Greek reflects a choice
made either by Noumenios A, or the individual who commissioned the epitaph. The
commissioner sought to present the deceased similarly in both languages, albeit with varying
degrees of information depending on the audience. For the Phoenician readers, particularly those
from Kition who may have been familiar with Noumenios A’s father, it was deemed important to
refer to the deceased’s patronymic (son of Pene-Similt). For the Greek-speaking onlooker
however, whose own epigraphic tradition consisted of the inclusion of the deceased’s name and
ethnikon on their epitaph at the very least,'%? it was deemed sufficient that only “Novpnfviog
Kitietg” be included on the stone. It is thus evident that Noumenios A was a non-Greek resident
who valued both his native Phoenician cultural heritage and the local Athenian linguistic koine.

His epitaph is paralleled by others that displayed such tendencies.

191 This is less likely since there are instances (see case 6, below) wherein Phoenicians merely transliterated their
names into the native Attic.

102 There are exceptions to the rule, but more often than not, Greek residents of Athens included the name of the

deceased alongside their patronymic and ethnikon on epitaphs. Athenian citizens possessed a similar epigraphic
habit, albeit with the deceased’s demotic replacing the ethnikon.
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The epitaph of yet another Kitian called Noumenios (58; /G 112 9034),'% which similarly
included both the Phoenician and Greek languages in a manner that was recognizable to their
intended audiences, reveals that a linguistic admixture was not only a tenable option but perhaps
even a preferred one among many local Phoenicians. As Denise Demetriou posits, while “most
Phoenician immigrants living in Greek polities switched their mode of identification to [a] Greek
habit, [...] they still retained several traditional Phoenician habits [as well].”!** Regarding
Phoenician epitaphs from Classical Athens, the case of Noumenios B aptly highlights the
importance of this dual representation among members of the Phoenician community:

Novunviog Krried[¢] I-bnhds bn Obdmlgrt bn Obdmsms bn tgns ‘S kty

Noumenios, Kitian For Benhodesh, son of Abdmelqart, son of Abdshamash,

son of #gns, a man from Kition

Much like Noumenios A’s epitaph (/G 112 9035), the epitaph of Noumenios B (58; /G II?
9034), which was found in the vicinity of the old Athenian Academy and dates to the mid-late
fourth century BCE, reveals the name of the deceased in the Greek in the nominative case,
followed by his ethnikon just below. While we might have expected a patronymic if the deceased
had been a Greek, its absence in the Greek portion of Noumenios B’s epitaph should not be
surprising. In fact, /G 11> 9034 is not only in line with the epitaphic habit of non-Greek residents,
but its Phoenician portion reveals that Noumenios B was even more emphatically aligned with

his ancestral heritage than Noumenios A.

103 Henceforth referred to as Noumenios B.

104 Demetriou, 2023, 30-1.
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As was the case in /G 117 9035, the Phoenician portion of /G 11> 9034 is found above the
Greek, in a relatively fainter script. As opposed to the relative austerity of /G 11> 9035, though,
the Phoenician and Greek scripts of /G II? 9034 are separated by a pair of circular palmettes
located at the center of the stone. In terms of content, the Phoenician portion of /G II* 9034
begins similarly to the Greek by stating the name of the deceased in his native language,
followed by his patronymic. Remarkably, Noumenios B’s father is also provided a patronymic of
his own, which is equally followed by yet another patronymic,'® both being notable omissions

from Noumenios A’s epitaph.

It should be said that the act of including multiple generations of the deceased’s ancestors
on his/her epitaph was a common practice among Phoenicians. In Athens however, such
practices were not always a given, as noted in the cases of Demetrios of Sidon and Noumenios
A. The inclusion of a series of patronymics in Noumenios B’s epitaph is therefore highly
marked, even for a Phoenician audience. Noumenios B, or whoever commissioned his epitaph,
therefore presented the deceased as a proud Phoenician who adhered to the ways of his ancestors.
His father, grandfather and great grandfather likely never set foot on Athenian soil, yet they were
crucial to the identity that he wished to put forward to all fellow Kitians and other Phoenicians

who lived in Athens.

Through an interplay between local Athenian and ancestral Phoenician epitaphic

customs, it is clear that the Novprviot were able to change registers depending on their audience.

105 According to Demetriou (2023, 32 n.48) and Frangoise Briquel-Chatonnet (“Les inscriptions phénico-grecques et
le bilinguisme des Phéniciens,” CRAI 156, no.1 (2012): 622, n.16), the name of Noumenios B’s great grandfather is
not Phoenician, but either native Cypriot or Anatolian.
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This brings us to yet another crucial feature that both defines and binds the two epitaphs to one
another: the choice in selecting a Greek name that would represent the native Phoenician one.
Noumenios A was also called Mahdash, while Noumenios B was known by the name
Benhodesh. At first glance, the two names appear different from one another. In truth, both are
etymologically related, with the former translating to “from the new moon”, while the latter

translates to “son of the new moon.”'%

While a Greek audience would have likely been unaware of the connection between these
two names, Phoenicians would have appreciated the fact that “Novurviog” also shared a similar
meaning (of the new moon).'%” This choice in name moreover reveals that both Mahdash and
Benhodesh possessed a significant familiarity with onomastic trends in Athens, as well as the
ability and subsequent desire to seamlessly transition from a non-native setting to a Greek one.
Names such as ‘Noumenios’ were easily recognizable to a Greek audience, which, according to
Demetriou, “might have allowed Phoenician immigrants to fit in Athenian society and perhaps

avoid certain forms of prejudice.”!%

The single case of the two Kitians is therefore indicative of a culture that embraced the

translation of native names. While the option to transliterate or adopt an otherwise unrelated

106 Both translations are from Demetriou (2023, 25). While the name mhds/Mahdash (from the new moon) bears a
phonetic and semantic resemblance to the Persian Mah- (moon), they are both false cognates.

197 According to the LGPN, the name Novprviog appears 28 times in Athens between the fifth and fourth centuries
BCE, the earliest of which is in a mid-fifth century BCE epitaph where it appears as a patronymic of a certain
Apyinmn (IG P 1332).

108 Demetriou, 2023, 28.
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Greek name was also at their disposal,'®® Mahdash and Benhodesh made the conscious decision
to maintain a semantic continuity. What differed, however, was the degree to which both men
followed the practices of their own countrymen in naming a long string of patronymics, or

adopted a modified version of the epigraphic practices of the Athenians.

By and large, the Noumenioi vividly represent balanced linguistic identities, as they
engaged with Greek all the while preserving ancestral traditions through the inclusion of
Phoenician. Their epitaphs reflect a bilingualism that catered to the eyes of the passersby, a
strategy that notably contrasts with both Demetrios’ complete assimilation and Pais’ mostly
symbolic form of bilingualism. Through their practical linguistic hybridity, both Kitians can thus

be situated in the middle ground of linguistic assimilation.

‘Hpaxieidag the Mysian (38)

There are only five Mysians to be found in the register of non-Greeks, four of which are
known via their epitaphs. Among these is a certain Herakleidas (38), whose use of the Greek
language on his mid-fourth century epitaph (/G II? 9979) is the subject of the fourth case study in
this chapter. Originally found in the Peiraieus but now lost,!! the stele contains three lines of
information about the deceased:

1 ‘Hpa[k]Aeid[a]g Herakleidas,

Mvocog Mysian,
kat[a]toAtapétag  artilleryman

109 See Giorgos Bourogiannis, “Phoenician writing in Greece: content, chronology, distribution and the contribution
of Cyprus,” in LRBT: Dall’archeologia all epigrafia. Studi in onore di Maria Giulia Amadasi Guzzo, eds. N.
Chiarenza, B. D’ Andrea and A. Orsingher (Turnhout: Brepols, 2021), who discusses other cases of Phoenicians
employing translated and transliterated names throughout the Greek world.

110 According to Bibler, 1998, 226, the stele was at one point housed in the Peiraieus Museum, but its current
location remains “unbekannt.”
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The first two lines are relatively standard among epitaphs of non-Greeks in Athens, as
they feature the name of the deceased in the nominative as well as his ethnikon. The third line,
however, does not mention Herakleidas’ patronymic as we might expect. Rather, it informs us of
his profession, which was that of an artilleryman (katamodtagétoc). It is thus interesting to note
that Herakleidas, a presumably freeborn Mysian, found his way into the Athenian military
sometime after his arrival. How he assumed this position and to what extent his profession
affected his status in Athens is not clear. Nevertheless, due to its prominent placement on his
epitaph, we can assume that his position as a katanaAtaeétoc was one which he, or the

individual honoring him, held in high regard.

Although it was not unheard of to include one’s profession on an epitaph,''! it was
uncommon, especially among non-Greek residents. Of the 51 non-Greeks who participated in the
epitaphic habit and whose ethnicity is confidently known, only four provided a profession on
their epitaphs. The profession of artilleryman was relatively rare among the non-citizenry, but
Herakleidas had emigrated at an opportune time. Thierry Lucas remarks that “by the end of the
fourth century BC, artillery had become a crucial point in the military policy of Athens, and the
city was investing quite a lot of energy (and probably money) in having good catapults and
soldiers trained to operate them.”!!? Indeed, according to Aristotle (Ath. Pol. 42.3), Athenian
ephebes were trained by artillerymen on the Mounychian hill in the Peiraieus, the approximate

findspot of /G 1I* 9979. Evidence thus points towards the Mysian Herakleidas acting as one of

1 G 117 7967 reveals the occupation of the deceased Egyptian Hermaios (yvagaiilovedvtng/linen weaver).

12 Thierry Lucas, “Early Greek Catapults and ‘First-Generation Artillery Towers’,” Historia: Zeitschrift fiir Alte
Geschichte 71, no.1 (2022): 142.
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these trainers to the Athenian youth, a notable highlight of anyone’s military career—Iet alone

that of a foreigner.

To operate a catapult undoubtedly demanded skill and extensive training, so much so that
the Athenian state held artillerymen in high regard, regardless of their ethnic background.
Herakleidas, whose non-Greek ethnicity did not bar him from the task, clearly possessed the
abilities required to precisely manoeuvre and shoot the ranged weapon, and he subsequently
taught this skill to the next generation of Athenian soldiers. The fact that a Mysian was able to
hold such a significant position in the Athenian military ought to have featured more prominently
in scholarship; yet Herakleidas and his epitaph have rarely been alluded to by scholars who study
non-Greeks in Athens.''®> Who then was Herakleidas the Mysian, and what does his epitaph

reveal about his use of language in Athens as a non-Greek?

As is the case with most epitaphs of non-Greeks from fifth-fourth century BCE Athens,
1G 117 9979 does not paint a clear picture of the deceased’s life trajectory. Might he have arrived
in Athens at the right time with the right knowledge to convince the generals to grant him the
position of artilleryman? Or was this a skill that he picked up after he settled in Athens?

)114
b

According to Balbina Bibler, Herakleidas was no more than a mercenary (Sé/dner while

113 Bébler includes Herakleidas’ epitaph (1998, n.29). Ginesti Rosell also mentions Herakleidas in her collection of
epitaphs of foreigners (2012, 302, n.115); see also Ginesti Rossell, “Las profesiones de los metecos en el texto y en
la imagen,” Faventia Supplementa 2 (2013): 303-17. Thomas R. Henderson (The Springtime of the People: The
Athenian Ephebeia and Citizen Training from Lykourgos to Augustus, (Leiden: Brill, 2020)), Frederick E. Winter
(“Problems of tradition and innovation in Greek fortifications in Asia Minor, late fifth to third century B.C”, REA
(1994): 29-52), and Lucas (2022) briefly mention Herakleidas.

114 Babler, 1998, 226.
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Anna Ginesti Rosell believes that he served in Athens’ auxiliary troops as a resident alien.'!>
Based solely on the three lines/words found in his epitaph, namely his name, his ethnikon, and
his profession, it would appear prima facie that we do not possess the adequate information to
know for certain. Upon closer reading however, it becomes clear that these three lines, or at least
two words within them (‘HpoxAeidag and xatomaitapétag), reveal much about Herakleidas’
background. In fact, arguably the most important part of /G 11> 9979 is not that it included an
otherwise rare profession for non-Greeks, but that it was inscribed in the Doric dialect and not in

the local Attic.

Scholars have generally glossed over Herakleidas’ use of a non-local dialect without
offering any possible explanation. As is by now apparent, Athenian funerary monuments were by
no means monolithic. Many deceased residents included their native languages on them.
Similarly, Greeks and Greek-speakers whose main dialect was not the local Attic occasionally
utilized their own forms of the Greek language on their epitaphs. Note, for example, the case of a
certain Phokian called Eukleidas, whose fourth century BCE epitaph (/G 1I? 10493) from Athens
reveals that he did not Atticize his name to EvkA&iong, but rather maintained his native Doric
spelling with a long word-final -a- (EvxAeidac) just as Herakleidas did.!!¢

1 Evxeidog Eukleidas,
doxede. Phokian.

15 Ginesti Rosell, 2013, 304 n. 4.

116 Tt should be said that the final -ac in Herakleidas has been restored based on the extant ending of
‘kotamortapétog’. In all other uses of the term in Athens, the Attic ending (kotamaAitapéme) is employed: /G IP,1
917; IG 112 665.
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As Ginesti Rosell notes in her study of epitaphs for people from the Black Sea region in
Classical Athens, “Die Grabinschriften fiir Auslinder im Athen der klassischen und

nachklassischen Zeit zeigen keineswegs den einheitlichen Gebrauch der attischen Sprache.”"’

Herakleidas, though memorialized in Greek, nonetheless was the subject of an epitaph
that did not fit the common Attic mold: why did he, as a Mysian, inscribe using Doric Greek?
Ginesti Rosell believes the Doric influence stemmed from the Megaran influence from nearby
colonies in the Hellespont.!'!® In truth, Mysia encompassed a wide and internally-varied zone in
northwestern Anatolia,!! and its Propontic shoreline, in particular, could be drawn into the orbit
of cities across the straits. Indeed, Polybios (4.50) remarks that the Mysian Peraia, that is the
Asiatic coastal region across the Propontis,'?’ was under Byzantine control at various points
during the Hellenistic period. In this context, perhaps Herakleidas hailed from parts of Mysia that

sat within a Byzantine (and thus a Doric-speaking) orbit.

"7 Anna Ginesti Rosell, “Fremde Klinge, fremde Bilder? Grabinschriften fiir Personen aus dem Schwarzmeerraum
im klassischen Athen,” in Mobility in Research on the Black Sea Region, eds. Victor Cojocaru and Alexander Rubel
(Cluj-Napoca: Mega Publishing House, 2016), 184.

8 Ginesti Rosell, 2016, 189.

119 Cf. Pierre Debord, “Les Mysiens: du mythe a ’histoire.” In Origines gentium, 13546, 2001; and John Ma,
“Mysians on the Can Sarcophagus? Ethnicity and Domination in Achaimenid Military Art.” Historia: Zeitschrift fiir
alte Geschichte 57, no. 3 (2008): 243-54.

120 “mapeideto 8¢ kai T émi g Aciag ydpav, fiv kateiyov Bulavtiot tfig Muciag moAlovg §dn xpdvovg.” In the
modern district of Yalova (see Robert, Hellenica: recueil d'épigraphie, de numismatique et d'antiquités grecques.
Vol. 7., 1949). It is uncertain when Byzantion had acquired this Mysian territory. In his commentary on Polybios, F.
W. Walbank, 4 Historical Commentary on Polybius (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1957), 505, notes a possible date of
276 BCE to coincide with the peace between Nikomedes of Bithynia and Antiochos I. This was first proposed by
Benedictus Niese, Geschichte der griechischen und makedonischen Staaten seit der Schlacht bei Chaeronea. Vol. 2,
Vom Jahre 281 v. Chr. bis zur Begriindung der rémischen Hegemonie im griechischen Osten, 188 v. Chr., 1899.
Provided the mid-fourth century dating of Herakleidas’ epitaph, perhaps there existed an association between
Byzantion and the Mysian Peraia from the late Classical period.
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Herakleidas’ profession further substantiates this line reasoning. According to Lucas,
Byzantion, a Doric-speaking colony of Megara, was one of the few political entities in the mid-
late fourth century BCE that could afford state of the art artillery units.'?! It is therefore possible
that Herakleidas travelled to nearby Byzantion from the Mysian Peraia, where he could have
acquired, or at least refined, the technical expertise required to operate such weaponry. From
there, he may well have made his way to Athens via the Peiraieus, at the moment when the city
was investing in artillery training for its soldiers. In such a circumstance, Herakleidas would
have had ample time to adopt the Doric Greek dialect within a Byzantine-controlled Mysia,
perhaps even before having travelled to Byzantion itself. If he did, in fact, hail from the Mysian
Peraia or its immediate vicinity, then Doric would have been a linguistic register long familiar to

him due to the pull of a Megaran/Doric polis across the straits.

Brief though it may be, Herakleidas’ epitaph provides us with sufficient information from
which we can speculate on his identity and relationship with language. The inclusion of his
profession, which was written in the Doric dialect, was evidently a source of great pride for the
deceased Mysian. That he possibly learnt and honed his craft in Byzantion suggests that he was a
well-travelled individual, perhaps even a mercenary by the time he arrived in the Peiraieus.
Although it is clear that he met his end in the city’s port, we do not know how long he remained
in Athens. What we can infer however, is that his duration of stay in no way affected his
preference for the Doric dialect, which was likely the first variety of the Greek language he was

exposed to.

121 Lucas, 2022, 139, lists Makedonia and Athens as other states which could afford this technological military
innovation.
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The inclusion of his ethnikon is suggestive of a sense of pride in his Mysian identity, but
it is his appreciation and use of the Doric dialect which stands out the most in his epitaph.
Herakleidas may have not been a Greek by blood, but his continued use of Doric Greek in an
Attic setting would have aligned him with members of the Doric-speaking community at large,
potentially easing his transition to life in the multicultural port city of Athens. His linguistic
identity therefore reveals another dimension of integration within the available Greek linguistic
frameworks: his pragmatic rather than strictly ancestral strategy showcases linguistic integration

that is Greek-centered but notably non-Attic.

Atdtag the Paphlagonian (42)
We know of ten Paphlagonians who lived in Athens in the fifth and fourth centuries BCE,

most of whom have been tentatively ascribed an ethnicity based on onomastics. As our
epigraphic evidence only provides a glimpse into the lives of Athens’ resident Paphlagonians, it
is worth noting that they might have carried a certain cultural weight in the Athenian
imagination. Aristophanes’ Knights, for instance, provides a caricature of Kleon by using the
figure of the Paphlagonian slave as a satirical persona.'??> While the Aristophanic stage reduced
the Paphlagonian to a crude comic device, our epigraphic record preserves a different voice, that
of a resident who utilized the prestige of Greek verse to define his own status and identity in

Athens.

122 David M. Lewis, Sparta and Persia: Lectures Delivered at the University of Cincinnati, Autumn 1976 in Memory
of Donald W. Bradeen, (Leiden: Brill, 1977), 21, remarks that this figure may be a reference to the so-called king-
maker for Darios II (and “the greatest Paphlagonian of the day”), Artoxares, rather than a mere pun on the word
“napAalo” (to foam).
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Only one resident of Classical Athens can undoubtedly be called a Paphlagonian based
on his ethnikon, a certain Atotas (42). Unlike Pais and the two Noumenioi, Atotas’ fourth century
epitaph from Laureion (/G II? 10051 = CEG 572) does not include any non-Greek script, nor is it
relatively brief with respect to its content as was the case of both Herakleidas and Demetrios’
respective funerary inscriptions. Instead, Atotas’ epitaph is remarkable for its length, as well as
the emphasis it places on the Greek epic tradition through its carmen epigraphicum:

1 ATOTOC HETOAAEDC.

[Tovtov am’ Evéeivovu Taglayav peydbovpog Atmtag

7c yaiag TNAod 6O AVETOVGE TOVEV.

éExvML &° ovtic Epile’ TTvdoupéveoc 6 amo pilng
5 eil’, 6¢ AytAAfiog xepl dapeic E0avev.

1 Atotas, miner.

Great-hearted Atotas, a Paphlagonian from the Hospitable [Black] Sea,

far from his land has rested his body from toil.

Nobody rivalled [me] in skill. I am from the race of Pylaimenes,

5 who died, conquered by the hand of Achilles.'*

While it is possible, if not likely, that the deceased Paphlagonian did not compose the

piece himself, the words and overall language employed throughout the four verses convey a

comparatively rich life story. Atotas may have not written in Paphlagonian, but his text assures

the reader that there can be no doubt that he was a proud Paphlagonian.

Many scholars who have discussed Atotas have deemed him a slave rather than a metic

due to the profession (miner/petoAAenc) he proudly included on his epitaph.'?* That /G 11> 10051

123 T provide the translation of Peter Hunt, “Trojan Slaves in Classical Athens,” in Communities and Networks in the
Ancient Greek World, eds. Claire Taylor and Kostas Vlassopoulos (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015), 137.

124 He appears in the registers of Bébler (1998, 230, n.35) and Ginesti Rosell (2012, 315, n.417). He is one of the
three possible metics whom Peter Hunt (2015, 137) considered to be slaves.
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was found in Laureion, the location of the Athenian silver mines, has left little doubt in the eyes
of scholars that Atotas was either a slave or a freedman. It is true that many slaves dwelled and
worked in the silver mines,!? including 13 individuals listed in my wider register, % but freeborn
residents, citizens and metics alike, were not barred from making a living at Laureion as miners
or mining affiliates. Like Atotas, Sosias the Thracian (100), who is at no point called a slave
(Xen. Ways 4.14), is also noted as having worked in the mines while acting as an overseer to
Nikias’ slave miners. Atotas, whose epitaph, as we shall see, was quite intricate for a mere slave

miner, may have therefore been a freeborn Paphlagonian as Sosias was a freeborn Thracian.

The inconclusive nature of Atotas’ status, which may never be resolved, only heightens
the interest of his epitaph. The inscription begins, like most others, with the name of the
deceased in the nominative. As far as our evidence suggests, he was the only individual in
Athens with this name, although it was apparently common enough in his homeland of
Paphlagonia,'?” as well as in the Black Sea coast more broadly. For instance, the name appears as
a patronymic in two epitaphs from the Krimea (CIRB 189; 401), and one from Kherson (/osPE 1>
712).'28 Interestingly, Atotas’ epitaph does not include his own patronymic, nor his ethnikon, but
rather his profession (petaAdeng). In fact, his name and his profession are the only two words
that appear on the first line of his epitaph. In a way, these two words reflect the traditional

epigraph of the deceased, which ought to perhaps be viewed as a distinct entity from the more

125 Cf. Siegfried Lauffer, Die Bergwerkssklaven von Laureion, (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner, 1979).

126 Of the 13 miners from Laureion, I only list two as being possibly freeborn, one of which being Atotas. All others
have been attributed either a freed or servile status.

127 Cf. Bibler, 1998, 95, n.488.

128 It is notable that in each of these cases, the name appears with a different genitive ending: Atdtov (CIRB 401),

Atdten (CIRB 189), Atdta (losPE 12 712).
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descriptive poem to follow. Succinct and to the point, both words reflect the bare minimum that
Atotas wished the passerby to know about him: his name and his profession, which many

onlookers in Laureion will have shared.

Those curious about Atotas’ life, however, were rewarded with a lengthier poetic
account, one which included the identity of his homeland, the strong sentiments he felt towards
it, and what his role was in the greater Hellenocentric mythos. Although it was not written in
dactylic hexameter, Atotas’ epigram evokes the epic tradition through its multiple instances of
Homeric vocabulary. From the very first line of the epigram, it is revealed that Atotas was no
ordinary Paphlagonian from the Euxine Sea (ITé6vtov an’ Eve&eivov [TagAiaymv), but one who,
like Achilles (I1. 20.498), was peydBvpog (great-hearted). Atotas evidently took great pride in
this self-claimed connection to Achilles and more broadly to his supposed Homeric past.
According to his epigram, it was by the hands of Achilles himself (Ayt\Afoc yeipi) that the
legendary Paphlagonian king Pylaimenes, from whom Atotas claimed descent, was slain.
Homer’s account may admittedly differ from that of the epigram insofar as it is Menelaos who
slays Pylaimenes (Il. 5. 576), but Atotas’ ultimate goal of providing an aetiology for his

Paphlagonian family’s relationship with the Greek world is evident regardless.

Beyond Homeric analogies and vocabulary, Atotas’ epigram equally delves into the
psyche of the deceased in ways that most epitaphs do not. Unlike many other non-Greek
residents of Athens, whose respective sentiments concerning their lives abroad we can only
speculate about, Atotas laments that he met his end so far away from home (fig yaiog TqAod o’

avémavoe movav). Furthermore, given the centrality of Atotas’ profession in the epitaph’s
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header, the second line’s emphasis on the toiling of his body is a likely reference to the hardships
that miners at Laureion endured. Remarking on the difficult living conditions for those who
worked the mines, Athenaios states that myriads of slaves laboured in shackles (6. 272 e-f); and,
while Thukydides does not describe a mine revolt as such (7. 27), he does refer to a large-scale
slave flight of yelpotéyvan from Attika, among whom miners from Laureion cannot be ruled
out.'? Whether or not Atotas was himself a slave, the language of his epigram makes it clear that
he at the very least sympathized with the labour that brought toil to the bodies of his fellow

miners.

The life of Atotas as a miner in Laureion was undoubtedly an arduous one. Curiously
however, the recurring mention of his profession throughout the entirety of the epitaph, including
to the right of his name at the inscription’s onset, suggests that it was also a matter in which he
took a great deal of pride. The third line of his epigram, in particular, reveals that none were as
skilled as he was (téyvit 8 obtic Ep1ie), presumably in the art of mining.!** The duality of
lamenting the toil that mining inflicted upon his body, all the while boasting about his ability to
work in the mines like no other reveals much about Atotas’ true nature. On the one hand, he is
fully aware of the effects of hard labour on the human body and thus offers the reader a glimpse

into his humanity. On the other hand, as a so-called descendant of both Paphlagonian royalty and

129 Simon Hornblower, 4 Commentary on Thucydides, vol. 3, Books 5.25-8.109, (Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2008), 591-2, makes note of the ongoing debate as to whether mining slaves or agricultural slaves are being alluded
to, concluding that “once it is accepted, as it surely must be, that both kinds of slaves might be covered by
xewpotéyvar, there would seem to be no sure way of telling whether Thucydides thought there were more of the one
sort than the other.” Cf. Sara Forsdyke, Slaves and slavery in Ancient Greece (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2021), 119-25, for an overview of the condition of slaves in Athens’ mining operation. According to Kamen,
Status in Classical Athens, 2013, 15, slaves in Laureion had the lowest chances of being manumitted.

130 Interestingly, a display of pride in one’s profession is echoed in the carmen epigraphicum of another non-Greek
resident of Athens, a Phrygian woodcutter called Mannes (82; /G I® 1361).
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the epic tradition, Atotas is vaunted as an aristocrat compared to all other miners.!*! Although
sympathetic to all those who dwelled in Laureion, he demarcates himself as someone who

excelled in his craft despite its stigma and labour.

We do not know to what extent, if at all, Atotas grasped the Paphlagonian language. If he
did, he evidently did not feel the need to include it on his epitaph despite the many
Paphlagonians who surely dwelled in Laureion alongside him.!'?? Atotas’ name may be the only
Paphlagonian word to appear in his epitaph, but the pride he felt in his ancestral heritage is
nevertheless displayed in his evocation of it in Greek epic. Just because he chose to inscribe his
epitaph in a combination of the local Attic and epic Greek does not mean that his Greek identity
clearly outweighed the existing importance of his non-Greek identity, as Ginesti Rosell
suggests.!3* Although the use of one’s native language undoubtedly connects a non-Greek to his
ancestral homeland and people, the use of the local language can be equally as powerful in
displaying cultural affiliation, particularly to a local audience. The reader of Atotas’ final
monument, Greek and non-Greek alike, would have been impressed by the deceased’s attempts

at situating his lineage and homeland within a Greek context, in a poetic manner no less.

Via his epitaph, Atotas ultimately reveals that a non-Greek can utilize the poetic form of

the Greek language, namely epic, to his advantage in his novel setting all the while keeping ties

131 'While this is likely a case of the deceased using the common trope of self-associating with a famous Homeric
representant of his people; cf. Victor Bérard, “Inscription du Laurium.” Bulletin de correspondance hellénique 12
(1888): 246-48. It is also true that no other (known) Paphlagonian in Athens used meter to make this comparison
visible within an Athenian space.

132 See Lauffer, Die Bergwerkssklaven von Laureion, 1979, for all known slaves from the mines.

133 According to Ginesti Rosell, 2016, 190, “Insgesamt iiberwiegen in der Grabinschrift fiir Atotas deutlich die
Merkmale einer griechischen alle vorhandenen Merkmale einer nicht griechischen Identitét.”
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to his ancestral heritage. In so doing, Atotas was able to ingratiate himself with a multitude of
local audiences, be they indigenous Athenians, local slaves, freeborn resident Paphlagonians, or
other Greek speakers more broadly. His linguistic choice thus demonstrates an appropriation of
cultural capital in order to increase his epitaph’s visibility and his own respectability. In so
doing, Atotas leverages the prestige of the epic register to reinforce his high degree of integration

within the local Athenian cultural and linguistic framework.

Avrtinatpog the Ashkelonite (51)

Since this chapter began with an analysis of a Phoenician’s epitaph, it is only fitting that
we end this discussion on language and non-Greeks by delving deeper into yet another deceased
Phoenician’s funerary inscription, namely that of the Ashkelonite Antipatros (/G 11> 8388).
Although Ashkelon was not within the geographic confines traditionally attributed to

Phoenicia,'**

it appears to have been operating as a Phoenician city-state during the fourth
century BCE, roughly the period to which Antipatros’ epitaph is dated. Found in the
Kerameikos, the late fourth century BCE epitaph of Antipatros is arguably the most complex
inscription among the six case studies:

1 Avrtinotpog Agppodiciov Acka[Amvitng].  Antipatros, son of Aphrodisios, Ashkelonite

Aoucaidg Aopove X18dviog avedmke. Domsalos, son of Domanos, Sidonian,
dedicated [this stele]

nk §m bn Obd Ostrt ‘sqlny I [am] Shem, son of Abdashtart, the
Ashkelonite.
Sytn ‘t ‘nk d’mslh bn d’mhn’ sdny [This is the stele] that I erected, Domsalo,

son of Domhano, the Sidonian

5 unbeig avopomowv Boavualéto gikdva TVOE,
¢ mepl PV pe Aéwv, mepl OEY TpdIP’ <E>YKTETAVLOTOL.
MAOE Yap eiydporénv Taud OEAmv cropdoar

134 Demetriou, Phoenicians Among Others, 2023, 16.
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AL @1AOL T’ jULVaY Koi Lot KTEPIGAV TAPOV 0VTNL,

obg €0elov PLéwmvV, 1epdc Amd vnog iovteg:
10 Dowiknv 0’ EMmov, 1€1d0e yHovi DO KEKPLVLLOL.
5 Let no one wonder at this image,

that on one side of me a lion and on the other a prow are stretched out.

For a hateful lion came, wishing to scatter my things around.

But friends came to the rescue and built me a tomb here, those

whom, in my love, I desired [should rescue and bury me], coming from a sacred ship.
10 I left Phoenicia and I am, in body, here hidden in the earth.!*

Like many of its Phoenician contemporaries, /G 11> 8388 is a bilingual inscription which
contains both the Phoenician and Attic Greek scripts. Unlike the epitaphs of other Phoenicians
however, but like the case of Atotas, Antipatros’ epitaph also includes six metrical verses. For
these reasons, the case of Antipatros has featured prominently in recent scholarly works, such as
Demetriou’s all-encompassing study of Phoenician migrants,'*® as well as in the registers of
Ginesti Rosell and Bébler.!3” Antipatros’ epitaph is therefore a more than suitable subject for a

case study on the extent of linguistic creativity by a non-Greek resident who dwelled in fifth-

fourth century BCE Athens.

Antipatros’ epitaph, like most others from Athens, begins with the inclusion of the
deceased’s Greek name in the nominative, in this case at the near uppermost part of the stone. It
is followed by his patronymic, as well as his ethnikon, both of which, as we have already seen,
were not always to be expected in the funerary monuments of deceased non-Greeks.

Remarkably, the second line of the epitaph’s header mentions another individual, also in the

135 The translation of the Phoenician, as well as the carmen epigraphicum, is by Olga Tribulato, “Phoenician Lions:
The Funerary Stele of the Phoenician Shem/Antipatros,” Hesperia 82 (2013): 459-86.

136 Demetriou, 2023.

137 Ginesti Rosell, 2012, 341, n.488; and Bibler, 1998, 240, n. 51.
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Greek script, namely the one who dedicated this monument, a certain Sidonian called Domsalos
(76). Like Antipatros, Domsalos, whose name is written in the same-size script as that of the

deceased, is accompanied by his own patronymic and ethnikon.

Other than the fact that both men were Phoenicians living in Athens, the header does not
reveal what the nature of their relationship was, or what led Domsalos to set up the epitaph in
Antipatros’ honor. Both men hailed from very different parts of the Phoenician world, with
Domsalos being a Sidonian, while Antipatros was an Ashkelonite, the only known member of
this community in fifth-fourth century BCE Athens not including his father. Given the scarcity of
Ashkelonites in Athens, perhaps Antipatros possessed additional incentive to form communal

bonds with Phoenicians from other better-represented city-states.

This first two lines of the epitaph in Greek are mirrored in the Phoenician script below,
which begins with the fragmentary Phoenician name of the deceased Antipatros, as well as the
full name and ethnikon of his father. It should be stated that while we do not know for certain
whether Antipatros’ father ever joined him in Athens, the fact that Aphrodisios possessed a
Greek name to match his native Phoenician might be indicative of such. Unlike Antipatros,
whose fragmentary Phoenician name had no semantic link to his Greek one, his father
Abdashtart, as Giorgos Bourogiannis states, “became Aphrodisios, based on the traditional link
between the two divinities, Astarte and Aphrodite.”!*® It is conceivable that Antipatros merely
included the most suitable Greek name for his father, which just so happened to be a direct

translation of the Phoenician.

138 Bourogiannis, 2021, 111. On the case of Aphrodite in her Kitian setting in Athens, see chapter 2 below.
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On the other hand, since Antipatros seemingly invented a semantically unrelated Greek
name for his new Athenian setting, one might imagine that he would have done the same for his
father unless the latter already had a commonly used Greek name of his own. There is also the
matter that Phoenicians generally reserved the inclusion of their patronymic for the Phoenician
portion of their epitaphs.'3* The mention of Aphrodisios in the Greek portion of /G 11> 8388,
even if it were only in the form of a patronymic, thus suggests that he was known locally by that

name in Athens, and perhaps even predated his son as a resident of the city.

Another characteristic which differentiates /G II* 8388 from most epitaphs of non-
Greeks, is the presence of an elaborate relief at near eye level which is believed to reflect the
tragic end of the deceased Antipatros and, consequently, the content of the epigram just below it.
Directly carved in the center is what appears to be a draped figure laying atop a flat surface,
possibly some form of bed. The seemingly deceased individual is surrounded on both sides: to
his left, and directly over his head, is a giant feline, in all likelihood a lion, and to his right, just
above his feet, is a naked individual seemingly pushing the beast away. Above all three figures is
what appears to be a single ship in the background. Despite some level of damage, the imagery
depicted in the relief is relatively clear, yet scholars remain at odds as to the meaning behind it

all the same.

139 Note the case of Noumenios B above, whose Greek epitaph only included his given name, while his Phoenician
included the names of his father, grandfather, and great-grandfather.

74



Some scholars such as Carolina Lopez-Ruiz and Esther Rodriguez Gonzalez, believe that
when the figures and epigram are viewed in consort, “we can be sure that the scene is meant as
symbolic.”'*? According to this view, which has been recently elaborated upon by Jennifer
Stager,'#! the relief is a representation of the struggle between a man’s soul and his body, with
the lion and prow of the ship acting as symbolic personifications of a soul’s salvation in the
hands of the goddess Astarte after a death at sea. Lions and ships were notably affiliated with
Astarte. Furthermore, lion heads on the prow of ships are also noted on many Phoenician coins,
including several from Ashkelon.!#? It is also notable how the name of his father is a theophoric
one honoring Astarte. Corinne Bonnet’s hypothesis offers a more literal translation, '** namely
that the deceased Antipatros was devoured by a lion outside of Attika (perhaps in North Africa
where lions could still be found in the fourth century BCE) and was only buried in Athens upon
his arrival by sea, hence the presence of a ship on the relief. The latter interpretation, whether
closer to the truth or not, would have been the one shared by most Greek onlookers, who were

likely unaware of the deeper meaning behind Phoenician imagery.

Found just below the relief, the epigram which honors Antipatros has similarly interested

scholars. Unlike the verses from Atotas’ epitaph, Antipatros’ six-line epigram was written

140 Carolina Lopez-Ruiz and Esther Rodriguez Gonzalez, “A Perilous Sailing and a Lion: Comparative Evidence for
a Phoenician Afterlife Motif,” Journal of Ancient Near Eastern Religions 22, no. 2 (2022): 228.

141 Jennifer Stager, “"Let No One Wonder at This Image": A Phoenician Funerary Stele in Athens,” Hesperia, 74 no.
3 (2005): 427-449.

142 Cf. Stager, 2005, 441.
143 Corinne Bonnet, “Antipatros 1'Ascalonite dévoré par un lion. Commentaire a CIS I, 115,” Hommages a Maurice
Sznycer, 38 (1990): 39-47. Robin Osborne, “Cultures as languages and languages as cultures,” in Multilinguism in

the Graeco-Roman Worlds, eds. Alex Mullen and Patrick James (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012),
321, acknowledges that most commentators have taken to a literal interpretation of the relief.
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largely in the Attic dialect, while its versification is highly irregular and appears to represent a
poor attempt at dactylic hexameter. As Robin Osborne notes, the epigram “is full of oddities of
spelling and usage, although the sense is more or less clear.”!'** According to Bourogiannis, this
may suggest that the composer of the work was probably a friend or family member of
Antipatros, and, perhaps, not a native Greek speaker.'* Yet, as Olga Tribulato argues, the
linguistic and metrical irregularities of the poem do not in themselves suffice to prove that its
composer was not a native Greek speaker.!'*® Her caution rests on the fact that the poem’s Greek,
though flawed, as we shall see, is not direct evidence of foreign authorship but may instead

reflect a Greek composition shaped by Phoenician conceptual influence.

All the same, this argument does not exclude the possibility that the poem emerged
within Antipatros’ immediate Phoenician circle, whose lived presence in Athens may well have
been generational. If this was the case, then perhaps Domsalos was the poet. As we have seen, it
was rare for a dedicator to be included in epitaphs of deceased non-Greeks, at least in the Greek
script.'*” If we imagine that Domsalos set up more than just the epitaph however, and take the
verb “avédnke” to equally refer to the epigram, then his prominent inclusion in the header, as

well as his relationship with Antipatros, is clearer.!*® He, unlike Antipatros, was possibly

144 Osborne, 2012, 321.
14 Bourogiannis, 2012, 111.
146 Tribulato, 2013.

147 A third century BCE epitaph (/G II> 10271) of the Sidonian Asepte was dedicated by Jatanbal, a priest of Nergal.
This is only clear in the Phoenician however, with the Greek only including the name of the deceased.

148 This would be the earliest known Greek epigram by an identifiable non-Greek author in Athens. It is important to
note, however, that non-Greeks may have commissioned Greek poets to compose on their behalf, as was likely the
case of Atotas’ epigram. For a possible earlier Phoenician precedent outside of Athens, see Olga Tribulato (“Archaic
and Classical Inscribed Epigrams from Sicily: Language and Archaeological Context,” Revue de Philologie de
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familiar with Greek verse, and, because of his similar Phoenician background, was a suitable

candidate to commemorate the deceased Ashkelonite.

We do not know how local Athenians and Greeks perceived the poem, but the epigram
has not been met with critical acclaim in modern times. Babler provides one of the more scathing
assessments when she states “Es handelt sich aber dabei nicht einfach um schlechte Dichtung,
sondern um direkte sprachliche Fehler.”'* Despite its lack of artistry, the epigram in /G 11> 8388
is still crucial for our understanding of the inscription’s relief and because it reveals much about
the deceased’s ties to his Phoenician heritage. The first line begins with an invocation to the
viewer to not marvel at the image before them (1. 1, unfeig avOpomov Bavualétm sikdvo Tvoe),
a conspicuous address closer in tone to later epideictic epigram than to the usual Attic epitaphic
formula.'>® It explains how a hateful lion (1. 3, iyfporéwv),'>! who sought to devour him, was
foiled by his friends who came to his defence via their sacred ship (1.5, iepdg 6o vnog i6vteg).
According to the epigram, his friends defended him, yet curiously also provided a tomb for him,

presumably in the Kerameikos (1. 4, AL @idot T fjuovay kai pot Ktépisay tagov o). !>

Littérature et d’Histoire Anciennes 92, no. 2 (2018): 213—46) who discusses an early fifth century BCE epigram
from Motya, Sicily (CEG 149).

149 Bibler, 1998, p. 133. This is in response to Christoph Clairmont (Gravestone and Epigram: Greek Memorials
from the Archaic and Classical Period (Mainz on Rhine: P.V. Zabern, 1970), 115), who stated that “one need not be
of foreign, non-Greek origin to write bad poetry.”

150 Cf. Simon Goldhill, “The naive and knowing eye: ecphrasis and the culture of viewing in the Hellenistic world.”
In Art and Text in Ancient Greek Culture, eds. Simon Goldhill and Robin Osborne (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1994).

151 This is one of two notable hapax legomena in the text; the other is omopdcon (1. 3).

152 The location is inferred based on “ottmt”, which is commonly translated as “here”, although “tot” ought to be
expected; Tribulato, 2013, 467-68, notes that this may be a case of bad Greek, a vox nihili, or a case of itacism for
ovtot, further remarking that “the exchange of -ot with - could be attributed to itacistic pronunciation, which is
also behind other misspellings in this epigram.” In the latter case, “ottnt” would act as the subject of the verb in the
poem’s fourth line.
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In light of this, let us once again consider the two interpretations of the associated relief,
namely the symbolic and literal readings. Provided we understand the relief as ancillary to the
poem, a symbolic reading becomes the more likely scenario. In this case, Antipatros did not truly
die from the attack of a lion, but rather his salvation laid in the fact that he was provided a burial
at the expense of his friends. The giyfporéwv which plagued him is thus a possible

representation of “the final sailing of the deceased and its threats.”!>

This need not mean that one cannot interpret Antipatros’ demise literally, as it is possible
that his friends saved him from death at the paws of the lion only for him to succumb to his
wounds upon his arrival in Athens. Nevertheless, from a Greek’s perspective, for whom any
knowledge of Phoenician iconography and religion was not a given, it must have been difficult to
come to terms with the fact that Antipatros died despite expressing his salvation. Yet, despite
knowing that the epigram and its affiliated relief might cause confusion to a non-Phoenician
audience, Antipatros and those responsible for the monument still chose to articulate its message
in a local Greek idiom. It is possibly with this in mind that the first line begins with an invocation
to the onlooker. The composer likely knew that both the text and the accompanying relief would
be difficult for Greek speakers to interpret, and so an explanation is deemed necessary to clear

away any possible misunderstandings.

153 Bourogiannis, 2022, 249. “ciy0poréwv” is a notable hapax legomenon.
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The epigram ends with the poet remarking in the first person how Antipatros left behind
his homeland of Phoenicia (1. 6, ®owiknv &’ &unov),'>* and has thus hidden his body in his
newfound land (1. 6, t€ide yBovi cdpa kékpuvpar). As the ultimate words of the inscription, this
final line is particularly marked. Antipatros likely never intended to meet his end in Athens, so
far away from his home in Phoenicia; and yet his inscription still identifies him as a Hellenizing
Phoenician. Was this poem therefore a byproduct of the deceased’s affinity for Greek culture, or
was there truly no Phoenician composer in Athens who could express the same sentiments in the
Phoenician script? That the poem was shaped by a Phoenician conceptual world is clear, even if
this does not in itself prove that its composer was not a native speaker, and so the inclusion of a

Greek poem rather than a Phoenician one was evidently an authoritative choice.

At its heart, Antipatros’ epitaph combines symbolic Phoenician religious motifs with a
Greek poetic form, carefully balancing between local linguistic assimilation and the preservation
of the deceased’s ancestral culture. The composer, whether Domsalos or another Phoenician
known to the deceased, uses this combination of the Greek and Phoenician languages to create a
multifaceted image of Antipatros the Ashkelonite. That he was a proud Phoenician cannot be
doubted: both he and his father possessed dual Greek and Phoenician names, and the tale
presented by the relief, if taken symbolically, reveals that Antipatros was well-versed in
Phoenician religion as well. That said, Antipatros was also fully aware of his Greek setting. By
opting to have his epitaph mostly written in Greek, he ensured that his memory would transcend

the Phoenician community. Like many non-Greeks in Athens, Antipatros’ final words were a

154 1t is notable how its is Phoenicia more broadly and not his native Ashkelon that is alluded to as the land that he
has left behind.

79



combination of both his ancestral and local language. He thus possessed two linguistic and

cultural registers, a Greek one to suit his novel setting, as well as the native one he grew up with.

1.5 Concluding Remarks on non-Greeks and Language
As the final testament of the lives of the deceased, fifth-fourth century BCE Athenian

epitaphs and the words expressed upon them can reveal much about the values, customs and
traditions of their subjects. In their simplest form, such epitaphs may contain only the name of
the deceased in addition to (optionally) the name of their father via a patronymic, their birthplace
via an ethnikon, or their deme if they were an Athenian citizen. On the other hand, an epitaph
might be rendered more complex by the addition of decorative motifs, poetic accounts, or even
multiple languages, among other features. Whatever the nature of the epitaph in question, it is
important to note that the final decision was made by the deceased or their closest community—

family, colleagues, or friends.

Permitted they had the economic funds, the commissioners had the choice to include, or
exclude, a variety of information about themselves, among which was an indirect allusion to
their linguistic heritage. For example, a non-Greek who included their native language on their
epitaph communicates much about the value they placed on their ancestral tradition, and, to some
extent, their ability to converse in the language in question. A non-Greek who did not include
their native language, however, is not necessarily expressing his alienation from the language,
although this may be the case, but is highlighting a willingness to participate in a local koine.
Barring a direct reference to the deceased’s ability to speak the written language in a similar

capacity, we simply cannot be certain of how well they communicated in their native or local
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tongue. At the very least, we can assume that if the person who commissioned the monument

included a non-Greek language, then the deceased could speak it to some degree.

In the six cases above, I analyzed the epitaphs of seven non-Greeks who dwelled in
Athens sometime in the fifth-fourth centuries BCE. These funerary inscriptions offered the
reader a glimpse into the lives of seven distinct individuals, each of whom displayed a unique
form of written language. While we cannot ascertain the extent to which these non-Greeks made
use of their respective languages in their everyday lives, we can be relatively sure that they each
professed a linguistic custom and an overall cultural affinity similar to that which was expressed
on their epitaphs. As they walked among other residents of Athens, citizens and non-citizens,
Greek and non-Greek speakers, they undoubtedly heard a variety of languages and regional
dialects. Similarly, they would have come across a variety of epitaphs of different lengths and
formats and would have been well aware of the Athenian epitaphic standard. The content of their
respective epitaphs, which includes the language(s) therein, reflects the executive choice of the
deceased. Whatever we see is that which the deceased believed to be the most reflective of his
life and personal dogma. While this ‘epitaphic voice’ may not reflect the entirety of their life

experiences, it does reflect the public persona that they wished to project in death.

Although their epitaphs provide different examples of their relationship with language,
there can be no doubt that each of the seven understood the value of their expressed words.
Beyond revealing a spectrum of linguistic self-representation, these inscriptions also map a

spectrum of social legibility, or linguistic integration. They display the extent to which non-
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Greeks chose to operate within the dominant linguistic rules of Classical Athens in order to

ensure that they were both seen and understood by a multifaceted public.

At one end of the spectrum are epitaphic monuments that, at least on the surface level,
make no attempt to showcase linguistic difference. In this case, integration is expressed through
participation in the epigraphic koine, that is fully conforming to the Athenian standard by
following the formula of name-patronymic-ethnikon in Attic Greek so that a local Athenian
onlooker perceives them as ordinary citizen epitaphs. This is not necessarily indicative of a non-
Greek forgetting their native language, but rather a case of selectively prioritizing based on what
best aligned with the local norms of contemporary Athens. In short, epitaphs of this nature use
language to maximize social integration: through their participation in the local epigraphic koine,
the deceased is presented as virtually indistinguishable from native Athenians in the eyes of

passersby.

In the middle lie bilingual epitaphs that seek to address two audiences at once. The Attic
Greek portion, which is usually a short header, provides the essential information for the general
Athenian public (such as their name-patronymic-ethnikon), while a second section in the
migrant’s native tongue often preserves longer genealogies for readers of the same ethnicity.
Representations of this kind suggest a dual allegiance of sorts, namely to one’s native ancestry
and to their newfound Athenian setting, and, in practice, allow non-Greeks to be legible to
Athenians without abandoning their cultural heritage. Bilingual epitaphs thus highlight a hybrid
form of linguistic integration whereby the deceased non-Greek adheres to local linguistic

customs all the while asserting ethnic identity through the inclusion of a familiar script. Whether
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this is indicative of real fluency in the language or simply a symbolic gesture honouring one’s

origins cannot be known however.

At the opposite end of the spectrum are epitaphs that go beyond the basic epigraphic
koine and actively engage with Greek literary culture. Instead of being limited to the standard
epitaphic voice, these epitaphs display a high register (elegiac couplets, epic language, and/or
other similarly stylized poetic forms of Greek) and therefore present the deceased non-Greek as
one capable of operating within prestigious modes of Hellenic expression. Even when such
epitaphs display no ancestral language, they retain, to a degree, a hybrid appearance akin to
bilingual inscriptions. On the one hand, they reveal how language, even in its local Greek
context, could be used to accentuate, rather than completely erase, one’s ethnic origins. At the
same time, the use of carmina epigraphica by non-Greeks is a display of broad cultural capital

beyond simple participation in the city’s epigraphic norms.

Importantly, linguistic strategies do not always fall into a single linear progression. For
one, a non-Greek can make use of Greek within their epitaph and nevertheless signal difference
through their employed register: the use of a dialect other than Attic, for instance, can still be
indicative of linguistic integration in Athens. Conversely, bilingual display need not exclude a
high-register of Greek. An epitaph may address multiple audiences through the inclusion of an
ancestral script while also elevating its Greek portion through meter and stylized diction. Rather

than acting as mutually exclusive stages of integration, bilingualism, dialect, and verse thus

83



function as overlapping tools at the disposal of non-Greeks looking to negotiate their legibility

and prestige in the Classical Athenian linguistic landscape. '’

All of these cases are meant to reflect the extent to which a non-Greek in fifth and fourth
century BCE Athens might have made use of language, particularly the language written on
epitaphs. This does not mean that non-Greeks of all backgrounds, ethnicities and statuses
possessed the ability, or even the desire, to similarly participate in the epitaphic habit. Moreover,
we need not assume that those non-Greeks whose epitaphs were not as intricate, or were
monolithic/monolingual, did not also appreciate their respective native languages and traditions.
What I do hope to express via these case studies, first and foremost, is that non-Greeks, via
written language, possessed the ability to choose the way they were represented in fifth-fourth

century Athens.

Whether they desired to appear more Athenian, more along the lines of their ethnic
background, or some mixture of the two, there existed a wide variety of examples on which they
could base their own respective epitaphs. In turn, these epitaphs, or more specifically the use of
language thereupon, reflect the chosen identities which the deceased non-Greeks opted to
maintain, develop, and/or integrate into their newfound setting in Athens. Ultimately, written
language, be it in Greek, in a non-Greek script, or some combination of the two, was a crucial
tool through which these migrants could inscribe themselves into the Athenian sociolinguistic

landscape on their own terms.

155 This likely precludes non-Greek slaves whose epitaphs were made by masters who were unaware of or did not
care about the linguistic desires of the deceased.
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Chapter 2: Integrating the Divine: Non-Greek Cults in Fifth-Fourth

Century BCE Athens
2.1 Non-Greek Religion in Athens

Building on the preceding chapter, which showed how language might affect a non-
Greek’s integrative trajectory in the Athenian landscape, the following chapter will address the
religious element within the migrant experience. Unlike language however, religion in Classical
Athens was not an innately integrative phenomenon. For one, religion operated on several
planes: at the one end were everyday and largely invisible practices such as domestic rites,
individual prayers to household divinities, and informal gatherings, which, it seems, were not
‘policed’ by civic institutions and which our sources rarely allow us to connect to particular
migrants. At the other end of the spectrum were spatially anchored forms of worship, namely
those collectives who worshipped in shrines and sanctuaries, who participated in cultic festivals,
and who possessed more of a public footprint owing to the ways in which their associational

frameworks often intersected with the state.

Given the nature of the surviving evidence, which overwhelmingly records moments
when individual/groups of residents interacted with the divine in a public manner, this study
cannot speak to the ways in which non-Greeks may have worshipped within the confines of their
private domiciles. Moreover, because inscriptions involving non-Greek religion in Athens often
concerned petitions from religious followers seeking privileges from the state, such as the right

to own land (enktesis) upon which to found a temple, we risk under-representing the possible
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importance of informal ‘free spaces’ of worship and perpetuating an exclusionary perspective of

the polis regarding foreign cults.!>®

Yet, despite the fact that there must have been many non-Greeks who worshipped the
gods of their native homelands in a truly private sense (i.e. the privacy of their homes),
archaeological evidence for these so-called ‘domestic religions’ remains “surprisingly
elusive.”!>” In what follows then, religious integration is used in a deliberately narrow and
institutional sense: the degree to which non-Greek cults became visible and legally/spatially
embedded within Athens, rather than the broader question of what migrants believed (though this

will be discussed where evidence permits) or what they did within their homes.

This leaves room for an analysis of cults that failed to integrate (i.e. remained insular),
that selectively Atticized, and that moderately integrated into the local religious koine. Yet even
private cults of non-Greeks, despite their adoption of Greek forms and language, remained
marginal until granted civic recognition (de-privatization). By this stricter measure, the Thracian
goddess Bendis is one of only a handful of non-Greek deities to have been fully integrated into
the Athenian religious sphere. By contrast, while some non-Greek cults and their gods fared

better than others, most were minimally to moderately integrated within the city’s religious

156 T use the term “free spaces”, first coined in its Athenian setting by Kostas Vlassopoulos (“Free Spaces: Identity,
Experience and Democracy in Classical Athens.” Classical Quarterly 57, no. 1 (May 2007): 33-52), specifically in
its context in the recent work by John Ma (Polis: A New History of the Ancient Greek City-State from the Early Iron
Age to the End of Antiquity, 2024, 436), who uses it to denote the area in which social life took place extraneous to
civic and civil ‘institutions’.

157 Robert Parker, “Public and Private,” in 4 Companion to the Archaeology of Religion in the Ancient World
Creating Spaces of Experiences, eds. Rubina Raja and Jorg Riipke (Malden MA.: Wiley-Blackwell, 2015), 76. See
also Kimberly Bowes, “At Home.” In A Companion to the Archaeology of Religion in the Ancient World. Creating
Spaces of Experiences, eds. Rubina Raja and Jorg Riipke (Malden MA.: Wiley-Blackwell, 2015), 249-62.
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landscape.'*® The unique trajectory of Bendis, I argue, suggests that complete religious
integration in Athens was a rare, state-sanctioned/mediated exception achieved solely through a

combination of migrant initiative and Athenian regulation.

There are reasons for the disparity between Greek and non-Greek religious life in fifth-
fourth century Athens. For one, public religion in the city was intrinsically linked to the identity
of the Athenian citizen: to be Athenian was to sacrifice to state-recognized Athenian gods and to
partake in state festivals such as the Panathenaia. Admittedly, this statement oversimplifies the
complex religious phenomenon in fifth-fourth century Athens, where Athenians might have, if
they so chose, worshipped gods in private cultic settings as well. However, from the point of
view of incoming migrants, irrespective of ethnicity, although they were able to take part in
many local religious festivals, their participation was severely limited. They were notably unable
to take part in public sacrifices, nor could they occupy priesthoods in any of the city’s public

cults.’>® Whether this restriction affected migrants from other Greek poleis more so than non-

158 Robert Garland (The Peiraieus, 2001, 101-38) counts 10 non-Greek cults in the Peiraieus alone from the fifth to
fourth centuries BCE. In the case of most of these cults however, we cannot account for a single individual non-
Greek cultist.

159 Lysias (12.20) states that they would fund choruses at festivals as a liturgy. Demosthenes relates how his enemy,
Euboulides, would have never allowed a metic to seek public or priestly office (Dem. 57.48), and even the grant of
citizenship to the Plataians was not enough to allow for them to access the highest positions within public religious
or civic life (Dem. 59.92). This latter law, as relayed by Apollodoros, does allow for the children of newly made
citizens to reach high priesthoods however, provided that they followed the strict marital customs of Athens. For
metics and religion in general, see Whitehead (1977, 86-9). See also Robert Garland, Introducing New Gods: The
Politics of Athenian Religion, (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1992), Robert Parker, Athenian Religion: A History
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996), and Jon D. Mikalson, New Aspects of Athenian Religion in Ancient Athens:
Honors, Authorities, Esthetics, and Society, (Leiden: Brill, 2016).
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Greek newcomers cannot be known for certain, yet it is important to note that this was

nevertheless a religious constraint shared by all metics, slaves, and transient migrants. ¢

Non-Greek residents were thus limited not in what they could believe, but in how easily
they could translate their worship into stable, collective, and spatial forms. A migrant could have
presumably prayed, dedicated, and sacrificed within a household, and have met informally with
compatriots in rented or borrowed spaces, but such activities will have often taken place in the
“free spaces” of everyday life that rarely appear in the sources. If, on the other hand, non-Greek
worshippers desired the right to own land in Attika (enktesis), the establishment of a sanctuary
precinct or temple on legally secure ground, and/or a broader recognition that allowed for their
cultic group(s) to hold property, receive/bestow donations, and defend its religious space in

potential disputes, then a negotiation with civic authority and state institutions was unavoidable.

These negotiations often appear in the epigraphic and literary record; as do the risks that
attended public religious visibility, since unfamiliar cults could attract civic suspicion and even
prosecution. As Robert Parker notes, that space where private cults and gods of foreign and
Greek origin operated “was beyond detailed surveillance by the assembly, though not, so to

speak, beyond police raiding if it suited an individual to bring a prosecution for impiety.” ¢!

190 The language of curse tablets for instance is highly marked religiously as there is often, but not always, divine
invocation. See David R. Jordan “A Survey of Greek Defixiones Not Included in the Special Corpora.” GRBS 26,
no. 2 (1985): 163, where Hermes (the binder), Gaia, and Persephone are invoked.

161 parker, 2011, 277. He calls this space, “a hinterland where private cults and gods, both Greek and foreign, came
and went freely.” We might view this space in similar terms as the tertium quid in John Ma’s (Polis, 2024) tripartite
framework of a polis society, namely the social remainder outside the scope of what he calls civic and civil society.
This is not the only opinion however: Robert Garland (1992), Jon Mikalson (2016), and Ralph Anderson (“New
Gods,” in The Oxford Handbook of Ancient Greek Religion, eds. Esther Eidinow and Julia Kindt (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2015), 309-24) believe that new cults and gods required state approval. Mikalson calls this
approval ierosis (2016, 193), though I have not found any primary evidence concerning such a grant.
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Take, for instance, the trials of Sokrates in which the defendant was (partly) accused of having
“introduced new divinities” (8tepa 88 kawvd dapovia eionyovpevog; Diog. Laert. 2.40),'6? of the
hetaira Phyle, whom Hypereides defended against accusations of having introduced a new god
(Isodaites),'®* and of Nino, who was put to death by the Athenians for having initiated people
into the mysteries of foreign cults (Jos. In Apionem 2.267-8).'* In all three cases, it is notable
that the official crime was not that of worshipping/introducing new gods but rather of impiety

(asebeia), an especially difficult legal offense to define in its Athenian setting.

Nevertheless, despite these constraints, non-Greek migrants, for whom religion was both
a marker of cultural continuity and a conduit for social gathering, often came to Athens with
their own pantheons and religious traditions in tow.!%> The central problem of this chapter then is
to understand the extent to which non-Greeks in fifth-fourth century Athens were able to worship
their gods and how these cults were subsequently integrated—if at all—into the civic religious
landscape. Because the evidence is uneven, the chapter focuses on the points at which non-Greek

cultic activity became legible: decrees and dedicatory monuments.

To make sense of the extant epigraphic evidence, I will allude to different degrees of

religious institutional embeddedness (or integration). Many non-Greek cults in Athens, such as

162 As per Xenophon, “dd1kel Tokpdtng odg uev 1 téAg vopilel Beodg od vouilmv, Etepo 88 ko darpdvia
glo@épav: adikel 8¢ Kol Tovg véoug drapbdsipwv” (Mem. 1.1).
163 “Eevidg Tic Soipwv”, says Harpokration (s.v. Isodaites; Dindorf).

164 For a more detailed discussion on women on trial in general (but also for such crimes of impiety), see Esther
Eidinow, Envy, Poison, and Death: Women on Trial in Classical Athens (Oxford, Oxford University Press, 2016.

165 For a discussion on the arrival of novel deities in fifth century BCE Athens, see Robert Parker, 1996, 152-99.
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the cult of the Phoenician deity Sakon, displayed negligible levels of religious integration
because they were relatively new arrivals in the city, their membership was restricted to a
particular ethnicity, and/or they did not adapt to the cultic koine of the host city. Other cults, such
as that of Phoenician Baal-Sidon, utilized Greek to varying degrees, as well as some of the same
institutional titles and organizational structures as were used by local (citizen-driven) cults.
Although reserved for adherents of the deity’s original ethnic background, over time such cults
would become no different than the associations that were all too familiar to the Athenian citizen
of the fifth and fourth centuries BCE. In some cases, such as the cult of Aphrodite Ourania in the
Peiraieus, Greeks actively took part in the worship of non-Greek deities. This structural
adaptation, if one could call it such, reflects a moderate level of integration: these cults could
operate within a legally defined setting, attract Greek members, and participate in the city’s
religious landscape, albeit in a limited manner. Yet, we cannot dismiss the fact that such cults
remained private institutions all the same, lacking the civic honours, public festivals, and official
status granted by the polis. By contrast, Thracian Bendis’ acceptance as a civic deity with a
public festival and sanctuary marks a rare case of full integration of a non-Greek deity into the

Athenian state cultic framework.

It should be stressed that only five non-Greeks in my register possess both a certain
ethnic designation and a documented cultic affiliation.!®® All five are notably Phoenicians, and
their respective dedications were directed towards private cults of Phoenician deities worshipped

on Athenian soil. Even the most notable non-Greek god in Classical Athens, Bendis, is not

166 IG 117 4636, CIS R 1215, and CIS1 118. The latter is a single dedication which features three individual resident
non-Greeks whose Phoenician background is attributed to them based on their names and, most importantly, the
language of the inscription in which they were found.
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represented in my register by any confirmed individual Thracian worshipper. The scarcity of
non-Greek cultists is not indicative, however, of an overall absence of religious piety but rather
reflects the nature of the evidence at hand: even when they preserve the names of worshippers,
primary sources pertaining to foreign cults (mostly inscriptions) very rarely include patronymics,
demotics, or ethnika. Consequently, the register cannot be the sole means by which we broadly
assess non-Greek religious participation. Instead, it must be used to provide a contextual
backdrop to a broader discussion driven by the cultic dedications themselves and by the primary

literary testimony, especially in the case of Bendis’ cultic worship.

Previous scholarship has mostly tended to explain the adoption of foreign cults in terms
of Athenian politics or fascination with the exotic—in other words, from a purely Athenocentric
perspective. While it is important to understand the point of view of the citizenry, this chapter
adopts a different angle by considering how non-Greek migrants themselves navigated the
Athenian religious landscape. In this chapter, I put forward the strategies by which they adapted
or preserved their ancestral cults, and the degree to which these efforts were acknowledged or, in
the case of Bendis, absorbed by the polis. By situating the Phoenician cults and the cult of
Bendis within the same continuum, I argue that religious integration in Athens was the outcome
of a combination of migrant initiative and civic regulation. Ultimately, the weight of this chapter
inevitably falls on Bendis, whose unique elevation into the civic cultic framework accentuates
both the possibilities and limits of non-Greek religious integration in fifth-fourth century BCE

Athens.
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I will thus first proceed by examining the institutional framework of religion in Athens,
particularly the distinction between private and public associations throughout the modern
historiographical tradition. This is crucial because even the cults of less religiously integrated
non-Greeks often (but not always) made use of local systems to ease their religious transition. |
will then turn to the Phoenician evidence gleaned through the register of non-Greeks, limited
though it may be, to illustrate the varied strategies of private cults with limited to moderate levels
of religious integration. These three case studies will provide the necessary contrast for the
following discussion on the cult of Bendis as the only fifth century example of a non-Greek deity
whose worship achieved full civic recognition in Athens. My concluding remarks will draw these
examples together to suggest how religious integration in fifth-fourth BCE century Athens,
unlike linguistic and economic integration, should be understood not as a smooth spectrum but as
a spectrum that collapses almost entirely into two poles, namely tolerated private cults on the one

hand, and the singular case of Bendis on the other.

2.2 The History of Koina in Classical Athens

To understand the religious networks or communities available to non-Greeks is to
understand the bi-directional relationship that existed between local and foreign populations.
This is because non-Greek residents of Athens—Ilike citizens—often congregated in groups, or
communities/associations (kowoviavkotvd), through which they pursued cultic activities,
sociability, mutual support, and the socio-economic and cultural traditions unique to their

respective homelands.

In the eighth book of his Nikomachean Ethics (8.9.4, 1160a 7-9), Aristotle explicitly

recognizes the existence of multiple, overlapping levels of associations (kotvwviot) within the
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polis: alongside civic bodies such as tribes (whose citizen members were uAétat) and demes
(whose citizen members were onpodtar), he lists smaller groups such as dining-companions,
sailor congregations, and cultic associations (thiasotai) (8.9.5, 1160a 18-20); all of these groups,
in Aristotle’s own framework, are subordinated to the association of the state (ool & avton
Vo TV ToMTIKTV dofkacty eivat; 8.9.5, 1160a 21). We need not follow his hierarchy, but his
catalogue is evidence that Athenians could think in terms of multiple, coexisting levels of

associations within the polis.

This brings us, however, to a broader definitional problem: what were Athenian
associations beyond Aristotle’s definition, and to what extent did such networks blur the line
between public and private cult? In the past two centuries, scholars have attempted to find an
adequate translation for the term “xowvovion” as Aristotle and, more broadly, the Athenians
would have understood it. Modern scholarship has often handled the evidence separately: on the
one hand, civic bodies (gené, demes, phylai, phratries) that were integral to the organization of
the polis; on the other, private associations (orgeones, thiasotai, eranoi, etc.) that formed within
Athenian society. Both could be described as koinoniai, yet their legal status and relation to the
polis differed. This historiographical division has had direct implications on how scholars
conceptualized the religious sphere in Athens since public (demosios) and private (idios) cults,
despite visible configurational similarities, remained distinct entities in the fifth and fourth

centuries BCE.
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Early modern discussions of Athenian koinoniai were greatly shaped by Fustel de
Coulanges, notably his work on Athenian gené, phylai, and demes.'®” Fustel de Coulanges
viewed these three elements as religious in nature, organized around a shared ancestral cult and
thereby genealogical and constitutive of the polis. He posited that gené, phylai, and demes
gradually led to the Athenian adoption of a more communal/civic society from the Archaic
period onward. The sphere of public associations to which these three elements of the state
belonged was thus a key part of the lives of the citizenry and of the polis infrastructure, no
different than the broader worship of gods over which the state had complete authority such as

Athena Parthenos and, over time, Thracian Bendis.

The cultic element of Fustel de Coulanges’ definition of public koinoniai would be
adopted by Paul Foucart nearly a decade later.'®® While the work of Fustel de Coulanges focused
solely on Athenian public associations at the expense of their private counterparts, Foucart’s
work drew solely on the religious nature of the latter. Interested in understanding the
development of early Christianity, Foucart relied heavily on the epigraphic tradition of
Hellenistic orgeones, thiasotai and eranistes, groups which he would call ‘associations.” This
was the first time that private koinoniai were referred to as ‘associations,” a term which would
prevail over all others over a century and half later. Yet the works of both Fustel de Coulanges

and Foucart possessed too narrow a lens: by privileging either the civic or private angle, they left

167 La cité antique: Etude sur le culte, le droit, les institutions de la Gréce et de Rome (Paris: Hachette, 1864).

18 Des associations religieuses chez les Grecs, thiases, éranes, orgéones (Paris: Klincksieck, 1873).
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the broader conception of koinoniai under-explored and, in so doing, did not consider the

potential place of non-Greek religion within the greater phenomenon. !¢’

Partially influenced by previous French scholarship, German scholars were the first to
come up with a theoretical model of the Greek state as an amalgamation of autonomous
associations, each with their own designation. Georg Schomann, for instance, stated that the state
was not composed of individuals, but of both corporations (Kérperschaften) and
associations/connections (Verbindungen).!” In his study of Athenian gené, Ulrich von
Wilamowitz referred to the city as a community (Gemeinschaft) of autonomous associations

(Genossenschaften).!”!

As was the case in Fustel de Coulanges’ La cité antique, both works
ignored the impact of private associations. It was not until the work of Erich Ziebarth,'”? and

later Franz Poland,'”® that private associations (Vereine) would be given a similar treatment in

German scholarship.

Scholars of the 20" century followed in the footsteps of the earlier French and German
scholarship, publishing important works which concerned individual associations. William Scott

Ferguson’s work on Attic orgeones was pioneering not only in the broader field of private

199 Paulin Ismard, La cité des réseaux: Athénes et ses associations VI¢-I siécle av. J.-C. (Paris: Editions de la
Sorbonne, 2010), 22.

170 Griechische Alterthiimer, Vol. 2: Das Staatswesen. (Berlin: Weidmannsche Buchhandlung, 1871).
7! Staat und Gesellschaft der Griechen und Romer (Berlin: Teubner, 1910).
172 Das griechische Vereinswesen (Leipzig: S. Hirzel,1896).

I3 Geschichte des griechischen Vereinswesens (Leipzig: B. G. Teubner, 1909).
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associations,'’ but in its study of non-Greek residents and their cults in Athens. Orgeones were
“privately organized groups who met once a month or once a year for religious purposes in a
privately established shrine, over which they seem to have had full control.”!”> Their place in the
overall discussion of koinoniai is important not only because they show how religious life could
be organized outside the civic cults, but also because they reveal the institutional competence of
non-public groups in Athens. Ferguson’s theory wherein orgeones of Classical Athens were
comprised solely of citizens remains the opinio communis. Yet, this “citizen-only” thesis
effectively excludes migrants from the overall discussion and reinforces the view that private
cults of orgeones were marginal as opposed to integrative, a view that does not wholly reflect the
evidence stemming from the later cult of Bendis. As will be seen, the public recognition of
Thracianness in the cult of Bendis demonstrates that non-Greek associations could, in rare

instances, move beyond mere religious tolerance into the civic cultic framework.

Denis Roussel and Felix Bourriot’s revision of earlier works on public associations, as
well as Moses Finley’s work on the key role of associations in the evolution of the democratic
state, are also important.!’® Both Roussel and Bourriot challenged the notion that kinship-based
associations such as gené predated and formed the basis of the Greek state, arguing that such
civic bodies, while constitutive of the polis, were invented. Finley provided the theoretical
framework for the later works of David Whitehead and Stephen Lambert who advanced the field

of demes and phratries respectively, albeit at the expense of furthering the rift between public

174 “The Attic Orgeones and the Cult of Heroes,” HThR 37 (1944): 62-140.
175 Wijma, 2014, 146.
176 Rousel, Tribu et cité (Paris: Les Belles lettres, 1976); Bourriot, Recherches sur la nature du genos, (Lille:

Université Lille 111, 1976); Finley, The Ancient Economy (London: Chatto & Windus, 1973).
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and private associations within scholarship.!”” A direct student of Finley, Whitehead posited that
each deme possessed its own cults and was a microcosm of the state, while Lambert suggested
that phratries were crucial subdivisions of the civic institution of Athens. Equally working from
a Finleyan precedent, Robin Osborne offered an important study of various aspects of the demes
as sub-divisions of the polis,!”® notably putting forward the case of Rhamnous as an example of

the institutional machinery in rural Attika.

More recently, the ground-breaking monographs of Nicholas Jones and Paulin Ismard
have provided the field with a broader view of the history of all Athenian koinoniai.'” Following
Osborne’s precedent, Jones suggests that the associations acted as the representative of its
members’ interests before the state. Moreover, the many Athenian associations, Jones suggests,
acquired “certain of their configurations, regional dispositions, and functions, in response to the
distinctive features of the contemporary democracy,” furthering the notion that both the public
and private spheres of the polis were involved in an interdependent system.!®® Much like
Osborne before him however, Jones centered much of his work on public associations (genée,

phylai, demes, and phratries), as well as the spectrum of citizen society.

177 David Whitehead, The Demes of Attika 508/7-ca. 250 B.C.: A Political and Social Study. Course Book.
(Princeton, New Jersey: Princeton University Press, 1986), and Stephen Lambert, The Phratries of Attica (Ann
Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 1993).

178 “The Demos and Its Divisions in Classical Athens.” In The Greek City, eds. Simon Price and Oswyn Murray,
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1990): 265-94.

179 Nicholas Jones, The Associations of Classical Athens: The Response to Democracy (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1999), and Paulin Ismard, La cité des réseaux, VIie—Ier siecle av. J.-C (Paris: Editions de la

Sorbonne, 2010).

130 Jones, 1999, 47.
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Viewing this feature of Jones’ discussion as indicative of a still disjointed state of the
field of “la question associative,” Ismard put forward the most inclusive study of the history of
Athenian associations. Unlike Jones who followed Osborne’s precedent, Ismard was influenced
by the works of Roussel and Bourriot, who both refuted the hypothesis that associations were
aristocratic expressions of domination within the city-state. Ismard equally drew upon the work
of Philippe Gauthier,'8! who highlighted the continued prosperity of the polis in the Hellenistic
period and who argued against the notion that cultic associations replaced the political structure
of that time. Through his middle-ground approach (échelle médiane), that is from the perspective
of the association itself, [smard differentiates his work from that of Jones by showcasing the
public nature of many non-civic associations. Unlike many of his predecessors, he views
Athenian associations, demes (public) or orgeones (private), as entities which were no less cultic

than they were financial and political.'®?

Ismard’s La cité des reseaux remains the most comprehensive analysis of the combined
study of public and private associations and has constituted an integral part of an ongoing
dialogue on social networks in the ancient world. The latter discussion has since been taken up
by Claire Taylor in the sphere of social mobility, and Ben Akrigg who writes from an economic

perspective all the while maintaining an eye on the metic experience.'®* In her recent

181 < es cités hellénistiques,” in The Ancient Greek City-State: Symposium on the Occasion of the 250th Anniversary
of the Royal Danish Academy of Sciences and Letters, July 1-4, 1992, ed. Mogens Herman Hansen (Copenhagen:
Royal Danish Academy of Sciences and Letters; Commissioner, Munksgaard, 1993): 265-78.

182 As such, Ismard (2010, 36-7) calls associations “polyvalente.”
133 Both Ben Akrigg, Population and economy in Classical Athens (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2019),
and Claire Taylor, Poverty, Wealth, and Well-Being: Experiencing Penia in Democratic Athens (Oxford: Oxford

University Press, 2017) have contributed (Taylor serves as an editor as well) to an earlier volume titled Communities
and Networks (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2015) which is equally of note to the study at hand.
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comprehensive two-volume study on kinship in Athens,'®* Sarah Humphreys adds a
complementary point of view by showing how corporate kinship structures and ritual
participation created overlapping forms of affiliation that shaped civic identify and social

cohesion.

In addition, Danish scholars such as Vincent Gabrielsen and Christian Thomsen, in
following Mogens Herman Hansen’s precedent, have begun to center in on the importance of
private associations within the democratic framework of Athens, and the role that these groups
might have played on the migrant population in Greek cities. In particular, Gabrielsen
importantly states that rather than being “incompatible with democracy, or a phenomenon
extraneous to the polis, private associations took root and flourished amidst both of these.”!% In
his recent discussion on the rise of ethno-congregational associations, Gabrielsen also counters
Ferguson’s longstanding opinio communis that orgeones of the Classical period were solely
made up of citizens.'®® According to the Danish scholars, and more specifically to the
Copenhagen Associations Project which Gabrielsen directed, '8’ private associations were

moreover characterized by a series of attributes. These included but were not limited to a

184 Kinship in Ancient Athens: An Anthropological Analysis (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2018).

185 Associations, Modernization and the Return of the Private Network in Athens, 2016, 122. This work is within
Claudia Tiersch’s collection of essays titled Die athenische Demokratie im 4. Jahrhundert: zwischen
Modernisierung und Tradition (Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, 2016).

136 Ibid., 128.

187 The full project and its scope can be found here: https://copenhagenassociations.saxo.ku.dk/.
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“purpose(s) around which the membership was united, a collective name, a degree of durability,

concern with cult worship, property possession, and a certain level of organization.”!'®8

For non-Greek residents, these associations defined the horizon of religious possibility.
Most remained private and marginal, but some, such as the followers of Bendis, would
ultimately transcend this boundary. Occasionally, associations interacted directly with civic
institutions. The decrees through which we encounter such interactions most clearly record
moments when these groups sought a more secure footing in the polis: the ability to own land
(notably via grants of enktesis) and to act within a defined legal setting. For non-citizen
associations such privileges were important because, on the one hand, metics could lease
premises but could not automatically own the property upon which their cults were founded; on
the other, durable public visibility (i.e. a temple, a shrine, etc.) could invite disputes unless

backed by civic authorization.

Yet these decree-mediated contacts are only one form of interaction with the polis:
private associations and non-citizen groups, Greek and non-Greek alike, also engaged with civic
norms by replicating the administrative and representational patterns of public koina. As we shall
see, they often imitated the forms of self-presentation, organizational structures, and titles and
offices of civic associations, even as their cultic practices and deities remained distinctly foreign
within an Athenian framework. As John Ma notes in his seminal work on the polis, private

koina, which he situates within the realm of “civil society”, actively mimicked civic subdivisions

188 Such is the list of characteristics that Gabrielsen provides in his work within Tiersch’s volume (2016, 123) and on
the website of the Copenhagen Associations Project.
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since it “was the only way for non-public associations to achieve visibility and efficacy in the

social space of the polis.”'%’

In this light, we might understand non-Greek residents, such as the worshippers of
Aphrodite Ourania, Baal-Sidon, Sakon, and Bendis, as active participants in a quasi-civic life in
the city. This is an important conceptual development as it would strengthen our understanding
of non-Greek participation in Classical Athens. If indeed public and private associations were
deeply ingrained in the Athenian polis system, and thus no less economic and political than
cultic, then their non-Greek components had recourse to a similar arrangement to that of their

citizen counterparts within their demes, phratries and gené.

2.3 Insular Non-Greek Religious Life: The Cult of Sakon in Athens

Owing to the scanty nature of the sources, the following case studies which feature five
individuals from my register are brief. I have nevertheless endeavoured to present an argument
for what I describe as insular, assimilating, and moderately integrated non-Greek cults in
Classical Athens. The first case is Benhodesh (45) whose dedication to the god Sakon (KA 58 =
CIS 1118) reveals a non-Greek cult in its least integrative (insular) state. The second and third
cases represent more nuanced religious experiences, namely that of Atorneing (78) and
Apiotokiéa (62) whose respective dedications to Baal-Sidon (CIS R 1215) and Aphrodite
Ourania (/G 11> 4636) showcase cults that were slightly more integrated within the Athenian

framework.

189 Ma, 2024, 434.
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It should be said that while all three differ, they were still more closely aligned to one
another than Bendis, a non-Greek deity admitted to the Athenian state pantheon. They were also
far more representative of the fate of most non-Greek religious associations. Their inclusion
within the chapter is therefore crucial not only to our understanding of the extent to which a non-
Greek might have hoped to religiously integrate but to our conceptualization of Bendis’

integration as a truly unique phenomenon in Classical Athens.

What then do I mean by an insular level of integration? Insular non-Greek cults are
private associations over which the Athenian state had no direct control. In such cases, the cult
remained an ethnically bound association whose practices were conducted largely, if not solely,
for and by a particular ethnic group. Despite not being beholden to the state in any official
capacity however, insular non-Greek cults, like all foreign private associations, still required
civic approval if they desired to create a more durable religious experience. For instance, if they
sought a more permanently defined cult site, they had to confront the legal constraints imposed
upon resident aliens, namely the restriction to own property without the explicit approval of the
state (enktesis).!”® Of course, the existence of a cultic community as such did not depend on any
official decree: it could meet in a leased space, or within a household, and much of its religious

life will have unfolded, albeit in a more confined and less secure manner.

In the case of the worship of Sakon in Athens, our evidence is indicative of a cult in its

insular integrative state: it was a private cult uniquely catered to a specific ethnicity. In other

190 See For the bestowal of enktesis to Egyptians for the purpose of construction their shrine to Isis, Simms, Isis in
Classical Athens, 1989.
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words, there were no overt attempts to render cultic practices pertaining to Sakon accessible to
anybody other than his original Phoenician adherents. This much is evident based on the
surviving text on a late fourth century BCE dedicatory inscription from the Peiraieus (CIS 1.118)
in which a certain Phoenician Benhodesh (45) honours Sakon:

mzbh z ’S ynt bnhds bn b ‘lytn hspt - bn ‘bd’Smn hhtm - I’skn “dr - ybrk

This is the altar that Benhodesh built, son of Baalyaton the suffete, son of Abdeshmoun

the sealer, for Sakon the powerful. Blessings be to him.'*!

As shown above, the dedication, which was solely inscribed in Phoenician, includes the
name of the dedicant, his patronymic, and papponymic. Despite the inclusion of these three
names, it is difficult to say prima facie whether Benhodesh was the only one among the three
who dwelled in Athens. Perhaps the names of his father and grandfather were included within the
dedication only out of a long-standing Phoenician onomastic custom. As we have already
covered, extended genealogy was common in Phoenician epitaphs. A parallel can be seen in the
epitaph of Noumenios B (58; /G 11> 9034) (whose Phoenician name was likewise Benhodesh),
which shows how Phoenicians in Athens could display genealogy even when earlier generations

possibly never set foot in Attika.

It is interesting to note however that Benhodesh also included the functions of both his
father and grandfather, a practice otherwise unattested in Phoenician inscriptions in fifth-fourth

century BCE Athens. Baalyaton (49), for instance, is called a suffete (spf), and Abdeshmoun (50)

191 Both the transliteration and translation of the Phoenician script come from Demetriou (2023, 42, n.72). I include
an emendation to the profession of Abdeshmoun whom Demetriou calls a seer. Both George Cooke, A4 text-book of
north-Semitic inscriptions (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1903), 100, and KAI refer to his position as a sealer or one who
makes seals. Regrettably, the stone, which was first published by Gustav Hirschfeld, “Nachtrage zu den attischen
Kiinstlerinschriften.” Archaeologische Zeitung NS 5 (1872): 21, is now in an unspecified private collection.
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a sealer. The title ‘suffete/spt’ is well attested, although often misunderstood,'®? in Phoenician
contexts—notably in Carthage and its colonies—where it was a high magisterial office.!* In

),194 a suffete was

non-Carthaginian colonies (i.e. non-Punic cities where Carthaginians resided
likely less of a political figure than he was a symbolic one: the community’s suffete did not
possess any legal or authoritative power over Carthaginians within the local framework. So too
in its Athenian setting, a suffete most plausibly entailed a leadership role in the local cultic
association. Likewise, a ‘sealer’ suggests a bureaucratic function, reinforcing the impression of
an association with an organized internal administration.!”> And so, in Athens, these titles are
best understood not as civic offices pertaining to the Phoenician homeland (wherever that may

have been for the followers) but as internal offices within the cultic community of Sakon. For

this reason, I have included both individuals within my register of non-Greeks.

The inclusion of both the Phoenician script and the dedicant’s genealogy was common
practice within the epigraphic habit of the longstanding Phoenician community in Athens.!'*® Yet,

as was discussed in the first chapter, Phoenicians commonly included the local Attic script as

192 Nicolaas Verhelst, “The Carthaginian Sufetes: (re-)assessing the literary, epigraphical, and archaeological
sources,” in Carthage Studies 12 (2021): 31-80, provides a reassessment of the various interpretations of the suffete.

193 Cooke, A4 text-book of north-Semitic inscriptions, 1903, 100-16. Verhelst, 2021, 50, calls them the “most
important magistrates of the Poeni” since they had a central position within the Carthaginian state, but also
possessed the power to convene the Carthaginian senate.

194 A similar use of the title is found in a fourth century BCE Phoenician inscription from Marseilles (CIS 1 166).

195 Renan (CIS 1.118) refers to him as an official sealer (cancellarius), a profession that has no Greek equivalent
among the bilingual Phoenician-Greek inscriptions from fifth-fourth century BCE Athens. In fact, this is the sole use
of the term in an Attic context. Yet, Ploutarchos, admittedly in an Egyptian setting, refers to the copayiortai (sealers;
De Iside 31) as types of priests in the worship of Typhon. Javier Teixidor, “Bulletin d'épigraphie sémitique 1978-
1979,” Syria 56.3-4 (1979): 371, refers to him as a “chancelier”.

196 Cf. the first chapter, notably the cases involving the use of language by local Phoenician residents.
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well as their respective ethnika within their inscriptions, especially on their epitaphs, in order to
ease their integration. The omission of Greek in the dedication to Sakon is therefore indicative of
a cult whose members were disinterested in integrating within the local framework. Benhodesh,
whose lineage suggests that he was an important member in the local Phoenician community
dedicated to Sakon,'®” did not desire for the Greek onlooker to comprehend his gift to the god;
only his fellow Phoenician cult members understood the nature of his offering, as well as his and
his family’s overall place within the religious community at large, provided that his father and

grandfather’s standing had any bearing over his own in the cult.

As for the cult of Sakon as a whole, it seems unlikely that it contained any members
extraneous to the Phoenician community. Contrary to the two cases which follow, no Greek or
bilingual inscriptions exist concerning the worship of Sakon specifically. While two nearby
dedications in Greek were said to have been directed towards Hermes, '*® the Greek equivalent of
Sakon, there is no way to positively associate them to the Phoenician worship of CIS 1.118.
Hermes Hegemonios, for instance, who was perhaps worshipped in the Peiraieus as early as the
late fifth century BCE, ! and whose cult in the port was well frequented by local Athenians in
the late fourth century BCE,?% is likely not the same god worshipped as Sakon by incoming

Phoenicians.

197 1t is tempting to list Benhodesh as a Carthaginian on account of the prevalence of the suffete in Carthage; yet

both title and the god Sakon were also found in Phoenician contexts outside of Carthage (i.e. Tyre) and so I list him
as Phoenician more broadly.

198 Cooke, 1903, 100, mentions the existence of both inscriptions but does not reference any scholarship which
discusses them. I have been unable to positively identify either in SEG or IG.

19 Cf [G 12 826.

200 See G 117 1496 wherein the cult to Hermes Hegemonios is mentioned among the treasury accounts as a public
worship.
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Since CIS 1.118 is the only mention of Sakon in Classical Athens, we are restricted in
what we can say for certain about the cult. The reference to a newly built altar shows a moment
of cult construction and of self-assertion by a member of the community but does not, in itself,
prove that the group had obtained a grant of enktesis. We might imagine a scenario in which the
altar could have been erected on leased property, provided that the owner of the land saw no

1ssue with it.

Yet, while we are limited in our understanding of the cult, there is room to speculate:
although there is no evidence that local adherents explicitly kept Athenians from worshipping,
there was seemingly no desire from the part of the original worshippers to make the cult more
accessible to a broader Greek audience either. The dedication’s language and presentation,
especially the cultic positions unique to the Phoenician religious experience, point to an
association that was inward-facing, or insular. This does not mean that Athenians were excluded
in any formal way. Rather, there is no indication that the cult sought wider participation based on
what is made legible through CIS 1.118: the dedication is not bilingual, nor do we see the
presence of recognizably Attic cultic customs. In that sense, the cult of Sakon illustrates the
lowest end of the integrative spectrum. In other words, it was a Phoenician cultic community

whose participation was, so far as is evident in our limited understanding, catered to Phoenicians.

2.4 Assimilating (Minimally Integrated) Non-Greek Cults: The Cult of Baal-
Sidon

If the cult of Sakon represents the most insular form of non-Greek cultic worship, namely

one that was confined (deliberately or otherwise) to the linguistic and ethnic boundaries of its
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Phoenician worshippers, then the cult of Baal-Sidon marks a moderate step towards an
assimilating (minimally integrated) cult in Athens. The worship of Baal-Sidon in Athens is first
attested in a late fourth century BCE bilingual inscription (KAl 60 = IG 1I? 2946) from the
Peiraieus wherein the local association of Sidonians honours a member of their community for
his benefactions to the god’s cult:

1 bym 4 Imrzh bst 14 [‘'m sdn tm bd sdnym bn ’spt [ ‘tr
vt Sm'‘b‘l bn mgn 'S ns’ hgw ‘I btlm w ‘'l mbnt hsr bt’Im
‘trt hrs bdrknm 20 Imht k bn’lm hrs bt’lm wp ‘I ‘vt ki
'S Ity msrt ‘vt vtz lktb h’dmm ‘S ns’m In ‘I bt

5 ‘Im ‘It msbt hrs wytn’y b ‘rpt bt’lm ‘n ’s lknt gw
‘rb ‘It msbt z ys'n bksp ‘Im bl sdn drkmnm 20 Imht
lkn yd* hsdnym k yd‘ hgw [SIm hipt yt "dmm ’[.]$ p‘l
msrt 't pn gw

1 TO KOOV TV Z1dmviny
Aromeif<n>v Ziddviov. !

1 On the fourth day of the marzeah, in the fourteenth year of the people of Sidon. It was
resolved by the Sidonians, members of the assembly:
to crown Shamabaal, son of Magon, who is president of the association in charge of the
temple and the construction of the court of the temple
with a gold wreath of twenty legal darics because he built the court of the temple and he
fulfilled
all public functions conferred on him. Those who are leaders of the temple should
inscribe this decision

5 on a cut stone and they should erect it in the portico of the temple for everyone to see.
The association shall appoint
the guarantor of the stele: they will take from the silver of the god Baal of Sidon twenty
legal drachmas.
In this way, the Sidonians will know that the association rewards men who fulfill
public functions for the association.

1 The association of the Sidonians (set this up)
for Diopeithes the Sidonian.

201 KA1 60 contains the Phoenician text, while /G 112 2946 corresponds to the Greek portion. I provide the Phoenician
text of W. Ameling, “Kowov tov Cidwviov,” ZPE 81 (1990):189-99, and Demetriou’s (2023, 84-5) English
translation. For the late-fourth century BCE dating of the inscription see Marie-Francoise Baslez and Francoise
Briquel-Chantonnet, “Un exemple d’intégration phénicienne au monde grec: les Sidoniens au Pirée a la fin du IVe
siecle,” ACFP 2.1 (1991): 229-240.
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The honorand in question, Diopeithes (78), or Shamabaal the son of Magon as he was
called in his native Phoenician, was a Sidonian man of some importance to the cult. His two
names offer a complementary view of his religious role: ‘Diopeithes’ loosely translates to “one
who trusts in Zeus”, while ‘Shamabaal’ can be translated as “Baal listens”.?°? The decree credits
him with administrative responsibilities (including community oversight and building works in
the sanctuary) and rewards him with a golden crown worth 20 drachmas and a publicly displayed
commemoration visible to all worshippers of Baal. At first glance, the document speaks to a
culture of accountability within the cult, as well as to the importance of rewarding members of

the community for properly attending to their duties.

Yet, these honours are worth mentioning not only for what they say, but for how they are
said. This is because the Phoenician portion of the inscription, in its form, closely mirrors the
formalized language and honorific conventions familiar in contemporary Athenian decrees: the
importance of temporally situating the cult’s meeting, the public recognition by a collective
body, the award of a crown (golden or otherwise), and the permanent display of the decree on
stone in a sacred space are all common features within the epigraphic habit of the religious
associations of Athenian citizens. As Javier Teixidor remarks, “[/]a ressemblance entre le libellé

du texte phénicien et d'autres inscriptions grecques honorifiques est frappante.”**?

202 Cf. Demetriou, 2023, 84.

203 Javier Teixidor, “ L'assemblée 1égislative en Phénicie d'apreés les inscriptions,” Syria 57.2* (1980): 454.
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In fact, the text is so reminiscent of Attic epigraphy and so different from the Phoenician
norm that it has been suggested that the Phoenician portion of the stone may have been a copy of

1;°* and although no such copy exists, Denise Demetriou notes that the

a Greek origina
Phoenician text, due to the uniqueness of certain terms within and various oddities in word forms
and uses, “becomes comprehensible only when read as a Phoenician translation of Athenian

honorific practices.”?® In the cult of Baal-Sidon, we thus see an association that has already

begun to develop a locally-recognizable internal structure.

Nevertheless, the Sidonian worshippers of Baal-Sidon, despite meeting like an Athenian
association and making use of terminology and phraseology familiar to the local norm,
importantly write from a Phoenician perspective and in their native Phoenician script. The
former perspective can be deduced via the inclusion of dates and terms familiar only to them,

such as the opening allusion to the fourth day of the Mazreah,?*

or mentioning the so-called
“fourteenth year of the people of Sidon” (1.1).2°7 And so this deliberate imitation of the Greek
civic style in their own native language signals an awareness of their own religious and

administrative practices, thereby suggesting a modest but significant attempt at integrating within

immigrant religious landscape.

204 Cf. Cooke, 1903, 95.
205 Demetriou, 2023, 85.

206 Cooke, 1903, 95, originally suggested that this was “generally taken to be the name of a month,” but it may have
alternatively pertained to a five-day cultic festival. The latter is the consensus today (cf. Demetriou, 2023, 85).

207 This, according to Baslez and Briquel-Chatonnet (1991), corresponds to 320/19 BCE. They come to that

conclusion based on various other factors such as the inclusion of numerals and the bestowal of a crown in the
decree (late fourth century phenomena).
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The Sidonian adaptation of Athenian forms was not only an inward-facing phenomenon
either. It is notable, for instance, that the above honours are solely specified in the Phoenician
portion of the stone, while the Greek text only informs the passersby of the names of both the
dedicator and the dedicand in the honorific accusative.?*® Although limited in the information it
provides to the onlooker, the Greek text in the inscription showcases a non-Greek cult that was at
least partially willing to expose itself to a broader Greek audience. That the inscription was
moreover to be placed somewhere in the temple’s portico within the complex itself may
therefore have been purposeful. An Athenian walking inside the complex by the temple in the
Peiraieus may have not understood the bulk of the stone’s contents, but he would have
undoubtedly remarked on the presence of an individual with a theophoric Greek name being

prominently honoured by Baal-Sidon’s faithful (despite the accompanying non-Greek ethnikon).

Still, the presence of a few words in Greek in no way suggest that Athenians worshipped
Baal-Sidon, let alone that the Sidonians themselves were open to admitting adherents of a non-
Phoenician ethnic background. After all, even the Greek text specifies that the cult was catered to
the kowov 1@V Zwwviov and not to a generic collective or association of worshippers devoid of
ethnic affiliation. To that point, it is unknown whether local Phoenicians outside of the Sidonian

community would have been welcomed either, since the deity worshipped by the kowov t@dv

208 Cf. John Ma, Statues and Cities: Honorific Portraits and Civic Identity in the Hellenistic World (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2013), 45-67. Interestingly, the dedicand’s Greek name appears to have been incorrectly inscribed
on the stone, with ‘n’ being the understood letter. It seems likely that the inscriber was not as familiar with the
Greek language as he was with his native Phoenician.
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Z10mviov was specifically Baal of Sidon (b / sdn; 1. 6) and not any other incarnation (Baal was

certainly worshipped in various Phoenician poleis such as Tyre or Byblos).?*

Why then did the worshippers of Baal-Sidon, or more specifically the kowvov 1dv
X1mviov, feel the need to include Greek on the stone, notably in such a public setting, if not to
spread their deity’s worship beyond the confines of their community? The answer, I suggest, lies
in the long-standing presence of Sidonians in Athens, as well as in the particular relationship that
they possessed with the Athenian state. In the first chapter, we considered the case of Demetrios
(69), a Sidonian living in Athens whose fourth century epitaph was not only inscribed in Greek,
but whose entire identity as discerned through the stone was that of a Hellenized if not Atticized

Phoenician:

1 Anpntproc Anuntpiov
210dV10g

1 Demetrios, son of Demetrios,
Sidonian

In fact, Demetrios, as well as his father, who were both members of the kowvov tdv
X10mviov and therefore potential followers of Baal-Sidon, were possibly born in Athens. As it
were, they, alongside other incoming Sidonians, were the beneficiaries of a blossoming
relationship between Athens and Sidon which was strengthened at the onset of the fourth century
BCE. As per an Athenian decree (/G 11? 141) honouring Straton the king of Sidon, “however

many of the Sidonians who both resided in and were citizens of Sidon should come to Athens for

209 For the various incarnations of Baal’s cult among the Phoenicians, see Paolo Xella, “Religion,” in The Oxford
Handbook of the Phoenician and Punic Mediterranean, eds. Brian R. Doak and Carolina Lopez-Ruiz (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2019), 276-77.
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the sake of conducting business, were not to be permitted to pay the metoikion tax, to act as a

choregos, and to be registered for the eisphora.”*'°

Whether Demetrios, Diopeithes, or the members of Baal-Sidon’s cult were business
oriented is not known, but the kowvov to which they belonged was greatly benefitted by the broad
exemptions allotted to the Sidonian community by the Athenian state. These exemptions led to
an influx of Sidonians travelling to and remaining in Athens from an early point in the fourth
century. Over time, this community would consist of enough members to warrant the subsequent
arrival and legal worship of their god Baal-Sidon, whose cult would, in turn, be governed by
Sidonians familiar with the local Attic dialect and Athenian associative customs due to their
long-standing presence in the city. The inclusion of Greek in /G II? 2946 is therefore a reflection
of a growing Sidonian community in Athens that often employed the local koine in their

gradually assimilating religious setting.

2.5 The Cult of Aphrodite Ourania: A Case of Moderate Religious Integration

The next case to be examined is that of the moderately integrated cult of Aphrodite
Ourania. Known to us via a late fourth century BCE dedication from the Peiraieus (/G 11> 4636),

Aphrodite Ourania, also known as Astarte,?!!

was a Phoenician deity of great significance in her
native Kition, where her sanctuary on the akropolis was adjacent to that of the city’s tutelary

deity, Herakles-Melkart.?!? As a goddess affiliated with sea voyage, Astarte/Aphrodite was a

210 <6601 8 v Z1dw-/ viov olkodvieg &v Ziddvi kai moM-/ tevduevor dmdnuodo kat’ éumop-/ iav A vnot, pm

£Egival TouTe pet-/ oiklov mpatresbot unde xopnyov/ undéva katactiool und’ gioeopav/ undepiov éntypaoew (11.
30-36).”

211 For this association see Demetriou, 2023, 58-60.

212 Cf. Garland, 2001, 207-8.
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suitable divinity for Kitians, and Phoenicians more broadly, who were more involved in
maritime trade than any other non-Greek population in the city.?!* Notably, Aphrodite was also
honoured by Sidonians on Kos, specifically by Diotimos the son of the king of Sidon, whose
late-fourth century BCE bilingual dedication (/G XII,4 2:546 = KAI 292) was meant to ensure
the safe voyage of sailors ([0m]ép 1@V TAedvtwv; 1.4). In Classical Athens however, she
possessed a single known Phoenician worshipper, a Kitian named Aristoklea (62).%!4

1 Apiotokiéa i Kitiag @ Appoditn-
1 Ovpaviot | ev&apévn : avédnkev.

1 Aristoklea the Kitian
set this up for Aphrodite Ourania having made a vow (to do so).

Although Kitian, Aristoklea’s dedication presents her as a Hellenized non-Greek resident
of Athens: her name is Greek, she was accompanied by her ethnikon (albeit without any
accompanying patronymic) and referred to her goddess by her Greek name. Notably absent from
her dedication was any inclusion of the Phoenician script despite the overt reference to her Kitian
background. At face value then, it seems as though this cult to Aphrodite Ourania, at least based

on the dedication of a singular Kitian worshipper, was itself partially Hellenized as well.

But how do we know for certain whether this cult of Aphrodite Ourania was in fact
Kitian and not some private Greek incarnation of the goddess’ worship? As it happens, there

exists a Kitian petition for the right to land ownership for the foundation of a temple to Kitian

213 For a more detailed discussion on the mercantile acumen of Phoenicians in Athens see the third chapter. On the
importance of Aphrodite as a goddess affiliated with sailing, see Demetriou, 2023, 75-77.

214 The cult in the Peiraieus is not to be confused with the one found on the slopes of the Athenian Akropolis. As

will be seen in Chapter 3, there were other Phoenician worshippers of the port cult, but she is the only one whose
ethnicity can be positively attributed to her.
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Aphrodite. Preserved within a series of decrees (/G 112 337) dated to 333/2 BCE,?!” the grant of
enktesis to the so-called Kitian merchants (emporoi) remains one of only four known grants of
that kind to non-Greeks preserved within the epigraphic record.?'® In many cases, these petitions
are assumed based on our understanding of religious allowances to foreigners. In the case of
Kitian Aphrodite however, we have a very clear structure for how resident non-Greeks sought to
convince the state that their divinity deserved a more secure locale in which they might worship
their gods in Athens:

1 [0]eot.
émi Nikokpdtovg dpyovt-
oG &mi Thi¢ Alyeldog mpmdT-
NG TPLTAVELNG TOV TPOLD-
5 pov éneyneilev Oedpiio-
¢ dnyovolog €d0&ev Tijt B-
oVAEl" Avtidotoc AToAlo-
Smpov TvmaAntTioc gime-
v: epil Ov Aéyovov oi Kit-
10 1€1G Tepl Thg 10pHoEIwg
Tt A@poditnt Tod igpod,
gymoicOon el fovAel To-
VG TPOESPOLG O v LAy MO-
L TPoedpevEY €ig TNV Tp-
15 ATV EKKANGiov Tpocaya-
YEWV a0TOVG Kol xpnpati-
oo, Yvounv o6& EuvPailec-
B g PovAfig ic TOV Off-
pov 01t 0okel Tt BovAel
20 drxovoovta TOV SHipHov TdV
Kritieiov mepi g 10pvo-
€10G 10D igpod kai GAAOV
AOnvaiov Tod fovrouévo-
v BovAevoachor &t Gv av-
25 T SOKET EproTov Elva.
émi Nikokpdtovg dpyovt-
og émi tiic [Tavdrovidog o-
ELTEPOG TPLTOVELNG TAWV
Tpoédpwv Eneyneilev Pa-

215 Based on the archonship of Nikokrates. Simms, 1989, provides an exhaustive commentary on the decree.

216 See Petirka, The formula for the grant of enktesis in Attic inscriptions (Prague: Universita Karlova, 1966).
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véotpatog Draaiong €d6o-
Eev T oNuor Avkopyog A-
vKOPpovoc Bovtddng ein-
gv' mepi GV ol Evopot oi K-
1Tieic £d0&av Evvopa ik-
eteve aitodvteg TOV O-
fiwov ympiov Evktnow &v

o1 idpvoovtar iepdov Agp-
001tNg, 0€00)aL TdL M-

w1 dodvat Tolg EUTOPOIS

tov Kitiéov &vktot|v] y[o]-
piov &v Gt idpvcovrat o
iepov tig Aepoditng kab-
Gmep kai ol Alydmriol 10

g "Io1d0g 1epov idpuvt-

at.

Gods

In the archonship of Nikokrates,
in the first prytany

of the Aigeis tribe.

Theophilos of Phegous of the presiding committee put it to the vote.

The council has decided.

Antidotos son of Apollodoros

of Sypalettos proposed:

Concerning that which the Kitians say
about the foundation

of a sanctuary to Aphrodite,

the council has put it to vote

that the presiding committee members who are selected
to preside over the

next assembly shall bring

them (the Kitians) forward and put the affair to discussion,
and submit the opinion

of the council to the people (demos)
that the council has decided

that the people, having heard

from the Kitians about the foundation
of the sanctuary, and from any other
Athenian who desires (to speak),

shall deliberate whatever

seems best to it.

In the archonship of Nikokrates,

in the second prytany

of the Pandionis tribe
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Phanostratos of Philaidai

30 of the presiding committee put it to the vote.
The people have decided.
Lykourgos son of Lykophron of Boutadai proposed:
concerning that which the Kitian merchants
have shown to have been a lawful petition

35 in asking the people for
the right of ownership (enktesis) of a plot of land
on which they may found a sanctuary of Aphrodite,
the people have decided
to grant the Kitian merchants

40 the right of ownership of a plot of land
on which they may found a sanctuary of Aphrodite,
just as the Egyptians
have founded a sanctuary

45 of Isis.

Aside from providing a terminus post quem for the private worship of Kitian Aphrodite in
Athens,?!” IG 112 337, which was found in the Peiraieus in the vicinity of the findspot of

Aristoklea’s dedication (/G 11> 4636), is crucial to our understanding of how successful non-

Greek collectives petitioned the state for a more secure, yet still private, access to cultic worship.

The inscription consists of two decrees. The first decree (1. 1-25) makes it clear that the
Kitians first approached the state with an expressed desire to found a sanctuary to their god. This
is channelled through civic procedure with the matter being referred to the council. The second
decree (11. 26-45) consists of the grant of enktesis to the Kitian merchants for the purpose of
building a temple to Aphrodite. When taken in tandem, both decrees seem to reflect two parts of
a greater process. Namely, that in order for the Kitian merchants to receive the right to own land
in Athens they must first put forward a suitable reason that might justify an otherwise elusive

grant. The text does not therefore document a broader requirement that the Athenian assembly

217 Not to be confused with the Aphrodite Ourania worshipped in the Agora (cf. Mikalson, Religion in Hellenistic
Athens, 1998, 30-1.
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must vote on the legality of Kitian Aphrodite’s worship in Athens as a foreign cult, but denotes a
specific legal and spatial problem that many non-Greek worshippers will have had: the expressed
approval of civic authority was needed in order to establish a place of worship that was legally

secure through land ownership.

From the perspective of the Kitians, it was important to go about the petition through the
appropriate legal procedure (8vvopa; I. 35), and to notably refer to precedent in order to further
promote their claim. As expressed in the second decree (1. 42-45), alluding to the bestowal of
enktesis to the Egyptians for the purpose of building a temple for Isis was no less important to
the state’s ultimate decision than the legality of the petition itself. The Kitian merchants thus
demonstrate not only a keen awareness of local legal procedures and cultic customs but also
knowledge of prior instances in which other non-Greek groups of comparable residential status

secured similar rights.

In the cult’s broader perspective, /G II? 337 helps in positively identifying Aphrodite
Ourania in Aristoklea’s dedication (/G 112 4636) as the Kitian incarnation of the goddess.?'®
Despite owning the temple grounds then, the Kitian merchants are not the only permitted
worshippers of the goddess. Aristoklea, who is not specified as a merchant, is able to honour the
goddess as a Kitian living in the Peiraieus. Still, Aristoklea shares the same ethnicity as the
merchants in /G 11> 337, and so is it possible that the cult, at this stage, was only reserved for

Kitians of varying socio-economic status and gender?

218 That IG 11> 337 does not explicitly refer to Aphrodite by her epithet should not preclude her from being the same
deity as in /G 112 4636. The shared proximity of both inscriptions and the dual mention of a Kitian element is
suggestive of a shared identity.
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A few inscriptions have been found in the vicinity of /G II* 4636 which suggest that the
cult of Aphrodite Ourania could have been worshipped beyond the confines of her original
Phoenician adherents. Most are either dated to later periods or far too fragmentary to comment
on,!” but two in particular, a late fourth century BCE dedication to Aphrodite (/G 11> 4586) and a
series of honours to a certain Stephanos by a group known as the thiasotai of Aphrodite (/G I1?

1261), suggest that the Kitian Aphrodite may have been more broadly worshipped.

In the dedication to Aphrodite from a certain Kallistion (/G II* 4586) we note the
presence of a clearly Athenian worshipper of the cult in the Peiraieus:
1 Apodimt To Aphrodite,

KoAAiotiov Kallistion,

‘Ovnoavopov Iepatémc. daughter of Onesander of the Peiraieus, (dedicated this).

émi tepémc Kikwvog. When Kikon held the priesthood.

Kallistion possesses a patronymic, and her father is moreover provided his demotic
thereby confirming their citizen status. The honoured deity is present without her epithet but as

we have seen this was not uncommon in the worship of Aphrodite Ourania.

We might also comment on the inclusion of a priest, Kikon, whose presence has led
scholars to attribute a mid-fourth century dating to IG 11> 4586.2%° Kikon has traditionally been

affiliated with a certain Cheimeus of Lakiadai who was mentioned in both an epitaph (/G 11

19 G 112 4637, IG 112 4616, IG 112 1337.

220 See Garland, 2001, 229.
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6635) and trierarch dedication list (/G 112 1953) with the patronymic “Kikwvoc”.?*! The latter
inscription has confidently been dated to 357/6 BCE,??? which would impossibly place Kikon’s
priesthood in /G 11? 4586 to at least a few decades prior to the known entrance of Kitian
Aphrodite in Athens. There is however another Kikon from Athens known to us via a victor’s list
from the Great Amphiaraia at Oropos (Kikwov AOnvaio[g; Epigr. tou Oropou 520). Whether this
Kikon is related to the one mentioned via patronymic in both /G I1? 6635 and /G II* 1953 is
uncertain, but since the victor’s list from Oropos has been dated to 329/8 BCE, he is the more
likely candidate as the priest from /G II? 4586, if indeed Kitian Aphrodite was the deity honoured

therein.

The second inscription of note (/G II? 1261) pertaining to the broad worship of Kitian
Aphrodite is a collection of decrees which include the so-called thiasotai of Aphrodite, found
near the modern port of Zea.??* This is the first instance in which the cult of Aphrodite in the
Peiraieus is mentioned as having such an organized cultic following beyond the original Kitian
224

adherents.

1 £mi NikokAéovg GpyovToc.

221 Cheimeus also tentatively appears in an ephebe list as a sophronistes in 330 BCE; see Kendrick Pritchett,
“Epheboi of Oineis,” Hesp. Supp 8 (1949): 273.

222 Although the archon date is missing due to the fragmentary nature of the stone Paul Foucart convincingly
suggests that /G 11? 1953 was inscribed during the archonship of Agathokles based on analogy (“Les Athéniens dans
la Chersonese de Thrace au [Ve siécle,” Mémoires de l'Institut de France 38.2 (1911): 102).

223 Meletopoulos provides the editio princeps (416nvoiov VIII, 1879, 296). See also Elodie Matricon-Thomas,
“Adonis a Athénes: le culte en milieu chypro-phénicien,” Rivista di studi fenici, 39/1 (2011): 67-80.

224 Denise Demetriou, Negotiating Identity in the Ancient Mediterranean: The Archaic and Classical Greek
Multiethnic Emporia (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), believes that these are thiasotai of Greek cult
to Aphrodite (perhaps Euploia). Mikalson (1998, 2016), Garland (2001), Bonnet (“Gréce-Orient-Grece: les
interactions cultuelles. Pratiques, acteurs, enjeux,” Pallas, Le monde grec et I’Orient de 404 a 200 avant notre ére
(2021): 195-214), and Parker (1996) have leaned towards an association to the Kitian Aphrodite Ourania. A first
century BCE dedication (/G 11> 2872) to Aphrodite Euploia places her cult near the modern monastery of Saint
Spyridon (near the main port of modern Peiraieus), whereas the inscriptions pertaining to Aphrodite Ourania were
closer to the port of Zea.
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During the archonship of Nikokles (302 BCE)
the thiasotai have decided. Since

Stephanos the armor-maker, having served

as the epimeletes of all common matters,

has carried out his duty as epimeletes

as was required of him

and, acting in an honourable manner, has
accomplished all other matters on behalf of the koinon,
and conducted the procession of the Adonia
according to the ancestral customs. With good fortune
be it resolved by the thiasotai to praise
Stephanos the epimeletes

on account of his good will and excellence
towards the koinon of thiasotai

and to crown him with a

garland of leaves; and to grant him 10 drachmai.
Having been crowned by

the koinon he set up (this statue of) Demeter
Homonoia

of the koinon

The thiasotai

of Aphrodite

(honour) Stephanos son of Mylothros.

In the archonship of Klearchos.

The thiasotai have decided. Since Stephanos,
having previously served as epimeletes,

and now having been chosen as hieropoios
alongside the other hieropoioi

has been a good man and

has sacrificed to the gods as was

the ancestral custom to them, and has cared

for as much of the other matters as had fallen in his charge
as epimeletes, be it resolved by the thiasotai with good fortune

to praise

Stephanos the hieropoios

on account of his good will and excellence
towards the common body (koinon) of thiasotai,
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and to crown him with a garland of leaves

and to grant him ten drachmai.

The thiasotai

of Aphrodite

(honour) Stephanos son of Mylothros.

In the archonship of Hegemachos. With good fortune
Sokles proposed: Since Stephanos

having become hieropoios has well undertaken the sacrifices
of Aphrodite, be it resolved by the thiasotai

to praise Stephanos the son of Mylothros

and to crown him with a garland of leaves

and to grant him 20 drachmai from the treasury (koinon),
and that he, as the recipient, set up an offering in the
temple inscribing this decree upon it

so that there may be many who are good willed

knowing that the thiasotai are

mindful to repay gratitude.

All three decrees, which are dated to 302, 301, and 300 BCE based on the archonships in

their respective preambles, see the koinon of thiasotai of Aphrodite honouring a renowned

member Stephanos. Stephanos, who is only provided a patronymic, held multiple positions over

the course of a three-year span: he acted as epimeletes (1. 5), hieropoios on two occasions (1l. 28;

46), and, importantly, conducted the procession of the Adonia [k]atda Ta wdtpia (1. 9-10), that is

in accordance with the ancestral customs. It is unknown whether the traditional procession was

Phoenician in nature but it is notable that Adonis was a well-known partner of Aphrodite/Astarte

in Phoenician settings outside Attika.??> For these tasks relating to the proper conduct of the cult

of Aphrodite, Stephanos was thrice awarded with a crown, a lump sum, and perpetual

recognition via the placement of the decree on temple grounds.

225 Matricon-Thomas, 2011.
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That Stephanos had a Greek name should not preclude him from Phoenician ancestry,?%¢
but the absence of a demotic is nevertheless suggestive of metic, or non-citizen, status. Perhaps
he was a Hellenized Kitian like Aristoklea, or perhaps he was a metic from another Greek polis.
Interestingly, a fragmentary mid-third century BCE decree from the Peiraieus (/G 11> 1290)
featuring Cypriots from Salamis also mentions both the cult of Aphrodite and the Adonia
festival.??” Perhaps the Cypriot connection between Kition and Salamis transcended ethnic

boundaries and consequently led to a more pluriform makeup of Aphrodite Ourania’s cult.

Whatever the case, /G 11> 1261 reveals much about the intricacies of Aphrodite’s cult.
Only three decades after its founding, it possessed a treasury (1. 50), had a festival affiliated with
the co-worship of Adonis (1. 9), and took on the shape of a Greek cult in a similar manner as the
Baalists in KA 60. If we equally consider /G II? 4586, it becomes clear that while Kitians may
have been the original worshippers of the goddess—and may very well still have owned the
property upon which the cult’s later incarnation was functioning— it only took a generation after
the grant of enktesis for the association of Kitian Aphrodite to consist of individuals of various

ethnicities, social statuses, and genders.

Through the cult of Aphrodite Ourania, we thus see a non-Greek religious association in
a moderate state of integration. In all but public recognition then, Aristoklea and Aphrodite’s

other followers worshipped no differently than the citizen laypeople in their private Athenian

226 Aristoklea has a Greek name, as did many other Phoenicians who lived in Athens for an extended period of time
or were born there altogether.

227 The Cypriot connection between the Kitians and the Salaminians was enough to convince Parker, 1996, 160,

n.29, that the thiasotai in IG 11> 1261 were members of the very same cult that Kitians merchants introduced.
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cults. It is important to stress however that this interpretation rests on the correct identification of
IG 117 1261 and IG 11? 4586 referring to Aphrodite Ourania, and not Aphrodite Euploia whose
sanctuary was also located in the Peiraieus. If it is the case that we must dismiss both
inscriptions, then the cult of Kitian Aphrodite would represent a minimally integrated religious

association, one that was increasingly assimilating into the local religious framework.

2.6 Complete Religious Integration: Bendis, the Case of Religious Syncretism
In Plato’s Republic (327al-bl), Sokrates describes his previous day’s descent to the

Peiraieus, when he witnessed the first incarnation of the Bendideia, the Thracian goddess
Bendis’ official public festival. Both Sokrates and his interlocutors refer to the novelty of the
procession, with Polemarchos stating that the evening portion of the festival would be the most
worthwhile to behold (&&ov BedoacOar; 328a7). Plato’s account is important insofar as it refers
to the first time that Bendis is openly attended to by not only Thracian adherents in Athens, but
by the native Athenian population as well. Bendis in Athens from the late fifth century BCE
onward is not merely a non-Greek entity nor is she like other divinities publicly worshipped by
the Athenian state. Instead, the cult of Bendis represents a rare occurrence of complete religious

integration in Classical Athens.

Bendis the ‘Athenian’ Goddess

Although the precise date of Bendis’ arrival in Athens is unknown, it is generally agreed
that a private cult of some kind was worshipped by local Thracians in the late 440’s.??® Bendis’

cult at this time would have included foreign adherents, and religious matters pertaining to her

228 Cf. Simms, 1988, 60, Wijma, 2014, 133, Arnaoutoglou, 2015, 30.

124



worship would have been under the purview of non-Athenians. Other than literary references

which confirm the goddess’ presence in the city,?*

we do not know of the precise format of her
worship at this early stage. It is likely however that it was not until her cult’s de-privatization and

subsequent absorption within the Athenian state pantheon that Athenian citizens also took part in

Bendis’ worship.

While there is much uncertainty surrounding Bendis’ private cult, there is evidence to
suggest that the goddess had a public cult in Attika by 429 BCE, when she was seen in
possession of a temple treasury alongside the Phrygian goddess Adrasteia in a decree (/G I® 383)
highlighting the financial accounts of a selection of deities.?* The accounts in /G I*> 383 are in
reference to the 434/3 BCE so-called decrees of Kallias (/G I’ 52) which stipulated that a new
treasury other than that of Athena was to be formed on the akropolis out of the amalgamated

funds collected from the “other gods”, among which Bendis and Adrasteia formed a single unit.

Other than establishing a firm date for a de-privatized cult of Bendis, if the restorations

are indeed correct,?*! /G I? 383 says nothing of the locale in which the deity was worshipped, nor

229 Two fragments, one of Aristophanes’ Lemnian Women and another of Kratinos’ Thracian Women, are often cited
as evidence for the mid-fifth century timeline. Aristophanes’ fragment suggests that Bendis was a Thracian goddess
and that she was the so-called ‘Great Goddess’.

230 Adrasteia is called a Phrygian goddess who dwells on Mount Ida, and Strabo states that not only did she have a
temple near Kyzikos (13.1.13), but that she also gave her name to the nearby plain and mountain (12.8.11).
According to Parker (1996, 195), it is this Phrygian background which makes her a suitable companion to the
Thracian Bendis, though he does not elaborate however on why this is the case. One can assume that it is likely the
geographic closeness between Thrace and Phrygia that he is referring to. Alternatively, it is interesting to note that
Adrasteia was also viewed by sources as the Phrygian variant of deities to whom Bendis too was often compared.
All inscriptions pertaining to the cult of Bendis have been provided in Appendix II below.

231 The positive identification of Bendis in /G I* 383 is based on two extant letters (BE) which are understood to be

at the onset of a deity’s name. Since there are no other deities, whose name begins with these two letters, it stands to
reason that Bendis is in fact the god in question.
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of the precise nature of the cultic practices. Rather, it reveals that, at the onset of her life as a
public divinity, Bendis was closely tied to another foreign goddess, at least as it pertained to her
treasury. While it is impossible to know for certain whether Bendis appeared in the lists of the
“other gods™” financial accounts between 434 and 430 BCE as well, that she did not appear to
possess a fully independent treasury in ¢.429 BCE may be indicative of a public cult in its early
infancy. If one then supposes, as Sara Wijma does,?*? that the presence of a shared treasury may
have also suggested a shared hieron and perhaps even a joint cult altogether, then it is not a given
that the presence of Bendis in the list of “other gods™ presupposes the presence of a preceding

public sanctuary.

It is moreover interesting to note that while both Bendis and Adrasteia once again appear
one after the other in an inscription (/G I’ 369) from c.424 BCE, which reveals the Athenian
state’s loans from a selection of sacred treasuries, the two are no longer tied to a shared treasury.
It would thus seem that sometime between 429 and 424 BCE the cult of Bendis was able to gain

a greater deal of autonomy, at least from Adrasteia.?**

As a public cult, Bendis possessed a tapiog, as explicitly stated in /G I* 383 (1. 1), and
would have also presumably had native Athenian cult officials (including a priestess) and

Athenian citizen worshippers as well. An inclusion within the “other gods” also meant that the

232 Wijma, 2014, 136, is not fully convinced by Simms, 1988, 61, who suggests that “a public shrine of Bendis must
have existed before 429/28.” The latter’s point has been taken up by Christopher Planeaux (2000, 169) who suggests
that the presence of Bendis among the “other gods” is indicative of a cult with incorporated members, sacrifices, and
meetings, all of which demand a more developed cult, and thus one which may have been fully public by 429 if not
earlier.

233 1t is still rather curious that both deities loaned the same amount (86 dr.) to the state.
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cult of Bendis, or at least her treasury, would have been under the jurisdiction of the state, a sign

of a cult having lost its private status.?**

While Bendis was at last able to distance herself from Adrasteia by 424 BCE, it is still
uncertain where her precise locale of worship might have been. Several sources which postdate
424 however, both literary and epigraphic, attest that the primary site of worship was the
Peiraieus: Plato shows Sokrates descending to the Peiraieus in order to witness the first
incarnation of Bendis’ festival (Republic 327a) sometime in the late fifth century BCE,?* and
Xenophon mentions Bendis’ cult in the port of Athens (Hell. 2.4.11) in 404/3 BCE, stating that
both 10 1epov thig Movviyiog Aptéudog and 10 Bevdidelov can be found on the east portion of the
Peiraieus, the Mounychian hill. A decree (/G I° 136) found on the Mounychian hill concerning
the cult of Bendis also sheds light on the temporal problem of Bendis’ physical cult in the
Peiraieus. The decree itself, which has recently been dated to c.413 BCE,?*¢ alludes to a series of
additions to an already present cult of Bendis and is therefore suggestive of a physical sanctuary

in the area.

234 See Tullia Linders, The Treasuries of the Other Gods in Athens and Their Functions (Meisenheim am Glan:
Hain, 1975), for a discussion on the “other gods” and S. B, Aleshire (“Towards a Definition of ‘State Cult’ for
Ancient Athens.” In Ancient Greek Cult Practice from the Epigraphical Evidence, ed. R. Hagg (Stockholm: Svenska
Institutet i Athen, 1994): 9-16, for a definition of a state cult.

235 The precise dramatic date of the Republic remains unclear. That the Bendideia mentioned within was also the
first incarnation (vdv mp®dtov dyovtec, 328a) of the festival equally reveals nothing about the temporal setting of the
work. Scholars of Bendis have invested much attention towards solving this temporal problem, with Wijma (2014,
140) calling the matter a “scholarly nightmare”, and Planeaux (2000, 172) stating that Plato was no historian, and
therefore indifferent to historical matters. Two dates of ¢. 413 BCE and 429 BCE have been proposed, although they
have been based more so on analogous epigraphic remains and a treaty with the Thracian Prince Sitalkes than on any
evidence found within the Republic.

236 S V. Tracy, Athenian Lettering of the Fifth Century BC, The Rise of the Professional Letter Cutter (Berlin: De
Gruyter, 2016). For a more in-depth discussion of the decree’s dating see Appendix II.
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Among the additions is most notably a moavvvuyic (night festival; 1.27) and some form of
sacrifices (1.25), both of which were also mentioned by Sokrates (328a) among the rites newly
performed by the Thracians for the Bendideia. Also mentioned is a procession/conveying from
the city of some sort (dtoamopmatov amo e woéAe[og; 1.3-4), the presence of an dyaipa for the
goddess (1.8), and a cult tax/first fruit offerings (éma[pye; 1.20; 22). It is difficult to gain a sense
of the cult administration due to the fragmentary nature of the decree, but there is evidence to
suggest that both the state (tov ofjpov, 1.11; depocion, 1.32), as well as individual Athenians, held
some duties within the management of the cult itself. The xoAaxpéton (1.36) mentioned therein

would have also been Athenian citizens, as would the higpo[moid¢ (1.34).

Interestingly, the decree also seemingly accounts for some local Thracian component as
well, specifically involving a Thracian woman (®pattta; 1.15), from which we may infer that the
cult was bi-cultural. Plato’s Republic also gives an account of a bi-cultural festival wherein both
a Thracian and Athenian contingent took part in the festivities, albeit in an apparently segregated
manner. Sokrates (327a) seems to emphasize this distinction when he differentiates between the
mounn of his compatriots (€my®pior), and the one which the Thracians made, notably not

showing any preference for one over the other.

The identity of the ®pdkec in the mouny| is unspecified. They may have been Thracian
metics or slaves local to the Peiraieus, or even Thracian mercenaries brought to aid Athens in its

war with Sparta.?*” We cannot deny the possibility of a procession filled with Thracians of an

237 powerful men in Athens employed Thracian soldiers as mercenaries at various points and with varying degrees of
success during their conflicts with Sparta, most of which never stepped foot in Athens. Sadokos, son of the Odrysian
king Sitalkes and honorary Athenian citizen, was said to have brought some mercenaries with him during his stay in
Athens in 431 BCE (Thuk. 2.29; Aristoph. Ach. 134-171).
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assortment of social backgrounds either, especially since all Thracian metics, slaves and
mercenaries would have fallen under the broad category of ®pdxeg. The értympiot, as the term
suggests, were Athenian citizens who were native to the Peiraieus. Accompanying these were
onlookers of all backgrounds, such as the Athenian citizen Sokrates, and Polemarchos, a metic
who dwelled in the Peiraieus, as well as the latter’s unnamed slave (327b). Although they were
indirect participants in the festivities, onlookers were allowed to pay their respects to the goddess
through prayer, as Sokrates does (mpocev&duevog, 327a), and to behold the novelties of the
Bendideia, which included a torch-race on horseback and the same mavvuyig (328a) referred to in

IG PP 136 (1. 27).

The Republic shares no more about the specifics of the festival than what Adeimantos
tells Sokrates in 328a and what Sokrates was willing to share with the audience at the onset of
the work. The presence of a mavvuyic and a torch race on horseback was enough to keep Sokrates
from leaving the Peiraieus, and Plato has Sokrates claim to be impressed by the Thracian
procession which began the festivities alongside its native Athenian opposite. Then again, the
cult of Bendis and its traits were by no means the overarching theme of the first book of the
Republic. That Sokrates and his interlocutors ultimately forget to attend the night portion of the
goddess’ festivities, as was originally intended (é€ovactnooueda yop peTd TO deimvov Kol TV
movvoyida Beacoueba, 328a), does not bode well for the perceived importance of the Bendideia

within Sokrates’ dialogue.

Whatever the extent of the cult’s inaugural festivities, it is clear that both /G I* 136 and

the Republic reveal more about the nature of the Bendideia, than of the goddess herself. Aside
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from the fact that the Thracians possessed their own procession in honor of Bendis, nothing
within either source suggests that she was viewed as a Thracian goddess per se. Sokrates does
not directly refer to her as such, but rather maintains ambiguity by styling her as 1 6gd¢; and

IG TP 136, being far too fragmentary, says nothing of the formation of Bendis’ public cult, nor of

the Thracianness of her adherents besides an allusion to a female Thracian aspect.

Some scholars have suggested that the torch-race on horseback was further evidence of
‘Thracianess’,?*® but as Nicholas Sekunda points out,?*° such races are unattested in Thrace.
What we can say about Bendis based on the Republic and IG I® 136 is that she was a goddess
who was housed in the Peiraieus in the late fifth century BCE. She was worshipped by the state
in an official capacity, which at some point between 430 and 400 BCE granted her an inaugural
procession headed by local citizen Athenians and Thracians of an unknown status. Passersby of
varying backgrounds were able to worship her without shame and were equally eager to behold

her festival’s nightly festivities and torch-race on horseback.

Despite her perceived unconventional traits, Bendis is not depicted as anything other than
an Athenian goddess in both cases. This is rather remarkable given the novelty of Thracians and
Athenians openly taking part in religious festivities alongside one another in a liminal place such
as the Peiraieus. According to David Sansone, “it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that the

unaccustomed location and the unfamiliarity of the celebration are Plato’s way of announcing

238 Cf. Parke, 1977, 151; Arnaoutoglou, 2010, 41; Wijma, 2014, 141.

239 Nicholas Sekunda “The Mounted Torch-Race at the Athenian Bendideia.” In The Religious Aspects of War in the
Ancient Near East, Greece, and Rome, ed. Krzysztof Ulanowski (Leiden: Brill, 2016), 215.
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that we are entering novel territory for both Plato and Socrates.”?*’ Plato’s Republic therefore
provides a subtle reimagining of the geographic limits of the Athenian polis as a vibrant
paradigm of alterity which not only makes allowances to foreign cultures but outright includes
them in its own cultural framework. As such, we must keep the allegorical nature of the work in
mind and not assume a wider phaenomenon of non-Greek, let alone Thracian, acceptance in

Athens due to Bendis’ seamless integration in the Republic.

Bendis’ ‘Thracian”’ Home
To fully grasp both the novelty and nature of Bendis in her Athenian setting it is

imperative to first understand her ‘Thracian’ origins. Yet when one turns to Thrace itself, the
goddess proves paradoxically elusive and was absent from the region in the Classical period
altogether. Onomastic evidence suggests that Bendis was present in Thrace in the Hellenistic and
Roman Imperial periods. There are a few women who are named Bendis in Hellenistic and
Imperial Thrace,?*! such as Bendis the daughter of Bizas (I. Aeg. Thrace E386) and Bendis the
daughter of Bassos (/G Bulg 11,1 956). Others have names which either honour Bendis or are
loosely based off the goddess’ name, such as Bendina (ILBulg 176) and Bendizeta (/G Bulg 111,1

1344).

That said, there is also a significant number of individuals named after the goddess

outside of Thrace, such as Bendiphanes (/G 11> 10), who was one of the presumably Thracian

240 David Sansone, Republic. Book 1 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2023), 14.

241 There is a fair number of women who are named Bendis in Hellenistic and Imperial Thrace (/G Bulg 111, 2 1801;
1G Bulg 111, 2 1828; IG Bulg 111, 1 1347, I Aeg 268; I Aeg 279). See Zlatozara Goceva “Le culte de la grande déesse-
mere en Thrace,” Thracia 15 (2003): 169-78; Arnaoutoglou, 2010; and Petra Janouchova, “The Cult of Bendis in
Athens and Thrace.” Graeco-Latina Brunensia 18, no. 1 (2013): 49-652, for discussions about the lack of evidence
for Bendis in Thrace.
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locals from the Peiraieus who aided the pro-democratic faction in the Battle of Mounychia, and
Bendidora (/G 117 9223) whose patronymic (Bnpegisddov) and place of origin (Avoyuoyic) both
reveal probable Thracian descent.?*? There is another Bendidora (/G 112 4866) from Athens
whose honorific inscription reveals that she may have worshipped Bendis sometime in the late
fourth century BCE.>*® To these Athenian examples, we can add five others from Thasos,*** two

from Euboia,?* and one from Lemnos (SEG 16:505).

While not all inscriptions which allude to Bendis were found in Thrace proper, it is
interesting to note that the majority hail from the northern Aegean, in other words, in the vicinity
of Thrace. Moreover, that many of those featured in the above dedications outside of Thrace
were of Thracian descent is also indicative of a close relationship between Bendis and
Thracianness. Still, why is it that theophoric names of Bendis only start appearing in Thrace and
its vicinity in the Hellenistic period? It is equally curious that the only instance of such a name in
the Classical period came from presumably Thracian inhabitants of the Peiraieus/Athens

(Bendiphanes, /G 11> 10; Bendidora, /G 11* 4866).

As is the case in Athens, no physical remains of a temple dedicated to the goddess have

been found in Thrace. What we do possess outside of Attika, is a late Roman inscription from

242 See Olivier Masson, “Les noms theophores de Bendis en Grece et en Thrace,” Museum Helveticum 45, No. 1
(1988): 6-12, who states that the name Bereisiades is attributed to a known Odrysian king of the fourth century, and
that she is from Lysimacheia assures a Thracian background.

243 Bevaidmpa Ziivavog/ Buydtnp svéapévn/ avédnke Tt Odr. The findspot is unknown so it is unsure, although
likely, whether the goddess here is in fact Bendis.

24 1G X118 478, IG XII Suppl. 460, IG XII Suppl. 493, IG XII Suppl. 504, SEG 29:779.

245 SEG 28:723, IG XII Suppl. 585.
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Philippi which refers to a [ Blendidei sacr(um) (CIL 3.14406c¢), in addition to a reference from
Livy, who states that the Romans had made camp circa templum Bendidium (38.41). Since it was
found in Makedonia, we can assume that CIL 3.14406c¢ does not refer to the same temple of
Bendis as Livy, whose reference places the Thracian templum Bendidium on a road between the
ancient city of Kypsela and the Evros river, thus firmly in Thracian territory. Livy’s temple may
even be the same one which Lukian refers to when he states “t0 Bevdideiov éyéveto &v Opakn”

(Icar. 24), although he does not specify where it might have been located.

There also existed a town just north of modern Plovdiv, well within the confines of
ancient Thrace, known as Bendipara. Mentioned within three boundary markers (/GBulg 111,1
1455, IGBulg 111,1 1472, SEG 29:681), which are all dated to 211/212 CE (Thracian
governorship of Quintus Atrius Clonius), the name ‘Bendipara’ may have been formed with the
goddess Bendis in mind. Nevertheless, these later references, whether indicative of a temple in
Hellenistic Thrace, say nothing of Bendis’ status during the Classical period in her presumed
motherland. We are therefore left with a goddess of supposed Thracian origin whose cult and

temple first appeared not in Thrace, but on Greek soil.

The absence of Bendis in Thrace has not dissuaded scholars from viewing her as the
Thracian equivalent of Artemis. In fact, despite this absence, modern scholars, relying mostly on
ancient authors, have often alluded to the close ties between an irrefutable Thracian Bendis and

other female deities such as Artemis, Nemesis and Kybele/mother goddess. None of these
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authors ever write from a Thracian perspective.?*® The work of Palaiphatos refers to such a

syncretism in its Athenian setting, and even then, it is within a late fourth century BCE context.

The author of the Orphic fragment is our earliest source which discusses the relationship
between Artemis and other deities, but we have no way of knowing whether this equally applied
to fifth century Thrace, even if Orpheus was Thracian. Hipponax was the first to identify Bendis
as a Thracian deity, but he too was writing from a broader Greek point of view and never
mentioned her ties to Artemis. Lexicographers Timaios, Photios, and Hesychios all view Bendis
as the Thracian Artemis, but they were not writing contemporaneously to her worship, nor were
they writing from a Thracian perspective. Plato merely refers to her as 1 0g0¢ (1.327a) in the
Republic, with no allusion to an identification with another god, and Herodotos, who would have

247

certainly been aware of the name of Bendis, never calls her by name,“*’ stating instead that the

Thracians worshipped Aptepig facirera (4.33; 5.7).

On the other hand, a late fifth century skyphos from Attika which portrays Bendis

248

alongside Themis,”*® shows Artemis with Kephalos on the opposite side, a possible sign of

syncretism between both goddesses. The Athenian epigraphic tradition (/G I* 383 & IG I* 369)

246 For a discussion on the sources pertaining to Bendis see Appendix II.

247 Janouchova, 2013, 101, states that this can be explained if we consider Herodotos’ Greek audience who would
not have been aware of Bendis. This is impossible, since Herodotos wrote his Histories at a time when Bendis was
surely recognizable in Athens, if not already a public deity.

248 See Luigi Beschi, “Bendis, the Great Goddess of the Thracians, in Athens.” Orpheus 0 (1990): fig. 2 and 3, and
Corinne Ondine Pache “Barbarian Bond: Thracian Bendis among the Athenians,” In Between Magic and Religion:
Interdisciplinary Studies in Ancient Mediterranean Religion and Society, eds. S. R. Asirvatham, C. O. Pache, and J.
Watrous (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2001), 6-7. The skyphos is currently in the Tubingen Museum.
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reveals that the Phrygian goddess Adrasteia at one time shared a treasury with Bendis, perhaps

equating the two in the eyes of the Athenian state.

The relationship between Bendis and Thrace is thus not as evident as some of the Greek
sources suggest. One would assume that if she were indeed “n Aptepic, Opakiq ewvi)” that there
would have been some mention of her name in Thrace. The lack of Thracian evidence coinciding
with her appearance in Athenian literary and epigraphic records have even led some to doubt her
Thracian origin as well. Zlatozara Goceva, for instance, believes that Bendis was of a Bithynian
origin, citing the presence of a month named after the goddess in the region as indicative of
such.?* However, given the lack of epigraphic and archaeological evidence in Bithynia, as well
as the presence of post-Classical sources which make mention of a temple and theophoric names

in Thrace, a Thracian origin is still preferable to a Bithynian one.

Moreover, the absence of evidence concerning the cult of Bendis in fifth century Thrace
need not be indicative of the absence of the cult altogether. On the one hand, it may be the case
that whom the Greeks referred to as Bendis was called by a different name by the Thracians of
the early Classical period. It may also be the case that we have yet to uncover the epigraphic
sources detailing Bendis in Thrace during the early Classical period. In his recent interpretation
of three early fifth century BCE ostraka found in Samothrace,>*° Claude Brixhe suggests that at

least two of the ostraka include an alternative form of the goddess’ name written in Thracian

249 Goceva, 2003, 171.

250 Claude Brixhe, “Z0oné et Samothrace: lueurs sur la langue thrace et nouveau chapitre de la grammaire
comparée?,” CRAI 1 (2006): 121-46. For the editio princeps see Matsas, Karadema, and Koutsoumanes, “H
avaockaen otV [Hovayio T"Mdavtod’ g Zapobpdakng to 1993, AEME 7 (1993): 647-55.
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with the Greek script. Among the three ostraka, the third is (7. S4 3), I believe, the most
convincing:
BENZI YNEZQ [...]%!

[Unknown dedicator made this offering] for Benzis Ynesos.

The epithet (YNEZQ), which was equally found modifying Apollo in an ostrakon from
Z6né,>? has yet to be translated but is of a likely Thracian origin. As for Bendis’ purported name
provided in 7. S4 3, later inscriptions from both Bulgaria (/GBulg IV 2292) and Northern Greece
(Meletemata 11 K9) suggest that “Z” often replaced “A” in theophoric names affiliated with the
goddess. It is also notable that all three ostraka were found within a temple complex dedicated to
the “great mother goddess”, a deity with known ties to Bendis. Greek inscriptions referring to the
goddess, as well as female cultic figurines found in the vicinity, thus help in confirming that both
Thracians and Greeks worshipped an early incarnation of Bendis in early fifth century

Samothrace.

Interestingly, while we lack similar epigraphic evidence in Thrace proper, there is
evidence of an unnamed Artemis-like figure who was worshipped in Thrace during the Classical
period which draws parallels to certain aspects of Bendis. Called “the great mother” or

“Artemis” by modern scholars, > this nameless figure appears only in imagery and is otherwise

25! Based on analogical data from nearby Zone on the mainland, the name of the dedicator can be found after the
deity’s epithet (in this case the non-Greek YNEZQ). See Brixhe, 2006, 136, who says that “/’ordre divinité honorée
(datif) — dédicant (nominatif) — verbe semble bien étre celui de la formule standard.”

22 Brixhe, 2006, 125.

253 See Goceva, 2003, and Janouchova, 2013.
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absent from epigraphic sources. Her appearance is also variable, at times presented as a goddess
of the hunt (mdtvia OnpdV), as shown on a vase from the late fifth century Rogozen treasure,>>*
and at other moments she is more akin to a goddess of natural fertility and childbirth. It is
interesting to note that this latter attribution is reminiscent of the Archaic Artemis, to whom
Homer attributed the title “aypotépa” (/1. 21.471). While the title itself is equally relevant to
Artemis’ status as a goddess of the hunt, the term also alludes to her being the master of the
wilderness and of liminal lands as a whole, an ideal attribution to Mounychian Artemis, a close
neighbour to the cult of Bendis who quite literally dwelled on a cliff overlooking the Aegean

Sea 255

Furthermore, Hellenistic and Imperial evidence of the so-called ‘mother goddess’ from
various regions in modern Bulgaria show her not only as a huntress and kovpotpd@og (child
nurturer),?® but also as a pdcopog (torchbearer; /G Bulg 1> 88.2), yet another potential nod to
Bendis, given the torch race which would later accompany her cult festival in Athens. At first
glance, Bendis’ known association to goddesses such as Adrasteia and Artemis, whether under
the guise of a huntress or a fertility goddess, ties her to the nameless ‘mother goddess’/Artemis

in the vicinity.

254 Goceva, 2003, 173, fig.3.

255 Cf. Chrysanthe Papadopoulou, “Transforming the Surroundings and its Impact on Cult Rituals: The Case Study
of Artemis Mounychia in the Fifth Century” in Locating the Sacred: Theoretical Approaches to the Emplacement of
Religion,

2013, who states that the same liminality that made Artemis Brauronia an ideal candidate for the transition of girls
into womanhood was similarly relevant for Artemis Mounychia. Additionally, “textual evidence and votive
offerings connect Artemis Mounychia with Artemis Brauronia and its initiation rites” (2013, 113).

2% Cf. Janouchova, 2013. The reliefs are mostly found in southwest Bulgaria.
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Should we then view any allusion to the ‘mother goddess’ in Thrace as a reference to
Attic Bendis? Although a fifth century inscription from Thrace explicitly naming “Bendis” is not
yet secure, both contemporary regional evidence and later accounts suggest that the Artemis-like
huntress attested in the Thraco-Aegean milieu was in fact Thracian Bendis. The Samothracian
ostraka and related northern Aegean cultic elements point to a Thracian theonym and ritual
repertoire already in circulation near Thrace proper, while later Thracian and northern Aegean
onomastics (personal names affiliated with Bendis) attest to the durability of that theonym within

Thracian communities at large.

When taken together, the data indicates the presence of a locally venerated Thracian
huntress identifiable as Bendis whose cult outside of Athens in the fifth century was already
showing signs of syncretism with the Greek Artemis, most notably in Samothrace where her
adherents were demonstrably Greek and Thracian. How she ultimately arrived in Athens from
the vicinity of Thrace is still unknown, but that her bicultural following and syncretic nature
predated this journey is an important development to consider. At any rate, the absence of the
name “Bendis” in Thrace proper during this time thus reflects the limitations of the epigraphic

record and not the absence of the goddess from her purported homeland.

2.7 Conclusion on non-Greek Religious Integration: Why was Bendis Unique?
Despite allusions to her Thracianness in Athens, Bendis and her cult in their fully de-

privatized and integrated state are thus firmly Athenian entities by the late fifth century BCE. But
what was it that rendered her arrival unique among other non-Greek cults? After all, while
Sakon, Baal-Sidon, and Aphrodite Ourania were all granted admission to Athens’ religious

sphere, their respective cults were never fully integrated as was Bendis’.
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Given the Athenians’ reluctance to adopt non-Greek cults as their own, Bendis’
acceptance raises the question as to why her cult was treated differently from the cults of other
non-native deities. Was Bendis truly worshipped by a combination of autochthonous Athenians
and Thracian residents, or was she and her cult divided along ethnic lines? Can it equally be
taken for granted that all Thracian worshippers of Bendis were accepted into this newly de-
privatized cult? Would Thracian metics and slaves have even been familiar with an Athenian
incarnation of the deity, or would they have been unaware of her cultural significance because

they lived in Athens for generations?

While the precise role of Thracians within the cult remains an ongoing matter of debate,
scholars have put forward various explanations for the introduction of Bendis into the city,
among which three have stood out. The first, which was pioneered by Martin Nilsson,
emphasizes the key strategic/geographic value of Thrace,?’ especially during the onset of the
Peloponnesian war when the relationship between Athens and the Thracian prince Sitalkes was
at its pinnacle (c. 429 BCE).?*® The second, which was first proposed by William Scott Ferguson
and more recently Christopher Planeaux, suggests that Bendis’ potential as an apotropaic

goddess played a role in her deprivatization during the onset of the plague in Athens in c. 429

257 Martin Nilsson "Bendis in Athen." From the Collections of the Ny Carlsberg Glyptothek 3 (1942): 169-88, Parke,
Festivals of the Athenians, 1977, Garland, Introducing New Gods: The Politics of Athenian Religion, 1992, Simms,
“The Cult of the Thracian Goddess Bendis in Athens and Attika” The Ancient World 18, no. 3 (1988). Paul Hartwig,
Bendis: eine archaeologische Untersuchung (Leipzig and Berlin: G. Reimer, 1897), set the groundworks for general
research on Bendis.

258 This date does not coincide with the general consensus of when the Bendideia was practiced by both Thracians
and Athenians, but rather the de-privatization of the cult.
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BCE.?* The third, and most widely accepted hypothesis, postulates that both the political
currents in Athens at the onset of the Peloponnesian war and a general Athenian fascination with

Thracian culture as a whole led to Bendis’ arrival and subsequent adoption as a public deity.*

Given the absence of evidence for the worship in fifth century Thrace of a goddess called
“Bendis,” we might however wonder whether the “Bendis” worshipped in Athens was a purely
Thracian deity, as has been commonly assumed. Nevertheless, most scholars, who are relying on
an unquestioned dossier of evidence concerning Bendis,?®! overwhelmingly support an external
cause for her transition into a state cult, at times to the detriment of any internal explanation
which would rely upon her local adherents as a catalyst for the cult’s development. I therefore
propose a fourth option, one that considers her cult members as the overarching catalyst for her
acceptance by the Athenian state. To that point, I equally suggest that Bendis was neither purely
Thracian nor Athenian, but rather a syncretic deity formed from the religious memory of Greek,

Thracian, and Hellenized Thracian migrants from her homeland.

259 Ferguson, “The Attic Orgeones,” HThR 37 (1944); Planeaux, "The Date of Bendis' Entry into Attika," Classical
Journal 96, no. 2 (2000).

260 The political interest concerns the budding relationship between Athens and the Thracian prince Sitalkes (c. 429
BCE). According to Tsiafaki, the peak of Athenian representation of Thracians and Thracian themes within fifth
century art, comedy and drama was tied to a Periklean desire to more closely link Athens with Thrace at the onset of
the Peloponnesian war (“Ancient Thrace and the Thracians through Athenian eyes,” Thracia, no. 21 (2016): 261-
82). Parker, Athenian Religion, 1996, 174, refers to both the strategic and economic worth of Thrace, and a long-
standing cvyyévewn that existed between Thrace and Athens, as well as between both of their populations, stating
that “since Miltiades’ first colonizing venture in the sixth century, Thrace had been for Athenians what America
long was for Europeans.”

261 See Appendix II for a reassessment of the sources pertaining to the goddess in her Attic setting. Due to
uncertainty surrounding the identity of Bendis within, I have omitted any discussion of her so-called orgeones in the
chapter. As they are moreover dated to the late fourth century BCE onward, their omission does not affect our
interpretation of Bendis’ deprivatization in Athens, nor our analysis of her cult’s level of religious integration.

140



There can be no doubt that Bendis was nearly unique among her non-Greek peers for
having a cult which was so greatly integrated within the local religious framework. As we have
seen through the three cases of lesser integration, the cults of Sakon, Baal-Sidon, and Aphrodite
Ourania were, for the most part and to varying degrees, still firmly tied to the ethnicity that
initially brought them to Athens. Such ties were partly due to the fact that the grounds upon
which these deities were worshipped yet belonged to the ethnic communities in question, but we
cannot dismiss the fact that the cults of these gods still held on to the ethnic ties of their original
adherents all the same: Sakon was worshipped entirely in the native Phoenician, and while the
cults of Baal-Sidon and Aphrodite Ourania began to gradual Hellenize, they too still clung to

their non-Greek background, during the fourth century at any rate.

Although ‘Thracian’ in the sense that she originally hailed from Thrace, Bendis did not
possess as close ties to her homeland as the other three. Her cult in Athens was indeed originally
private and was likely brought over by a combination of Thracians (some perhaps Hellenized)
and Greeks who worshipped her in Thrace and Samothrace. The latter is crucial since it is in
early-fifth century Samothrace that we see remnants of an already syncretic Bendis. It is equally
important to consider the nature of her cult in Athens upon her de-privatization. Despite
possessing Thracian elements Bendis is firmly ingrained within the local religious koine: the

literary and epigraphic record from the fifth century attest to Bendis being an Athenian goddess.

Sakon, Baal-Sidon, and Aphrodite Ourania all arrived in Athens as clearly Phoenician
deities. Isis, although not a subject of any of the above case studies, nevertheless arrived in

Athens as an Egyptian deity catered to Egyptians. Bendis, however, did not arrive in Athens as a
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purely Thracian deity having already been subjected to syncretization either in her homeland or
very close by. Her swift and full integration was not solely due to any external catalyst, political
or otherwise, nor was it on account of the local fascination with the exotic. While the previous
explanations need not be wholly discarded, Bendis was made the only fully integrated non-Greek
deity in fifth century Athens predominantly because her cult, which contained both Greeks and
Hellenized Thracians prior to her arrival, was already more closely aligned with the local

religious norms and customs.

In ending, I would like to provide as a final brief comparison the case of the god Ammon
in Athens. Ammon had been known in the Greek world well before the advent of the Hellenistic
period. Ploutarchos in his Moralia for instance referred to a variety of renowned Greeks who
travelled to the Siwa Oasis in order to consult the oracle (De Iside 10),>%? and more broadly,
Herodotos made note of the deity’s close connection to not only the Greek equivalent of Zeus
(Hist. 11. 42) but also, to the people of Libya. Much like Bendis, Ammon’s cult was de-privatized
despite the fact that he too was a non-Greek god. He was worshipped by a public cult in Athens
as early as 363 BCE, though no later than 333 BCE, in which year two inscriptions (/G 112, 338;
IG 117, 1496) attest to the existence of a hieron of Ammon seemingly under the purview of the
Athenian state. It is notable however, that Ammon was brought to Athens not by Egyptians, as
was the case with Isis for example, but by Greeks from Kyrene.?%* Bendis’ elevation, much like

that of Ammon, underscores a recurring pattern: non-Greek deities most readily entered the

262 Of note are Solon, Thales, Plato, Eudoxos, Pythagoras. Diodoros (I. 96) also adds the mythical figures of
Orpheus, Mousaios, Melampos, and Daidalos, as well as the allegorical Homer and Lykourgos, though it is
evidently far more difficult to substantiate the latter list.

263 For more on Ammon see A.M. Woodward, “Athens and the Oracle of Ammon,” The Annual of the British School
at Athens 57 (1962): 5-13.
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Athenian public sphere, and were thereby fully integrated, only when their forms were mediated

by communities already fluent in the civic/ritual language of the polis.
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Chapter 3: Strangers and Stakeholders: Non-Greek Economic
Integration in fifth-fourth Century BCE Athens

In the case of the non-Greek migrant emigrating to Athens, the initial impetus for leaving
their homeland undoubtedly varied, yet the prospect of economic opportunity would have shaped
their decision to remain after their arrival, whether they willingly migrated or were brought in as
slaves. By situating the non-Greek migrant experience within the economic landscape of
Classical Athens, this chapter will examine the extent to which non-Greeks were able to
participate in, benefit from, and navigate the city’s economic structures. Through a series of case
studies of non-Greek residents (both freeborn and enslaved), I will analyze their professions,
legal statuses, and socioeconomic trajectories to explore the multifaceted relationship between
economic opportunity and social positioning in fifth-fourth century BCE Athens. As will be
shown, non-Greek economic experiences were neither uniform nor binary but instead extended
along a spectrum of economic capacity shaped by one’s legal status, profession, and access to

institutional frameworks.

It must be stated, however, that extant evidence through which non-Greek economic
activity in Athens is understood heavily favours commemoration and institutional interaction. In
other words, non-Greeks are most visible in the historical record when their economic activities
entered spaces of public commemoration or intersected with formal civic institutions (e.g. state
decrees honouring a recipient for economic benefactions). As a result, economic success, public
recognition, and institutional engagement are far more readily recoverable than economic failure,
which leaves little trace in the surviving record. Where indicators of economic failure are
discernible—most notably in legal proceedings or administrative contexts such as slave lists—

they are highly mediated by institutional frameworks and do not offer a comprehensive view of
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the lived experience of those at the lowest end of the economic spectrum. Accordingly, the
analysis to follow will approach economic integration with an air of caution, attentive to the

limitations imposed by the extant sources.

3.1 Introducing the Economic Tiered Model

In this chapter, economic integration is understood not as an individual’s structural
importance to the Athenian economy, nor as a measure of the criticality of their performed
labour, but as the degree to which a given non-Greek was able to identify, access, and make use
of the economic opportunities available to them within Athens given the constraints imposed by
their legal status, profession, networks, and general circumstances. One’s economic integration
therefore refers to their economic capacity, while economic success denotes the observable
outcomes of this capacity, including varying levels of financial stability, autonomy, durability,
participation in the local Athenian economy, and, in some cases, the accumulation of significant

wealth.264

In order to better understand the economic experiences of non-Greeks in Athens, a
structured approach accounting for variation in economic outcomes is required. As will become
evident, not all non-Greek residents engaged with the local economy in the same way. Some
survived at a subsistence level on its margins, while others were able to secure financial stability,

accumulate tremendous wealth, and/or exercise sustained economic influence. To better capture

264 Modern economic scholarship has recently recognized that economic success cannot be defined by absolute
wealth accumulation alone; Cf. John Maynard Keynes, The General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money
(London: Macmillan, 1936). A range of approaches have since emphasized other factors such as financial resilience:
Fanny Salignac, Julien Hanoteau, and Ioana Ramia, “Financial Resilience: A Way Forward Towards Economic
Development in Developing Countries,” Social Indicators Research 160.1 (2022): 1-33; and relative stability within
economic networks: Daniel Kahneman and Amos Tversky, “Prospect Theory: An Analysis of Decision under Risk,”
Econometrica 47.2 (1979): 263-92. I refer to these modern perspectives only to underscore the limitations of wealth
as a singular metric rather than as analytical frameworks suitable for analyzing ancient economic realities.
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this range of outcomes, I propose a tiered analytical model that categorizes non-Greek economic
experiences based on observable indicators of economic success. This model distinguishes
between three tiers—minimal, moderate, and high—which serve as comparative tools for

assessing variation across multiple case studies.

Minimal Economic Integration

All non-Greeks who engaged in the Athenian economy, but had little opportunity for
financial advancement beyond relative economic independence (i.e. the ability to achieve
financial self-sufficiency in order to adequately care for one’s self and family) were minimally
economically integrated. While such individuals often generated income through their labour,
they had little to no control over the conditions of their work or the distribution of its proceeds,
and had minimal capacity to accumulate surplus, sustain economic durability over time, or
exercise strategic economic decision-making. Their participation in the economy was therefore
constrained and defined by their structural dependence; and so, minimally integrated non-
Greeks, who most typically consisted of slaves and freed slaves, possessed little to no autonomy

in the realm of economic agency.

Moderate Economic Integration

Subsequently, a non-Greek who achieved financial stability, but lacked significant
privileges and/or extensive wealth, was moderately integrated within the economic framework of
Athens. These individuals, who were generally freeborn (although freed slaves were not
precluded from attaining moderate economic integration), exercised a meaningful degree of

control over their economic circumstances via a stable income, independent business
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management, and/or respectable trading opportunities. On the other hand, their economic agency
was not static: their economic condition was often without long-term security or institutional
protection, and was vulnerable to litigation, debts, or shifts in personal circumstances. To be
moderately integrated is to thus be in control of one’s economic agency with short-lived

protections and limited durability.

High Economic Integration

Lastly, non-Greeks who displayed high levels of economic integration were those who
combined sustained economic control over their activities with enduring success over time and
institutional protection. They often possessed substantial wealth, but more importantly benefited
from state recognition via grants, awards and the occasional legal privilege, and economic
influence. Their integration then, was marked by their economic success, but also by their
distinctive capacity to both preserve and reproduce that success over time. It should not be
surprising then that non-Greeks in this economic category were often freeborn and had more
significant ties to Athens either because their families had been long established in the city, or
because they had considerable investment in the local economy. Although rare, it was not

impossible for a former slave to have attained high levels of economic integration.

In the sections to follow, I will begin by providing a synopsis of the ancient economy,
particularly as it pertained to fifth and fourth century BCE Athens. This summary will serve as a
framework through which we might better understand the socio-economic landscape that Athens’
non-Greek body operated in. I will subsequently present five case studies which analyze the

economic lives of a selection of non-Greeks from my register. In particular, I will analyze their
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professions, their respective statuses within both their community and the city at large, and how
these factors influenced their economic prosperity in fifth-fourth century BCE Athens. In some
cases, I will focus on individual non-Greeks, while in others, due to the nature of the source

material, [ will refer to groups of individuals.

It is important to keep in mind that the subjects of this chapter’s case studies will be non-
Greeks from varied socio-economic circumstances, professions, and ethnic backgrounds. Some
were members of Athens’ elite, whose economic condition and profession led to an increase in
wealth and influence, and, subsequently, to a rise in socio-political capital. Others led rather
average lives, working in professions that did not lead to any drastic change in socio-economic
condition in their newfound abode. Admittedly, most of the non-Greeks within the following
case studies were likely freeborn; however, owing to the unique perspective that their respective
lives offer, in addition to the fact that they too were non-Greek residents of Athens, I have
included a case study concerning two slaves as well. The tiered model I propose will take their
legal status into consideration and will assess economic outcomes relative to the limitations

imposed by their condition.

Where direct evidence for individual outcomes is lacking, my classifications within the
respective tiers reflect plausible ranges inferred from profession, legal standing, and institutional
visibility rather than definitive reconstructions of lived experience. Ultimately, these case studies
will help to better elucidate the extent to which a non-Greek’s profession and legal status may
have reflected their local economic trajectory. By applying this framework to a selection of non-

Greeks from a diverse range of backgrounds and economic circumstances, this chapter will
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demonstrate that non-Greek economic integration was not monolithic, but rather shaped by a

combination of opportunity, profession, and financial mobility.

3.2 Preliminary Remarks on the Athenian Economy
Before we can fully understand a non-Greek’s position within the Athenian economy;, it is

necessary to not only clarify the specific economic conditions of Athens in the fifth and fourth
centuries BCE, but also the analytical framework through which the broader ancient Greek
economy has been interpreted by modern scholarship. Key early developments in the scholarly
debate begin in the late 19" century when two German scholars, Karl Biicher and later Eduard
Meyer,?% put forward two diverging perspectives concerning the ancient Greek economy. The
former, whose work on the ancient economy would come to define the so-called “primitivist”
model, held a structurally restrictive interpretation of the ancient economy: in Biicher’s view, the
ancient Greek economy was fundamentally household-based and oriented toward subsistence
rather than mercantile exchange. Meyer, in contrast, rejected Biicher’s restrictive model,
emphasizing the relative complexity of the ancient economy, which he argued possessed certain
features (monetization, diversified production, etc.) that were comparable to those found in pre-

modern European economies.

While at odds with one another, both Biicher’s “primitivist” view and Meyer’s so-called
“modernist” perspective shared the common feature of interpreting the ancient Greek economy
through modern expectations. As Alain Bresson put it, “they were both seeking to issue a value

judgement on Greek society in relation to a society that served their standard: European society

265 Karl Biicher, Die Entstehung der Volkswirtschaft, (Tiibingen: H. Laupp'sche Buchhandlung, 1893); Eduard
Meyer, “Die wirtschaftlicheentwicklung des Altertums,” Nationalokonomie und Statistik, 9 (1895): 698—750.
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of their time.”?%® Indeed, whether one can compare the economies of two very different epochs,
or utilize modern economic theories to describe phenomena within the ancient economic
landscape has governed much of the debate since Bilicher and Meyer. These debates, however,
were not solely focused on whether the ancient Greek economy should be characterized as
primitive or relatively complex, but whether economic life in the polis could be understood
independent of the social, legal, and civic structures that shaped it. The reliance on comparative
models thus raised broader methodological concerns about the applicability of modern economic
categories to ancient societies, a matter of concern which would define the later work of Moses

Finley.

Finley’s intervention within the conversation did not consist of offering an alternative
model of the ancient economy, but in challenging the growing premise that the economy could
be isolated as an independent analytical category. In his seminal work on the ancient economy, ¢’
Finley argued that economic activity in the Greek world was embedded within social relations,
legal status, and civic ideology, and could therefore not be isolated from the structures of the
polis without distorting the present realities. While ancient Greeks accumulated wealth and
profited from the exchange of goods and services, such economic activities were not, in Finley’s
view, thought of as primary ends in and of themselves. In other words, decisions about
production, exchange, and the pursuit of profit were shaped by the consideration of status and

social respectability rather than by the logic of optimizing economic gain. Economic behavior

266 Alain Bresson, The Making of the Ancient Greek Economy: Institutions, Markets, and Growth in the City-States,
Trans. Steven Rendall. Expanded and Updated English edition (Princeton, N.J: Princeton University Press, 2015), 3.

267 Moses Finley, The Ancient Economy, (London: Chatto & Windus, 1973). Finley was himself influenced by the

works of Karl Polanyi, The Great Transformation, (New York & Toronto: Farrar & Rinehart,1944), and, to a greater
extent, Max Weber, Agrarverhdltnisse im Altertum, (Jena: Gustav Fischer, 1909).
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was therefore rational within its own cultural framework, which was defined by institutional

values and structures of the polis and not by an abstract “market”.

While Finley’s work remains foundational in all debates on the ancient economy, it has
since faced significant challenges from contemporary historians. Many recent responses to
Finley were not wholly dismissive of his insistence on the notion of economic embeddedness,
however. Instead, they have sought to further nuance the implications of that embeddedness by
re-examining the degree to which the ancient Greek economy could nevertheless exhibit internal
coherence and even limited growth without presupposing capitalist logic. Alain Bresson, for
instance, argues that ancient economic life possessed an internal rationality shaped by
institutions, laws, and social norms, and that to deny such an economic rationality “grossly
contradicts the information in our sources.”?®® Josiah Ober similarly rejects the inference that
embeddedness entailed economic stagnation,?® arguing that Greek poleis developed institutions
that fostered exchange and specialization by providing “rules and infrastructure aimed at
facilitating the profitable production and exchange of goods,”?’° thereby enabling economically

rational behavior.

While the work at hand does not seek to resolve the greater debate on the nature of the
ancient economy, it is still very much operating within a post-Finleyan framework: I am looking

to examine how the institutional structures emphasized by Finley, and increasingly recognized by

268 Bresson, 2015, 24.

270 Josiah Ober, The Greeks and the Rational: The Discovery of Practical Reason, (Oakland: University of
California Press, 2022), 319. See also Ober, “Wealthy Hellas,” Transactions of the American Philological
Association 140.2 (2010): 241-86, and Ober, The Rise and Fall of Classical Greece, (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2015).
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more recent scholars like Ober and Bresson, affected the economic capacities of non-Greeks
living in fifth-fourth century BCE Athens. Within these constraints, the Athenian economy was
not a static system, but one in which access to opportunity, durability of success, and economic
agency varied significantly according to one’s legal status, profession, institutional positioning,
and connections. Provided that the Athenian economy was embedded within the institutional
framework, an analysis of non-Greek economic integration must therefore be prefaced by a

diachronic overview of the economic structures that shaped economic life in Athens.

Already in the Archaic period, Athens possessed some of the material and institutional
foundations upon which its later Classical economy would be built. These included the
introduction and circulation of its distinct coinage in the sixth century BCE, the exploitation of
silver deposits in the mines at Laureion, and the exportation of Attic oil across the
Mediterranean.?’! Although the tributary system that would later characterize Athenian maritime
hegemony was not yet in place, Archaic Athens had nevertheless begun to project power beyond
Attika. Under the Peisistratid tyranny in particular, Athens asserted control over strategic
locations such as Naxos and Delos,?’? and reestablished its presence at Sigeion in the Northern

Aegean.?” These interventions did not constitute an empire in the Classical sense, but they

271 Robin Osborne, The Oxford History of the Archaic Greek World. Volume II: Athens and Attika (New Y ork:
Oxford University Press, 2023), 207, notes that Athenian amphorai carrying olive oil were “found from Essaouira
(Mogador) on the Atlantic coast of Morocco and Huelva on the Atlantic coast of Spain to Beirut and Tell Defenneh
on the eastern shores of the Mediterranean and Taganrog and Gorgippia in the Black Sea.”

272 Aristot. Ath.Pol. 15.2; Herodotos (1.64) reveals that Peisistratos controlled the sanctuary of Apollo on Delos.
273 Hdt. 5.94; for the long-standing Athenian presence on Sigeion see Floris van den Eijnde, “The “First Athenian

Empire”? Athenian Overseas Interests in the Archaic Period,” in Empires of the Sea: Maritime Power Networks in
World History, eds. Roy van Wijk, Rolf Strootman, and Floris van den Eijnde. first ed. Vol. 4. (Leiden: Brill, 2019).
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reveal an early concern with securing resources, trade routes, and points of influence that would

later prove central to Athens’ economic and political expansion.

The institutional and material foundations laid in the Archaic period would be expanded
and reconfigured in the centuries to follow. Peter Acton has suggested that by the Classical
period, the standard of living was so high and the distribution of wealth so even that “the basic
daily wage was around six times subsistence requirements, and half of Athens’ population lived a
life that would have been described in the eighteenth century as ‘decent or middling’ in Holland
and better than the typical Briton.”?’* If this opinion holds true, then fifth-fourth century BCE
Athens was an undeniably attractive destination for migrants seeking to better their economic
fortunes. However, it is important to distinguish between both centuries, as what economic
possibilities were available in the fifth century might not have prevailed in the fourth century,
and vice versa. The following discussion therefore treats the fifth century economic landscape on

its own terms before turning to the distinct economic conditions of the fourth century.

At the onset of the fifth century BCE, as a response to the looming Persian threat, Athens,
led by Themistokles, and spurred by the discovery of a new layer of silver deposits in
Laureion,?”> commissioned a fleet of 200 triremes. These ships were not mercantile in nature, but
their construction forever altered the economic ethos of Athens, setting in motion a boom in the

maritime industry. Citizens were required to man these new ships, but many more men were

274 Peter Acton, “Industry Structure and Income Opportunities for Households in Classical Athens,” in The Ancient
Greek Economy: Markets, Households and City-States, ed. Edward M. Harris (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2015), 149. For a comparison between classical Greece and premodern states, see also Ober (2010).

275 Christophe Flament, “Le Laurion et la cité d’Athénes a la fin de I’époque archaique.” L 'Antiquité classique 80,
no. 1 (2011): 73-94.
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needed to support their construction and maintenance: bronze and iron smiths, wood workers,

and the broader manual labourers required for general assembly, among others.

In the immediate decade following the Persian war, Athens’ naval apparatus would
swiftly become the framework for securing resources and strategic locations. In the northern
Aegean for instance, Athens successfully campaigned against Eion, thereafter setting up an
emporion and gaining access to interior trade routes, precious metals and timber, and importantly
reducing Persian influence in the region.?’® Yet the decisive change in the early fifth century lies
less in any one campaign than in the emergence of an imperial foundation capable of sustaining
maritime power: the formation of an Athenian-controlled Delian League created an enduring
mechanism through which Athens’ growing thalassocracy could be funded and maintained,
especially as allied contributions/tribute became increasingly ‘cash-based’ (Thuc. 1.96-99).2"7
The fifth-century Athenian economy was thus extractive in that it was dependent on the
contributions of its allies, but also locally redistributive insofar as revenues were converted into
naval expenditure and pay, and—especially once the League’s treasury had been transferred from

Delos in 454 BCE—into large-scale public building projects as well.?’®

276 Lisa Kallet, “"The origins of the Athenian economic “arche”,” The Journal of Hellenic Studies 133 (2013): 43-
60.

277 In order to better regulate its currency and track its tributes, Athens created the hellenotamiai who were to be the
chief financial officers of the Delian League as well as public treasures at Athens. For a discussion on the
hellenotamiai, see Russell Meiggs, The Athenian empire (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1972), 234-54. See also Leah
Lazar, Athenian Power in the fifth Century (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2024), 66-93. Note a decree from
Hamaxitos (/G I? 1453) which underlines Athens’ regulation of its currency. This decree was meant to be placed in
the agora of all allied poleis.

278 Cf. Meiggs, 1972.
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Athens’ fifth century naval hegemony had a profound effect on the economy beyond
Attika. On the one hand, the presence of a large and well-manned fleet made the Aegean Sea
more predictable, if not safer. Athenian allies might have welcomed a reduction in piracy along
trade routes, despite Athens’ own maritime presence acting as a quasi-piratic force itself.?”> On
the other hand, possession of maritime power also facilitated Athenian leverage over strategic
geographic points,?®® notably in the North Aegean: two Athenian decrees, one (/G I* 61)
pertaining to Methone dated to 426/5 BCE, and another (/G I’ 62) dated to 428/7 BCE
concerning Aphytis, point towards Athenian intervention in the grain trade. In the case of the
former, Athens seems to assert a capacity to regulate grain exports from Byzantion via the
implication of specialized officials (hellespontophylakes),?®! whereas in the latter, Athens fixes
the terms under which grain is both supplied and priced for the Aphytaians. In both cases,
Athenian maritime power is expressed not simply through its ships, but through the state’s
capacity to allow or restrict access to staple good, and to attempt to set the conditions under

which these goods could move through the Aegean.

Yet this imperial framework did not remain stable across the second half of the century.

Prolonged pressures stemming from the ongoing Peloponnesian War increasingly strained the

279 As Lisa Kallet remarks (“Democracy, Empire and Epigraphy in the Twentieth Century.” In Interpreting the
Athenian Empire, edited by John Ma, Robert Parker, and Nikolaos Papazarkadas (London: Duckworth, 2009), 44),
the reduction of piracy in the Aegean on account of Athens’ navy is “typically cited on the benefit side of the
balance ledger by scholars [who interpret Athenian empire]”. For a discussion on the piratic nature of the Athenian
navy see Kallet-Marx, Money, Expense, and Naval Power in Thucydides' History 1-5.24 (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1993).

280 The Athenian tribute lists reveal that many Greek states in the Northern Aegean, including Thasos, Byzantion
and Selymbria in the Sea of Marmara were under Athens’ purview in the mid-fifth century BCE (cf. Lazar, 2024,
216-33).

281 For a discussion on the decree (IG IP 61), see Leah Lazar, 2024, 136-43, and Brice Erickson, “Archaeology of
Empire: Athens and Crete in the Fifth Century B.C,” American Journal of Archaeology 109, no. 4 (2005): 619-63.
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foundations of Athens’ arché; and after 413 BCE, the end of Athens’ tributary system in favor of
the eikoste, a five per cent tax on imports and exports from allied ports, marked a decisive shift
in how the Athenian wartime economy was financed and administered.?®? In the same context,
the Spartan fortification at Dekelea in 413 BCE created an additional economic shock by
disrupting access to the silver mines at Laureion and thereby constraining one of Athens’ key
monetary resources.?®* However, despite these economic pressures and the uncertainties brought
on by constant warfare, late fifth century BCE Athens remained a major centre of production and

exchange.

Evidence for workshop activity, notably in the Peiraieus, suggests that opportunities for
profit and investment persisted even under the constraints of wartime. However, this sector of the
economy was fundamentally shaped by the widespread presence of slave labour, which
reinforced much of Athens’ production capacity, not to mention its wartime efforts, throughout
the fifth and fourth centuries. Within this context, both Athenians and free migrants could
participate in economic activities that relied on the intensive exploitation of enslaved workers

rather than on the labour of a freeborn body alone.?*

282 Meiggs, 1972, 369, believes that the tribute system was reintroduced sometime after 413 BCE, but Lazar, 2024,
90, n. 165, believes there is insufficient evidence to suggest as much, especially since the eikosté persisted into the
fourth century BCE.

283 For a discussion on coinage in Athens in the fifth century see John Kroll, “What about Coinage?” In Interpreting
the Athenian Empire, eds. John Ma, Robert Parker, and Nikolaos Papazarkadas (London: Duckworth, 2009), 195—
210.

284 Athens’ reliance on slave labour will be discussed below in the case of the two slaves.
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Many local Athenians and Greek migrants, such Lysias and his family, who were
originally convinced to migrate from Syracuse by Perikles (Lys. 12.4), were among the earliest
beneficiaries of these economic conditions. Lysias’ family operated a shield factory in the
Peiraieus which had 120 slaves in its ‘employ’ (12.19). Although not to the same degree of
economic success, we know the professions of 8 non-Greek residents of fifth century Athens
with confirmed ethnicities (perfumer, linen weaver, fish monger, mining contractor, wood cutter,
poet, gold smith, and bronze smith), all of which reveal rather respectable jobs. To these we may
also add the many varied professions listed in a decree (/G 11> 10) from Athens dated to 401/0
BCE, which honours, among others, foreign residents who supported Athenian democracy

against the Thirty Tyrants.?®

Yet, the evolution of the Athenian economy throughout the fifth century did not, it seems,
provide enough of an impetus to attract and/or maintain a great number of foreign skilled
workers in times of difficulty. Is it possible that unrest in the Mediterranean during the
Peloponnesian war caused a reduction in economic ventures, and the subsequent ‘anti-metic’ rule
of the Thirty caused an exodus (to put it mildly) of much of the migrant working class?2% It is
notable that we know of only four decrees from the fifth century that honour foreign entities for
mercantile services, all of which are from the latter quarter of the century, just before the collapse

of Athenian hegemony.?®” According to my register of non-Greeks with known ethnika, of the 42

285 Some of the professions listed include a shopkeeper, sculptor, olive seller, fisherman, gold seller. Many of these
were undoubtedly non-Greeks, such as Psammis the farmer (1.117) and Abdes the baker (1.109). Yet on account of
an absence of ethnika, I have not included them in my final register of non-Greeks.

286 For the negative sentiments of the Thirty towards metics see Geoff Bakewell (“Lysias 12 and Lysias 31: Metics
and Athenian Citizenship in the Aftermath of the Thirty,” GRBS 40, (1999): 5-22.

%7 1G 1398, 117, 182; IGII? 12
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non-Greeks who dwelled in Athens in the fifth century BCE (about 40% of the entire register),
70% were confirmed slaves, a stark contrast from fourth century numbers.?3® These factors
suggest that while the Athenian economic landscape was gradually opening its doors to non-
citizens, the most visible sectors of production rested heavily on the citizenry and its slaves

throughout most of the fifth century BCE.

This is worth stating since slaves in my register are not merely a demographic category:
many within the servile population were non-Greeks who, despite the constraints of their status,
constituted a significant component of Athens’ economic infrastructure, especially in labour-
intensive settings such as mining and craft production. At the same time, the nature of surviving
evidence must temper what can be inferred from these figures, particularly at the end of the fifth
century BCE where our documentation is uneven. The presence of foreigners with varied
professions in /G I1? 10, for instance, may be suggestive of a more widespread phenomenon of
non-citizen participation in the local economy. Comic representations in Aristophanes likewise
point to an urban world of specialised labour (carpenters, fullers, and metalsmiths among other
occupations).?®” Taken together, these traces represent only a fragment of what was likely a far
broader, albeit less recoverable, foreign presence in the city’s working population during the fifth

century BCE.

288 Only about 20% of non-Greeks from my register who dwelled in Athens in the fourth century BCE are confirmed
slaves or former slaves. It should be said that many non-Greeks in my register to whom I have attributed various
possible status markers may have ultimately been slaves. High slave numbers in the fifth century are equally
reflective of the many epigraphic lists which confirm status. There are no known fourth century equivalents to the
Hermokopidai confiscation lists for instance.

289 Lisa Kallet, “The Athenian Economy.” In The Cambridge Companion to the Age of Pericles, ed. Loren J.
Samons (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 76, n.9, remarks that the lack of known occupations in the
fifth century relative to what we know from the fourth century speaks more to a lack of contemporary sources than
anything else.
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From 404 to roughly 300 BCE, changes to the political landscape in Athens profoundly
altered the economic landscape as well. Following the Athenian loss in the Peloponnesian War
and the subsequent fall of the Thirty, the Athenian economy underwent certain changes which
reflected the absence of ongoing tribute from poleis of its once widespread maritime dominion.
Despite the “end” of the Athenian empire however, Athens continued to project power overseas
in different forms, notably through the settlement of cleruchies and the Second Athenian
Confederacy (from 378 BCE),?*° whose finances relied on negotiated contributions (syntaxeis)
rather than the older tributary model (phoros) of the fifth century.?®! Yet the distinction between
the phoros and syntaxeis did not eliminate concerns from Athens’ renewed allies: Athens could
still, in this confederated framework, lay claim over allied resources and, in the case of revolt,
impose restrictions on autonomy. And so, while allied states (especially those who depended on
the import/export of grain) clearly benefitted from Athenian protection, suspicion of Athenian
overreach persisted,?? and it is against this backdrop of uneasy cooperation that the Second

Athenian Confederacy ultimately fractured, leading to the Social War (357-355 BCE).

In reality, neither the economic shift from fifth to fourth century, nor the loss of Athenian
maritime influence after the Social War occurred overnight but was a gradual series of processes.

From a logistical standpoint, the city was first required to reconstitute its democracy and laws in

290 There were notable mid-fourth century Athenian cleruchies on Samos and Potidaia.

21 Cf. an Athenian decree (/G 1I? 43) dated to 378/7 BCE detailing the nature of the Second Athenian League. See
also Ober, 2015, 223-60.

22 Cf. Wojciech Duszynski, “Athenian ‘Imperialism’ in the Aegean Sea in the fourth Century BCE: The Case of
Keos.” Electrum (Uniwersytet Jagiellonski. Instytut Historii) 27, no. 27 (2020): 117-30.
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a post-hegemonic world.?>® The latter, as it turns out, was just as crucial as the former within
Athens’ economic framework, if there was indeed “a climate of distrust on the Athenian market”

294 as Christophe Pébarthe posits. For instance, in order to regulate the

based on legal pitfalls,
purity and weight of Athens’ silver coinage and thereby control the mint’s standards, the state
passed the 375/4 BCE law of Nikophon which commissioned two public slaves (demosioi) called
dokimastai to oversee the testing of currency in both the Athenian 4gora and the Peiraieus.?*

Counterfeit coins which did not meet the Athenian standard were rejected by the officers, while

imitation coins that passed muster were allowed to stay in circulation.?®

Another of these novel legal developments were the dikai emporikai, commercial suits
which involved disputes over trading contracts between parties containing merchants or
shipowners. These suits, which were introduced sometime in the mid-fourth century BCE,
opened the Athenian legal system to transitory migrants, who, unlike metics, had little recourse
to legal protection.?’” As a result of these measures, the Athenian state was no longer a unique

shareholder in maritime profits at a macro level; it was now possible for maritime businessmen,

293 The reconstruction of Athens’ political framework goes hand in hand with its fourth century economic policies.
See Philippe Gauthier’s seminal commentary on Xenophon’s Ways and Means (Un commentaire historique des
Poroi de Xénophon (Paris: Droz, 1976).

294 Christophe Pébarthe, “New assessment on trade and politics in fourth century B.C.E Athens,” in Die Athenische
Demokratie im 4. Jahrhundert, ed. Claudia Tiersch, (Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, 2016), 229.

295 Cf. Mark Woolmer, “Forging Links between Regions: Trade Policy in Classical Athens,” In The Ancient Greek
Economy: Markets, Households and City-States, eds. Edward M. Harris, David M. Lewis, and Mark Woolmer
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 84-86, and Emmanouil Economou, The Economy of Classical
Athens: Organization, Institutions and Society, (Abingdon, England: Routledge, 2024), 217-18.

2% See For Egyptian imitations see Cohen (“Transformation of the Athenian Economy,” in Die Athenische
Demokratie im 4. Jahrhundert, ed. Claudia Tiersch, 2016, p.214, n.40).

297 For more on the dikai emporikai see Alfonso Moreno, Feeding the Democracy: The Athenian Grain Supply in the

Fifth and Fourth Centuries B.C. (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007), 285-87.
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as Edward Cohen calls them,?® to enter the fray as benefactors of fourth century laws and

economic partners of the reconstituted Athenian polis.

Arguably the greatest economic innovation of the fourth century however, if one can call
it such, was the further propagation of coined money, or rather the intensified visibility and
institutionalization of monetized exchange in both the sources and in policy,?*® which was
closely followed by the notion of both money-making (ypnuatiotikn) and the individual interest
in fiscal profitability, or economic profit/gain (képdoc). Both Aristotle (Pol. 1.1257a 15-40) and
Xenophon (Ways 3.1-2) provide their definitions of profit and the importance of what we might
today call financial literacy: the former contrasts necessary trade (Gvaykaio ypnuotiotiKn) with
commercial/retail exchange (kamnAikn oikovopukn), while the latter provides an example of the
Athenian merchant receiving more than he initially invested (6zov yap v TOADGLY 00TO,
mTavToyod mAEov Tob dpyaiov AapPdavovcty) as a reason why Athens was kepdaAemTATN 1) TOMC.
As Darel Tai Engen states,**° fourth century Greeks, or at least those in Athens, appear “to have
employed diverse methods and to have had various goals when they engaged in economic
activity,” some of which (exchange for profit) we might recall in our modern economic

framework.

2% Edward Cohen, “Transformation of the Athenian Economy,” In Die Athenische Demokratie im 4. Jahrhundert
zwischen Modernisierung und Tradition, ed. Claudia Tiersch (Stuttgart: Franz Steiner Verlag, 2016).

2% Cf. Raymond Descat, “L’économie d’une cité grecque au IVe s. av. J.-C. : ’exemple athénien.” Revue des études
anciennes 89, no. 3 (1987): 251, who says, “[c]'est vers le milieu du siecle qu'est officiellement créée une monnaie
de bronze qui est certes un signe d'extension des échanges courants mais plus encore une volonté de réserver
l'argent, encore insuffisant, aux tractations importantes, le bronze occupant le monde des petits achats”.

300 Darel Tai Engen, Honor & Profit: Athenian Trade Policy and the Economy and Society of Greece, 415-307
B.C.E. (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press, 2010), 3-5.
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These changes in the economic mentality and practices, as well as the legal landscape of
fourth century BCE Athens led to the city gaining traction as one of the most enticing landing
spots for willing migrants in the contemporary Mediterranean. Both Isokrates (4.42) and
Xenophon (Ways 5.3-4) refer to Athens’ abundance of tradable resources,*°! with the latter
stating that there was no better place for those who desired to buy or sell goods. The Peiraieus,
upon which Athens’ economic prosperity and maritime hegemony largely depended, was
“centrally-located in the eastern Mediterranean, providing extraordinary facilities for safely
mooring ships, trapezai for the favourable procurement of the coins and currencies critical to
profitable maritime operations, and wholesale markets, such the Deigma, for the expedition of
commerce.” % The Athenian Agora was equally alluring, as it provided a further nexus to
incoming travellers to trade and acquire goods that might otherwise be unavailable in their

respective homelands.

The fourth century Athenian economic landscape was undoubtedly dominated by various
classes of merchants and retailers. Emmanouil Economou distinguishes between five categories
of merchants: autopolai who sold self-produced goods, kapeloi who bought goods from
autopolai and thereafter sold them in the vicinity, emporoi who traded goods from abroad,
palinkapeloi who sold goods purchased from emporoi to thereafter sell them in the vicinity, and

metaboleis who were small local retailers.>** Yet, favorable economic conditions in Athens did

301 dumdpiov yap &v péoo T EALGSog tov Iepand koteskevdoato, tocadtny xovd’ dmepPoAnyv, d6O’ & mapd 6V
MoV Ev mop’ Ekdotmv yolemdv ot AaPeiv, Tadd’ dmava map” avTic padiov sivar mopicacOo (Isoc. 4.42); GAAd
unv Kod ot dgdpevotl moAAd TayDd dmodidocbat T mpiacOot Tod TobtmV pailov Gv toxotev fj Abnvnow; (Xen. Ways
5.4).

302 Cohen, 2016, 216.

303 Economou, 2024, 114-15.
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not just draw mercantile and entrepreneurial migrants to Athens, but also created a thriving and
diverse ‘job market’ that catered to a wide range of skills and professions. As the Athenian
economy expanded and diversified,** the city offered various employment opportunities that
were accessible to citizens and migrants alike. In turn, the presence of many varying professions

was yet another economic factor that made Athens such an attractive city for newcomers.

As Xenophon states in his Ways and Means (5.3-5), a variety of merchants (moAvoitot,
ToAvOVOL, 1)0VOVOL, TOAVEALOL, TTOAVTPOPaTOoL), investors (ol 6& yvodun Kol apyvpim Suvauevol
ypnuatiCecBan), artisans (xeypotéyvar), rhetors (cogiotai), philosophers, and poets, among
others, flocked to Athens more so than all other Greek states. Epigraphic evidence provides even
more information on the types of jobs that were available among the lower strata of Athenian
society: although their precise purpose is still the subject of much debate,** the late-fourth

century BCE Phialai documents inform us about the profession of 153 individuals who lived in

394 On economic diversification see Edward Harris, “Workshop, marketplace and household: The nature of technical
specialization in classical Athens and its influence on economy and society,” in Money, labour and land:
approaches to the economies of ancient Greece, eds. Paul Cartledge, Edward E. Cohen, and Lin Foxhall (London:
Routledge, 2001), 67-99, Edward Harris and David Lewis, “Introduction: Markets in Classical and Hellenistic
Greece,” in The Ancient Greek Economy: Markets, Households and City-States, ed. Edward M. Harris, et al.
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 1-40, and Michael Leese, Making Money in Ancient Athens (Ann
Arbor, Michigan: University of Michigan Press, 2021).

395 Elizabeth Meyer recently reinterpreted the Phialai inscriptions (Metics and the Athenian Phialai-Inscriptions: A
Study in Athenian Epigraphy and Law (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz Verlag, 2010)), as indicative of the successful
defense of prosecuted metics as opposed to the traditional take that they were manumission records. Her work only
lacks a now lost inscription which was first noted by Pittakes (Ephemeris 1860, 4010) and can now be found in Leda
Malouchou, “Two Overlooked Attic Inscriptions,” in Epigraphical Approaches to the Post-Classical Polis: Fourth
Century BC to Second Century AD, ed. Paraskevi Martzavou and Nikolaos Papazarkadas (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2012). In my view, while Meyer provides an excellent overview of the epigraphic corpus in its
near entirety, the Phialai documents more plausibly include freed slaves than tried metics. In his recent article
(“Kittos and the Phialai Exeleutherikai,” The Annual of the British School at Athens, 114 (2019): 263-91), Mills
McArthur provides contemporary evidence which substantiates the presence of freed slaves in the Phialai
inscriptions. In his view, the slave named Kittos, who, in a mid-fourth century BCE oracular tablet from Dodona
(SEG 57:536), questions the oracle on whether he will be freed, is the very same Kittos who is emancipated in the
Phialai documents (SEG 18:36 1.100). If this was indeed the case, then the remaining ‘defendants’ in the Phialai
documents were very likely slaves receiving their freedom, as opposed to prosecuted metics.
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Athens.?% The preponderance and variation of professions was thus an added factor to Athens’
economic allure, and an important one at that. On account of extant literary and epigraphic
sources, we thus have a significant understanding about the types of jobs that existed in Classical

Athens, and approximately how common they might have been among residents.

Although we can infer much about the lives of freeborn Greeks in Classical Athens based
on contemporary economic currents and the particulars of their respective professions, the same
cannot always be said for resident non-Greeks. This is due, in part, to a lack of evidence of
confirmed non-Greeks in the workforce, especially those who were freeborn. As it stands, we
know the profession of only 11 confirmed willing non-Greek migrants from fifth-fourth century
BCE Athens, many of whom were among the city’s wealthiest inhabitants, irrespective of class
and ethnicity. This does not mean that the average freeborn non-Greek Athenian resident did not
work, but rather that the majority of our sources were predominantly concerned with wealthier

non-Greeks and their economic conduct in Athens.

Even if we know of few willing non-Greek migrants who were actively employed in
Classical Athens, we might imagine that they all sought some means of economic self-

sufficiency via local employment. That we can account for the profession of 93 non-Greeks of a

307

likely servile background from fifth-fourth century BCE Athens suggests,””’ at the very least,

306 Meyer, 2010, 15, n.19, notes 160 individuals with professions, while Vincent Rosivach, “Talasiourgoi and
Paidia in IG 11> 1553-78: A Note on Athenian Social History,” Historia 38 (1989): 365-70, accounts for 158. Some
of the professions listed within our epigraphic corpora were evidently more common than others. Textile workers
(tohacovpydc) alone, who are almost always women, represent more than one third of all individuals with known
professions among the Phialai documents. The profession of leather working (okvtotép0G) Was equally popular
among the lower masses, as it is one of the few jobs found in both the Phialai and Hermokopidai auction
documents.

307 This is based on data from both combined registers.
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that the ‘job market’ was not restricted to the citizenry or to Greek metics. That said, in order to
better understand a given non-Greek Athenian resident’s relationship with, and footprint on, the
local economy, this chapter will uniquely focus on those non-Greeks, willing and unwilling,

whose professions we know.

3.3 Minimal Economic Integration
[Totaiviog the Karian (24) and Awovooiog the Skythian (84)

Potainios, Dionysios, and the Athenian Servile Context
The first case will center around the lives of two non-Greek slaves, Potainios the Karian

(24) and Dionysios the Skythian (84), and their prospect of economic success, or lack thereof
due to their lesser status in the city. Both individuals are known from the same inscription (1. 77,
198; IG I? 422), notably one of the confiscation lists from 414 BCE which highlights the property
to be seized from the so-called Hermokopidai. Potainios and Dionysios are two of the 32 slaves
listed over various documents which highlight these confiscations.>*® They stand out among
most others since they are identified by their ethnika and, most importantly for the present
discussion, their professions and value as property. In the case of Dionysios, we are privy to his
(former) master, the infamous Athenian statesman Alkibiades. It should be said that while both

men possessed reasonable professions in Athens, inasmuch as to practice a trade was viewed as a

308 Not much of a consensus exists as it pertains to broader slave numbers, although recent studies have leaned more
so towards a higher estimate of ¢.90,000. Gomme, “The Population of Athens in the Fifth and Fourth Centuries
B.C.” JHS 53 (1933): 321-35, puts forth a metic number of 115,000, Mogens Hansen, “Three Studies in Athenian
Demography”, Historik-filosofiske Medelelser 56 (1988), lists 66,000 to 93,000, P.J. Rhodes, “The Athenian
revolution,” CAH 4 (1992): 51-75, says 100,000. Akrigg, Population and Economy in Classical Athens, 2019, does
not suggest a number, but is generally accepting of Hansen’s estimates, as is Errietta Bissa, Governmental
Intervention in Foreign Trade in Archaic and Classical Greece (Leiden: Brill, 2009).
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309

reasonable endeavour among Athenians,””” the fact that they were slaves ought to take

precedence when considering their respective prospective economic output.

All confirmed slaves from my register are known from Athenian epigraphic lists such as
the confiscation documents in which Potainios and Dionysios were found. That is not to say that
non-Greek slaves only took part in the epigraphic habit as passive entrants in the lists of their
masters. Because slaves in fifth-fourth century BCE Athens were not generally listed alongside

their ethnika in unofficial documentation,®'°

it is often difficult for modern scholars to accurately
attribute non-Greek ethnicity or even servile status to them. For instance, the slaves Aigyptia (/G
112 10596) and Artimas (/G 11 10847) in my broader register,*!! who were commemorated in
epitaphs of their own, were likely non-Greeks of Egyptian and Pisidian ethnicity respectively.>!?
Unlike the case of Potainios and Dionysios however, it cannot be determined that slaves or
freedmen who were not accompanied by their ethnika, such as Aigyptia and Artimas, were

necessarily of the ethnic backgrounds their geographic/ethnic names suggest.3!* As a result, we

are left with so few confirmed sources from Classical Athens that give insight into the situation

309 Recent studies have shown that although there was seemingly a disdain for citizen participation in skilled trades,
a majority of the population “was engaged in various artisanal and commercial enterprises” (Forsdyke, Slaves and
Slavery in Ancient Greece, 2021, 110).

310 Such as epitaphs, curse tablets, and personal dedications.
311 My broader register of non-Greeks in fifth-fourth century BCE Athens reveals a number of 52 presumed non-
Greek slaves and/or freedmen who actively participated in epitaphic commemorations. Only 8 of these can

undoubtedly be called non-Greeks based on known ethnika however.

312 For the name the ethnic name “Artimas” see Mariona Vernet Pons, “The Etymology of the PNs Artimas and
Arteimas from Asia Minor: A New Explanation,” Faventia 34-36 (2014): 99-110.

313 1t is likely that they were non-Greeks of the listed ethnicity, but for the sake of caution I believe that it is prudent
to set them aside. See David Lewis, “Notes on slave names, ethnicity, and identity in Classical and Hellenistic
Greece,” Studia zrodtoznawcze 16 (2017): 183-213.

166



of slaves/freedpersons, whereas we have an abundance of sources, be it via official
decrees/epigraphic lists, or literary works, which provide accounts of the lives of slaves from the

point of view of Athenian citizens.

In the case of Potainios and Dionysios, we must infer much about their lives from the
point of view of an Athenian state which viewed both men as lucrative commodities to be seized
from criminals. /G I? 422 is undoubtedly a biased document, yet it provides the reader with
sufficient information through which they are able to gradually formulate tentative identities for
our two non-Greek slaves. Firstly, it reveals that Potainios and Dionysios possessed professions
like many other contemporary Athenian slaves. As a whole, slaves in Classical Athens were
often seen in a variety of ‘positions’ within and without the city, depending on if they were
public (demosioi) or private slaves. The former, who were less in number,*!* could act as road
repair workers, executioners, and even currency testers. On the other hand, private slaves could
serve in households as cooks, cleaners, and caretakers for children; but they could also be
bankers, be leased to the state to work in the mines or actively take part in warfare alongside

their masters.

Broadly speaking then, slaves occupied all professions which were available to their
freeborn counterparts, in addition to some which were almost uniquely reserved for them due to

their arduous nature.>!> According to /G I3 422, Potainios and Dionysios were private slaves

314 Cf. Ben Akrigg and Rob Tordoff, Slaves and Slavery in Athenian Greek Comic Drama (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2013), 6.

315 Most miners in Laureion’s silver mines are believed to have been slaves for example; cf. Lauffer, Die
Bergwerkssklaven von Laureion, 1979.

167



under different masters who worked as a goldsmith (ypvcoydog) and coppersmith respectively
(xaAxevg). As such, their respective tasks, although dependant on the mining industry, did not
require them to brave the harsh conditions of Laureion’s mines, which were mostly a source of

silver.3'®

The Value of an Athenian Slave
Potainios and Dionysios worked similar professions, with the former handling gold and

the latter bronze/copper, yet both occupations, it may be argued, yielded very different profit
margins for their former masters. According to /G I® 422, Potainios was sold by the state for 360
drachmai, notably the highest cost among slaves in the confiscation lists. Dionysios, on the other
hand, was auctioned off at a modest 155 drachmai. For added perspective, the lowest value of a
slave found within the confiscation lists involving the Hermokopidai belongs to an unnamed
Karian child (22) who was sold for 72 drachmai. The average slave within the same confiscation
lists was sold for approximately 178 drachmai,’'” not far from the fourth century BCE Athenian

averages estimated by David Lewis, *'® but still above the price paid for Dionysios.

316 T ead, which was an occasional addition in the formation of bronze, was however extracted from Laureion’s
silver; c¢f. Julien Devogelaere, “Restituer les couleurs des bronzes antiques et de leurs traitements de surface: une
approche par I’archéologie expérimentale,” in Virtual Retrospect, ed. Maud Mulliez (Bordeaux: Archeovision,
Maison des Sciences de I’Homme d’ Aquitaine, 2017), 150. According to Denis Morin and Adonis Photiades, “Les
mines antiques du Laurion (Attique, Gréce): Techniques miniéres et stratégies d’exploitation,” in Mineria y
metalurgia antiguas: Visiones y revisiones. Homenaje a Claude Domergue, eds. Almudena Orejas and Christian
Rico (Madrid: Casa de Velazquez, 2012), copper was also found at Laureion.

317 The average is solely based on the cost of sale of the 22 slaves from /G I° 421-22.
318 According to David Lewis, “The market for slaves in the fifth- and fourth-century Aegean: Achaemenid Anatolia
as a Case Study,” in The Ancient Greek Economy: Markets, Households and City-States, eds. Edward M. Harris and

David M. Lewis (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2015), 321, “a slave in fourth-century Athens generally
cost between 200-500 drachmai, something like 150-200 days’ worth of wages for the average skilled craftsman.”
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A slave’s economic value ought to not be indicative of his skill in his given profession.
Dionysios may have possessed the same ability relative to his profession as Potainios did, thus
making his master Alkibiades, to whom a portion of all proceeds was owed,>!? all the wealthier.
That said, the inherent value of their respective professions was not the same. For one, Potainios,

as a goldsmith, required far more specialized training than Dionysios,**°

at the expense of his
master. By the end of his training, Potainios will have been expected to be sufficiently skilled in
working with gold commensurate to the time and capital invested in the process.*?! In turn,
Potainios’ specialization in the handling of a luxury resource will have attracted a wealthier
clientele, thus bringing in far more profit and notoriety than if he had been a yaiketg like
Dionysios.*??> Based on Potainios’ relatively high resale price, the Athenian state deemed his

craft to be particularly lucrative, at least compared to the profession of all others in the

confiscation lists.

The inherent difference in the perceived value of Potainios and Dionysios’ professions
may have also altered their own economic outcome, inasmuch as it served to benefit the bottom

line of their masters. For instance, some of the more well-to-do, or ‘privileged’ slaves as Deborah

319 The so-called dmogopé; cf. Kamen, Status in Classical Athens, 2013, 27, and Forsdyke, 2001, 113.

320 Cf. Valentin Viniger, Les artisans dans I’ Athénes classique: Pratiques, identités et hiérarchies sociales: VI e -IV
e s. av. n.e. (Rennes: Presses Universitaires de Rennes, 2023), 33-34.

321 Viniger, 2023, 152, posits that Potainios did not finish this training, or rather that he did not fulfill it to the
demands of his master. This is based on what he believes to be a generally low cost of sale relative to the broader
average of Athenian slave prices. He does not take into account that Potainios is the most lucrative ‘commodity’
among the 30 slaves in the confiscation lists however.

322 Viniger, 2023, 33-34, says that “[c]es nombreuses spécialisations peuvent répondre aussi a une clientéle riche
désirant des produits luxueux, permettant ainsi a la clientele aristocratique de se distinguer de la masse Populaire.”
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Kamen calls them,??* were able to keep a portion of the profits that their professions offered
them. In these cases, ‘privileged’ slaves were often permitted by their masters to manage their
businesses freely through a lease-like arrangement which guaranteed a certain sum to the actual
owner of the enterprise (i.e. the slave owner).*?* Through their business’ success, a slave was
thereafter able to gradually secure his/her freedom from their master either by buying their

325 or by reaching the end of the lease’s term.*?® Such acts of ‘benefaction’ from

freedom outright,
the part of the master were rare, and were more akin to “a reward that could be retracted at any

time.”>?” Nevertheless, some fortunate slaves, notably skilled craftsmen, *2® were, in fact,

manumitted after having secured enough funds through their relatively profitable industry.

Among the five instances wherein goldsmiths (ypvcoyoog) of an identifiable status are
mentioned in the epigraphic corpus, three of them are freedmen, one is a freeborn metic, and
only one, notably Potainios, is a slave.*?* We cannot be sure of the precise method of their

manumission, but it is telling that a majority of known goldsmiths from Classical Athenian

323 Kamen, Status in Classical Athens, 2013, 19-32.

324 Cf. Edward Cohen, “Slaves Operating Businesses: Legal Ramifications for Ancient Athens— and for Modern
Scholarship,” in Ancient Greek Law in the 21°" Century, ed. Paula Perlman (Austin: University of Texas Press,
2018).

32 Forsdyke, Slaves and Slavery in Ancient Greece, 2001, 238.

326 Such was the case of Pasion’s slaves who were promised to be manumitted upon the end of a ten-year lease of
their master’s banking enterprise to them. In this arrangement, Pasion received an entire talent’s worth of rent on a
yearly basis. (Cf. Dem. 36).

327 Ibid.

328 If the Phialai documents refer to slave manumissions, it is notable that nearly all are skilled workers.

329 This is based on the data collected by Viniger (Les artisans dans [’Athénes classique: Pratiques, identités et

hiérarchies sociales: VI e -1V e s. av. n.e., 2023, 60, table 13). The remaining goldsmith is a metic (there are two
others of an unknown status).
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epigraphic sources were freed slaves. In contrast, epigraphic sources reveal that of the six
coppersmiths (yaAkevg) with a known status, four are freeborn, one is a freedman, and only one,

Dionysios the Skythian, is a slave.°

It is notable that the freedman yaiketg in question, a certain Kittos who appears in both
the Phialai manumission documents (1.100; SEG 18:36) and a mid-fourth century oracular tablet
from Dodona (SEG 57:536), had initially questioned whether he would ever be freed.*! Perhaps
the lack of coppersmiths around him receiving manumission sapped any such hope for himself.
In truth, we cannot be sure whether this Kittos’ profession as a yaAkev¢ played a role in his
concerns regarding his manumission. After all, he was presumably freed in the end.
Nevertheless, that he was the only known example of a slave with his skillset to have received

his freedom suggests that a coppersmith in fifth-fourth BCE Athens was, at the very least, less

likely than a goldsmith be freed.

The Servile Condition and its Impact on Economic Outlook
It should come as no surprise that the life of a slave was generally a lamentable one. They

were often subjected to corporeal punishment through torturous interrogation (Dem. 22.55;

24.167),%? and psychological trauma through the evident social limitations that inhibited

330 Viniger does not note down Dionysios in his data of coppersmiths, possibly because he deems that his profession
is not clearly identifiable on the stone. To my knowledge, his is the only work including /G I® 422 which does not
consider Dionysios’ profession as known.

BL“Kirtmr el ot 1y €hev/[0]epia 1) mapd Atovusiov/ fiv ovv £0et’ avtdl Atovicioc” See McArthur, “Kittos and the
Phialai Exeleutherikai,” The Annual of the British School at Athens, 114 (2019): 263-91.

332 Assuming the Phialai documents are grants of manumission.
333 For slave punishment see Virginia Hunter, Policing Athens: Social Control in Attic Lawsuit (Princeton, N.J:

Princeton University Press, 1994), 162-73.
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them.?** They were equally restricted with respect to movement, could not legally marry, and had
little to no legal protection in the eyes of the Athenian state. A fourth century BCE lead tablet
from the Athenian Agora (Ag. Inv. IL 1702) reveals the harsh reality of a slave of unknown
ethnicity who has endured much torture while performing his duties at the foundry. Lesis,*** the
slave in question, laments to a certain Xenokles and his own mother that he has been tied,
flogged, and trampled like dirt at the hands of a wicked man to whom his masters entrusted
him 336

Indeed, cases like that of Lesis were all too common in fifth-fourth century BCE Athens,
yet it should also be said that some slaves were admittedly more ‘privileged’ than others. For
example, Pasion, a slave of a likely non-Greek background who worked as a banker in the
Peiraieus, was eventually freed by his masters (Dem. 36.6), amassed a fortune of over 70 talents
(Dem. 36.5), and was ultimately bestowed citizenship for his benefactions to the state.>*’ Slaves
with high levels of economic integration such as Pasion were not the standard in Athens

however, and, if anything, their significant wealth and power likely placed a larger target on the

334 Not every slave could expect manumission either; see Rachel Zelnick-Abramovitz, Not Wholly Free: The
Concept of Manumission and the Status of Manumitted Slaves in the Ancient Greek World (Leiden: Brill, 2005).

335 His name is otherwise unattested in Athens. There is a deceased Aficig who is commemorated by his father in a
second century CE epitaph from Kilikia (/K Anazarbos 594). Likely etymologically related to the verb AavBdavo (to
forget), but perhaps, though less likely, a (appropriate given the circumstances) morphological variant of Afjotig
(forgetfulness).

336 David Jordan, “A personal letter found in the Athenian agora”, Hesperia 69 (2000), states that Lesis was in fact a
metic, but Edward Harris, “Notes on a Lead Letter from the Athenian Agora”, Harvard Studies in Classical
Philology 102 (2004), argues that the term deondtng found within has never been used in a loose context that does
not imply master in the servile context.

337 Some of such benefactions included the bestowal of 1000 shields and the funding of triremes (Dem. 45.85).

Other slaves of note who amassed significant wealth are Pasion’s successor Phormion (Dem. 46.13), Lampis (Dem.
34) and Kittos (Isoc. 17.11-23).
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backs of other less fortunate slaves such as a Lesis, or those who worked the mines at
Laureion.>*® Yet, by the presence of such varied outcomes which stem from the very same
Athenian servile condition, it is clear that we must view individual slaves not as living tools
without agency in a monolithic status group, but as active, if not proactive, members of Athenian

society whose lives were more meaningful and variegated than their servility would suggest.

Where then did Potainios and Dionysios feature within this spectrum of servile outcome
in Classical Athens? /G I® 422 does not reveal if either of them was physically or emotionally
abused by their masters, but that is no indication that they were not subject to such abhorrent
conditions. We cannot speak to their families either, as there is no indication that they had any.**’
But even as childless and unmarried men, Potainios and Dionysios undoubtedly participated in
the local economy and interacted with passersby in both their professional and private contexts.
If they were relatively successful in their respective professions, and subsequently increased the
profitability of their masters, we might imagine that they found themselves in better standing
than the likes of Lesis, at any rate. That said, just as Potainios and Dionysios lived marginally
better lives than those slaves whose world revolved around compelled manual labour, so too did

other slaves outclass them with respect to socio-economic impact in Athens.

338 For metic defense in speeches see Kostas Vlassopoulos, “Slavery, freedom and citizenship in Classical Athens:
beyond a legalistic approach,” European Review of History.: Revue Européenne d’histoire 16, (2009), and for the
‘servile invective’ see Kamen (2013).

339 That is not to say that they did not have any. While they could not legally marry, it is possible that they might

have lived with a spousal figure (also a slave), assuming they were not dwelling with their masters (cf. Kamen 2013,
29).
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In fact, the case of Potainios and Dionysios reveals two similar yet diverging stories of
the economic outlook of a Classical Athenian slave. On the one hand, both were ‘fortunate’ in
avoiding the harsh conditions in the silver mines of Laureion whose slaves possessed the lowest
chance of being manumitted.**® On the other hand, it is likely that although their professions
were similar, their respective socio-economic trajectories differed slightly. Potainios, with his
higher market value as a goldsmith, had a skillset that was more likely to yield greater economic
benefits for his master, and subsequently for himself. His manumission was far from a certainty,
but it was more likely than that of Dionysios whose fate may have been to die as he lived, as a

slave.

All the same, both cases reveal that while slave labour was indispensable to the Athenian
economy, individual slaves such as Potainios and Dionysios still lacked significant control over
their financial fates, placing them at the lowest level of economic integration. While a given
slave’s odds of manumission and overall treatment at the hands of their master(s) depended on a
series of outcomes oftentimes outside of their control, as long as they remained a slave in status

there was no possibility to attain higher levels of economic success.

The Mercenaries of I1G 112 1956 (17, 32, 93, 94)
Historical Background of 1G II? 1956
This next case study includes 50 non-Greeks, whose profession and, in certain instances,

ethnicity and status have been tentatively attributed to them based on the circumstances
pertaining to the inscription in which they were listed (/G II? 1956). IG 11> 1956, which is
believed to be a late fourth century BCE mercenary list from the Erechtheion, consists of a series

of names without context, with no added patronymics nor demotics. The list is organized by

340 See Kamen, Status in Classical Athens, 2013, 15.
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ethnic rubrics, where an ethnic identifier (such as Kapec or @pdukec) is inscribed as a heading to
categorize the group of individuals (or individual) listed in the subsequent register. Non-Greeks,
if prevalent assumptions on the ethnicity of the list’s subjects are correct, make up nearly half of
the entire group (48%), with the remaining individuals hailing from an assortment of Greek
poleis. | have provided a syncopated version of the /G 11> 1956 below, omitting all but those to

whom I have attributed a non-Greek background:

[2]evbng
Zpiog
AlovicGlog
IMuavkiog
Béicyiog
[Mappeviokog
[Tuppiog
Ebompog
[Tr]mtiog
Xtpdtmv
AcKINTOd®POg
Zwilog
®dag
Awovio10g

15 Zmilog
‘Hpaxeiong
21o¢
[Hoppeviov
Kmoiog
Kovov
[Tatovpaong
AipvBog
Poon{c
dilwv
[Tatovpag
Aovinlelug
Koapoig
Hvpovppidng
Apralig

30 Awcovnng
[Tpotiov
Ap1oTtopaY0G
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[Tuppiog
210G
KoAmog
[Muppiag
Kedpnmoiig
Mapo&ig
Ofwv
KévBog
‘Hpoxeiong
Apopryoitng
Tpatic
KaAliotpotog

45 [Muoxkiog
Nuciog
(...)
Kapeg

95 Mélag
(...)

151  Avxio
Ayabov
(...)
Opadikeg

185  ®&eddwpog
Nikaov

Due to a break in the upper portion of the stone, we are left without a header which
would have described the purpose of the list. Nevertheless, since his first publication of the
inscription in /G II 963, Ulrich Koehler was convinced that it represented a register of
mercenaries. While Koehler never provided a reason for this suggestion, most scholars have
followed his suit.>*! Christian Habicht believes that because the tentative date of the list (c.300
BCE) coincides with when the Athenian tyrant Lachares was in power, that those mentioned
within must have been the mercenaries over whom he was hegemon.**? The existence of a near-

contemporary mercenary list (/G 11> 1957) which features individuals also seen in /G 11> 1956,

341 Christian Habicht, Athen: Die Geschichte der Stadt in hellenistischer Zeit (Munich: C.H. Beck, 1995), Vincent
Rosivach, “The Thracians of /G 11? 1956,” Klio 82, (2000), A. J. Bayliss, “New Readings on a List of Mercenaries
from Athens,” ZPE 146, (2004).

342 POxy. 2082 refers to Lachares as 6 tév E&vav 1yodpevoc.
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has equally led others to brand all listed men as Lachares’ mercenary force from 300 to 296
BCE;**? and since no scholar has come up with a broadly accepted alternative as to why such a
wide array of ethnic groups were listed in such a manner, Koehler’s conclusion has remained the

opinio communis.

At the same time, the absence of a surviving heading means that the inscription’s precise
function cannot be recovered with certainty. In principle, a list of names and ethnika could
belong to a non-military setting. Andrew Bayliss acknowledges (even if only as a remote
possibility) a religious context for example.*** Whatever the document’s precise purpose
however, it still presupposes the temporary presence in Athens of the individuals named—
whether as soldiers, or participants of some other kind—if only during a period of garrison
service or while receiving the unspecified recognition the list implied. With that in mind, I accept

the prevailing interpretation that connects the individuals in /G II* 1956 to mercenary service.

If it is indeed the case that those 50 non-Greeks listed in /G 112 1956 are mercenaries,
then why have they been included within my register of non-Greek residents? It is my belief that
the mercenaries of /G II? 1956 did not leave for their respective homelands after having initially
fought on behalf of Lachares, but rather remained in Athens for a time, thus joining the metoikia,
even if in an unofficial capacity. As we have seen, a metic was not deemed to be a metic because

he wished to remain in Athens. Whether he wished it or not, even a mercenary was liable to join

343 Bayliss, 2004, 90.

344 Ibid., 87. Take for instance the fourth century list of thiasotai (IG 11> 2347) which in certain respects can appear
similar to /G I1? 1956, especially if we only consider portion of the former where single names appear without
demotics, patronymics, or ethnika (11.19-33). For other religious lists of this kind, see Ilias Arnaoutoglou, “Status
and Identity in Private Religious Associations in Hellenistic Athens,” in Political Culture in the Greek City after the
Classical Age, eds. Onno M. van Nijf and Richard Alston (Leuven: Peeters, 2011).
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the metoikia and officially become a resident alien so long as he remained in Athens for an
unspecified duration of time. Until then, he was deemed a £évoc/mapenionpog, or a non-resident

alien.

Although they are dated to the third century BCE, two decrees from the Attic deme
Rhamnous mention mercenaries with official residency status in Athens. The first decree (SEG
3:122), which is dated to the mid-third century, refers to the garrisoned mercenary band as
icoteleic. The second (/G 11?2 1309), dated to the end of the third century, refers to the local
Makedonian mercenaries as oi 6TpaTELOUEV[O1 —] TAV TOpoikwV, a term which Marcel Launey
suggested was no different than ‘metic’.>*° In both cases, the occupying mercenary forces were
led by a local Athenian strategos whose allegiance was not to the Athenian state, but to the
Makedonian king; and yet this loyalty to a foreign entity did not preclude them from obtaining

official status and honours in Athens.?*¢

Let us then compare the soldiers from Rhamnous with the mercenaries from /G 11> 1956
who served an Athenian tyrant who was seemingly independent of foreign authority.**” If the
former troops were bestowed official status and honours despite their foreign political affiliation,
then perhaps Lachares’ band was privy to the same: we might imagine that one such honour was

that of a tax exemption if they decided to remain (isoteleia), or perhaps the bestowal of a crown

345 Marcel Launey, Recherches sur les armées hellénistiques (Paris: De Boccard, 1950), 652, n.3.
346 1t should be noted that the decrees in question do not bestow the honours that they possess. They are already in
possession of their respective statuses at the time of the decree’s writing.

347 Launey refers to Lachares’ reign in Athens as the only period of independence from 322 to 229 BCE, “si la
tyrannie de Lachares peut porter ce nom [ie. indépendent]” (1950, 637). For Lachares described as 0 t®v Eévaov
Nyovpevog in a context of control of the Akropolis, see P.Oxy. 2082 (Bayless, 2003). See also Habicht (1995) and
Peter Thonemann, “Charias on the Acropolis.” ZPE 144 (2003): 123-24.
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in the rarest of cases. Both may have been possible, if not likely, but we cannot say for certain

without any further evidence.

What we do know for certain, is that there was a desire to put forward into the public
sphere, notably on the Akropolis based on the stone’s findspot, a list of individuals hailing from
various regions outside of Athens. Some, if not all, of those honoured would have presumably
remained in the city to behold whatever reward they were meant to receive while defending
Lachares’ hold over Athens. We know that at least two individuals from the first list (/G 11
1956), both Greeks, remained long enough in the city to have been honoured in a second list (/G
12 1957), for which reason we can also firmly assert that neither inscription was a detail of war
casualties. It is also noteworthy that the term used in POxy. 2082 to refer to Lachares’
mercenaries is EEvot, an ambiguous word which can hold the meaning of foreigner and metic as
well. All of these, in my mind, are likely indicators that the lists in question do not honour
mercenaries who were otherwise unaffiliated with Athens, but rather mercenaries whose service

to, and subsequent stay in the city granted them an unprecedented entry into the metoikia.

Who are the non-Greeks of 1G II? 1956?
Among the individuals found in /G II* 1956, only four are specifically listed under a non-

Greek ethnikon: Melas the Karian (17), Agathon the Lykian (32), and two Thracians called
Theodoros (93) and Nikon (94). What then of the remaining 46 non-Greeks in the case study?

Following Vincent Rosivach’s suit,**® I consider the first 46 names listed in the inscription to

348 Rosivach, 2000. He, in turn, followed Koehler (/G 11 963) who wrote “homines qui col. I vs. 1-46 perscripti sunt
e regione Thraciae vel Bythiniae.”
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have also been non-Greeks, taking for granted that they were Thracians based on onomastics.**’
Names such as AovAnCeipc, atovpaonc, and Poonlig are undoubtedly Thracian,*>° and others,
such as [Tvppiag and [Nhawvkiag, were often given to Thracian slaves by their masters based on
their physiological traits. According to Rosivach, the presence of what he calls ‘slave names’
suggests that the Thracian members of the list were slaves or former slaves rather than

mercenaries or freeborn metics.>>!

It is true that fifth-fourth century BCE Athens had a longstanding tradition of including
non-Greeks of varying backgrounds within their military framework. Thukydides (3.17) states
that an vmpémng would often accompany an Athenian hoplite in times of war,**? undoubtedly
without having any choice in the matter; and while some slaves were said to have been

commemorated for fighting in the battle of Marathon according to Pausanias (1.29.6),%* and

34 The list takes no issue in repeating ethnika in various headers either: Lokrians are notably found in lines 168-171,
and again from line 199 to the end of the extant stone.

330 Note the onomastic components listed by Peter Dimitrov, Thracian language and Greek and Thracian epigraphy
(Veliko Tarnovo: Faber Publishing House, 2009), 129-38, whose work builds from the previous corpora of Dimiter
Detschew, Die thrakischen Sprachreste (Vienna: In Kommission bei R.M. Rohrer, 1957), and Wilhelm Tomaschek,
Die alten Thraker: Eine ethnologische Untersuchung. II. Die Sprachreste. 2. Hdlfte: Personen- und Ortsnamen,
Sitzungsberichte der Philosophisch-Historischen Classe der Kaiserlichen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Bd. 131
(Vienna: F. Tempsky, 1894). See also Dan Dana, Onomasticon Thracicum (OnomThrac). Répertoire des noms
indigenes de Thrace, Macédoine Orientale, Mésies, Dacie et Bithynie, Mélétémata 70 (Athens: National Hellenic
Research Foundation, 2014).

351 Rosivach, 2000, 381. In his broad study of servile names, Vlassopoulos, 2010, 116, includes the likes of ITvuppiog
and [Nowkiog within a category called ‘corporal names’.

352 1t is clear that Thukydides is not referring to the traditional definition of an \mnpétng as a standard rower here,
but rather to the servile definition; c¢f. Simon Hornblower, A Commentary on Thucydides: Volume I: Books I-1I1
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2003), 402. Slaves also appear on the trireme list of 412-405 BCE (/G I° 1032),
alongside citizen and foreign sailors. These slaves, who are listed under the banner of Ogpémovtec (1. 227), which
was the same term that Thukydides used when referring to slave sailors in a naval context (7.13), appeared on all
four triremes listed on the inscription.

353 A fragment of Hypereides (f. 29, Jensen) also suggests that 150,000 slaves from the mines should fight on behalf
of Athens.
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even freed after the battle of Arginousai, such acts of gratitude for services rendered in battle
were admittedly extremely rare.?>* It is evident then that a given non-Greek soldier fighting on
behalf of Athens would have had a dramatically different quality of life and socio-economic
outcome depending on his status. If, for instance, the Thracian contingent of /G 11> 1956 was
indeed made up of slaves/freedmen, our perspective on their respective economic lives would not

be the same as if they had been freeborn.

In the case of the Thracians of /G II? 1956, it is therefore imperative that we come to
terms with their precise status prior to putting forward a tentative economic outlook. Should the
presence of so-called ‘slave names’ by two of the Thracians of /G 11> 1956 preclude us from
attributing freeborn status to the whole? While corporal names (i.e. names that draw attention to
physical characteristics) were certainly more prevalent among slaves, it was not uncommon to
find them among resident aliens as well. According to Kostas Vlassopoulos’ data on slave
names,>>® corporal, theophoric and pet names, which some of the Thracians of /G 11> 1956
possessed, were also common among the citizen body as well. Moreover, geographic names
which denote Thracian heritage are notably missing among the names held by the Thracians of
IG 112 1956. The name ®@pau& which we very commonly see among slaves,>*° freedmen, and the
freeborn offspring of freedmen is not held by a single individual within the Thracian contingent.

As such, we need not assume that the Thracians of /G 11> 1956 were anything other free

354 This grant of citizenship to slaves was so rare in fact that it may have a played a role in the death sentence of
those generals who were in support of it. Cf. Peter Hunt, “The Slaves and the Generals of Arginousai,” AJP 122.3
(2001): 359-80.

355 Vlassopoulos, 2010.

3% Cf. IG 112 1951. On the other hand, it is unlikely that a freeborn Thracian would have been called by the name
Opdig.
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individuals who served as part of a diverse unit of mercenaries which included other free non-

Greeks and Greeks.

Under the assumption that our non-Greeks of /G 11> 1956 were, at least for the most part,
freeborn migrants who came to Athens for the purpose of fighting her (or Lachares’) wars, what
can be discerned about their respective lives, notably from an economic perspective? The
inscription itself is regrettably devoid of any information, and we know little about the type of
honours that Classical Athens bestowed upon mercenaries. Yet, we know that this mercenary
troupe, if they were the force which accompanied Lachares at the twilight of the fourth century
BCE, was quite different from other groups of non-Greeks who previously fought on Athens’
behalf for pay. For one, it is likely that they remained in the city for a time after Lachares seized
control. As mentioned above, some individuals from /G II* 1956 appear in yet another list (/G 1I?
1957) from Athens dated to a few years later; and provided that Lachares, whom Pausanias
described as one of the worst tyrants in the city’s history (1.25.7),%” was indeed surrounded by
enemies on all fronts during his approximately five-year reign over Athens,>*® we can be sure

that he would have gladly welcomed their prolonged stay in the city.

Non-Greek Mercenaries vs non-Greek Soldiers
It is important to note that fourth century Athens never honoured their mercenaries en

masse.>> In fact, aside from the two lists in question, I have found no other Athenian list from

the Classical period which contained mercenaries in general. Instead, Classical Athens had a

37 “rupavvov GV iopev T te £¢ avBpmdmovg pdioTa dviipepov kai &¢ o Ogiov dpeldéotaToy.”

358 The so-called soldiers from the Peiraieus were the most notable of Lachares’ enemies; cf. Bayliss, “Curse-Tablets
as Evidence: Identifying the Elusive “Peiraikoi Soldiers,” ZPE 144 (2003): 125-40.

3% Cf. Whitehead, 1977, 29, and Bayliss, 2004, 90.
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longstanding tradition of honouring resident aliens who fought for noble causes, such as Wapug
and "ABong, the (presumably) Egyptian and Phoenician metics who fought against the Thirty

(IG 117 10). The late fourth century Athenian treatment of foreign troops therefore represents a
turning point in public practice: armed foreigners became publicly legible in Athens in ways that

earlier civic commemoration rarely, if ever, acknowledged collectively.

Public visibility, however, does not equate to broad social acceptance. While the non-
Greeks of /G 112 1956 were honoured in some capacity during their stay in Athens, whatever
benefits they might have incurred, economic or otherwise, would have been offset by the
predominately negative sentiment that the local populace held towards them. A great deal of
powerful men in Athens employed mercenaries, Thracians in particular, at various points and
with varying degrees of success, notably during the city’s conflicts with Sparta. Alkibiades
brought some of them over (Plut. 4lc. 37), as did Nikias (Thuc. 4.129) and Kleon (7huc. 5.6).
And yet, there must have been some understanding among the Athenians that the use of

Thracians as a mercenary force may have come as a double-edged sword.

Upon the late arrival of the Thracian troops in 413 BCE, in order to avoid the additional
costs of having to feed an idle mercenary force, the Athenians sent them away, ordering them to
cause as much harm to the enemies along the way (Thuc. 7.29). On their journey homeward
however, these Thracian mercenaries committed, as Thukydides himself saw it, an atrocity of no
less magnitude than any other in the war (7.31), ravaging the Boiotian city of Mykalessos, and

killing all who came in their way, kai Toidag kai yovaikag kteivovteg (“killing both the children
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and the women”; 7.29). It was likely with this event in mind that Alkibiades was worried that his

very own Thracian band would plunder the yielding city of Selymbria (Plut. Alc. 31).

All of these negative sentiments were towards individuals who, unlike the mercenaries of
1G 117 1956, had little to no intention of remaining in Athens for a time, assuming they were ever
offered such an opportunity. We cannot say for certain to what extent the non-Greeks of /G 112
1956, most notably the Thracians among them, were faced with local economic difficulties
owing to the long-standing negative perception of mercenaries within the city. At the very least,
if popular sentiments against Lachares’ rule were as strong as advertised, we can be sure that the

mercenary force of /G 112 1956 fled the city alongside the tyrant.

Contrary to metics whose military service on behalf of Athens was a compulsory
byproduct of their given status,**® the mercenaries of /G II2 1956 therefore owed their presumed
increase in status and considerable monetary compensation to a previously rendered service, not
to the state, but to a demagogue turned tyrant. In the first chapter, we analyzed the case of
‘Hpaxeidag the Mysian (38), who served as an artilleryman for the Athenian state sometime in
the mid-fourth century BCE. In addition, a certain Phrygian named Mannes (82) is known to
have died in Athens in the late fifth century BCE (v td moAépmt amébavev; 1.6), surely in the
Peloponnesian war. We might add to these the non-Greeks who fought alongside the citizens in

defense of Athenian democracy in the Battle of Mounychia, for which they were honoured by the

360 Like their citizen counterparts, free(d) alien residents were also compelled to fight on behalf of Athens during
times of war, with their free status allowing for them to fight as hoplites and offered them an increased likelihood of
receiving honours. In Hypereides’ Against Athenogenes (29), Athenogenes is accused of having fled Athens, and
therefore his military duties during the Battle of Chaironeia. For metics as hoplites in the fifth-fourth centuries BCE
see Thuk. (2.13.7; 3.16.1; 4.90), Xen. (Ways 2.2), and Lyc. (1.16).
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state (/G 112 10). In these three cases, non-Greeks are praised for their sacrifice on behalf of the
Athenian state. Although the military service they rendered to the state was a byproduct of their
status as resident aliens, they, unlike the mercenaries of /G II? 1956, had a stake in the

preservation of the city, and thus a responsibility, if not a moral obligation, to protect it.

Economic Outlook of a non-Greek Mercenary in fourth Century BCE Athens
From the perspective of the non-Greek mercenaries, it was in their economic interest to

offer their military services in return for payment: although “Greek terminology did not identify
mercenaries as the type of soldiers of fortune that we might recognize in the present age,”®! the
profession itself became increasingly prominent towards the twilight of the Classical period.
While their motives were driven by economic gain rather than civic duty, the non-Greek
mercenaries under Lachares were merely seeking to earn a wage in a way that was, in their
minds, most favourable to their circumstances. Like the many Greeks who for centuries had been
under the employ of eastern powers such as the Persian king or the many satraps within his
empire, Melas the Karian, Agathon the Lykian, and the list’s many Thracians took advantage of

their martial prowess to earn a living.

That said, their standing as mercenaries meant that their presence within the city was a
fleeting one. Despite actively participating in the local economy no differently than other willing
non-Greek migrants for a period of nearly five years, these interactions were unlikely to have led
to any drastic change in official status, or long-term economic condition. If anything, their roles

during their short stay were transactional, and once their presence was no longer required by the

361 Matthew Trundle, “Hiring Mercenaries in the Classical Greek World: Causes and Outcomes,” Millars. Espai i
Historia 25.43, (2018): 48.
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state (or Lachares in this case), they would have been dismissed, unlikely to receive any lasting

change in social mobility among the local populace.

Moreover, their association with Lachares, who was commonly disliked, in addition to
broader negative sentiments on the widespread presence of mercenaries in Athens, may have
caused open hostility from some segments of Athenian society. As Harvey Miller states,*%? “the
hiring and maintenance of mercenary troops was ruinously expensive, and employers had
regularly to face the problem of raising sufficient funds.” Lachares was said to have stripped the
Akropolis of its golden shields and the statue of Athena of its removable adornment (6
TEPLOPETOC kOouog; Paus. 1.25.7) in order to compensate these foreigners. As such, while we
can presume that the mercenaries of /G 11 1956, if nothing else, were paid handsomely for their
continued service to Lachares while they remained in a city, the local population may have not

always been so welcoming to them—or to their benefactor at any rate.

Lachares’ evident placation of this foreign force would have had a trickledown eftect,
causing certain local residents to view them as competition for scarce resources, or worse, a
threat to civic stability. Such animosity would have hindered their ability to engage in social
interaction with the local community, which, in turn, would have stunted their economic
development. Their temporary honours and rewards, which were granted by the powers that be in
late fourth century BCE Athens, would not have translated into long-term integration into

Athenian society, economic or otherwise.

392 Harvey F. Miller, “The Practical and Economic Background to the Greek Mercenary Explosion,” Greece &
Rome 312 (1884): 156.
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That is not to say that none of the mercenaries found some form of economic success
during their brief stay in Athens. Each of them contributed to the local economy in some way
during their service, and some may have had pleasant interactions with the local residents,
thereby providing fleeting moments of cultural and socio-economic exchange. Nevertheless, as a
collective, the mercenaries of IG 11> 1956 were minimally integrated within the economic
framework of Athens. Ultimately, this case highlights the complexities of migration and
economic participation in late fourth century BCE Athens, where upward socio-economic
mobility remained largely unattainable for temporary foreign residents such as mercenaries,

regardless of ethnic background.

3.4 Moderate Economic Integration
ABnvoyévng the Egyptian (3)
Life of Athenogenes in Athens

The next case concerns an Egyptian by the name of Athenogenes (3), who lived in Athens
during the late fourth century BCE. He is known exclusively from Hypereides’ legal speech
Against Athenogenes,**® where he stands as the defendant in a lawsuit brought by an Athenian
named Epikrates. The primary purpose of Hypereides’ speech was to build a case against
Athenogenes rather than to recount his life’s story. Consequently, the text is heavily biased, often
disparaging Athenogenes’ character and implicating him in various legal controversies. Despite

this bias, Hypereides’ speech reveals significant details about Athenogenes’ profession, economic

standing, and legal status, both in Athens and abroad. While it is important to not always take

363 The work was rediscovered in the late nineteenth century on a papyrus in Egypt which was later brought to the
Louvre at the direction of Eugéne Revillout. He also provides the editio princeps : “Un nouveau papyrus
d'Hypéride,” Revue des Etudes Grecques 2.5 (1889): 1-16.
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Hypereides’ (or Epikrates’) words at face value,*** this speech remains our only source on the
Egyptian resident Athenogenes. Therefore, any analysis on his economic outlook as a non-Greek
in fourth century BCE Athens must be approached with caution, carefully weighing Hypereides’

claims about him and his involvement with the legal case at hand.

Athenogenes was a likely freeborn Egyptian metic whose success in late fourth century
BCE Athens was partially due to his own economic ingenuity and partly to his heritage, as he
possibly hailed from a long line of metics in the city. His name suggests that he was perhaps born
in Athens to Egyptian parents. In fact, Hypereides claims that Athenogenes was a third-
generation perfume dealer (6 €k tpryoviag v popormAng; 3.19), leading us to suggest that at
least one grandparent may have migrated to Athens, either in the twilight of the fifth century
BCE or at the onset of the fourth century BCE. As we will see in the case of Hermaios (6) below,
Egyptians were among Classical Athens’ earliest freeborn immigrants.*®®> The extent to which
Athenogenes conversed with this community of Egyptians is unknown. Hypereides, however,
emphasizes the defendant’s Egyptian heritage early in the speech, stating that Athenogenes’ most
significant trait was that he was an Aiyontioc (3.3). The tone Hypereides employs is undoubtedly
reproachful, yet it is interesting to note that despite being a third generation Egyptian metic,

Athenogenes could never fully separate himself from his ethnic background.

364 The speech, although contrived by Hypereides, is written to be delivered by Epikrates. For the sake of simplicity,
I will hereafter refer to Hypereides as the author of the work. In turn, the speech’s claims and statements on the
case’s particulars will equally have Hypereides as an author despite Epikrates proclaiming them aloud in court.

365 T have not included Athenogenes’ parents or grandparents in the register since we lack crucial information about

them: we are unaware whether they were all Egyptians, or if indeed they inhabited Athens, although the latter is
more or less certain.
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Athenogenes the Archon of Troizen
We must also consider that Athenogenes, aside from being a metic of Athens, was a

citizen, and later archon, of Troizen.>® Troizen, a Greek polis located in the Argolid peninsula in
the eastern Peloponnese, was both mythologically and historically tied to Athens. The
mythological hero Theseus who was the son of the Athenian king Aigeus was equally grandson
of the king of Troizen.*®” From an historical perspective, Troizen had played an important role at
the onset of the Persian war by housing the women and children of Athens while the latter’s
citizens and metic forces joined the other Greek states at Salamis.**® The first half of the fourth
century equally marked a resurgence in Troizen-Athens relations, as evidenced by an inter-state
agreement (symbola) between the two in ¢.375 BCE (SEG 17:17) and the Troizenan bestowal of
crowns to the Athenian people a few years later in 368/7 BCE (/G 117 1425, 11. 227-31). Troizen’s
position in the eastern Argolid, within easy reach of the Peiraieus, thus reflects a long-standing

pattern of contact with Athens from at least the fifth century BCE.

According to Hypereides however, Athenogenes’ decision to relocate was not motivated
by economic gain, but rather to avoid fighting for Athens during the battle of Chaironeia (3.29-
31). While this may explain his semi-permanent departure from Athens, it does not clarify why
he specifically chose Troizen, or how, as an Egyptian perfume dealer, he quickly attained

citizenship and a high political position there. We know that Athenogenes was a friend of the

366 Hansen and Nielsen 2004: no. 357.

367 For other shared cultic features, see Evgenia Vikela, “Observations on Some Cults Common to Troizen and
Athens: Convergences and Divergences,” Thetis 26 (2021): 91-103.

368 Cf. Hdt. 8.40-41. Note also the early third century Decree of Themistokles from Troizen which commemorates
the events of 200 years prior (Meiggs and Lewis, no. 23; ¢f. Michael Jameson, “A Decree of Themistokles from
Troizen,” Hesperia 29 (1960): 198-223. In reference to the likely spurious nature of ML no.23, see also Charles
Fornara, “The Value of the Themistocles Decree,” The American Historical Review 73, no. 2 (1967): 425-433.
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Argive Mnaseas, whom Demosthenes (18.295) labelled a traitor of the Greek cause, and that
Mnaseas somehow appointed him as an archon of Troizen in the context of Argive expansion
into the eastern Argolid after the Battle of Leuktra (On” éxeivov katactadeig dpymv; Hyp. 3.31).
It is possible that Athenogenes had established connections with political elements in the
Argolid, such as Mnaseas, before his permanent move to Troizen, thereby securing an economic
and quasi-political foothold in the city. It is also plausible that Athenogenes made a series of
economic benefactions to the people of Troizen, which might explain his swift attainment of
citizenship and subsequent political success. If this were the case, Athenogenes would have often
travelled between Athens and Troizen, spending time in the latter whenever his business did not

require his presence in the Agora.*®’

However, despite these connections, he maintained a visible presence in his adopted
home of Athens, particularly after returning there following the battle of Chaironeia. Hypereides
notes that his daughters, whom he had married off to unspecified men (doubtless other metics)
before his departure to Troizen (3.30), remained in Athens during his absence. This, along with
the necessity of managing the perfume business he inherited from his father, which comprised
three stalls in the Agora, likely compelled him to make frequent returns to Athens. The extent to
which his newfound Troizenian perks benefitted him in Athens is not specified by Hypereides.

Athenogenes was not a proxenos of Troizen,?’° so it would have been presumptuous of him to

369 Hypereides confirms that Athenogenes was often seated in Athens’ marketplace (xabfpevog 8’ év Tfj dyopd dcat
nuépat; 3.19), and when describing his key characteristics, he refers to him as being ayopoiog (3.3), likely alluding
to his consistent presence in the Agora and his business acumen. To be dyopoiog is not always a good thing: see Plu.
Aem. 38 and Aristoph. Peace 750. Hypereides is undoubtedly playing on this nuance, but it is also evident that he
acknowledges Athenogenes’ work in the marketplace.

370 See the case of Apollonides below for proxenoi in Athens.
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expect a plethora of official grants from the state. Nevertheless, it is conceivable that his newly-
formed political and economic connections in Troizen bolstered his reputation in Athens. These
connections might have opened up new trade opportunities, secured more favorable terms in

these novel endeavours, and expanded the market reach of his perfume business.

Athenogenes’ Slaves and Court Case
Between his Troizenan citizenship and high political office, and his family’s well-

established business in Athens, economic or otherwise, it became increasingly necessary for
Athenogenes to manage his time wisely. In order to ease the burden of running multiple shops,
Athenogenes, like many other shop owners in Athens,?’! turned to a servile workforce, notably
three slaves: a father called Midas and his two sons. Athenogenes would lease his perfumery to
his three slaves, presumably reaching an agreement with them whereby their successful
operation of the business gradually led to their eventual manumission.>’? Although it is unclear
whether these three operated the entire business or just a single stall, they had access to a
considerable stock of perfume-related supplies (Lopov kol dAdfoactpot kai cpvpva; Hyp. 3.6)
and were responsible for a debt of five talents (30,000 drachmai) invested into their
perfumery.?” This arrangement, and the debt tied to it, became the central issue in the legal case

brought against Athenogenes by Epikrates. As Athenogenes navigated the legal challenges in

371 Cf. Kostas Vlassopoulos, “Free Spaces: Identity, Experience and Democracy in Classical Athens,” Classical
Quarterly 57.1 (2007): 33-52, and Louise Fauchier, “Les espaces marchands dans 1’ Athénes classique. Des lieux de
mobilisation et d’acquisition de savoirs politiques,” Dialogues d'histoire ancienne Suppléments 27 (2023): 167-190.

372 See notes 323 and 324.

373 According to the text, primary liability belonged to the slave Midas, but Epikrates assumed liability upon his
purchase via a specific written agreement: “6cov pévrot 0peilovoty apyvpov, pbopov € Tvog Ty IaykdAo kol
TTpokAei kol &1 L GAAO KaTEOETO TIC &7l TO HVPOTAOAIOV TAY TPOGPOTAOVTI®YV, Oia yiyveTal, Todta, 1), oV Avadéin”
(Hyp. 3.6). See Edward Cohen, “Slaves Operating Businesses: Legal Ramifications for Ancient Athens— and for
Modern Scholarship,” in Ancient Greek Law in the 21* Century, ed. Paula Perlman (Austin: University of Texas
Press, 2018).
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Athens, his return to the city and ongoing involvement in its economic life were inextricably

linked to the court case that would likely define his remaining time in Athens.

Epikrates, who was desirous of one of Midas’ sons, was persuaded by Athenogenes and
his female companion, a brothel owner named Antigona, to purchase the slaves in addition to
their perfumery for a sum of 4,000 drachmai. From Epikrates’ perspective, the goal was to gain
his love interest’s favour by freeing him and his family upon purchase, rather than paying
Athenogenes to do so (Hyp. 3.5-6). According to Hypereides, however, Athenogenes deliberately
failed to disclose the true extent of his slaves’ outstanding debts pertaining to their perfumery
when he assured Epikrates that the business’ stock of supplies was sufficient to cover the
costs.>”* Consequently, Hypereides argues that since the contract they made with one another was
not established in good faith, an “unjust agreement,” as he calls it,>”> then it should no longer be

considered binding.?’¢

To further substantiate his claim, Hypereides had Epikrates list other blatant illegal

actions that allegedly proved Athenogenes acted unjustly: first, he claims that Athenogenes lied

374 gotv 62 ukpd kopdfi koi ToAAD miein poptia Eotiv ToVTOV &V T® Epyactnpim, wopov kol dAdfactpot kol
opvpva, Kol AL dtta ovopato Aéywv, 68ev Tavto Tadta dtelvbncetal padiog (Hyp. 3.6).

375 (g 6 vopog Aéyet, oa v ETepog ETEPM OLOAOYNHGT KOPIOL Elvat. Té Y Sikata, & BéATIoTE: ToL 88 pny TovVavTiov
amaryopevet pun kopa givar (Hyp. 3.13).

376 In his recent work (Gagarin, “Hypereides’s Against Athenogenes and the Athenian Law on Agreements,” in
Ancient Greek law in the twenty-first century, ed. Paula Perlman, 2018, 44), Michael Gagarin convincingly argues
that “the Athenian law on agreements applied without qualification to all agreements (it being understood that
“agreement” meant “voluntary agreement”), and that in practical terms, under Athenian law, agreements that were
illegal or unjust would not be enforced in court and thus would not be considered binding.” He opposes the common
notion among scholars that even unjust agreements were binding, and that there was, in fact, no Athenian law on
agreements/contracts as Hypereides/Epikrates suggests. For this view see Domingo Avilés, “The Athenian Law(s)
on Homologia,” Mouseion 12.1 (2015): 51-71, and Stephen Todd, The Shape of Athenian Law (Oxford: Clarendon,
1993).
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in the Agora about the nature of his slaves’ debts (Hyp. 3.14). Second, Athenogenes hid the
defects of his slaves, in this case their outstanding debts, prior to their sale (Hyp. 3.15). Lastly,
Athenogenes, by means of a female’s influence (Antigona), conned Epikrates into buying the
slaves and their business (Hyp. 3.17). Additionally, Hypereides questioned Athenogenes’
allegiance to Athens and overall trustworthiness by citing his departure to Troizen and his
subsequent mistreatment of some of its citizens (Hyp. 3.31-35).2”7 Whether these accusations
resonated with the Athenian jury remains unclear. Nevertheless, the fact that Epikrates was
overwhelmingly supported when he confronted Athenogenes in the marketplace,*’® where the

latter was presumably well-known, suggests that the plaintiff may have won the day.

While Athenogenes’ legal troubles may have ultimately been triggered by his slaves, it is
important to recognize that these same individuals were instrumental in the daily operation of his
family’s longstanding perfume business. In fact, this dependence on a servile workforce was not
unique to Athenogenes, but rather a common practice among merchants in the perfume
industry,*”® and, more broadly, among successful non-Greek residents of Athens, freeborn and
freed. Antipatros (34), the mid-fourth century BCE Kitian shipping tycoon, depended on his
slaves to man his ships (Dem. 35.33). Sosias (100), the Thracian overseer in Laureion’s silver

mines, leased the services of a thousand slaves at the cost of an obol per day in order to ensure

377 Accordingly, it was illegal for a metic to flee the city in times of war (&voyvdoeton VIV TPGHTOV PEV TOV VOLOV
0¢ 00K &0 ToVG peToikovg EE0IKETY v 1 Tolépw; Hyp. 3.33).

378 moAA®V &8 AvOpdOTOV GLAAEYOEVOV Kai £maKOVOVIOV TOD TPayNaTog, 10 o &v T dyopd Todg Adyoug
yiyveoOat, Kol KaTaTEUVOVIMV aDTOV, KEAELOVTOV T ATayel (¢ avdpamodiotiv (Hyp. 3.12).

379 Peter Acton, Poiesis: Manufacturing in Classical Athens (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014), 242.
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the continued production of coins in Athens’ mint (Xen. Ways 4.13). Even the banker Pasion,>*°
who was himself a former slave, owed much of his economic success to his many slaves and

freedmen who “as principals operated the largest bank in Athens.”8!

The Perks of a Perfume Business
In the case of Athenogenes, Midas and his family were entrusted with the daily

operations of the perfumery, including everything from the production and inventory

management of perfumes to financial transactions.*%?

If properly managed and stocked, this
perfumery would have been highly lucrative for both Athenogenes and his slaves. The fourth
century BCE comic playwright Anaxandrides refers to the high cost of Egyptian foot oils found
in the shop of the well-known perfumer Peron (Protesilaos fr. 41 K-A), indicating a possibly
high profitability of such enterprises.*®® In truth, perfumers such as Peron whose stock was
predominantly composed of/mixed with imported products saw a drastically different profit

margin than those perfumers whose product contained locally sourced ingredients. Rhodinon

muron, for instance, which was a fragrance composed of natural ingredients found in Athens and

380 His ethnicity may be uncertain, but it cannot be doubted that Pasion was of a non-Greek background.
Demosthenes reproaches Pasion’s son Apollodoros for questioning the integrity of Phormion, his stepfather and
father’s former slave, on the grounds of his servile background and barbarity when he too was of a similar stock: it’
€lg 1000’ fikelg paviag (ti yap v dAlo Tig €imot;) dot ovk aicbavel 61t kol viv Nueig pev a&lodvieg, Ensdnmep
amnAidyn @oppiov, undév Hrdéloyov givan €1 mote 10D 6od TaATPOC Eyévero, VmEp 60D Aéyouev, o 8¢ pmdémot &€
icov oot yevésBat Tobtov &MV KoTtd conTod AEYELS: d Yap dv oL dikato GovTd KoTo ToVTOL TAENS, TOvTd Tod0’
&gl katd 6od mapd TV TOV 6oV Tatép’ EE dpyiig Knoapévav (36.48).

381 Of course, this is not unique to just non-Greeks, or metics more broadly. In Athens, slave labour functioned as
productive capital, and workshops, among other industries, routinely depended on enslaved labour to generate profit
whether they were run by citizens, metics, freedmen, or other slaves. For instance, some of the factories
(épyootpua) owned by Demosthenes’ father, notably a sofa and sword manufactory, ‘employed’ 20 and 32/33
slaves respectively (Dem. 27.9). See Cohen (2018) and Harris (2001).

382 Hypereides makes it clear that Midas’ debts incurred from the business goes hand in hand with his commercial
obligations pertaining to it (¢f. Cohen, 2018, 55-56).

383 “ypo 8¢ mapd Tlépwvog, ovmep amédoto/ £x0éc Mehavanm, morvtelotic Aiyvrtion.”
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nearby regions, was within the price range of the average Athenian, whereas kupros, which

required ingredients from as far as India, was restricted to a more extravagant customer base.***

At face value, it is not clear to which of these two subsets of perfumers Athenogenes
belonged, and consequently, whether he was as wealthy as the extremes of his profession
allowed. If Hypereides is to be believed (3.6), there was no shortage of investors backing
Athenogenes’ (or Midas’) perfumery (five talents’ worth); and according to Athenogenes’ claims
(3.6), the perfumery’s stocks were adequately filled. Yet, despite signs of economic prosperity,
the tremendous debts incurred by the business are suggestive of either several flaws in how
Midas and/or Athenogenes operated the perfumery, or inherent issues in Athens’ perfume market
in the late fourth century BCE (perhaps even both). Businesses of this nature require the
continuous procurement of high-quality goods, be they raw materials or the finished product
itself, many of which were perishable. One bad yield need not have impacted Athenogenes’
bottom line however, so long as a savvy mind with a clear understanding of the industry was at

the helm.

With Athenogenes off in Troizen, it fell upon Midas and his sons to handle the
procurement and subsequent sale of expensive perfumes. We might imagine that the three slaves
were presumably well trained in the perfume industry, given the exorbitant price Epikrates paid
for them. However, the price paid by Epikrates was not due to any expected profit from business,

but based on his desire for one of its slave operators. As Acton states, “the sexual motivation

384 Acton, 2014, 241: The cheaper, locally-sourced, variety was made from roses, honey, and salt, as well as some
form of oil and occasionally some kind of reed. The more expensive variety might require ingredients from Persia
and India such as cardamom.
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means that the transaction might not have borne much relation to true values,”*%* adding that the
only way for Epikrates to have made a return on investment each slave would have had to
generate around five times their expected rate per annum. It stands to reason that upon
Athenogenes’ flight to Troizen his slaves were unable to run the perfumery up to the standard

that had existed in previous generations of ownership.

Although Athenogenes’ delegation of responsibility allowed him to pursue other
economic avenues in Athens and abroad, it did not benefit his perfume business in the long run.
While it is hard to imagine that he was entirely ignorant of the business’ expenses,>*® he likely
turned a blind eye provided that he received his regular share of the profits.>®” Even if the
perfumery was no longer economically viable, Athenogenes might have been content with the
ancillary benefits it offered someone with his civic interests. In fifth-fourth century BCE Athens,
local shops such as perfumeries were prized for more than just economic profit, as long as one
could capitalize on their social aspects. They served as gathering places where Athenian residents
of all ethnic backgrounds, socio-economic conditions, and statuses could congregate in less

9388

formal settings. As Sian Lewis states, the shop “was a halfway house, a place where a diverse

385 Ibid., 243.

386 The perfumery’s debts came as a surprise to Athenogenes, at least according to his claims: 6 [A6nvoyévnc] &’
amexpivoto MUV ®g ovTe Ta Ypéa YIyvadokot 6 Adyopev, obTe TPOGEYXOL UV TOV VOV, YPOUUATEIOV T €l a0T@®
Keipevov mpog Eue mepi tovtwv (Hyp. 3.12).

387 This is Athenogenes’ argument at any rate according to Hypereides: Adyovg 88 katd pfjva Aoppdavmv, ook fder té
xpéa (Hyp. 3.19).
388 Sian Lewis, “Barbers’ shops and perfume shops: ‘Symposia without wine’,” in The Greek World, ed. Anton

Powell (London: Routledge, 1995), 435. For an encompassing discussion on the worth of public marketplaces in
Classical Athens see Fauchier (2023).

196



collection of individuals might gather to discuss topics ranging from business opportunities to

political intrigue.*’

For Athenogenes, unlike Epikrates who openly admits to having no knowledge of the
perfume trade (Hyp. 3.26), his business, though unprofitable, provided an excellent milieu in
which he could hone his rhetorical skills/business acumen and make the necessary connections to
advance his socio-economic standing in Athens. If his career in Troizen is any indicator,
Athenogenes may have valued the shop’s social payoff in Athens (added contacts, heightened
reputation, increased leverage) at least as much as its profits; yet we cannot demonstrate that he

pursued ‘political’ aims in Athens in any strict sense.>*°

Athenogenes: The Model of Middling Economic Integration
Although the speech primarily seeks to incriminate Athenogenes, it also reveals much

about the potential socio-economic success that a non-Greek residing in fifth-fourth century BCE
Athens might achieve under the right circumstances and with adequate support. Thanks to his
family’s early arrival in Athens, Athenogenes inherited a longstanding business with a
presumably full stock of valuable perfumes, and a workforce of slaves to operate the enterprise.
Either due to his own ineptitude, or that of his servants, the perfumery’s economic success

eventually faltered, culminating in a court case whose outcome remains uncertain.

39 Cf. Lewis, 1995, 434-35. See also Vlassopoulos, 2007, and Ma, 2024, 409-38.

3% As a metic, he could not attain high political office in Athens. That is not to say that his success in Troizen did
not encourage him to strive for the same in Athens.
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Despite his legal pitfalls however, Athenogenes was still able to achieve significant
financial independence. In other words, the ability to reach a certain level of financial self-
sufficiency that allows a given individual to support themselves and their families.>*!
Athenogenes undoubtedly provided for his family well beyond the means of an average
perfumery owner and successfully married off his daughters to presumably local men of similar
status and means. Such an economic feat might have been satisfactory for the average non-Greek
resident of Athens, but not for Athenogenes. If his rise in status in Troizen was any indication, it
is possible that he sought to similarly elevate his social standing in Athens to match his
presumably impressive wealth. While this would not come to pass, we may yet marvel at the
extent to which an Egyptian perfume shop owner with humble origins was able to significantly

climb the socio-economic ladder over a span of three generations.

And what of Athenogenes’ ethnic background, used by Hypereides as a key
distinguishing trait of the accused? Is it possible that he had connections with suppliers of fine
perfumes in Egypt owing to his Egyptian heritage and family’s background in the industry? We
know of at least one other perfumer in Classical Athens who hailed from Egypt, namely Deinias
(2), who is mentioned in a now-lost comedic play from the early Classical playwright Strattis’
called the Medeia (Athenaios 690 ft.). It is thus not inconceivable to suggest that Egyptians had a
particular interest in, and knowledge of the perfume industry—an advantage that may have

worked in Athenogenes’ favour.

31 A recent article on financial independence by Sarah Butterbaugh, Bruce Ross, and Alyssa Campbell (“My Money
and Me: Attaining Financial Independence in Emerging Adulthood Through a Conceptual Model of Identity Capital
Theory,” Contemporary Family Therapy 42 (2020): 36) posits that it is a “subjective feeling of financial competence
and is bolstered by an individual’s perception of independence.”
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Ultimately, it is unlikely that Athenogenes could have reached the pinnacle of political
(and possibly economic) success in Troizen without the initial wealth that his family’s business
provided. Perhaps his Egyptian father or grandfather had left him with enough resources from
the perfumery to enable his temporary emigration from Athens, or maybe the connections he
cultivated through his rhetorical prowess in front of his stalls in the Agora secured him additional
economic backing and prestige from visiting Troizenans and local Athenians alike. Two things
are certain: no matter how influential and wealthy he became, Athenogenes could never fully
replace his Egyptian ancestry with Athenian citizenship (or a Troizenan ethnikon for that matter),
nor could he truly escape his ancestral perfumery to which his ultimate fate in Athens was

inextricably tied.

Athenogenes’ economic legacy in Athens is therefore one of middling integration.
Although he was unable to hold the archonship in Athens, his networking and ancestral legacy
had ingrained him in the economic fabric of the Athenian Agora all the same. Within the
framework of economic integration in Athens then, I would argue that Athenogenes was
moderately integrated: he was undoubtedly more than financially independent, possessed a
presumably high amount of capital, yet the nature of his business all but ensured that he was

extremely vulnerable to debt, and, consequently, litigious attacks from citizens.

‘Epuoaioc the Egyptian (6)
Historicity of Hermaios the Egyptian
This next case concerns Hermaios the Egyptian fishmonger (6), a figure whose historical

existence is uncertain and who is only known from a single reference in Athenaios’

Deipnosophists (Athenaios 6.227a), which cites a now-lost comic drama titled Fishes by the late
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fifth century BCE playwright Archippos (fr. 23 Kock). Since Archippos’ work is largely lost, and
Athenaios’ description of the excerpt in question is somewhat ambiguous, it is difficult to
ascertain whether Hermaios was a real person or a fictional creation.?*? Athenaios’ third century
CE account includes various excerpts from Archippos’ Fishes, but none provide conclusive
evidence regarding the existence or historical accuracy of the many characters mentioned,

including Hermaios.*?

Despite these challenges, there are reasons to believe that Archippos’ Hermaios might
have been based on a real individual. Old Comedy frequently featured characters who were
wholly or partially based on contemporary figures known to the playwright and audience. For
instance, Archippos’ Fishes refers to figures like Eukleides the archon of 403/2 BCE (Fishes, F
27), Anytos, a shoemaker and accuser of Sokrates (Fishes, F 31), and Batrachos, a known
supporter of the Thirty (Fishes, F 27), among others.>** While Archippos does not explicitly
confirm the historical reality of these characters, contemporary evidence supports their existence.
Even if Archippos and members of his audience had not personally met these individuals, it is

likely that rumours and general knowledge about them widely circulated throughout Athens. By

392 To make any broader claim on whether or not characters depicted in comedic works are fictional or based on real
people is beyond the scope of this study. I will merely concern myself with the case of Hermaios and why I believe
there is merit to considering him as someone who was based off a real Egyptian in the late fifth century BCE at the
very least.

393 In his sixth book in the work, which predominantly refers to fishmongers, Athenaios states that Archippos calls
to mind an Egyptian fishmonger by the name of Hermaios in his Fishes (¢£ 6vopatog &’ ixfvomdAov pvnpovevet
‘Eppaiov Atyvrtiov Apyrog év Tx0bowv; 227a). On the one hand, Athenaios, via a citation of Antiphanes’ Poiesis,
acknowledges that playwrights of comedy are unique insofar as being able to make up matters such as names and
events (“ala TavTo T/ €0pElY, OVOUATA KAV, KAV TPAYUATO,/ KavoLg AOYOVg KATELTA TO SIOKNUEVA/
mpdtepov”’ (222¢-223b). On the other hand, in his preamble to the excerpt, Athenaios does not seemingly cast doubt
on the veracity of the character but rather takes for granted that he truly existed in Archippos’ time.

3% Tan Storey, “Angling in Archippos: the Webster Lecture 2008-09,” BICS 55.2 (2012): 1-19, bases his late fifth
century dating of the Fishes on the presence of these three individuals.
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citing his source with the phrase “0¢ Aéyovow Nuiv”’ (“so they say to me”), Archippos, or at least
the speaker of his excerpt (4th. 227a), seems to leverage a perceived general knowledge of
Hermaios, suggesting that the fishmonger in his Fishes was based on some real-life man whose

antics on the job made him (in)famous.

Considering the ambiguities surrounding Hermaios’ existence, the choice of his name and
the context of his portrayal offer additional insights. The name ‘Hermaios’, as Elisabetta
Miccolis notes,*” is a Greek name which is derived from Hermes, the patron god of trade and
fraudulent business. This name would be fitting for a character in Old Comedy, which often
portrayed fishmongers such as Hermaios with a degree of skepticism due to their perceived
dishonesty.**® His name would have therefore been an appropriate creation by Archippos who

may have used it to underscore his character’s questionable reputation.

We know of another Egyptian with the same name however, notably a linen weaver from
Thebes (5), who also lived in Athens sometime during the fifth century BCE.*” At face value, he
appears to have been an average Egyptian linen weaver who happened to have the Greek name

‘Hermaios’. In fact, it was not unusual for Egyptians living in Athens to have Greek names:

395 Elizabetta Miccolis, Archippos: Einleitung, Ubersetzung, Kommentar (Heidelberg: Verlag Antike, 2017), 157.

39 For negative views of fishmongers see James Davidson, “Fish, Sex and Revolution in Athens,” The Classical
Quarterly 42.1 (1993): 53-66.

397 That he had a Greek name does not suggest that he was not based on a real Egyptian either; cf. Miccolis,

Archippos: Einleitung, Ubersetzung, Kommentar, 2017, 157.
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among all Egyptians who lived in Athens during the fifth and fourth centuries BCE, all but four

possessed recognizably Greek names.>*®

While the name ‘Hermaios’ was certainly appropriate for a disreputable fishmonger, we
need not assume that Archippos’ Hermaios was entirely fictional. On the one hand, Archippos
might have modelled his Hermaios after a real Egyptian fishmonger with a different name, thus
blending historical elements with literary creativity. Alternatively, and perhaps more likely given
Archippos’ customary inclusion of historical figures in his work, there truly was an Egyptian
fishmonger named Hermaios whose practices were well-known in Athens for all the wrong

reasons.

Egyptians in fifth century BCE Athens
It is likely that the combination of literary and historical evidence points towards

Archippos’ Hermaios being based on a genuine Egyptian fishmonger who lived at the twilight of
the fifth century BCE.**® He is one of 23 Egyptians in my wider register (one of 12 if we
consider those whose ethnicity is assuredly known based on their ethnikon). Furthermore, he is
one of only four confirmed Egyptians whose profession is known, for which reason he is an

excellent subject of a case study pertaining to a non-Greek’s economic prospects.

38 According to my register: Zoitig (8), Iaamic (14), Zpoaioc (11), Maic (13).

3% This is based on lan Storey’s dating (see note 394 above).
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It is also notable that Hermaios was one of only six Egyptians who ‘settled’ in Athens in
the fifth century BCE.*% Although they were outnumbered in the city by Karians and Thracians
in the fifth century BCE,*’! Egyptians were one of the first non-Greek ethnic groups to migrate
to Athens and represent a plurality of probable freeborn non-Greeks with known ethnicity in that
same timeframe.**? As it were, this arrival of Egyptians at the onset of the Classical period
coincides with a resurgence in trade and political interest between Egypt and the Greek world

(Athens in particular).

At the center of this rise in Greco-Egyptian relations was Naukratis, the Greek emporion
on the Nile delta through which trade routes, religious cults, and migrants were able to travel
between Egypt and the Greek world at large from the Archaic period onward.**® From an
Egyptian perspective, notably from the reign of Amasis II (c. 570-526 BCE), Naukratis acted “as
a port-of-trade, a controlled buffer that insulated a mixed zone of interaction between Greeks and
Egyptians from the larger Egyptian economy and population while also facilitating the

supervision of trade.”*** From the point of view of the fifth century BCE Athenian state, the

400 Tt is unclear whether they were freeborn, freed slaves, or slaves. Given his economic trajectory, and the fact that
the short excerpt does not overtly call him a slave for added comedic effect, it seems to me that Hermaios was at the
very least a freedman.

401 Of 43 non-Greeks with a known ethnicity in fifth century BCE Athens, there are 12 Thracians, 9 Karians, 6
Egyptians, 3 Skythians, 2 Syrians, 2 Illyrians, 2 Lydians, 1 Phrygians, 1 Maltese, | Makedonian, 1 Makronian, 1
Kolchian, 1 Mysian, and 1 Phoenician.

402 We only know of twelve possibly freeborn non-Greeks who lived in fifth century BCE Athens, of which six are
Egyptian. However, only three of the twelve can be comfortably provided a freeborn status (none of which are

Egyptian).

403 Although Naukratis was a predominantly Greek ‘city’, we know of at least one native Egyptian who came to
Athens via Naukratis (cf. Pais and his bilingual epitaph /G I1I* 9987).

404 Tan Moyer, Egypt and the Limits of Hellenism (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011), 56.
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centrality of Naukratis in Greco-Egyptian affairs coincided with a rise in “Athenian dialogue
with, and logos about, the culture of Egypt, which included Athenian political and military ties
with, and presence in, Egypt as well as the presence of Egyptians, Egyptian goods, and Egyptian

cults in Athens.”403

Who was Hermaios?
Hermaios thus found himself among this early group of Egyptian migrants in Athens. We

do not know precisely from where in Egypt he hailed, or where he lived upon his arrival in
Athens, but if his profession as a fishmonger was any indication, he likely maintained an abode
near the coast. According to the third century CE grammarian Athenaios (227a), whose work
provides many excerpts from Archippos’ Fishes, Hermaios appears as the butt of a joke and the
subject of local ire for his controversial practices as a fishmonger:
€€ ovopatoc 6 iybvommiov pvnuovevel ‘Eppaiov Aiyvrtiov Apytnog v Tybvowv odtmg:
AlyOnTIoC opdTOTOC TAV 100V KATNAOG
‘Eppoiog, 0¢ Big 0épav pivag yokeoOg te TOAET
Kai tovg AMappoakag éviepedmv, g Adyovaty Nuiv. (6.227a)
Archippos in his Fishes recalls by name a fishmonger, Hermaios the Egyptian, thusly:
“An Egyptian, the most impure seller of fish,

Hermaios, who sells forcibly deskinned angel sharks and dogfish,
and guts sea bass, so they say.”**® (6.227a)

In the short excerpt he is called the most impure seller of fish (LapdToToc T@OV iYLV

kammAog) because he forcibly deskins (dépwv) his angel sharks and dogfish and sells sea bass

405 Alexandra Villing, “Mediterranean Encounters: Greeks, Karians, and Egyptians in the First Millennium BC,” in
Egypt and the Classical World, eds. Jeffrey Spier and Sara E. Cole (Los Angeles: J. Paul Getty Museum, 2022), 24.

406 T provide a literal translation of the Greek here; the syntax and comic register, I argue, allow for a secondary
reading.
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after having gutted them (évtepgvwv). Other than this statement, and the fact that he was an
Aiyontioc, Archippos reveals nothing else. It is possible that the original work mentioned more

about Hermaios’ life, but Athenaios says nothing of it in his prelude to the excerpt.

Without any knowledge on the customs of a fishmonger, it is difficult to make sense of
why Hermaios’ treatment of his goods reduced him to the puopdtatog v iydvwv KamnAog.
Sophie Collin-Bouffier believes that Archippos’ excerpt on Hermaios’ practice is a satirical take
on a fishmonger’s otherwise indispensable act of butchery.*’” If such butchery was common
practice however,**® then why did Archippos point Hermaios out as the most impure, especially
when so many others in his industry were demonstrably taking advantage of their clientele?
Ephraim Lytle offers an alternative, and more plausible, interpretation however, one which takes
the fishing industry into consideration. According to Lytle, who diachronically cites cases from

fish markets around the Mediterranean,**

it is common practice for disreputable fishmongers to
remove the skin from the desirable and rare dogfish and drape it over the more common sea bass,

effectively passing off the latter as the former in an attempt to make a greater profit.

Importantly, the fragment does not refer to the act of substitution at face value: on a

literal reading, it is a straightforward description of fish preparation prior to sale. Moreover, the

407 As Sophie Collin-Bouffier, “Le poisson dans le monde grec, mets d'élites?” in Pratiques et discours alimentaires
en Méditerranée de I’Antiquité a la Renaissance: Actes du 18e colloque de la Villa Kérylos a Beaulieu-sur-Mer, 4-6
octobre 2007, eds. Sophie Collin-Bouffier and Bruno Laurioux (Paris: Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres,
2008), 98, puts it, “il feint de s'étonner d'une pratique indispensable, a savoir le nettoyage et la préparation du
poisson avant cuisson pour retirer les parties améres ou acides et éviter sa décomposition rapide.”

408 Tt should be noted that Hermaios was no uéyeipog (butcher) in the traditional sense of the term. I refer to his acts
of butchery only insofar as a fishmonger literally butchers the fish he aims to sell.

409 Ephraim Lytle, “Fish lists in the wilderness: The Social and Economic History of a Boiotian Price Decree,”
Hesperia 79.2 (2010): 260. He even notes such issues in modern Greek fish markets.
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syntax itself leaves some room for caution. In the first clause in the second line, pivag yaieovg e
are clearly direct objects of the finite verb mwAel, while the particle te links the two fish as joint
objects of that selling action in addition to the action of deskinning (6épwv). In contrast, the third
line’s participial clause—tovg AaPpokag Eviepedmv—possesses no main finite verb expressed. A
reader can, however, supply the verb mwAel again by ellipsis (“and [he sells] seabass after gutting
them). I therefore acknowledge the literal reading of the text yet find that the comedic context
combined with the ambiguous syntax provides sufficient grounds to consider Lytle’s reading as a
viable alternative. If Hermaios was one of such fishmongers, it is no wonder that Archippos calls
him popdtotog v ix0dmv kKammAoc: it is not necessarily because he dirties his hands by
butchering fish that he is viewed in such a light (although one might imagine the upper-class

Athenian might have equally viewed it as such), but because he cheated his customers.

Fishmongers in Classical Athens
Although brief, the excerpt in which Hermaios is featured offers the reader a glimpse into

the (sometimes controversial) realities of someone who was involved in the Athenian fish trade,
notably from the point of view of the seller. However, before we proceed through Hermaios’
lens, it is beneficial to discuss the role that fish played in the Athenian diet. Until very recently, it
was widely believed that the consumption of fish was a luxury reserved for the wealthy.*!® Some

seafood was indeed quite pricy: eel and tuna, which were both assigned high market values in a

419 Thomas Gallant, 4 Fisherman's Tale: An Analysis of the Potential Productivity of Fishing in the Ancient World
(Ghent: Belgian Archaeological Mission in Greece, 1985), 40, states that fish was thirteen times pricier than wheat
on average. This has since been challenged by Lytle, 2010, 284-85). Cf. also Davidson, Courtesans and Fishcakes
(London: HarperCollins, 1997).
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third century BCE Boiotian price decree (SEG 32:450),*!! were also greatly valued in fourth
century Athenian markets according to Athenaios (7. 303a). Even the notion that one might use
his wealth to buy fish was often frowned upon: Demosthenes (19.229) equates buying fish to
purchasing the services of a mopvn. Yet not all fish were excessively priced, notably the smaller,
salted, and dried varieties, which were all affordable to the average Athenian.*'?> We must
therefore distinguish between the types of fish, their respective price ranges, and the extent to

which a customer was willing to pay to satisfy his taste for dyov.*!?

Despite Lytle’s reassessment of the Boiotian price decree as a market limit on fish prices
as opposed to average values, we are generally left in the dark as to the actual amount that was
charged by these so-called gouging fishmongers in Athens. Ironically, some of our best sources
on fish prices have often been the very same Athenian comic plays which have been viewed as
“notoriously unreliable and have come under attack in recent years.”*'* This is made more
complicated by the fact that “fish prices tend to fluctuate widely in response to seasonal changes
in supply, and even over the course of a single day.”*!> Still, the high price of fish was

undoubtedly perceived as an issue in Classical Athens, both among the local population and state

411 Eel goes for one obol and five chalks, and the price of tuna varies depending on the cut of meat. Lytle, 2010,
argues that the inscription likely lists the maximum price a fish can go for on the daily market regardless of one’s
stock.

412 Lytle, 2010, 291. See also Doug Forsyth, “Epigraphic Fish Lists and Seafood Processing in Hellenistic Greece,”
in Sea Lines of Communication: Construction, eds. Joel Found, Maria Newbery, and Ayan Sallad, Oxford:
Archaeopress, 2015).

413 By 8yov I refer to one’s taste for fish, whence the term dyo@ayia and dwopavia (taste/madness for the finer
things) are derived (Dickinson, 1997).

414 Davidson, “Fish, Sex and Revolution in Athens,” Classical Quarterly 43.1 (1993): 55.
415 Lytle, “Fish lists in the wilderness: The Social and Economic History of a Boiotian Price Decree.” Hesperia 79.2

(2010): 285. This was the case then, as it remains in today’s fish markets.
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officials. In order to curb this presumably corrupt and lawless industry, a fourth century BCE
Athenian statesman called Aristonikos proposed a law which did not end haggling (Ath. 226b), as
James Davidson suggests,*'® but rather made it so that daily fish prices remained consistent
throughout market hours. No longer could a fishmonger alter the price of his fish depending on

the amount of product that remained, the time of day, or the condition of the fish in question.

Despite being a step in the right direction, Aristonikos’ law did nothing to prevent daily
price gouging, and evidently did little to assuage detractors of fish markets or alter the
controversial practices of prominent fishmongers such as Hermaios. So far as our evidence
suggests, this law was also the only one from Classical Athens which sought to curtail a
fishmonger’s ability to control his market. It turns out that the nature of the fish industry was far

too complex to regulate to the same extent as other businesses of the same category. 4!

There are various explanations behind this phenomenon. For one, despite not catching the
fish themselves, fishmongers were often the average Athenian’s sole means of purchasing fish.
This is due to the fact that fishmongers were the market’s first buyers, effectively purchasing the
prime haul from local fishermen and thereafter dictating the day’s market prices.*'® Moreover, it

was, as it still is today, impossible to predict the daily yield of fishermen; nor could a fisherman

416 Davidson, 1993, 56. Aristonikos’ law according to comic poet Alexis (Ath. 226¢): 16V iyBvonwAdV 86TIC dv
OOV TVV 1yOdV Dot oac dmoddt EMdttovog/ ¢ eime Tufic, £l O Seopmtiplov/ e0OVC dmdyecOat Todtov, ival
dedowkdted/ ¢ a&iag dyamdow i Tiig Eomépag/ camnpovg dmaviag armo@épmaty oikade./ kKavradbo kol ypads Kol
YépwV Kol Toudiov/ TEPTTNG Amavteg Ayopacovot Katd, TpOToV.

417 In contrast to the extremely well-regulated grain markets in Athens in the same timeframe; cf. John Paulas, “The
bazaar fish market in fourth-century Greek comedy,” Arethusa 43.3 (2010): 403-28.

418 Cf. Bresson, La cité marchande, 2000.
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know the precise nature of his haul in advance. Because of the constant fluctuation in daily
fishermen yields it was thus unreasonable for the state to control fish prices, leading to broadly

underregulated fish markets and, in turn, dishonest fishmongers such as Hermaios.

According to the literary tradition, dishonest fishmongers did not go unnoticed by the
local Athenian population. In fact, the fourth century BCE comic playwright Antiphanes
represents a character who is so shocked about the high prices set by fishmongers in the market
that he becomes frozen in place, as though he had gazed upon a gorgon.*'® The late fourth BCE
comic playwright Alexis has a similarly dramatized reaction to the steep prices of fish when one

of his characters compares them to royal tributes in his Pylaia (Deipnosophists 226a).

As we have already noted, the case of Hermaios was arguably even more egregious, since
he possibly fraudulently surcharged his unknowing clientele when he passed off cheaper fish for
pricier ones. If the Attic comic playwrights are to be believed, it would appear that local
fishmongers took advantage of Athenians’ consumption of fish to increase prices beyond what
was deemed reasonable; and because a considerable part of the traditional Athenian diet

h,420

consisted of fis sellers would have been in a relative position of power in the transaction.

419 The excerpt from Antiphanes’ Neavioxo is relayed yet again by Athenaios’ Deipnosophists (222d): &y® témg uév
®dOunv tag Copyodvag/ etvai Tt Aoyomoinuo mpdc dyopdy & Stav/ EA0m, memiotevk” uPAénmy yop oyTo0V Toig
iyBvommdAaig ABvog €00V¢ yivopar/ dot’ €€ avaykng £6T° AmooTPaPEVTL Lot ACAETV TPOG 0TOVG. GV 10w yap
NAikov/ ixBOv doov TiudGtL, TyVLLaL GOEDS.

420 Cf. Andrew Dalby, Siren Feasts: A History of Food and Gastronomy in Greece (London and New York:
Routledge, 1997). According to a fragment of Euripides (frg. 366), to not consume fish was a partial sign of
barbarity or foreignness. This is from Euripides’ Dramatic Fragments (eds. Collard and Cropp, 2008) based on
August Nauck’s Tragicorum Graecorum Fragmenta (1889): “tovv0évd’ amiyBug PapPapovg oikelv Sokd.”
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Hermaios’ Economic Outlook
Let us return at last to the case of Hermaios: what kind of fishmonger was he and what

was his economic outlook as a non-Greek in the industry? Hermaios did not deal in salted/dried
fish,**! nor does it appear that he sold any varieties smaller than the European sea bass. For the
most part, Hermaios was selling dogfish and angel sharks, or at least he wanted his clientele to
believe as much. Both varieties of fish were notably pricier than their smaller counterparts. In
fact, they are still viewed as a delicacy in Greece today where, according to World Conservation
Union, dogfish in particular are a vulnerable species in part due to overfishing.*?? Therefore,
Hermaios’ customer base was, on average,*?> not the standard Athenian. These buyers were
oyoeayot in both the figurative and literal sense, indulging in the pleasures of fish consumption
despite high associated costs. That is not to say that they were not cognisant of their lavish
purchases. If anything, those who purchased fish from Athens’ markets often lamented the

pricing and business practices displayed by fishmongers.

We cannot say when, or where Hermaios learned his profession. Perhaps he picked it up
as soon as he arrived in Athens via the Peiraieus, or maybe he learned his trade back home along
the Nile. What we can say is that he was evidently quite successful in his endeavour once he
established himself in his new setting. The fish market was nearly impossible to regulate, and

negative views concerning his practices, even in jest, suggests that his schemes were effective.

41 1t is now believed that dried and salted fish were sold in different markets than fresh fish (Forsyth, 2015, 76
n.12).

42 Romana Gracan, Scott Heppell, Gordana Lackovi¢, and Bojan Laz, “Age and growth dynamics of spiny dogfish,
Squalus acanthias, in the Adriatic Sea (Eastern Mediterranean Sea),” Marine and Freshwater Research 67.3 (2016):
357-367.

423 The occasional purchase of pricier fish need not have been entirely out of the realm of possibility for the average
Athenian looking to throw a symposium.
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Modern studies which analyze unethical practices in seafood markets have revealed that
fraudulent mislabeling of fish remains an ongoing concern for regulators and consumers alike. ***
The average Classical Athenian fish consumer was thus no less susceptible to the schemes of
fraudulent fishmongers than their modern counterparts. It would appear that so long as wealthier

Athenians were reliant upon Athens’ fish markets for their continued source of dyov, the likes of

Hermaios could consistently take advantage of this luxury.

Ultimately, Hermaios was moderately integrated in the Athenian economy, and remains a
paramount example of the economic outlook of the “middle class” non-Greek in fifth BCE
Athens. In other words, he would have been wealthier than the average slave, but significantly
less economically fortunate than the wealthiest of non-Greeks. His ethnicity did not seemingly
hold him back, nor did the ever-common negative perceptions of his profession. His positive
economic trajectory did not yield any discernable social advancement, however. This was not
likely due to any extenuating factors pertaining to his ethnicity, or even his disreputable methods
as a fishmonger, but rather because he lacked the extensive socio-economic capital (i.e. social

connections and/or pure wealth) to induce such upward mobility.

Hermaios may not have amassed tremendous wealth in the same vein as bankers and
shipping tycoons, but he was a key cog in the Athenian economy all the same. His dealings with

local fishermen and Athenian fish consumers, notably those with lavish tastes, meant that he was

424 In Europe broadly: Gabriella Vidigni et al., “Bioinformatics Approach to Mitigate Mislabeling in EU Seafood
Market and Protect Consumer Health,” International journal of environmental research and public health 18.14
(2021): 74-97; in Peru: Ximena Velez-Zuazo, et al., “High incidence of mislabeling and a hint of fraud in the
ceviche and sushi business,” Food control 129 (2021): 1-8.
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constantly an active participant in the local economy at a time when Athens’ enemies were often

at her doorstep or within her walls.*?

3.5 High Economic Integration

AmoAlwviong the Sidonian (70)

Who was Apollonides?
The final case is that of the Sidonian Apollonides, whose economic success in the

maritime trade business was so great that it earned him a plethora of honours from the Athenian
state. Known to us via a late fourth century BCE decree from the Akropolis (IG 112 343),%
Apollonides was the son of a Sidonian resident of Athens called Demetrios. We do not know
where he dwelled in Athens precisely, but the tentative identity of his father, as well as the nature
of his profession, suggest that it may have been the Peiraieus. His father, Demetrios, was
possibly the very same Anuntprog Anuntpiov Zidadviog (69) whose mid-fourth century BCE
epitaph (SEG 51:284) from the Peiraieus was the subject of the first case study in the first
chapter; and since he was a merchant whose business was, at least presumably, based on
shipping, one would imagine that Apollonides had a great interest in maintaining an abode, even
if temporary, in/near the Athenian port.*?’ If this is true, then Apollonides would have hailed
from a Sidonian family that had long frequented Athens, specifically the Peiraieus.

[Eni Knoiooddpov dpyovrog, émi ¢ [Hovdwovi]-

[6o¢ mépmTNC TpVTaveiag L Apyiag [Tvbodmpo]-

[v AdhomeknOev eypappdtevey: [ocdedvog €kt]-

[N pet’ gikddag, pdt Koi eikootit Thg TpuTOV]-
5 [elag: ékkAnoio Kupia: TOV Tpoédpwv Emeyneil]-

425 Based on Archippos’ Fishes, Hermaios lived in Athens sometime in the late fifth century. He was likely active
during the Spartan invasion, the rule of the Thirty, and during Athens’ democratic resurgence.

426 Based on photographical analogy; see Enrica Culasso Gastaldi, Le prossenie ateniesi del IV secolo a.C. Gli
honorati asiatici (Alessandria: Edizione dell’Orso, 2004), 187-90.

427 This was especially the case for those who were honoured with grants of proxenia; cf. Culasso Gastaldi, Le

prossenie ateniesi del IV secolo a.C. Gli honorati asiatici, 2004, 28-30.
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[e]v 'Emopei[vov ...Inal[...]

Avayvpdoto[g ein]e[v: nedn ol &]umo[pot kai va]-
VKANpot an[opaivov]ot[v AmoAlm [vidn[v Anuntp]-
{ov ZiSavio[v e]i[van] &[vépa dya]0ov v k[oi ebvo]-
[V]v T@1 N TdL ABnvai[wv, 0e]60yOot Td[1 dpmi]
[€]mavécar ATordwviony [Anpntpiov Zidmviov]
[K]oi otepavdcal avTtov ¥pv[c]dl oTEPAV®[L Amo]
[x]J\iwv dpayudv dpetiic Evexa kol evvoia|g Th]-

[c] eic OV Sfjpov Tov Adnvain[v]: kai eivet ad[Tov]
[x]pd&evov kail evepyétnv Tod dnpov Tod AB[nvai]-
[Vv] adTdV Kod Exydvoug eivar 8& avtdt kod [yAc]
[K]ai oixiog EykTnow katd TOV vopov. dvay[pdyot]
0¢ 100¢ 10 yneopa tov y[plappatéa thg fov[Afg]
&v otAet [AMBi]verl kol otficat év dkpomo[Aet],

€ig 8¢ [V avaypaenv] Thg othAng dodv[at TOV]
Topiov T[od ONpov ...] dpayud[c k] TV [gig T Kal-
[t]& ynoeiopalta dvoiok]opévov Tt [Sfpot].*?

[In the archonship of Kephisodoros, in the fifth prytany]

[of the Pandionis tribe, when Archias the son of Pythodoros]

[from Alopeke was secretary. On the sixth day of Poseideon]

[after the twentieth, on the twenty first day of the pryntany,]

[The ordinary assembly; Among the presiding officers |
Epami[non ...] put it to the vote[...]

of Anagyrou said: [since the mer[chants and]

sailors [declare] that Apollo]nides[son of Dem-]

metrios the Sidonia[n is a goo]d man and [well-dispossed]

towards the demos of the Athenia[ns, be it resolved by the [demos]
to honour Apollonides [the son of Deme]trios the Sid[onian]

and to crown him with a gold crown worth

a thousand drachmai on account of his virtue and good-will dpetijg
towards the demos of the Athenians; and that he become

and proxenos and benefactor of the demos of the Athenians

both he himself and his descendants; and that he be bestowed the grant of
enktesis of land and dwelling in accordance of the law. The secretary of the boule is to
write this decree

on a stone stele and set it up on the akropolis,

and for the inscribing of the stele, the treasurer of the demos

is to provide drachmai [from] the funds

allotted by the demos in accordance with the laws.

428

I follow Eugene Schweigert’s restorations in “Greek Inscriptions.” Hesperia 9, no. 3 (1940): 309-57. For a more

recent edition and commentary see Pecirka, The formula for the grant of enktesis in Attic inscriptions, 1966, 63-4.
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Both Apollonides and his father,**° who may have been born in Athens, were thus well
versed in local business practices and regulations, in addition to being in close proximity to
others in the industry, Greek and non-Greek alike. The latter can be inferred by the preamble of
1G 117 343 which reveals that local traders and shipping merchants of unknown ethnicities and
socio-economic backgrounds referred to Apollonides as a respectable man with good intentions
towards the demos of the Athenian people (§umopot kail voaOKANpot AToeaivousty ATOAA®VIONV
Anuntpiov Zidmviov givar &vpo dyadov koi ebvovv tdL St Tt AOnvaimv; 11. 3-6). Neither
the merchants, nor the proposers of the motion clarify the precise actions that earned Apollonides
this praise, but it is safe to assume that the Sidonian was an economic backer of some kind,

notably one whose business involved a great deal of trade via the shipping industry.*°

Regardless of the nature of his economic benefactions to the state, the Athenian people,
based on the recommendation of local merchants and shippers, saw it fit to bestow upon
Apollonides some of the finest honours a non-citizen might have hoped to receive: a golden
crown worth 1000 drachmai (11. 8-9), the position of proxenos and benefactor (edepyétng) of
Athens (1. 11) for himself and his descendants, and a grant of enktesis (1. 13). As was

commonplace, the decree (/G 11? 343) including all of Apollonides’ honours was then placed on

429 The same may be said of Demetrios’ father Demetrios, assuming that the father of Apollonides and Demetrios of
SEG 51:284 are the same person.

439 Honorific decrees routinely suppress operational detail, presenting a political relationship instead: eunoia towards
the demos is at the forefront at the expense of the kinds of transactions that linked Apollonides to the merchants and
shippers who honoured him. Any reconstruction of Apollonides’ economic activity from this honorific language is
necessarily inferential. Most scholars comfortably attribute a trading and/or shipping background to him (cf.
Demetriou, Phoenicians Among Others, 2023, 57 n.14). C.M. Reed, Maritime traders in the ancient Greek world
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003), 94-5, states, without explanation, that it is highly unlikely that he
was anything of the sort, and that he was rather a proxenos in Athens instead. There is no reason to believe that
someone could not be a proxenos and a trader/shipper however.
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the Akropolis for all citizens and non-citizens to see in perpetuity, itself the ultimate honour

which thereafter immortalized the Sidonian’s status in Athens.

The decree does not offer details concerning the specific markets in which Apollonides
may have been active. Some scholars have suggested, rather convincingly, that Apollonides was
a grain merchant to whom Athens bestowed honours in return for services rendered during the
severe grain shortage in the late fourth century BCE.*! According to Stephen Lambert,**? “the
systematic honouring of grain traders was a new policy after [the battle of] Chaironeia, a product
of Athens’ sudden loss of international power and influence following the defeat and consequent
dissolution of the Second Athenian League, and a response to increased vulnerability to the acute
supply problems of the 30s and 20s.”** Non-Athenian merchants were especially relied upon for
their ability to supply Athens with this necessary resource, for which they were recipients of an

assortment of awards of the like that Apollonides received.**

As it happens, two Phoenician grain merchants, a father and son from Tyre called Hieron
(80) and Apses (79), were the recipients of the very same honours in a late fourth century BCE
decree (SEG 35:70) from the Akropolis:

[... Tra]Mon [...]
[...&]x Kapyn[66vog...]

431 See Demetriou, 2023, 104-5, and Culasso Gastaldi, 2004, 297.

432 S.D. Lambert, “Athenian State Laws and Decrees, 352/1-322/1: 111 Decrees Honouring Foreigners. A.
Citizenship, Proxeny and Euergesy,” ZPE (2006): 117.

433 For a broader discussion on the state of grain imports in Classical Athens see Alfonso Moreno, Feeding the
Democracy: The Athenian Grain Supply in the Fifth and Fourth Centuries BC Feeding the Democracy. The
Athenian Grain Supply in the Fifth and Fourth Centuries BC (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007).

434 According to Demetriou, 2023, 105-6, there are around 20 decrees honouring grain merchant from the late fourth
century BCE (330s-320s).

215



10

15

10

15

proxenoi of Athens (1. 11-12), and allowed the right to land ownership (1. 14) by the Athenian
people for their good will and intention towards the Athenian state (dpetig Eveka kai govoiag Thg
€ig Tov ofjuov 1ov Anvaiov; 11. 8-10). Unlike the case of Apollonides however, the decree (SEG

35:70) informs us of the reason behind Hieron and Apses’ honours: they were responsible for

[...x]exOp[ev...]

[...]v 1] 0 && Tr[a]Aiog kaBiot[not]-

[v kai €l T]OV Aowmov ypdvov Emay[yEN]-
[Aet]at] gurt[nynoel]v ABnvale kai t[onc]-
[et]v ABnvaiov[g dy]abov Ot dv dvv[nrta]-
[1] kol a0Tog Kai T[0]v maTépa TOV ad[ToD |
[€]mawvésar Ayny [Tépm]voc Toprov [kai]
[T]¢pwva Ayov Top[lov dpetii]g Evexa k[a]-
[1] evvoiog Thg €i[¢ TOV dTjpov T]ov AOn[v]-
[af]ov kol otepoavd[oot EkdTepov adTd |-
[v] xpuo@dt ote@évm[t- elvan 8& adTtovg nt]-
[p]o&évoug kai edep[yétag Tod dMpov T]-
[0]D AOnvaionv adTov[¢ Kol EKydvoug ov]-
[t®]v xoi YA kai oik[iag &yktnow &iv]-

[ot avToig KoTd. TOV [VOpov: dvaypdyat]
[6€ T00€ O Yy ]oopa [...]

[in Ita]ly [...]

[from]Cartha[ge...]

[...he] has brought]...]

[...]Jor whatever he brings in from Italy

[and] for the remainder of his time he is undertaking

to supply gr[rain] to Athens and [to do]

good to the Athenians inasmuch as he is able,

both he himself and his father.

(The state has decided) to praise Apses the son of Hieron the Tyrian [and]
Hieron the son of Apses on account of their [virtue]

and good-will to[wards the demos of the Athenians]
and to crown [each of them]

with a gold crown; [they are to be pro]-

[xe]noi and benefactors of the demos

of the Athenians and both them [and their descendants]-
are to receive grants of enktesis of land and domicile

in accordance with the [law; this decree]

[is to be set up...]

Just as Apollonides, Apses and Hieron were bestowed a gold crown (L. 11), named
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supplying grain to Athens from Carthage and Italy.*** That said, due to the temporal overlap
between SEG 35:70 and IG II? 343, which are both dated to the decade of Athens’ late fourth
century BCE grain shortage and subsequent mass grant of individual honours to private grain
merchants in particular, we can speculate with a high degree of certainty that Apollonides was a

grain merchant as well.

Being a grain merchant in Classical Athens was no easy task, nor was economic success a
given for one in such a profession. For one, if we assume that Apollonides had taken out a loan
in one of Athens’ banks to fund the naval voyage,**® he was required by law to immediately
return to the city, docking his ship in no other port but the Peiraieus upon the successful
reception of grain (Dem. 35.51). He was required by another law, which was enforced by the port
authority (epimeletai), to ensure that at least two thirds of the grain was brought to market in
Athens proper, with the remaining third possibly sold off in the Peiraieus.**” Moreover,
Apollonides was limited in his ability to control how his stock of grain was sold by yet another
law that ensured that the secondary market (grain retailers/sitopolai) could only purchase a

certain amount per shipping venture. As per Lysias (22.14-17), the sitophylakes, who acted as

435 The decree is fragmentary, but the reconstruction of the uppermost portion (1l. 1-4) is universally agreed upon:
“€lx Kapyn[dovog] [ - -V/[* - - klexopc[ev] [ - -1/[* - -]v 1i 0 &€& Tr[a]Aiog kaBiot[not]-/[v kai gig TOV Aowr]ov ypodvov
éna[yyéL]/[et]a[t o]it[nynoet]v Abnvale kal t[onog]- -/[1]v ABnvaiov[g dy]aBov.” This is based on the work of
Stroud who provides the editio princeps (Hesperia 40, 1971) of the first four lines which was once a separate piece
({G 112 342ab). The joining of the upper portion of the stone to /G 112 342 is owed to the work of Michael Walbank,
“Athens, Carthage and Tyre (IG ii? 342+)”, ZPE 59 (1985): 107-111.

436 JG 117 343 does not specify whether Apollonides ever resided in Athens, but some level of physical presence is
plausible, especially given the tentative identity of his father, and that the honours (enktesis, crown) he received
presuppose some relationship to the city that was actively being cultivated over time. At the very least, the decree
allows for residence (via enktesis) without requiring it.

437 This was done to ensure that city-dwellers were not at any disadvantage vis-a-vis their cousins at the port,

especially during famine and grain shortages. Cf. Peter Garnsey, Famine and Food Supply in the Graeco-Roman
World: Responses to Risks and Crisis (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988), 139-40.
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market regulators (agoranomoi) for grain merchants alone, oversaw these transactions to restrict
excess profiteering by both parties. Despite these legal restrictions and countless risks associated
with the grain trade, Apollonides not only thrived but secured a position of exceptional honour in
Athens. His success in ensuring stable grain during a time of shortage, perhaps even at a

reasonable price, may have played a role in his recognition by the Athenian state.

Although /G II? 343 supplies no specific information about his precise profession, the
high honours he received permit us to deduce that he played no small role in contributing to the
city’s stability and that he, consequently, possessed a high quality of life. That Apollonides
became an Athenian proxenos, for instance, reveals that Athens held him in relatively high
regard. Upon their elevation in status, most proxenoi, as they were called, would have been
tasked to preserve the interests of the Athenian state in their respective homelands. Straton the
king of Sidon was another such individual to whom Athens bestowed the title of proxenos (I1G 11
141). As it pertains to Straton however, and indeed this was the case for most proxenoi of sixth-
fifth century BCE Athens, it is understood that he dwelled within his respective homeland. In
fact, most proxenoi rarely resided in Athens, and, as William Mack states, “died where they were

expected to, in political contexts external to the granting polis.”***

According to Denise Demetriou, grants of proxenia, among other awards, “explicitly and

29439

implicitly encouraged mobility and long-term relationships with a host state, in this case

438 William Mack, Proxeny and Polis: Institutional Networks in the Ancient Greek World (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2015), 56. This is based on the lack of evidence of mpd&evot in the extant funerary record in
Athens.

439 Demetriou, 2023, 95.
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between a willing Sidonian migrant, who was deemed to be integral to the economy, and Athens.
From a legal perspective, proxenoi who did remain in Athens were thus foreign residents of the
highest order, a step above the average resident alien. That said, our evidence rarely allows us to
demonstrate substantial presence in Athens for individual proxenoi. IG 11> 343 does not tell us
whether Apollonides took up residence in the city, and the grants bestowed—and any ancillary
benefits (possible tax breaks, personal inviolability, among others)—could imply anything from
occasional visits to a more sustained stay in Attika to never returning to the city after they leave.
It is even possible that he economically supported the venture all while remaining in his home in

Sidon.

It may be better to therefore think of Apollonides as a highly mobile figure in maritime
commerce rather than a transient migrant in the same vein as a mercenary. The decree does not
allow us to pin him to a single place of residence, and that should come as no surprise given the
mobile nature of the shipping profession. What it does reveal, however, is that Athens was
willing to treat Apollonides and other prospective proxenoi as durable partners rather than one-
off contractors: the decree formalizes eunoia (good-will) into an intergenerational relationship
(proxenia for “him and his descendants”) and, through the grant of enktesis, explicitly creates the
possibility of a settled foothold in Athens (even when the honorand’s livelihood required him to

be geographically mobile).

Importantly to the task at hand, my aim here is not to classify Apollonides, or other
proxenoi for that matter, as ‘metics’ in the legal sense so much as to recover the economic lives

of non-Greek individuals who dwelt in Athens, whether their stay was temporary or more long-
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lasting. Even in the strictest reading however, Apollonides likely had at least some on-the-ground
dealings in Athens, if only in the port: cargo that mattered to the city (grain or otherwise) still had
to be docked, received, and placed into the hands of local merchants. How far this translated into

sustained residence in Athens is difficult to establish based on the evidence, and in any case lies

beyond the scope of this study.

Importance of Phoenician Heritage
The case of Apollonides is notable, not necessarily because he greatly prospered

economically and possibly reaped many benefits from the Athenian state (although this too was a
great achievement), but because he did so as a non-Greek, most importantly as a Phoenician.
According to Jan Pecirka’s monograph on grants of enktesis,**° there are only four instances in
our extant epigraphic corpus that attest that non-Greeks were bestowed the right to own land in
Athens between the fifth and fourth centuries BCE, one of which being the case of Apollonides
the Sidonian. The three others are notably the Tyrian grain merchants Apses and his father
Hieron (SEG 35:70), the Thracian worshippers of Bendis, whose corresponding decree

(IG 117 1283) refers to a late fifth century BCE bestowal of enktesis to the religious group, and

the Kitian worshipers of a late fourth century BCE cult to Aphrodite (/G 11 337).44!

In total, Pecirka’s study finds that non-Greeks only corresponded to approximately nine

percent of land grants to foreigners in extant epigraphic decrees, a relatively small fraction of the

440 pegirka, 1966.

441 The latter cases are admittedly grants to a collective for the purpose of founding a physical cult of worship and
not honorific, yet they remain the only other grants of this kind known to have been bestowed to non-Greeks. We
might add the Egyptian followers of Isis who are briefly alluded to as a precedent by the Kitians in /G 112 337:
Sodvar Toic dundpoig tdv Kitiéov Evkmoty yopiov, &v dt idpvcovial T iepdv tiic Appoditng, kaddmep kol oi
Atyvrtior 10 1iig "Todog iepov dpuvtar (11. 39-45). Many other known non-Greek cults in Athens also presumably
received enktesis, but we lack the epigraphic evidence of these grants.
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whole. However, it is interesting to note that among these non-Greeks with grants of enktesis, a
majority were Phoenicians. Whatever his contribution to the city it is apparent that Athens did
much “to curry to the favour of Phoenician traders” in particular.**? This speaks to the
importance of Phoenicians within the economic framework of fourth century BCE Athens, much
of whose contemporary success became growingly dependant on contributions from private

businessmen such as Apollonides the Sidonian.

Apollonides’ benefactions allowed for him to gain considerable social and economic
capital through which he and his descendants might be better able to manoeuvre themselves in an
otherwise foreign environment. Yet, initial advancement in such a precarious industry often
depends on one’s connections in the business inasmuch as it does on one’s dedication (and sheer
luck). Apollonides’ Phoenician background, for instance, may have aided his economic
endeavours. Although Apollonides and his father possessed Greek names, the two were evidently
proud Sidonians whose Phoenician heritage was reflected by an ethnikon in the aforementioned
decree. /G 117 337 does not reveal what precisely Apollonides was (merchant, shipowner,
financier), but it places him in a maritime milieu; and it is in this setting of trade and finance that

scholarship has tended to situate Phoenicians more broadly at Athens.**?

Many Phoenicians dwelling in fifth-fourth century BCE Athens were known to have

funded large-scale projects, such as naval voyages. We have already seen the case of Apses and

442 Demetriou, 2023, 106.

443 See Demetriou, 2023, 29, Robin Osborne, “Cultures as languages and languages as cultures,” in Multilingualism
in the Graeco-Roman World, ed. A. Mullen and J. Patrick (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012), 331, and
Trevett, Apollodoros the Son of Pasion, 1992, 1.
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Hieron who played a significant role in ensuring that Athens had a constant supply of grain. In
addition to these two, there was a certain Kitian investor called Antipatros (51), whose sponsored
mid-fourth century naval voyage ended in disaster on the Black Sea. According to a deposition
provided by Demosthenes (35. 33), Antipatros was a part owner of the ship in question, whose
cargo to be sold in Pontos consisted of salt fish and Koan wine. Antipatros was also responsible
for manning the ship, notably with a contingent of his own slaves. Other notable Phoenician
businessmen were Theodoros (48) and Pythodoros (44), both of whom were prominent bankers
in fourth century BCE Athens whose monetary loans and connections ensured the economic

success of the many Greeks and non-Greeks who did business with them.

In truth, we do not know the extent to which, if at all, Apollonides consulted prominent
Phoenician businessman/bankers such as the three above. Nevertheless, the opportunity to learn
from one’s own kin, even from their example, cannot be underestimated. This is one of the core
tenets of the controversial model migrant theory, as well as the ethnic and cultural capital
theories,*** which all analyze, to varying extents, the features and behaviours of migrants who
are more successful socioeconomically than other minority groups. Based on this theory,
Phoenicians were disproportionately represented among Athens’ economic elite, in part, because
of the precedent which their long-standing economic success set to incoming migrants of similar

ethnic origins. It is therefore possible that Phoenicians of great individual prosperity, as well as

444 The term cultural capital was pioneered by French sociologist Bourdieu in his 1977 work titled Cultural
Reproduction and Social Reproduction. Ethnic capital as a sociological theory was popularized by George Borjas,
“Ethnic capital and intergenerational mobility,” The Quarterly Journal of Economics 107.1 (1992), 123-50.
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the collectives/associations of Phoenicians from different poleis,** indirectly impacted the

trajectory of Apollonides without any affiliation to him.

These studies and the concepts they provide are generally viewed as oversimplifications
of complex phenomena involving migration. Criticizing model migrant theory from a modern
Asian-American perspective, migration historian Ellen Wu states that it “distorts the material
realities and obscures the class diversity of a population that includes substantial numbers of
poor and working-class people.”**® That said, while these sociological theories should not be the
sole lens through which we analyze the Phoenician pre-eminence among elite non-Greeks, they
nevertheless provide a framework for understanding how certain ethnic groups, in this case
Phoenicians in fifth-fourth century BCE Athens, were able to attain higher levels of economic
success. After all, although not all Phoenicians were wealthy bankers, investors and shipping
tycoons, it can be no coincidence that nearly all non-Greek bankers, investors, and shipping
tycoons in fifth-fourth century BCE Athens were Phoenicians. And as economist William Kerr
states, “a country’s diaspora—a term that denotes the expatriates or overseas citizens of a
country—often retain special insights about their homeland, ranging from language skills to

whom you can trust, which are important in business decisions.”**’

445 Notably the Kitian merchants (/G II? 337) and the Sidonians under the rule of king Sidon (/G II? 141).

46 Ellen Wu, The color of success: Asian Americans and the origins of the model minority (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2014).

47 William Kerr, The Gift of Global Talent: How Migration Shapes Business, Economy & Society (Stanford:
Stanford Business Books, an imprint of Stanford University Press, 2019), 137, who notably refers to the Phoenicians
as the first proponents of a global trading network, is a firm supporter of transnationalism theory, which highlights
how diaspora communities maintain relationships and networks that span multiple nations.

223



Apollonides’ Economic Trajectory
Like Apses, Hieron, Antipatros, Theodoros, Pythodoros and the many other Phoenician

residents of Athens, Apollonides probably made his fortune financing shipping/trade voyages of
some kind. Perhaps he was a grain merchant whose cargo fulfilled an imperative need to the
daily functioning of the fourth century BCE Athenian state; or maybe he funded a wider variety

of shipping routes, thus catering to an ever-growing private mercantile class in Athens.

Apollonides’ Phoenician heritage may have had its role to play. Whether it was viewed as
positive or not, the growing economic presence of distinguished Phoenicians in Athens propelled
a stereotype of success for all Phoenician settlers, willing and unwilling. Based on what we know
of him, although Apollonides’ family may have long frequented Athens, he was the first of his
line to be honoured as he was; and while we know nothing of his descendants, we can be sure
that at least one generation was given the opportunity to be benefitted by the wealth, title, and
land that he was able to amass in Athens due to his success. And so, a portion of Apollonides’

success was also owed to his own economic prowess and opportunistic mindset.

Ultimately, the case of Apollonides is a model of great economic integration by a non-
Greek in fourth century BCE Athens. His shipping business allowed for him to accumulate a
high degree of wealth through which he was able to advance in social status via the most
prestigious state grants and honours. This was possible due to the economic currents of late
fourth century BCE Athens, which enabled private investors of seemingly any ethnic background

to invest in the local economy.
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Under the assumption that his cargo was in fact grain, the grain shortage of the late fourth
century may have also played a role in determining Apollonides’ successful integration within
the local economy. Apollonides therefore understood the ever-changing economic landscape of
his time and promptly took advantage of a void that the Athenian state or private citizens once
filled. His ability to navigate both Athenian and (possibly) Phoenician commercial networks thus
reflect the highest level of economic integration attainable for a non-Greek, positioning him

among the most successful known financiers of his time.

3.6 Concluding Remarks on non-Greeks: Tier of Economic Success
How can we define economic success for a non-Greek who lived in Classical Athens?

Some non-Greeks amassed great fortunes through maritime enterprise and commercial
endeavours, others made their fortunes via longstanding familial businesses, and many more
lived in circumstances where subsistence, rather than surplus, was the most realistic goal. It is
tempting to treat wealth as the decisive measure of defining success, especially since there would
appear to be a correlation between substantial wealth generation and one’s position within the
tiered model. If so, what of those individuals whose labour was lucrative, if not essential, for
Athens and its citizens, yet who possessed no meaningful control over the conditions or proceeds
of that labour? What of highly skilled slaves who could attain some degree of wealth, but who

could not legally secure their own freedom, mobility, or security?

These questions highlight the core problem that this chapter has sought to navigate,
namely that economic participation is not the same as economic integration. A non-Greek may be
‘important’ to the local economy and still be structurally excluded from achieving the autonomy

and durability that made higher levels of economic success possible. That is why economic
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integration has been treated here not as the measure of one’s structural importance to the
Athenian economy, nor as an understanding of the criticality of one’s performed labour, but as an
assessment of economic capacity under constraint. In other words, the level of a given non-
Greek’s economic integration can be understood as the degree to which they could identify,
access, and make use of the opportunities available to them in Athens, given the limitations
imposed by their legal status, profession, networks, and general circumstances. In turn, economic
success, denotes the observable outcomes of this capacity: varying levels of financial stability,

autonomy, durability, participation in economic life, and the accumulation of wealth.

Under this lens and within the limits of extant evidence, non-Greek economic
experiences in fifth and fourth centuries BCE Athens are best understood as neither binary nor
uniform, but rather as identifiable along a spectrum shaped by legal status, profession, and access
to institutional frameworks. Importantly then, this spectrum, expressed through a tripartite tier
system, is not a hierarchy of income. Instead, it is a spectrum of agency: of who could turn
participation into stability, preserve that stability against setbacks, and thereafter maintain

economic standing over time.

At the lower end of the spectrum are those whose participation could be highly profitable
to others, yet whose capacity for durable and mobile agency remained structurally curtailed. This
level of the spectrum is best viewed through the servile lens: a skilled slave might increase the
profitability of a workshop, handle precious materials, interact daily with customers, and even be
trusted with substantial responsibilities; yet none of these remove the constraints that matter for

economic integration. While one remains enslaved, they lack secure control over their labour and
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proceeds, and can therefore do no more than live at a subsistence level (i.e. achieve economic
independence).**® In this sense, a slave’s economic contribution may be immense, but their

economic integration remains minimal because it is measured not by output, but by capacity.

It is equally important to state that this framework is not static and allows for diachronic
change of an individual’s economic condition. Although slavery ensures an individual’s standing
within the lowest economic tier for as long as the status persists, the cruciality of one’s labour
and consistent wealth generation could, under particular circumstances, make upward mobility
possible (though neither automatic nor likely). The mechanism for such movement is not a given
non-Greek’s contribution to the economic landscape more abstractly, but the change in the

constraints imposed upon them, most notably through manumission.

A slave who was able to retain a portion of their earnings, operate even semi-
independently, and/or participate in a lease-like arrangement might have been able to accumulate
enough funds to secure their freedom. Once freed, their economic capacity could expand because
the legal and social constraints defining their minimal economic integration would have been
altered: a slave remains minimally integrated while enslaved, but the economic practice that
enrich their masters, can also, in rare cases, create the conditions through which the enslaved
person can exit the tier. In other words, upward movement within the spectrum is possible but it

is mediated by legal transformation and not by economic productivity alone.

448 The number of mouths to feed, as well as the overall conditions at home equally affected the minimum fiscal
threshold that was required. Nevertheless, every non-Greek migrant in fifth-fourth century BCE Athens hoped to
attain a certain level of economic independence in their newfound environments. Since such a goal was relative and
not strictly tied to the amount of wealth one was able to generate, even the poorest of Athens’ non-Greek population
might have found ways to achieve a degree of economic self-sufficiency.
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A similar logic is applicable beyond slavery however. For freeborn non-Greeks more
broadly, economic standing was not static. For instance, a metic who achieved stability through
business, trade, or specialized labour could, in theory, move toward higher economic integration
if increased wealth and socioeconomic networks also expanded their economic options, reduced
legal vulnerability, and created more durable forms of security. Yet here again, a given non-
Greek’s status remained crucial in restraining, or abetting, their economic possibilities. Freeborn
migrants were safe from the most severe constraints placed upon slaves, but they were not free
from all burdens. Metic life was shaped by obligations and metics themselves were exposed to
litigation, fiscal pressures, and the ever-present divide between citizen and resident status.**° In
this context, moderate economic integration does not describe middling income, but a condition
of increased economic autonomy (vis-a-vis what exists for minimally integrated non-Greeks) and
limited protection. In other words, the ability to act economically without possessing the

institutional guarantees that one’s economic success will be secure across time.

449 For example, metics who claimed to be citizens were at the receiving end of legal attacks from the ‘true-born’
citizenry (Dem. 57.49), and if caught, not only had their citizenship revoked, as was the case of a certain Euxitheos
(Dem. 57), but were reduced to slavery as well if they unsuccessfully appealed. Failure to pay the metoikion tax
equally led to enslavement (Dem. 25.57), although it is impossible to say how often such status deterioration
occurred. For the case of Euxitheos, see Susan Lape, Race and Citizen Identity in the Classical Athenian Democracy
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010), 203-20. Vlassopoulos, 2009, provides many examples of
metics/slaves who sought to propel themselves above their innate positions.

228



Economic participation/contribution,*° that is the ability to produce goods, sell
goods/services, pay taxes,*! or even provide military labour, was shared across all three tiers of
the spectrum. Yet in this analysis, economic contribution is crucial only insofar it can be
converted into economic durability. A non-Greek might contribute to the city’s daily provisions
without gaining any long-term security. Conversely, a non-Greek might, in rare cases, convert
their generation of wealth and economic usefulness into institutional or socioeconomic growth
(honours, privileges, and increased legal protection) that extended their economic success. It is in
this circumstance where the highest tier of economic integration stands out, not because it
encompasses Athens’ greatest economic contributors—though they were located in this part of
the spectrum—but because it encompasses those whose success could be preserved and

reproduced through the city’s institutional framework.

The tiered model of economic integration therefore remains an effective way to articulate
what the case studies demonstrate as a collective. Minimal economic integration captures
economic participation without meaningful long-term agency. Moderate economic integration

captures relative stability and autonomy, with persistent vulnerability and the possibility of

430 In a 1999 study on the effects of migrants on the modern Greek economic framework, political scientist Rossetos
Fakiolas stated that legal economic immigrants “of both the first and the second generation have established small
firms in catering, the retail trade and tourism, or work as car drivers,” thus progressively ingraining themselves
within the local economy (“Socio-Economic Effects of Immigration in Greece,” Journal of European Social Policy
9.3 (1999): 222). Throughout much of the so-called western world, migrant contributions to the economy consist of
great consumer spending, active participation in the labour force, significant taxation, among others; and while a
migrant in Classical Athens undoubtedly lived a radically different life than his modern counterpart, there are
notable similarities pertaining to their respective economic contributions.

41 All free non-Greeks in Athens contributed to the local economy in the form of various taxations. The 12
drachmai tax (metoikion) was one such contribution, as was the market tax, and the tax on significant wealth
(eisphora). Oddly enough, it would seem that the eisphora was a significant status marker in itself and the subject of
great pride, as it was often framed as a reward in official decrees honouring wealthy metic benefactors (cf. /G 11>
351; IG 117 360).
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abrupt deterioration. And high economic integration captures the rare convergence of sustained

economic control with institutional reinforcement.
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Concluding Remarks on the Non-Greek Experience in the Fifth—
Fourth Centuries BCE Athens

Through this dissertation, my goal has been to move the ‘barbarian’ from the margins of
Athenian discourse to the center of Athenian social history by reconstructing, within the limits of
the evidence, how non-Greek residents lived in, contributed to, and were constrained by the polis
in the fifth and fourth centuries BCE. In short, what was it like to be a non-Greek in a city whose
citizens dominated the socio-political currents of much of the Greek (and, ironically, non-Greek)
Mediterranean basin in the Classical period? What was life like in Athens for someone like the
former slave Pasion, or the Karian (18) whose epitaph (/G I? 1344) included his native tongue?
To what extent did the cults of non-Greeks retain the customs and organizational structures
familiar to their original worshippers? In investigating how these willing and unwilling non-
Greek migrants navigated the linguistic, economic, and religious spheres of Classical Athens, it

has become clear that their respective experiences were diverse and highly individualized.

Taken in total, what emerges from the above case studies is not a homogeneous non-
Greek experience, nor a linear and uniform path towards integration, but rather a spectrum of
possible outcomes shaped by various factors often unique to the individual non-Greek. The
presence of a spectrum is important because it forces us to contend with a less generalized
concept of non-Greek ‘integration’ by looking instead at the kinds of participation that were
available to them, at what cost, and with what consequences for their overall quality of life in
Athens. Across the three spheres explored here we therefore see three different pathways in
which non-Greeks were able to engage with the local landscape with the aim of integrating

themselves within the polis. These pathways reveal that integration in fifth-fourth century BCE
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Athens was neither singular nor guaranteed. Nor was there a fixed or universal path by which a

non-Greek might come to participate in Athenian life.

For instance, a non-Greek might have adopted Attic Greek and participated within the
Athenian economy to a high degree but have been otherwise devoid of a local cultic identity due
to their god not possessing an active cult following in the polis. At the same time, another non-
Greek might have maintained their ancestral language and possessed negligible economic
success in Athens all the while worshipping their god in a private setting reserved for them and
their ‘compatriots’. Undoubtedly, particulars such as a given non-Greek’s status, gender, ethnic
background, ties to the motherland, and whether the city possessed a sizeable community of their
peers would have equally played a role in one’s trajectory. Yet, despite diverse starting lines and
outcomes, all non-Greeks were also bound by the same institutional, social, and cultural
expectations that defined Athenian life for all. Their respective engagements with language,
religion, and the economy were thus not isolated acts, but overlapping strategies through which

they integrated themselves within the polis despite their non-Greek ethnicity.

It should be said that none of the analyses in the preceding chapters would have been
possible without my register of non-Greeks, especially of those 113 residents whose ethnicity is
preserved. Beyond providing a pool of individuals from which to draw the case studies, the
register furnished a broader contextual framework that made it possible to observe recurring
patterns—and recurring absences—and to thereby further contextualize the experiences of the

select non-Greeks. In including a given non-Greek’s name, linguistic capabilities, religious
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affiliation, and profession, among other extant characteristics, the register served as the

foundation upon which the select thematic spheres were constructed.

At the same time, the register is not and cannot be a census of Athens’ non-Greek
population. Not all non-Greeks who dwelled in fifth-fourth century BCE Athens are represented
within the register, nor is it the case that those who are accounted for left traces across all three
thematics of language, religion, and the economy. That our epigraphic and literary sources did
not often label legal standing equally renders the status of many of the register’s non-Greeks
speculative. For these reasons, the register is best read as a structured map of non-Greek
visibility: it shows where non-Greeks enter the surviving archive and what kinds of information
our sources tend to preserve about them, as well as the absences that persist even when we know

that they must have been present in far greater numbers than our evidence can recover.

Through my dissertation, it was my goal to elucidate some of the many ways in which a
non-Greek might have lived in Classical and early Hellenistic Athens. This task entailed
analyzing non-Greek engagement, participation, and integration within the scope of three
thematics based on findings from the register. Yet the register includes far more potential
thematics that were absent from this study, and even more Athenian residents whose lives could
fuel further discussions on the overall non-Greek experience in the fifth and fourth centuries
BCE. For instance, I am cognisant of the fact that my chapters only contain a single case study

whose main subject was a female non-Greek.
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That is not to say that their lives and the lives of non-Greek women in Athens more
broadly were not worthy of further qualification. In truth, females only represent a small
percentage of non-Greeks within my register. Furthermore, there is only one case among non-
Greek women with known ethnicity of non-Attic language use, and we know even less of the
types of professions they possessed.*>> However, it is notable that as soon as we move beyond
the three thematic areas explored here, such as marital, familial, and gender dynamics, the
register’s underrepresented figures—women, slaves, children, and other marginal non-Greek
residents—open the door to possibilities for further constructing the non-Greek experience in

Athens.

Occasionally, even within the narrow constraints of the epigraphic habit, the register
preserves traces of relationships rather than isolated individuals. We have already seen intra-
cultic relations in the second chapter, as well as the dedicatory nature of epitaphs more broadly,
though discussions of these cases were largely shaped by the thematic concerns of their
respective chapters. The epitaph (/G II? 7968) of a certain Egyptian named Saitis, however, adds
an additional perspective: /G 11> 7968 does not identify Saitis’ patronymic as we might expect,
but her matronymic (Evn0idog). Even if the epitaph cannot reveal what their household looked
like (i.e. where Saitis’ father was), how long they resided in Athens, or what their day-to-day life
was like, it nevertheless reminds us that non-Greek experience in the polis was lived through
kinship and interpersonal ties as much as (if not more) it was lived through language choice, cult

practice, or economic activity.

452 The tale is a bit different if we look at the profession of non-Greek women with tentative ethnic backgrounds. See
Rebecca Futo Kennedy, Immigrant Women in Athens: Gender, Ethnicity, and Citizenship in the Classical City (New
York: Routledge, 2014).
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Yet Saitis’ epitaph also makes clear the limits of what the register can capture. Because
the register is built around identifiable individuals with preserved ethnika it can only ever
preserve relationships when the stone or literary work records them. However, some of the most
suggestive evidence for domestic and interethnic dynamics can be found at the edges of such a
dataset, either because the non-Greek presence is indirectly signaled (such as when a non-Greek
passerby takes in a bilingual inscription that includes his native tongue), or because the person
through whom that presence becomes visible is not a “non-Greek” who can be entered into the

register with confidence.

In this vein, the epitaph (/G II? 8440) of a certain 'Epnvn offers an alternative glimpse
into an important thematic of non-Greek life in fifth-fourth century BCE Athens. The stone
commemorates a woman from Byzantion (Bvlavtia) and is accompanied by a Phoenician
transliteration of both her name and ethnikon, alongside a relief showing a woman holding a
child. It is possible that the scene in question represents 'Epnivn’s death in childbirth, which
would thereafter leave the grieving husband/father to fashion her epitaph. I thus suggest that
while 'Eprjvn herself was likely a Greek metic from Byzantion, she was married to a Phoenician
resident of Athens who thereafter honoured his deceased wife in a custom shared by the two: a
Greek text for her and Phoenician one for him. Read in this manner, the epitaph does not only
speak to linguistic choice, but to the presence of an Athenian household in which bicultural
relations were at the forefront, and in which different ethnic, linguistic, and perhaps legal

identities coexisted in a single family unit.
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Yet, because of the precise nature of my register as only a catalogue of non-Greek
individuals, 'Eprjvn herself lies outside its bounds; she enters this discussion solely through her
presumed marriage to a Phoenician resident of Athens whose name and broader identity remain
obscured. Her case therefore does not arise from the register’s limits but it still helps to clarify
them: it shows how easily mixed households and intra- and interethnic dynamics within Athenian
society could fall beyond the scope of a dataset focused on individual non-Greeks. While I will
not pursue the matter any further here, 'Epfyvn’s epitaph points towards avenues that lie beyond
the present study, suggesting how future works might extend the register’s utility by
incorporating kinship networks, domestic arrangements, and broader interpersonal ties through

which non-Greeks participated in the social fabric of the polis.

In ending, it is worth asking why this study should matter beyond the boundaries of
Classical Athens—especially at a time when questions of citizenship, residency, and belonging
are particularly impactful. The Athenian material does not offer a direct mirror of the present, yet
it reveals the enduring process through which communities define outsiders and insiders. Much
like today, migrants in Athens were subject to explicit othering for reasons outside their control.
For the purposes of this dissertation, however, both the register and the three thematic chapters
have shown that non-Greeks did not merely operate within the shadows of Athens. They were
residents who, no differently from the citizenry, helped to shape the life of the polis through
various linguistic, economic, and religious strategies. In recovering some of their extant traces,
we gain a fuller and undoubtedly more complex picture of what it meant to live in Classical and
early Hellenistic Athens, but also of the enduring human effort to assert presence, agency, and

meaning within structures that do not always acknowledge one’s full humanity.
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Appendix I: Register of non-Greeks with Known Ethnika in Fifth-
Fourth Centuries BCE Athens

Scholarship that is hyper-focused on a specific ethnicity rarely yields a register that
makes it possible to see the diversity and internal variation of Athens’ non-Greek residents. In
fact, as Michael Osborne states within the preface of his Annex to the Lexicon of Greek Personal
Names in Attika (LGPN), “the interest of scholars in the foreign component of the population of
Athens has not extended to a detailed register of the constituents but has concentrated almost
exclusively on the status, rights and privileges of particular segments.”*** The present
dissertation therefore offers a register that isolates non-Greeks from their Greek counterparts and
gathers the scattered traces of these residents into a single prosopographical framework—one
that is meant to be used as evidence and as a tool rather than as an argument in itself, and which

should be understood as a necessarily provisional and continually developing catalogue.

This appendix lists only those individuals who can be situated in Athens and Attika more
broadly in the fifth and fourth centuries BCE, and whose source preserves a clear ethnikon.
Onomastics and other indicators remain suggestive of ethnic background but are not as secure as
an explicit ethnikon and are therefore treated here as tentative (such individuals have been noted
in Appendix I11).*** The term “non-Greek” is thus employed in a deliberately conservative sense:
inclusion in the register is driven by what our sources preserve and not by a claim to recover

essential ethnic identities in the polis. In short, Appendix I is the portion of the dataset that is

453 Michael Osborne, The Foreign Residents of Athens: An Annex to the Lexicon of Greek Personal Names, 1996.

44 See David Lewis, “Near Eastern Slaves in Classical Attica and the Slave Trade with Persian Territories,”
Classical Quarterly 61 (2011): 91-113, who believes that ethnic names are indicative of ethnicity; while ethnic
names are suggestive, | nevertheless take the cautious approach of Vincent Rosivach, “Enslaving ‘Barbaroi’ and the
Athenian Ideology of Slavery.” Historia 48, no. 2 (1999): 129-57, who states that we ought to not assume that such
names were unilaterally indicative of ethnic background.
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relatively high in confidence (explicit ethnika), while Appendix III contains those individuals for
whom ethnicity is only likely or tentative, and is kept separate to avoid collapsing probability

into certainty.

Ethnika that point toward populations and regions that Athenians could deem as
‘barbarian’ are included here. Based on 18 varying ethnika, 1 have isolated 14 distinct non-Greek
population groups whose members hailed from geographic regions that were mostly within a
month’s journey to Athens via ship: Bithynia, Egypt, Illyria, Karia, Kilikia, Kolchis, Lykia,
Lydia, Malta, Makedonia, Mysia, Paphlagonia, Persia, Phoenicia, Phrygia, Skythia, Syria, and
Thrace. In the case of the Phoenician residents, I was also able to subcategorize by making note
of those who hailed from Ashkelon, those from Sidon, those who were from Kition on Cyprus,
those from Tyre, as well as the select few whose respective Phoenician cities were left

unspecified.

Although certain entries found in my register are absent from their respective works, both
Michael Osborne and Helen Pope’s lists were an important starting point in my search to account
for all known non-Greeks who lived in Athens in the fifth and fourth centuries BCE.*** From
there, I expanded the corpus through systematic searches across both epigraphic and literary
evidence. For inscriptions, I relied on a combination of digital and print resources, especially the
Packard Humanities Institute’s (PHI) database of Greek inscriptions and relevant volumes of

Inscriptiones Graecae (IG) and the Supplementum Epigraphicum Graecum (SEG); for non-

455 Osborne compiled his The Foreign Residents of Athens: Annex to the Lexicon of Greek Personal Names in Attika
(1996), in part, as a response to the earlier registers of Helen Pope (Non-Athenians in Attic inscriptions, 1935;
Foreigners in Attic inscriptions, 1947) which were absent of epitaphs.
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Greek languages, I consulted the Kanaandische und Aramdische Inschriften (KAI), the first
volume of the Corpus Inscriptionum Semiticarum (CIS), and Dan Dana’s Onomasticum
Thracicum. Most non-Greeks within the literary record were identified through close
examination of the extant speeches, whose narratives preserve ethnika that allow these
individuals to be recovered. The growing study of defixiones (curse tablets)—notably the
Defixionum Tabellae Atticae (DTA) and Inscriptiones Graecae 111 Appendix (/G III Ap.)—has
equally been helpful in retrieving some individual non-Greeks from my register, although there
is much that still awaits fuller publication, interpretation, and integration into the broader
prosopographical work.*® Wherever possible, entries are cross-referenced to the Persons of

Ancient Athens (PAA) as a way of making the data traceable and easy to verify.

Each entry records, as far as the evidence allows: (1) the indivual’s name (as preserved,
including restorations where applicable), (2) ethnicity (ethnikon), (3) source and source type (eg.
epitaph, dedication, decree, speech, comedy), (4) date, (5) place of dwelling (deme if explicitly
stated; otherwise findspot or contextual inference), (6) spectrum of possible status markers, (7)
profession, (8) language(s) attested, and (9) gender. Dates are presented either as broadly by
century or, where the evidence permits, by an early/mid/late division of the relevant century.
Some categories (especially status and dwelling) are often not securely recoverable, and the

register thus records uncertainty rather than forcing precision.

436 Two entries in my register appear only in David Jordan’s survey for instance; ¢f “A Survey of Greek Defixiones
Not Included in the Special Corpora.” Greek, Roman and Byzantine Studies 26, no. 2 (1985): 151-198.
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Status requires particular care and a brief methodological comment. A habit in modern
scholarship has been to let foreignness merge with servility so that non-Greek names, “servile”
onomastics, or the absence of patronymics and demotics (especially in epitaphs) are treated as
sufficient proof of enslaved origins.**’ Yet our sources do not consistently label legal standing,
and epigraphic formulae are rarely decisive on their own: take, for instance, the cases of
ALEEavdpog (SEG 22.188) and Avtigilog (/G 117 10017) whose fourth century epitaphs solely
include their respective ethnika (Zdpog and OAOvO10¢); and yet the freeborn status of individuals
such as ALéEavdpoc and Avtipiloc has never been doubted by scholars despite the notable
absence of patronymics. Why then should such an absence preclude the likes of Sosias (100),

Atotas (42), and even Anthrakion (102), whose names are explicitly accompanied by their

ethnika, from being possible freeborn residents of Athens?

While some individuals are certainly more likely than others to have had a servile
background owing to explicitly ‘servile’ onomastics (it is unlikely that a freeborn Thracian
would have been named ‘Thrax’ by their parents for instance),*® I have nevertheless adopted a
conservative approach in attributing status: I assign “slave”, “freedman”, “freeborn metic”, or
“citizen” only where the source explicitly indicates it or where the context strongly constrains the

range of possibilities (for example, the presence of a an ethnikon and patronymic is suggestive of

457 For example, in his first attempt at analyzing Athenian slave naming practices, Kostas Vlassopoulos, “Athenian
Slave Names and Athenian Social History,” ZPE (2010): 175, included individuals such as AvBpdakiov within a
category he called “possible slaves or freedmen”, a separate entity from freedmen and metics, both of which he
notably isolated as individual status groups as well. However, her epitaph (/G II? 8898) from the Kerameikos only
details her given name and an ethnikon revealing that she either hailed from Thrace or was of Thracian descent
(®pditta), omitting any information about what her status might have been in Athens.

458 The presence of only a single name (einamig) on an epitaph is equally suggestive of servile status, but even in
such cases we must maintain caution: a Greek might conceivably only include a single name on their tombstone,
while a former slave might, in theory, remember both his father’s name and retain a sense of ethnic pride (thereby
including his ethnikon on his epitaph) after manumission.
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freeborn status). In all other cases, I have recorded a range of plausible options (e.g. “freeborn
metic, freedman, or slave” in cases where any of the status options are theoretically possible for
the given non-Greek). This approach keeps the register realistic about what can and cannot be
known. It also explains why discussions of particular individuals in this work’s case studies
occasionally go beyond what the register itself suggests: in the chapters, contextual evidence can
be weighed more fully and carefully to argue either for or against specific reconstructions,

whereas the register is designed to remain reusable and methodologically clear.

Here below are all 113 known non-Greeks with clear ethnicities (ethnika) who dwelled in
Athens between the fifth and fourth centuries BCE. Importantly, this list is not a demographic
representation of Athens’ non-Greek population, nor is it indicative of a proportionality across
ethnicity, gender, or legal status. Nevertheless, the register provides a concrete base for
comparative work: it clarifies where our evidence is firm, where it is suggestive, and where the
lives of non-Greeks slip through the cracks of the three categories put forward in this dissertation

as spheres of interest.

1. Xméxng

Ethnicity: Bithynian

Source (Source type): /G 112 8410 (Epitaph); PAA4 830855
Date: fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freeborn metic, freedman, or slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

2. Xpnom

Ethnicity: Bithynian
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Source (Source type): /G 11> 8412 (Epitaph); PAA 992020
Date: fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Thorikos

Status: Freedwoman or slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Female

3. AOnvoyévng

Ethnicity: Egyptian

Source (Source type): Hypereides Against Athenogenes (Speech)
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Agora?

Status: Freeborn metic in Athens; citizen of Troizen

Professions: Owner of perfume business and speechwriter
Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

4. Agwiog

Ethnicity: Egyptian

Source (Source type): Strattis (Athenaios 690ft.) (Comedy); PA4 302388
Date: fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic, freedman, or slave

Profession: Perfumer

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

5. ‘Eppoiog

Ethnicity: Egyptian from Thebes

Source (Source type): /G 112 7967 (Epitaph); PA4 402100
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic or freedman

Profession: Linen weaver

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

6. ‘Eppoiog
Ethnicity: Egyptian

Source (Source type): Archippus' Fishes (Athenaeus 227a); PAA 402105
Date: fifth century BCE
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Place of Dwelling: Unknown
Status: Freeborn metic or freedman
Profession: Fish seller

Language Known: Attic Greek
Gender: Male

7. Eondic

Ethnicity: Egyptian

Source (Source type): IG 1I? 7968 (Epitaph); PAA 430965
Date: fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Kerameis

Status: Freeborn metic, freedwoman, or slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Female

8. Zaitig

Ethnicity: Egyptian

Source (Source type): /G 11> 7968 (Epitaph); PA4 811305
Date: fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Kerameis

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Female

9. Mélug

Ethnicity: Egyptian

Source (Source type): Isaios 5.7 (Speech); P44 638910
Date: fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Kydathenaion

Status: Freeborn metic, freedman, or slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

10. TTapetrog

Ethnicity: Egyptian

Source (Source type): Demosthenes 21.163 (Speech); PA4 763090
Date: fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic, freedman, or slave
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Profession: Unknown
Language Known: Attic Greek
Gender: Male

11. Xpoaiog

Ethnicity: Egyptian

Source (Source type): GRBS 26 (1985) 163.41 (Curse tablet)
Date: fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Kropidai

Status: Freeborn metic, freedman, or slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

12. A[...]

Ethnicity: Egyptian

Source (Source type): GRBS 26 (1985) 163.41 (Curse tablet)
Date: fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Kropidai

Status: Freeborn metic, freedman, or slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

13. Iaig

Ethnicity: Egyptian from Naukratis

Source (Source type): /G 117 9987 (Epitaph)

Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freeborn metic or freedman

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Attic Greek and Demotic Egyptian
Gender: Male

14. TTaomg

Ethnicity: Egyptian

Source (Source type): Leukon fr.1 (Comedy); PA4 760730
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic, freedman, or slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek
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Gender: Male
15. Unnamed AtAlvpidg

Ethnicity: Illyrian

Source (Source type): IG I* 421 1.39 (Confiscation list); P44 535080
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Unknown

Gender: Male

16. Unnamed /AAvpidg

Ethnicity: Illyrian

Source (Source type): IG I* 421 1.43 (Confiscation list); PAA4 535085
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Unknown

Gender: Male

17. Méhog

Ethnicity: Karian

Source (Source type): IG 1I? 1956 (Epigraphic list)” PA4 638935
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic or freedman

Profession: Soldier/Mercenary

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

18. Topl...]

Ethnicity: Karian

Source (Source type): /G I*> 1344 (Epitaph); PAA 895820
Date: Early fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Attic Greek and Karian

Gender: Male
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19. Zxolo&

Ethnicity: Karian

Source (Source type): IG I* 1344 (Epitaph); P44 824910
Date: Early fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freeborn metic, freedman, or slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Attic Greek and Karian

Gender: Male

20. [ewoiotpartog

Ethnicity: Karian

Source (Source type): IG I*> 421 (Confiscation list); PAA4 771785
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Unknown

Gender: Male

21. Unnamed Kép

Ethnicity: Karian

Source (Source type): IG I* 421 1.38 (Confiscation list); P44 563955
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Unknown

Gender: Male

22. Unnamed Kap moic

Ethnicity: Karian

Source (Source type): IG I*> 421 1.45 (Confiscation list); PAA 563960
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Unknown

Gender: Male

23. Unnamed Kapwkov todiov
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Ethnicity: Karian

Source (Source type): IG I* 421 1.46 (Confiscation list); P44 564035
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Unknown

Gender: Male

24. Tlotaiviog

Ethnicity: Karian

Source (Source type): /G I*> 422 (Confiscation list); PAA 786040
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Goldsmith

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

25. Xtpoyyviiov

Ethnicity: Karian

Source (Source type): IG I* 427 (Confiscation list)’ PAA4 842065
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Unknown

Gender: Female

26. Mévinmog

Ethnicity: Karian

Source (Source type): Demosthenes 21.175 (Speech)
Date: fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic, freedman, or slave
Profession: Merchant?

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

27. Kapiov

Ethnicity: Karian
Source (Source type): IG I* 427 (Confiscation list); P44 564045
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Date: Late fifth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Unknown
Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown
Languages Known: Unknown
Gender: Male

28. "Eppov

Ethnicity: Kilikian

Source (Source type): /G 11> 9030 (Epitaph); PAA 422340
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic, freedman, or slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

29. Unnamed KoAyog

Ethnicity: Kolchian

Source (Source type): IG I* 421 1.44 (Confiscation list); P44 581220
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Unknown

Gender: Male

30. Unnamed Avdé

Ethnicity: Lydian

Source (Source type): IG I*> 421 1.49 (Confiscation list); PA4 609900
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Unknown

Gender: Female

31. ®hveg
Ethnicity: Lydian
Source (Source type): IG I* 427 (Confiscation list); P44 632197

Date: Late fifth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Unknown

272



Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown
Languages Known: Unknown
Gender: Female

32. Ayabov

Ethnicity: Lykian

Source (Source type): /G 11> 1956 (Epigraphic list); PAA 105545
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic or freedman

Profession: Soldier/Mercenary

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

33. Apduwv

Ethnicity: Lykian

Source (Source type): IG 11? 9221 (Epitaph); PAA 375490
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freeborn metic, freedman, or slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

34. Xooiog

Ethnicity: Lykian

Source (Source type): SEG 39:287 (Epitaph); PAA 859755
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Kerameis

Status: Freeborn metic, freedman, or slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

35. IToAvycéve

Ethnicity: Makedonian

Source (Source type): IG I* 422 (Confiscation list)
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown
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Languages Known: Unknown
Gender: Female

36. Unnamed Mokpmv

Ethnicity: Makronian

Source (Source type): Xenophon Anabasis 4.8 (History)
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman, or slave

Profession: Soldier (peltast)

Languages Known: Attic Greek and Makronian
Gender: Male

37. Unnamed MeMttevog

Ethnicity: Maltese or Kappadokian (Melitene)

Source (Source type): IG I* 421 1.48 (Confiscation list); P44 639880
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Unknown

Gender: Male

38. Mévng

Ethnicity: Mysian

Source (Source type): /G 11> 8518 (Epitaph); PAA 632200
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freeborn metic, freedman, or slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

39. ‘Hpaxeidog

Ethnicity: Mysian

Source (Source type): IG 11? 9979 (Epitaph); PA4 484680
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freeborn metic, freedman, or slave

Profession: Artilleryman

Language Known: Doric Greek

Gender: Male
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40. Axéotop

Ethnicity: Mysian

Source (Source type): Aristophanes’ Birds 31 (Comedy); PA4 116685
Date: fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Tragic poet

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

41. [...Jhog

Ethnicity: Mysian

Source (Source type): IG 11> 9980 (Epitaph); PAA 093710
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic, freedman, or slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

42.[...]1dng

Ethnicity: Mysian

Source (Source type): Peek, Att. Grabschr. 11 89 (Epitaph)
Date: fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Paiania

Status: Freeborn metic, freedman, or slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

43. Atotag

Ethnicity: Paphlagonian

Source (Source type): IG 11> 10051 (Epitaph/Carmen epigraphicum); PAA 229085
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Thorikos

Status: Freeborn metic or freedman

Profession: Miner

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

44. TIpdtog
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Ethnicity: Persian

Source (Source type): IG 11? 10076 (Epitaph); PAA4 792310
Date: fourth century

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freedman or slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

45. TTvBddmpog

Ethnicity: Phoenician

Source (Source type): Isocrates 17.4 (Speech)
Date: Early fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman

Profession: Banker (?)

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

46. Benhodesh

Ethnicity: Phoenician

Source (Source type): CIS 1.118 (Dedication)
Date: fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Phoenician

Gender: Male

47. Abdeshmun

Ethnicity: Phoenician

Source (Source type): CIS 1.121 (Epitaph)
Date: fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Phoenician

Gender: Male

48. Shallum

Ethnicity: Phoenician
Source (Source type): CIS 1.121 (Epitaph)
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Date: fourth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus
Status: Freeborn metic
Profession: Unknown
Language Known: Phoenician
Gender: Male

49. O6dmpog

Ethnicity: Phoenician

Source (Source type): Demosthenes 34.6 (Speech); PAA 507775
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Banker

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

50. Baalyaton

Ethnicity: Phoenician

Source (Source type): CIS 1.118 (Dedication)
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freeborn metic or freedman
Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Phoenician

Gender: Male

51. Abdeshmoun

Ethnicity: Phoenician

Source (Source type): CIS 1.118 (Dedication)
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Phoenician

Gender: Male

52. Avrtinoatpog/Shem
Ethnicity: Phoenician from Ashkelon
Source (Source type): /G 11? 8388 (Epitaph); PAA 136625

Date: Late fourth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Kerameis
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Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Attic Greek and Phoenician
Gender: Male

53. Agpodicioc/Abdashtart

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Ashkelon

Source (Source type): /G 11> 8388 (Epitaph); PAA 249760
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Kerameis

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Attic Greek and Phoenician

Gender: Male

54. ABoaiog

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Kition

Source (Source type): IG 11? 9031 + L Kition 162 (Epitaph); PA4 101225
Date: fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Attic Greek and Phoenician

Gender: Male

55. Avrtinatpog

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Kition

Source (Source type): Demosthenes 35. 32 (Speech)
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Financier

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

56. Hpaxeiong

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Kition

Source (Source type): IG 1I? 9032 (Epitaph); PAA 486285
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown
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Language Known: Attic Greek
Gender: Male

57. Hpoaxieidong

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Kition

Source (Source type): /G 11> 9033 (Epitaph); PA4 486290
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Attic Greek and Phoenician

Gender: Male

58. Novunvioc/Benhodesh

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Kition

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 9034 (Epitaph); PAA 721835
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Attic Greek and Phoenician

Gender: Male

59. Novpmviog/Mahdash

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Kition

Source (Source type): /G 11> 9035 (Epitaph); PA4 721840
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Attic Greek and Phoenician

Gender: Male

60. Zompidng

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Kition

Source (Source type): /G 112 9036 (Epitaph); PA4 868650
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male
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61. Tépov

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Kition

Source (Source type): /G 112 9036 (Epitaph); PA4 533810
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

62. Avtinoatpog

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Kition

Source (Source type): Agora XVII 521; PAA 136650
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Agora?

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

63. AprotokAéa

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Kition

Source (Source type): IG 1I? 4636 (Dedication); P44 169495
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Female

64. Znvav

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Kition

Source (Source type): Diogenes Laertius 7.1 (Broadly prose); P44 461700
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Kerameis

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Philosopher

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

65. KaAliog
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Ethnicity: Phoenician from Kition

Source (Source type): SEG 61:189 (Epitaph); P44 555312
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freeborn Metic

Profession: N/A

Language Known: Greek

Gender: Male

66. AmoAL®VidNg

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Kition

Source (Source type): SEG 61:189 (Epitaph); PAA4 145612
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freeborn Metic

Profession: N/A

Language Known: Greek

Gender: Male

67. KaAliog

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Kition

Source (Source type): SEG 57:234 (Epitaph); PAA 555313
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freeborn Metic

Profession: N/A

Language Known: Greek

Gender: Male

68. ATOAL®VIOG

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Kition

Source (Source type): SEG 57:234 (Epitaph); PAA 149791
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freeborn Metic

Profession: N/A

Language Known: Greek

Gender: Male

69. Anuntprog

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Sidon
Source (Source type): SEG 51:284 (Epitaph); PAA 313334
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Date: Mid fourth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus
Status: Freeborn metic
Profession: Unknown
Language Known: Attic Greek
Gender: Male

70. Anuntprog

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Sidon

Source (Source type): SEG 51:284 (Epitaph); PAA4 313335
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

71. AmoAlmvidng

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Sidon

Source (Source type): /G 11> 343 (Honorary Decree); PAA 145680
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus?

Status: Freeborn metic and proxenos

Profession: Shipping benefactor

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

72. Anuntprog

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Sidon

Source (Source type): /G 11> 343 (Honorary Decree); PAA 313330
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus?

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

73. ATOALOd®POG
Ethnicity: Phoenician from Sidon
Source (Source type): IG 11I? 10265a (Epitaph); PA4 143700

Date: fourth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Kerameis
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Status: Freeborn metic
Profession: Unknown
Language Known: Attic Greek
Gender: Male

74. AyaBokAng

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Sidon

Source (Source type): /G 11> 10265a (Epitaph); PA4 104215
Date: fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Kerameis

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

75. Aptepidmpog/Abdtanit

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Sidon

Source (Source type): IG 11? 10270 (Epitaph); PA4 206095
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Attic Greek and Phoenician

Gender: Male

76. Hhuodwpog/Abdshemesh

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Sidon

Source (Source type): /G 11> 10270 (Epitaph); PA4 483655
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Attic Greek and Phoenician

Gender: Male

77. Aopcalmg

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Sidon

Source (Source type): IG 11? 8388 (Epitaph/Carmen epigraphicum); PAA 372480
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Kerameis

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown
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Languages Known: Attic Greek and Phoenician
Gender: Male

78. Aopovig

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Sidon

Source (Source type): IG 11> 8388 (Epitaph/Carmen epigraphicum); PAA 371910
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Kerameis

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Attic Greek and Phoenician

Gender: Male

79. Atomeifng

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Sidon

Source (Source type): CIS R 1215 + IG 11? 2946 (Dedication); PAA 363780
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Benefactor of temple of Ba’al

Languages Known: Attic Greek and Phoenician

Gender: Male

80. Ayng

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Tyre

Source (Source type): SEG 35:70 (Honorary decree)
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Grain merchant

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

81. Tépav

Ethnicity: Phoenician from Tyre

Source (Source type): SEG 35:70 (Honorary decree)
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Grain merchant

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male
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82. O

Ethnicity: Phrygian

Source (Source type): IG III App. 72; 73 (Curse tablet); P44 925100
Date: fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic, freedwoman, or slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Female

83. Mévvng

Ethnicity: Phrygian

Source (Source type): IG I* 1361 (Epitaph/Carmen Epigraphicum); PAA 632470
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic or freedman

Profession: Wood cutter

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

84. Unnamed Xx00eg

Ethnicity: Skythian

Source (Source type): IG I* 421 1.42 (Confiscation list); P44 824760
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Unknown

Gender: Male

85. Atovioiog

Ethnicity: Skythian

Source (Source type): /G I*> 422 (Confiscation list); PA4 350300
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Skambonidai

Status: Slave

Profession: Coppersmith

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

86. Xuog
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Ethnicity: Skythian

Source (Source type): IG I* 427 (Confiscation list); PAA4 821745
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Unknown

Gender: Male

87. Atovdclog

Ethnicity: Syrian

Source (Source type): /G 11> 10402 (Epitaph); P44 350360
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic, freedman, or slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

88. TudArog

Ethnicity: Syrian

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 10404 (Epitaph); PAA4 892710
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Kerameis

Status: Freedman or slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

89. Unnamed X0pog

Ethnicity: Syrian

Source (Source type): IG I*> 421 1.37 (Confiscation list); PAA 853530
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Unknown

Gender: Male

90. Unnamed Zvpog

Ethnicity: Syrian
Source (Source type): IG I* 421 1.47 (Confiscation list); P44 853532
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Date: Late fifth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus
Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown
Languages Known: Unknown
Gender: Male

91. Eavbiag

Ethnicity: Thracian

Source (Source type): SEG 38:32 (Graffito); PA4 730190
Date: Mid fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

92. Movooviog

Ethnicity: Thracian

Source (Source type): /G 1I* 127 (Decree); PAA 658790
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: N/A

Status: Freeborn Metic and Proxenos

Profession: Ambassador

Language Known: Greek

Gender: Male

93. Eipnvn

Ethnicity: Thracian

Source (Source type): Agora XVII 506 (Epitaph); PA4 382172
Date: fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Melite

Status: Freedwoman or slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Female

94. OedowpPog
Ethnicity: Thracian
Source (Source type): IG 1I? 1956 (Epigraphic list); PA4 507675

Date: Late fourth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Unknown
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Status: Freeborn metic or freedman
Profession: Soldier/Mercenary
Language Known: Attic Greek
Gender: Male

95. Nikov

Ethnicity: Thracian

Source (Source type): /G 11> 1956 (Epigraphic list); PAA 720625
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic or freedman

Profession: Soldier/Mercenary

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

96. Ayabwv

Ethnicity: Thracian

Source (Source type): IG 1I? 8896 (Epitaph); PAA4 105535
Date: fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

97. Ayabwv

Ethnicity: Thracian

Source (Source type): IG 11> 8897 (Epitaph); PAA 105540
Date: fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freedman, or slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

98. Kttico[v]

Ethnicity: Thracian

Source (Source type): IG 1I? 8913 (Epitaph); PAA 587940
Date: fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or slave

Profession: Unknown
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Language Known: Attic Greek
Gender: Male

99. [K]mo[6]

Ethnicity: Thracian

Source (Source type): Agora XVII 508 (Epitaph); PA4 587740
Date: fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Agora?

Status: Freedwoman or slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Female

100.  ‘PnPovirag

Ethnicity: Thracian

Source (Source type): IG II? 349 (Dedication); PA4 800320
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Angele

Status: Athenian Citizen

Profession: Odrysian royalty

Languages Known: Attic Greek and Thracian

Gender: Male

101. Zooiog

Ethnicity: Thracian

Source (Source type): Xenophon Ways 4.14 (Broadly Prose); PAA 859735
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic, freedman, or slave

Profession: Mining contractor

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

102.  ®Advikog

Ethnicity: Thracian

Source (Source type): IG 1I? 8927 (Epitaph); PA4 940490
Date: fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Kerameis

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male
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103.  AvOpdxiov

Ethnicity: Thracian

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 8898 (Epitaph); PA4 130550
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Kerameis

Status: Freeborn metic, freedwoman, or slave
Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Female

104.  Avtiyéveg

Ethnicity: Thracian

Source (Source type): /G I*> 427 (Confiscation list); PAA4 132160
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

105.  AmoAlovideg

Ethnicity: Thracian

Source (Source type): IG I* 427 (Confiscation list); PAA 145593
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

106. Unnamed ®pditta

Ethnicity: Thracian

Source (Source type): IG I* 421 1.34 (Confiscation list); PAA4 516241
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Unknown

Gender: Female

107. Unnamed Opduitta
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Ethnicity: Thracian

Source (Source type): IG I* 421 1.35 (Confiscation list); P44 516242
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Unknown

Gender: Female

108. Unnamed ®pditta

Ethnicity: Thracian

Source (Source type): /G I*> 421 1.40 (Confiscation list); PAA 516240
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Unknown

Gender: Female

109.  Unnamed ®pdayg

Ethnicity: Thracian

Source (Source type): IG I* 421 1.36 (Confiscation list); P44 516175
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Unknown

Gender: Male

110. Unnamed ®Opduyg

Ethnicity: Thracian

Source (Source type): /G I*> 421 1.41 (Confiscation list); PA4A 516180
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Unknown

Gender: Male

111.  T'pviiov

Ethnicity: Thracian
Source (Source type): IG I* 422 (Confiscation list); P44 281925
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Date: Late fifth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Skambonidai
Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown
Languages Known: Unknown
Gender: Female

112.  Apéte

Ethnicity: Thracian

Source (Source type): /G I*> 422 (Confiscation list); PA4 161445
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Skambonidai

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Unknown

Gender: Female

113.  APpoocvve

Ethnicity: Thracian

Source (Source type): IG I* 422 (Confiscation list); P44 101395
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Skambonidai

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Unknown

Gender: Female
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Appendix II: A Reassessment of Sources on Bendis
It should be noted that much of the literary and epigraphic evidence concerning the

Thracian goddess Bendis is problematic because of its fragmentary nature. In the following
sections I will therefore reevaluate the relevance of the source material upon which all claims
and hypotheses about the goddess and her cultic worship in Attika have been based. The goal is
to re-examine the evidence concerning Bendis in Attika and to develop a novel dossier of
material that is verifiably relevant to questions concerning the importation of Bendis’ cult to
Athens, its deprivatization, and, most importantly to the broader discussion of non-Greek
integration, its significance to the local Thracian community. To that end, I will survey all
primary literary and epigraphic sources which scholars have turned in their discussions of Bendis
and her cult in Attika, assess how they shape our understanding of the goddess, and set aside

sources whose relevance to the cult of Bendis cannot be supported.

Save for the opening of Plato’s Republic, primary literary works are quiet about Bendis,
with most of our knowledge about the goddess stemming from fragmentary quotes from lost
comedic works and later Greek dictionary entries. There is far more information available when
one investigates the epigraphic dossier concerning the Thracian goddess, especially a series of
fourth’third century documents from the Peiraieus which feature the Thracian orgeones.**® These
inscriptions, as well as earlier fifth century documents from Athens and a series of thiasotai

decrees from Salamis,* represent the bulk of evidence concerning the worship of Bendis in

0 IG 112 1361, 1255, 1256, 1284, 1283.

460 IG I3 368 and 383 hail from the Akropolis, while IG I* 136 was found on the Mounychian hill. For the Salamis
thiasotai decrees, see SEG 59: 150-155. Because these decrees concern the cult in its post-Classical setting, they will
not be discussed here. That said, because they too rarely mention Bendis by name, there is merit to feature them in a
broader discussion about the goddess in a future study.
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Attika and its vicinity. Yet most do not overtly mention the goddess by name. Both sections of
this appendix entry will accordingly examine all literary and epigraphic sources from the mid-
fifth century BCE onward that have been used as sources for information about the cult of

Bendis in Attika.*¢!

The second chapter of this dissertation would not have been possible without the broader
reinterpretation of all relevant sources on Bendis presented in the sections to follow. I invariably
refer to the findings below to help elucidate my claims made the goddess and the high levels of
religious integration her cult suggests for her Thracian followers. To that point, it is my belief
that any analyses concerning Bendis ought to predominantly, if not solely, focus on material
whose affiliation with her cult’s practice in Athens cannot be denied. It is my hope then that this
reassessment of the sources pertaining to Classical Bendis in Athens will help to better ground

the Thracian goddess in her Attic setting, and any novel discussions that may follow.

1. In Search of Bendis: Literary Sources

Bendis as Artemis in Lexicography
We should be cautious when engaging with the work of late Greek lexicographers, even

if they may have been familiar with much of the Classical texts whose words they sought to
define. In fact, many of these lexicographers, whose works have been used to justify the broadly
accepted syncretism between Bendis and Artemis, do not often cite their source material.
Hesychios, for instance, in the same entry in which he quotes Hipponax” work on Kybele

(K.4372), ends by stating that “dAlot 6& Aptepuv (pnowv)”. Who these other sources (8A\ot) are

461 T take for granted the authenticity of Bendis in the Republic for which reason Plato’s work has been omitted from
the Appendix. I do discuss his work and its importance to the overall discussion on Bendis in Chapter 2.
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is unspecified by Hesychios, but the notion that they believed that Kybele was the equivalent to
both Bendis and Artemis suggests that these deities must have shared common traits at various
points in their respective cult’s histories. But because we cannot pinpoint the source material, we
can no more assume that such a syncretism existed in fifth century BCE Athens, than in sixth

century BCE Thrace.

In his dictionary entry for ‘Bendis’ (B.514), Hesychios calls the goddess the "Aptepic
Opaxioti, although yet again he does not provide any source to corroborate this association.
Other later Greek literary sources who mention Bendis as a Thracian variant of Artemis are
Photios, who calls her the “®paxio daipwv dnadog Aptépudoc” (B. 126) in his dictionary entry,
and Timaios, whose Lexikon Platonikon defines Bendis as “f| Aptepug, Opakia eovi)” and refers
to her festival, the Bevdidea, as the “Aptéudoc éoptn mopd Opativ.”*%? As in the case of
Hesychios however, both Photios and Timaios do not provide any sources for their claims that
Bendis was the Thracian Artemis. While all three later Greek authors may have been privy to
sources contemporary to Bendis’ fifth century Attic cult, there is no way of knowing that they

were referencing a fifth century syncretism between Bendis and Artemis.

Hipponax
Though not often cited by modern scholars who study Bendis, the Archaic poet Hipponax

(IEG frg. 127West) was the first to mention the goddess by name, calling her a Thracian deity
(Opeikin Bevdig). Arnaoutoglou has suggested that since Hipponax mentioned both Kybele and

Bendis alongside each other (kai Ad¢ kovpn Kupnpn kai Opeikin Bevdic),*s that they must

462 See Maddalena Bonelli’s edition of Timaios: Lexique platonicien (Leiden: Brill, 2007) 127.
463 Arnaoutoglou, 2015, 30.

295



have been homologous, with them respectively being the Phrygian and Thracian embodiment of
the same deity. Since the work has been lost, we are unaware of the context in which Hipponax
was referring to Bendis, and so it is impossible to say whether he was equating the two, or

merely mentioning them in tandem.

We also do not know whether he was alluding to the same cult that was present in Athens
within the Republic. It is possible that the poet was referring to a worship of the goddess in Asia
Minor, since he was said to have been born there and also mentioned Kybele, a goddess with
known Anatolian roots. Hesychios, in whose lexicographical work Hipponax’ passage was
originally cited, included the quote in his entry for “Kvpnpn” (K.4372) rather than “Bevoig”,
which may suggest that the lost work was centered around Kybele and her homeland rather than
Bendis and Thrace. At any rate, what we can discern from the passage is that Bendis was known
sometime between the sixth and fifth centuries BCE, and that she was associated with Thrace.
What we cannot say is that Hipponax was writing for a predominantly Athenian audience, and

that his quote is therefore indicative of a cult of Bendis in Attika, be it private or public.

Aristophanes’ Lemnian Women
After Hipponax, there is no mention of Bendis until she appears in fragments of

Aristophanes’ Lemnian Women and Kratinos’ Thracian Women in the late-fifth century BCE.
Both lost works are often cited as evidence for a mid-fifth century timeline of Bendis in Attika,
at a time when a private cult of some kind is believed to have been worshipped by local

Thracians in the late 440°s.4%4

464 Cf. Simms, 1988, 60; Wijma, 2014, 133; Arnaoutoglou, 2015, 30.
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The Aristophanic fragment,*®

which is preserved by Photios in his dictionary entry for
“neydin 0e6¢”, only reveals that the comic playwright mentioned a figure known as the “Great
goddess” in his Lemnian Women. Photios does not claim that Aristophanes called her Bendis but
infers that she was the likely goddess in mind (icwg trv Bevdiv) since she was a Thracian deity
(®paxiog yap). Hesychios, in his dictionary entry for peydin 66¢ (M.456), states that
Aristophanes called Bendis the Great goddess (Apiotopdvng £pn v Bevdiv), but he does not

cite the play in which the reference occurs.

While both dictionary entries allude to a Thracian background for the Great goddess and
Bendis, we do not have enough information to conclusively state that such an attribution
occurred within Aristophanes’ Lemnian Women. Even if Bendis was referenced within one of
Aristophanes’ works, as Hesychios suggests, this does not mean that Bendis or her cult was
present in Attika at this period. At best, we might infer that Aristophanes and his Athenian
audience were familiar with the ‘Great goddess’ and Bendis during the last quarter of the fifth

century BCE.*6

465 Photios (251.7) states “peyéiny 0e6v: Apiotoedvnc v Anuviaig. icwg thv Bevdiv. @pdaxiog yép.” Stephanos of
Byzantion (413.8) states that the Great Goddess was also called Lemnos.

466 Aristophanes’ Lemnian Women can be provided a terminus post quem of 427 BCE to account for the first year in
which Aristophanes competed in the Dionysian festivals.
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Kratinos’ Thracian Women
The fragment of Kratinos’ Thracian Women (fr. 85 K-A), which can be dated to c. 430

BCE due to a reference to Euathlos the rhetor and Kallias the Younger,467 refers to Bendis, as
well as one of her epithets, iloyyoc.*%® It has been recently suggested by Wijma that because
Kratinos’ play also included the terms k0Bnpov (ecstatic) and cupPnvedg (noisy), both of which
carried negative connotations, “the worship of Bendis was still perceived as something strange

and foreign,”*%

and therefore her cult must have still been in a privatized state. On the other
hand, since these terms have been taken out of context, we cannot be sure that they were epithets

of Bendis.

We might imagine that Hesychios and Photios, through whose lexica both terms have
been attributed to Kratinos’ Thracian Women, would have expressed whether both words
negatively impacted the goddess if it were explicitly stated within the play. This however
presumes that both authors would have been inclined to include such pieces of information to
begin with, which was not always the case. Photios, for instance, whose lexicon also has an entry
for “6ihoyyov Bévav” (A.590), failed to cite Kratinos’ Thracian Women in a like manner to
Hesychios. It seems prudent therefore to disregard all entries which lack citations, and to not
formulate opinions based solely on entries which have not been properly contextualized. To add
to the latter point, we should be wary when contextualizing if our only source material is a few

lines at best.

467 The earlier date of 442 BCE which was first suggested by Edmonds in his reading of fragment 73 (1957, 45) has
since been superseded by the c. 430 dating of Kassell and Austin (fr. 85 K-A).

468 Kratinos’ fragment per Hesychios (fr. 85 K-A): §ikoyyov: tiv Bevsiv obtm Kpativoc v Opdrtaic Ekdlesey, fitot
611 800 i EKAnpmdoato, obpaviay te Kol yBoviav, (AOYyog yap EKaAovY ToLG KANPOoVg), §j Tt dVo Adyyag Pépet,
KUVNYETIKT] 0000, 01 8¢ 8TL 300 PdTO EYEL, TO 1010V Kal Tod NAiov. TV Yap Zeaqvny Bevdiv kai Aptepuy vopilovoty.

469 Wijma, 2014, 133.
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Based solely on Hesychios’ entry for 6iAoyyov, any knowledge concerning Bendis is
limited. While it seems likely based on the title of the play that Thracian themes were present
within the work, its subject matter has since been lost. What we can ascertain, if we take
Hesychios for his word when he states that “diloyyov Tv Bevdiv obtw Kpativoc &v Opdttaig
éxdleoev”, is that Kratinos and his contemporaries in Athens were aware of Bendis, and that she
was called 6iloyyog. We cannot presume that she had a cult at this time in Attika, nor can we say
anything about the nature of her cult in Thrace. Both Hesychios and Photios’ entries present
similar explanations for the associated epithet, but we cannot be sure that they are referring to a
fifth century aetiology. That Hesychios provided two reasons for why Bendis was given the
epithet diloyyog (61t dVO TIAG EKANpdcato, ovpaviav T€ Kol ¥Ooviav and 6t dVo Adyyag PEpEL,
KUVNYETIKT oDGa) suggests that he was uncertain himself. We are left wondering whether this

was a question that was raised in Kratinos’ play as well.

Timaios
Let us further consider the case of Timaios, whose floruit Bonelli places sometime

between the second and fifth centuries CE,*’° a wide range, but one that is nevertheless distant
from the worship of Bendis in Classical Athens. Timaios was writing for a predominantly
Roman audience, in a time when Plato’s Greek was no easier to read for most Greeks than it was

for the Romans.*’! It is true that, by his time, he would have had recourse to centuries’ worth of

470 Bonelli, 2007, 30.
471 <Oy v pévorg 1oig Popaiolg dva doaef dikd koi tdv EAM vV 10ig mieictoigov Toig mieiotolg”, as

Timaios states in the foreword to his work which he dedicates to his friend Gentianus (alongside the book itself
which he gifts to the very same).
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scholarship on Plato’s works, but it is impossible to contextualize his definitions without
knowing to whose earlier works he was referring. Moreover, it is important to note that Timaios
had never intended for his work to be read beyond the scope of its original recipient, his friend

Gentianus.

In his opening address to Gentianus, he proclaims to understand well (émotdpevog
axp®dq) his friend’s curiosity (cmovdn) and love (ptlokaria) for Plato’s works, and so he
endeavours to write a lexicon for him in the hopes that he will have a mwadio ovk duovcog. For
one who is presumably as well-versed in Plato as Gentianus, Timaios’ choice of words within his
preface are meant to bring to mind Plato’s own words. In his sixth letter, Plato urges his friends
to swear oaths that they will read his letter to them cmovdij te duo un apodvom kai T Thg
omovdtg adeAeT] Toududl (Ep. 6.323d). In a like manner, Timaios has fashioned his work with the
same omovdn and moudio in mind, stating that wodid te dpor U Apovo® Kol T TG ToudLdGg
a0eAQT] omovdt) ypnoduevos. Though not an outright copy of Plato’s words, Timaios’ invocation
of omovoM and wondia is the lexicographer’s hint that his work is not meant to be read by his
friend in a serious manner. If it is thus the case that the Lexikon Platonikon served as a playful
saturnalian gift to Gentianus, then we should avoid reading too much into Timaios’ uncited

definition of Bendis.*"?

Proklos gua Orpheus

Another author who refers to a syncretism between Artemis and Bendis is the fifth

century CE Neoplatonist Proklos. Concerned with the temporal setting of the Republic, Proklos,

472 Bonelli, 2007, 15, states that “le lexique est sans doute cultivé — mais il est une badinerie cultivée, il n’est pas un
ouvrage savant et sérieux.”
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in the first essay within his commentary of Plato’s Republic (1.18.12), suggests that the answer
may lie in his discerning the nature of the Bendideia. It is at this point that he asks the rhetorical
question “fj ok Topev MG Ta eV Bevdidia v Aptepy Ogpamedely katd 10V Opakdv vopov
€0€Ae1, kal T0 6vopa Todto Opakiov 1| Bévoig;” By citing the Thracian poet Orpheus, Proklos
then adds that aside from Bendis, Artemis was also known by the name ZeArvr, [TAovtdvn and
)47

Evepoovvn. The latter two feature within his direct quotation of Orpheus (Orph. Fr. 200

whose original work’s name is never mentioned.

Setting aside the question of Orpheus’ identity for the moment, let us consider Proklos’
original statement at face value. It presumes that it is general knowledge that Bendis is a
Thracian goddess, and attributes the name ‘Bendis’ to Artemis. On the other hand, if we analyze
Proklos’ comments on Orpheus, as well as the cited Orphic fragment, we find that the only
certainty is that Artemis was called by many names, one of which was ‘Bendis’. Other than
within his rhetorical question, Proklos never directly states that Bendis is a Thracian deity.
Instead, he remarks that Orpheus, who takes on the role of a Thracian theologian, thus calls
Artemis ‘Bendis’, among other names often attributed to the moon (ot kai T0d poaikodg

0g0AOYOL HETO TV TOAADV TG ZEANVNG OvoudTmv Kol v Bevdiv gig v 0edv dvaméuyavtog).

The Orphic fragment which he cites is equally absent of any ‘Thracianness’, merely
listing the names of three goddesses in succession (IThovtdvn t€ kol Evppocivn Bevdig te

kpataid). This is a common structure Orpheus uses within his theogony, wherein the names of

473 This is the numbering used by Otto Kern’s Orphicorum Fragmenta (Berlin: Apud Weidmannos, 1922).
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gods are repeated in succession as if to imply that they are all epithets of one another.*’* As for
the trustworthiness of Orpheus as a source, it is impossible to provide a concrete timeline for his
mythological works, especially since much of his background has also been grounded in Greek
mythology.*”> Even if we were to accept Orpheus as a source, the reference in question does not,
as Proklos believes, reveal that the Athenian cult of Bendis sought to attend to Artemis in
accordance to Thracian custom. It solely serves as a confirmation that the name ‘Bendis’ was
likely known within an early Greek mythological setting, and that the goddess was viewed by

Orpheus as the equivalent to Artemis.

Xenophon
Other than Plato’s Republic, only Xenophon’s Hellenika (Hell. 2.4.11) discusses Bendis’

cult in its assuredly Attic context. In describing the prelude to the Battle of Mounychia in
404/403 BCE, Xenophon states that the pro-democratic faction departed from Phyle and took up
a strategic position on the Mounychian hill, the highest point in the Peiraieus’ easternmost port.
Combatting this force from Phyle were the pro-oligarchic supporters of the Thirty, men from the
city (o1 6’ék 10D dotemg) as Xenophon calls them, who were said to have occupied the
Hippodamian agora. The Hippodameia served as the heart of the Peiraieus, strategically placed at

the crossroads between the port of Zea and the Mounychian hill.*’® Xenophon states that there

474 See Alberto Bernabé for a discussion on features shared among the Orphic gods: “The Gods In Later Orphism” in
The Gods of Ancient Greece: Identities and Transformations, eds. Jan Bremmer and Andrew Erskine (Edinburgh:
Edinburgh University Press, 2010).

475 Dwayne Meisner, Orphic Traditions and the Birth of the Gods (Oxford: Oxford University Press) 2018, 3, states
that there are three ways to view Orpheus: the poet who appeared in mythology, the cultic figure whose words

governed the Orphic cult, and the author of a literary genre akin to Hesiod and Homer.

476 Garland, Peiraieus, 2001, 141, calls it the “focus for life of the town as both [the] deme and urban centre.” It is
presumed to correspond to the intersection of the modern streets Vasilias Sophias and Tsamadou.
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existed a path which led from this agora to the Mounychian hill, and that along this road was also

found 10 iepov tiic Movviyiog Aptéudog and 10 Bevdideiov, the temple of Bendis.

While the temple of Artemis mentioned by Xenophon has been firmly established as
having once stood on promontory to the southwest of the Mounychian port, a site now occupied
by the Yacht Club of Greece,*’” the precise location of the temple of Bendis has not been
established, particularly due to modern occupation of the Kastella, the current name of the
Mounychian hill. This passage thus reveals that the cult of Bendis, presumably the same one
mentioned in the Republic, possessed a physical sanctuary in the easternmost port of the
Peiraieus in 404/403 BCE. Though we do not know precisely where it was located based on this
excerpt, we can discern that it was found along the same path which led to the temple of
Mounychian Artemis. Xenophon does not tell us whether local Athenians or Thracians were
worshipping the goddess, or whether there was a connection between Artemis and Bendis aside

from the geographic proximity of their temples.

Strabo
Strabo mentions Bendis on two occasions within the tenth book of his Geography. In the

first (10.3.16), he states how the Phrygian rites of the god Sabazios resemble those of Kotys and
Bendis among the Thracians (rmapd toig ®paél ta 1 Kotdttio kai ta Bevoideia). He then
emphasizes how both Thrace and its inhabitants were the first to worship the Orphic rites (ta
‘Opoika), and how the Phrygians, due to having originally been colonists from Thrace, made use

of Thracian cultic practices. It is unknown if Strabo is referring to the Attic cult of Bendis here.

477 Threpsiades’ excavations have unearthed two inscriptions (SEG 37:60; 211) and sculptures identifying a temple
of Artemis in the vicinity; ¢f. “Anaskaphikai Ereunai en Kastella tou Peiraios” in Praktika (1935): 159-95.
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We might assume that because he is alluding to the Thracians as a whole (napa toig @paéi) that
his likely setting is that of Thrace. It is also difficult to tell whether he is giving a
contemporaneous account of the similarities between the Bendideian, Kotytian and Sabazian
rites. He quotes Aischylos who defines the rites of Kotys, thus providing a fifth century timeline
for that goddess, but fails to do the same for Bendis or Sabazios. We cannot therefore presume

that it is the Bendideian rites of Athens to which he is alluding.

The second passage in which he refers to Bendis (10.2.18), or at least to her cult, equally
says nothing about the timeframe in question. Strabo states how Athenians of his time continue
to attend to foreign gods and their rites, for which “ékoumdnbncav.” Among these rites were ta
®pdxua, which Strabo then qualifies by citing Plato’s reference to the rites of Bendis (t®v pev
vap Bevoweiwv) in an unspecified work which we can assume is the Republic. What we can
extrapolate from this passage is that Athenians continued to participate in the Thracian rites,
among which were those of Bendis. These cultic practices would thereafter be the subject of
many jokes, though it is important to note that Strabo only provides Demosthenes as an example,
and even this quote was in reference to Phrygian rites as opposed to those of Bendis. And since
Plato’s Republic does not feature any apparent satiric allusions to Bendis or her cult, we do not

know to what mockery Strabo was referring.

Palaiphatos
The last source to be considered within this first section is an author by the name of

Palaiphatos, whose work concerning mythological rationalizations, the Ilepi Aniotewv, has not
received much treatment in recent years. Even the work’s allusion to Bendis has rarely featured

among discussions of the goddess within the Greek literary tradition. Nevertheless, in his attempt
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at rationalizing the myth of Phorkys and his daughters (1.31), Palaiphatos mentions that just as
the Kernaeans believed that Gorgon was Athena, a similar syncretism existed between Artemis
and Bendis for the Thracians (kalodot 6& Kepvaiot v Adnvav, domep v Aptepty Opdkec pev
Bévow). The work also equates Bendis and Artemis to the Kretan Diktyna, and the Spartan
Oupis (Kpfiteg 8¢ Alktovay, Aokedauovior 8¢ Ovmv), two goddesses whose association to
Bendis is solely found in the I/epi Aniorwv. Given the uncertainty surrounding the author’s
identity and the precise date in which the work was written, few scholars of Bendis have cited
Palaiphatos’ syncretism within their discourse. Yet, it can be argued that in comparison to some
of the above dictionary entries, many of whose authors wrote nearly a millennium after the
events of the Republic, and often failed to include citations, the Ilepi Aniorwv seems like the less

spurious work.

The Suda provides three biographical entries for a figure known as Palaiphatos, with the
current scholarly consensus being that all three refer to the same author.*’® That being the case,
Palaiphatos was said to have been born either in Asia Minor, or in Egypt, after which he moved
to Athens where he would become acquainted with Aristotle while writing his Ilepi Aniotwv. All
three Suda entries agree on this last point, with two of the three equally adding that the author
also lived during the reign of Alexander the Great and Artaxerxes III. We can thus infer a date of
approximately 340-330 BCE for the //epi Aniorwv, which places the work within the known
timeframe of the cult of Bendis in Athens. This need not suggest that Palaiphatos was referring
specifically to the Attic Bendis however. What the passage does tell us is that Thracians of the

mid-fourth century BCE equated their Goddess Bendis with the Greek Artemis. Whether cultists

478 Jacob Stern, Palaephatus: On Unbelievable Tales (Wauconda, IL: Bolchazy-Carducci, 1996), 2-3.
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of Bendis in Athens, or Athenians in general, also viewed the Thracian goddess as an alternative

to Artemis is not specified within the work.

2. In Search of Bendis: Epigraphic Sources

Inscriptions pertaining to Attic Bendis can be divided into three categories. The first
category consists of inscriptions which were found in Athens proper, discounting the Peiraieus
where Bendis’ temple was said to have been located. This is the smaller category based on the
number of inscriptions but is older chronologically. The second consists of inscriptions from the
Peiraieus, more commonly known as the ‘orgeones’ decrees. Due to the variation in findspot
within the greater port of the Peiraieus, the ‘orgeones’ decrees will be further subdivided into
three categories: those found on the Mounychian hill, those with an unspecified findspot in the
Peiraieus, and those found in the port of Zea. There also exist inscriptions concerning Bendis in
peripheric Attika, that is from Salamis and the mines of Laureion. These have not often been the
subject of much scrutiny among scholars of Bendis due to their peripheric findspot and the belief
that the associated cult differed from the one found in the Peiraieus. They ought to be considered

in all broader discussions concerning the role that Thracians played within Attika.

Inscriptions from Athens
IG 1* 383
The first two inscriptions to be discussed (/G I* 383 & IG I 369) highlight the financial

accounts of a selection of deities whose amalgamated funds would then make up a newly formed
treasury on the Akropolis.*”® Both are quite fragmentary but are imperative to any discussion of

Bendis in fifth century Attika. For reasons which will become apparent, we cannot read one

479 This is in reference to the so-called decrees of Kallias (/G I® 52).
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without the other, even though they were not inscribed in the same year. The first (/G I? 383)
decree has been dated to ¢.429 BCE based on the archonship of Epameinon and contains two
lines of note.

Tapiot] Tov GAA[ov Oeov €mi TG foA]-
&c g1 K[a]Aiotparto[g ...]
potoc [E]ypappatev|ev Emi 'Emopei]-
vovog dpyovtog Avty|...]
5 oG, Alkip[p]ov Ava@Ad[oTioc,. .. ]
tov Avay[vpda]otog, KJ...]
To¢, Xapt [...]
‘Elevciviog éypappdtevev]
Thde Tapéd[ocav mapadeychevol]

10 Tapd TOV T[POTéEPOV TOUIGV 01G ... ]
oTpat[0g EYPOUUATEVEV]
(...)

142 Adpa[oteiag]
kai Be[vdidoc]

treasurer[s] of the oth[er gods during the coun]-

cil in which Kallistrato[s]

first served as secretary, [in the archon]-

ship of Anti[...]
5 -0s, Alkiphron of Anaphlyst[os...]

of Anagyrous, K[...]

-tios, Charil...]

Eleusinio[s was serving as secretary]|

They handed over the following things [having received them]
10 from the pre[vious treasurers for whom...]

-stratos was [serving as secretary]

(...)

of Adres[teia]

and of Be[ndis]

Lines 142/3, which were first restored by Johnson in 1931,%° reveal that Bendis had a

public cult in Attika, as well as a shared treasury with the Phrygian goddess Adrasteia by 429

480 Cf. Jotham Johnson, “A Revision of I. G. 12, 310,” American Journal of Archaeology, 35 n.1 (1931).
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3,81 as well as the terminus

BCE. Most scholars now accept Bendis’ inclusion within /G I® 38
ante quem of 429 BCE for the public cult of Bendis which the decree infers. It should be noted,

however, that this interpretation of a public cult of Bendis in ¢.429 BCE rests upon Johnson’s

restoration of the goddess’ name based on two extant letters (BE) on line 143 of the decree.

An externally-based political argument for Bendis’ inclusion within the state cult is
reliant upon the successful restoration of the goddess’ name in /G I® 383, particularly since the
budding relationship between the Thracian prince Sitalkes and Athens is thought to have
occurred around the same time as the inscription’s proposed date. In order to justify Johnson’s
earlier work, Nilsson proposed that since there are no other deities whose name begins with these
two letters, it stands to reason that Bendis is in fact the god in question.*®? Parallels found in
IG TP 369 have also been cited to support Johnson’s restorations of Bg[vdidoc] and Adpa[oteioc]
in /G I® 383,*3 although it should be noted, that even this inscription is highly fragmentary, with
Meritt having restored both [Adpac]teiag and [Bevd]idog (11. 67-8). It is possible that the lacunae
which precede “-i50¢” in /G I® 369 correspond to “®ep-", and that god mentioned therein was

not Bendis, but Themis.

41 Cf. Nilsson (1942; 1960), Simms (1988), Parker (1996), Planeaux (2000), Garland (2001), Pache (2001), Ismard
(2010), Janouchova (2013), Wijma (2014).

482 See Nilsson, 1960, who, in a revision of his earlier work, states “Sehr wichtig ist, dass nach sicherer Erganzung
BE[NAIAOZX] in den Rechnungen der Schatzmeister der anderen Gotter des .J. 429/8 erscheint; ein anderer
Gottername, der mit BE- anfangt, steht nicht zur Verfugung. Die Bedeutung dieses Zeugnisses liegt darin, dass es
zeigt, dass Bendis schon so frull unter die Staatsgotter Athens ausgenommen worden war.” Most scholars take the
restoration of Be[ndis] for granted.

483 Ferguson, 1949, and Simms, 1988, have equally brough up the importance of /G I3 369.
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Wijma has also suggested that Adrastos may have been alluded to rather than Adrasteia
in /G I® 383.%% Restorations of “Themis” and “Adrastos”, contrary to those of “Adrasteia” and
“Bendis”, are not possible in both decrees however. Moreover, it is interesting to note that
Adrasteia was viewed as the Phrygian variant of deities to whom Bendis too was often
compared, Artemis in particular. Harpokration, in quoting the second century BCE grammarian
Demetrios of Skepsis, says that Artemis was also commonly viewed as an alternative for
Adrasteia (Harpocr. 6.9), with a second c. BCE dedication from Illyrian Apollonia (/. 4pollonia
10) revealing that a singular deity known as Artemis Adrasteia was worshipped in the vicinity.
Even Pausanias makes note of a statue of Adrasteia in a temple dedicated to Apollo, Artemis and
Leto in Kirra, the port of Delphi (10.37.8). Based on parallels then, we can proceed with

Johnson’s restoration of Adrasteia and Bendis in /G I? 383 and /G I° 369.

Both /G I* 383 and /G I® 369 should be thus viewed in tandem when deciding what they
provide to a discussion of Attic Bendis. The first decree firmly places the public cult of Bendis
within Athens in 429 BCE. Assuming that a public treasury of the cult necessitates a physical
temple as well, we can imagine that Bendis had a shrine in an undisclosed location at this time as
well. Because the decree in question reveals that Adrasteia and Bendis shared a treasury, it is
impossible to know the degree of independence that her cult possessed in 429 BCE. Both Simms
and Planeaux have suggested that there must have been a public shrine of Bendis, as well as
incorporated members, sacrifices, and meetings, prior to 429 to account for her presence among

the “other gods” within /G I* 383.*%> On the other hand, she is notably absent from the lists of

484 Wijma, 2014, 135 n. 51.

485 See Simms, 1988, 61, and Planeaux, 2000, 169.
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the “other gods™’ financial accounts between 434 and 430 BCE, which suggests that she was not

a public divinity in that timeframe. Moreover, as mentioned above, earlier literary evidence of
Bendis in Athens says nothing about whether she possessed a private or a public cult prior to

429, only that she was likely known in the region at this time.

IG I 369
When looking at /G I 369, we can gain some insight in how the cult of Bendis evolved

from its first public appearance in 429. IG I? 369, which, like /G I* 383, was found on the
Akropolis, likewise records the city’s debts to a selection of sacred treasuries, albeit from 426 to
424 BCE.

[tade Ehoyicav]to kot Aoyiotali v Toig Tét|tapoty Etecty €k [Tavabevaiov &g
[[TovaBévara o@er]-
[opeva Tade Ao tapion mwapédos[av AvdpokAEg DAvELS Kol Y GVVAPYOVTES
heA\[evotopiong ....]
[...Jet kai yovvapyooi[v otpat]eyois Ammokparel Xorapyel kot xov[vapyoowv €Ml TEG]
[Kekpomido]g mputaveiog devté[pag mpu]tavevdoe, TéTtapes Epépat ecav €oed[ehvbviat,
Emi t€]-

5 [c BOoAES hEl] Meyaxieideg mpoto[¢ Eypap]udreve, ént EvBvvo dpyovrog, (...)
(...)

67 Adpaoc]teiag (...)
[Bevo]idog (...)

These are the [debts] reckoned by the accountants in the four years from Panathenaia to
Panathenaia.
These sums the treasurers handed over, Androkles of Phyla and his colleagues to the
Greek treasurers,
...of... and his colleagues, for the generals Hippokrates of Cholargos and his colleagues
in the
prytany of [Kekropis], the second prytany, four days from its entry, under the

5 Council for which Megakleides was first secretary, in the archonship of Euthynos (...)
(...)

67 of Adrast]eia
of Bend]is (...)*¢

486 T provide a portion of the translation supplied by Lambert and Rhodes.
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By 424 BCE, the cult of Bendis was finally able to gain autonomy from the cult of
Adrasteia, at least as it pertains to its treasury. The cults of both deities are still mentioned one
after the other (/G I’ 369; 1. 67-68), and they curiously loan the same small amount (86 dr.) to the
city, but we can safely assume that they were independent of one of another by this point. Much
like /G I® 383, IG I® 369 reveals nothing about the locale of worship of Bendis’ cult, nor does it
shed any light on the nature of the goddess’ adherents. All that we can say for certain is that from

429 BCE to 424 BCE, Bendis continued to be included among the state gods.

Bendis possessed a tapiog, as explicitly stated in /G I? 383 (1. 1), and would have also
presumably had native Athenian cult officials (including a priestess) and Athenian citizen
worshippers as well. An inclusion within the “Other Gods” also meant that the cult of Bendis, or
at least her treasury, would have been under the jurisdiction of the state, a sign of a cult having
lost its private status.*®” This supposed transition may have occurred sometime between her
initial appearance in Athens and ¢.429 BCE, though it is impossible to say for certain whether a

private cult of Bendis ever existed in Attika prior to her integration as a public deity.

1G 117 1496
The next inscription (/G 11> 1496) that I will discuss was found in Athens and concerns

the skin-sale records of certain cult festivals, among which was that of Bendis. Dated to 334
BCE, IG 117 1496 highlights the relative popularity and wealth that the cult of Bendis possessed

at this time, revealing that the Bendideia of that year saw a sacrificial count worth 457 drachmai,

487 See Tullia Linders, The Treasuries of the Other Gods in Athens and Their Functions (Meisenheim am Glan:
Hain, 1975), for a discussion on the “Other Gods” and S.B. Aleshire, “Towards a Definition of ‘State Cult’ for
Ancient Athens,” In Ancient Greek Cult Practice from the Epigraphical Evidence, ed. R. Hagg (Stockholm: Svenska
Institutet i Athen, 1994), for a definition of a state cult.
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more than any other festival except the City Dionysia, the Olympeia, and the yearly sacrifice to

Zeus Soter.*®®

The fact that the festival of Bendis was not merely present in Athens but thriving
economically nearly a hundred years after Sokrates first laid eyes on it in the Peiraieus suggests
that there was a continued interest in Bendis among those who dwelled in Athens. We cannot say
for certain whether these adherents, or onlookers, were Athenians or Thracians, but if this was
the same Bendideia that was featured in the Republic, then perhaps this was an equally mixed
affair. The only cult officials of Bendis present within /G II* 1496 are the hieropoioi (1. 86), but
they are not given names from which we might discern an ethnic background. Because all of the
featured festivals in /G 11> 1496 were those of public cults, we can at least presume that this

festival belonged to the same public cult of Bendis that was present in /G I* 383 and /G I® 383.

Agora 19, 116
The last inscription (4gora 19, L16) from Athens to be discussed is rarely mentioned by

scholars of Bendis, and whenever it is, it is usually in passing,** or considered among the more
fragmentary “orgeones” decrees.*”° Agora 19, L16 is a fragmentary second-first century BCE
inscription from the Athenian Agora which was first found in 1936, and edited by Meritt in

1960.%!

488 See Wijma, 2014, 142 n.84, and Nicholas Sekunda, “The Mounted Torch-Race at the Athenian Bendideia,” In
The Religious Aspects of War in the Ancient Near East, Greece, and Rome, ed. Krzysztof Ulanowski (Leiden: Brill,
2016), 224.

489 Arnaoutoglou, 2015, 39, briefly alludes to it as a fragmentary decree.

490 Both Ismard, 2010, 166, n. 109, and Wijma, 2014, 150, list it as the last of the “orgeones” decrees, likely in
following in Lalonde’s steps (1991).

“1LEd. B. D. Meritt, Hesperia 29,1960, p. 21, no. 27, photograph pl. 6; SEG 19:125; A. G. Woodhead Agora XVI
(1997); Lalonde Agora XIX (1991).
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1 [...Jwov]...]
[...&l]g ToVvg Beovg vacat
vacat
[...]1 Tel Bevoidt kai Td1 AnAdmte[t ... ]
[...] Opdkeg émeldn) 1 PovAn k[ai 6 Of]-
5 [LogG ... éuic|0mwoav Abnvaiog |...]

[...]Jt01c [...]

1 [...]Jion[...]
[...] towards the gods
Vacat

[...] to Bendis and to Delopte][s]
[...] the Thracians, since the council a[nd the de]-
5 [mos...lea]sing to/from the Athenians [...]

[...]-tois[...]

Both Bendis and the Thracian war hero Deloptes are mentioned (1.3), as are unspecified
Thracians (1.4), the fovAn, and the demos (ABnvaiotg, 1.5), but the context in which they all
appear is difficult to discern. Meritt, who restored €uic]0mcav on line 5, has suggested that the
cults of the two deities are leasing something to the state, while Lalonde has taken the opposite
stance, namely that it is the Athenians who are leasing to the orgeones of Bendis and Deloptes.
Both options are possible, but the inscription is far too fragmentary to choose one over the other.
Similarly, because there is no direct mention to the orgeones, and that the inscription was found
in the agora rather than in the Peiraieus, there is no reason to assume that this pertained to the
orgeones of Bendis. Although it is interesting to note that the @pdkeg are mentioned alongside
Bendis, we can say nothing about their role within the cult, nor can we say whether this is the
very same public Bendis whose Bendideia was mentioned in /G 11> 1496. We are therefore left
with a fragmentary inscription which is only suggestive of a sustained presence of Bendis in

Hellenistic Athens, albeit accompanied by the Thracian hero Deloptes.
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Inscriptions from the Peiraieus
Mounychian Hill (IG 1> 136)
The first decree from the Mounychian hill (/G I* 136) sheds some light on the temporal

problem of Bendis’ physical cult in the Peiraieus, though even its tentative date comes after the
known inclusion of Bendis within the state cult. Nevertheless, the decree itself, which has
recently been dated to c.413 BCE, alludes to a series of additions to an already present cult of
Bendis, and is therefore suggestive of an already extant physical sanctuary in the area. Prior to
delving into its contents, a few preliminary matters ought to be discussed: the attributed date, and
the location whereupon it was found.

frg. a,c [[T]acipov @pedp[prog Eypappdteve]
g0oyoev T€L POAEL Kol [TOl dépot. . .Emputaveve, [Tactpov éypa]updreve, |...]
KAEC €neotire, KAe[Okpirog €pye, ... elne’ ... ]oacOon Somop-
OOV A0 TEC TOAE[OG ...0]TPATOC. LETA OE
5 tadta, edyoac[Bat ...T€5 PUAES EkdoTe-
¢ [0]0oev, éav [...]tar TOV moAepiov Ka-
[...]Jov[.Ip[... xa]i T8ALG & TwOpOVET
[... T€1 Bevd]idt kai 10 dyaipo e-
[...Jov kai t&v oTéle-
10 [v ... ém]ueiebécovion
[...]o001 TOV O€1oV
...] Tpd¢ 6¢& tovTo T-
...Jutél Bevoidn [..]
...] aigl éxatep|..]
...] Oparttalf...]
...]oBat 9[...]
...]ogot [...]
... Jepal...]
o Juévvéa [ ]
...Jog xoi émafpye...]

[

[

[
15 [
[
[
[
[
[
[... T]&y yevopé[vev...]
[
[
[
[
[
[
[
[
[

frg. b.

20

.. T€]c €mapyes &¢ [ ... ]
...Jav 600 &’ &v mp[ab<Et ... ]
.. Kai ol Tapledpor 10¢ O¢ af ... ]
.. 0 K] AoTa. Bvev 8¢ g... ]
.. € Po]Ag kal GAlog dotig av [...]
.. T]&v movvoyida mosv og [KaAAoTa ... ]
...]¢ pevog tEl évdekaret [... ]
...] €lte xpe yovaika hepeog [ ...]
... ABevaliov ambvtov mepecavoy |...]

25

30
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35

40

10

15

20

25

30

..] 6¢ thyioTor 6TL S’ v AvEAE[t ... ]

..] Aappavev 16V depocion Buo[pévoy ... ]

.. am]o déka Mepeiov: ta 6& GAAa dépuat(a ... ]

.. T0 AoJmodv KAepoV mept TOVTOV TOG Aepo[moldg ... |

.. £]Jxaotote 11 Bevdidt anod meviéko[vra ... ]

.. IpJutaveiog ol 8¢ kKoAaKkpETal S106V[ToV TO ApyvpLoV ... ]

[...]o Tév Porév avtokpdTopa gvat [...10 88 poét]-

[opa TOdE dva]ypdooag O Ypappateds O T[€G POAES €v otédel MbBivel Katabéto €v T01]

[Bevdidéor o]i 6¢ moAetal amopcfoc[dviov: ol 6& KoAakpETol dOVTOV TO Apydplov].
vacat

[... ein]e To [uév aAha kabdmep ...]

L B e B s B e W e B e |

[Pasiphon] of Phrearri [was serving as secretary]

It was resolved by the council and the [demos...in the prytany of...Pasiphon was
secr|etary]...]

-kles was presiding, Kle[okritos was archon,...proposed] to perform a process-
ion from the city[... -s]tratos. And after

these, to pray[... from each tribe to

sacrifice, if [...] the enemy

[...]and the other things which[...] advises

[for/to Bend]is and the statue

[...] and the stele

..] the demos

..] and in addition to this

..Jto Bendis [...]

..] always, each [...]

..] a Thracian woman [...]

o]
..Jgods [...]
o]
..] nine [...]

..]Jand an eparche (cult tax) [...]

..] having happened [...]

..] of the eparche [...]

..] and for whatever it is sold [...]

..and his assi]stants. And [...]

..] as well as possible. And to sacrifice [...]

.. the coun]cil and anyone else who should [...]

..] and to perform a night festival (pannychis) as [best as possible]
..] on the eleventh day [...]

..] whether it is necessary that a female priest/ wife of the priest [...]
..]let all the Athenians send [...]

..] as quickly as possible. And whatsoever he answers [...]

..] to receive from the things sacrificed at public expense [...]

..] from ten sacrificial victims. And the other hides [...]

..] and in the future the religious official (hireopoioi) [...]

| T s B e B s T s I s B s B s B s B s B s I s Y s B s B s B s B s B s B s s B s W s B s B ey |
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35 [...] each time for Bendis at a cost of fifty [...]
[...] of the prytany. And the kolakretai will provide the [money...]
[...] the council shall be authorized [...]
[...] having inscribed [this decree] the secretary [of the council shall set it up on a stone
stele in the
[Bendideion] the poletai will put the work out to contract [and the kolakretai will provide
the money]

40 vacat

[...]said [...]

It had been a long-standing hypothesis among scholars that /G I° 136 was most likely to
have been inscribed in c. 430 BCE, partly because it was presumed that the inscription was
referring to the formation of the public cult, and partly because it suited the prevalent narrative of
a political bond between Thrace and Athens at this time. The former explanation was first
proposed by Pappadakis,**? and the latter had been the prevailing justification for a c. 430 date
among the early works of Nilsson and Ferguson.*”* Both explanations have since been
discredited due to the fact that the inscription in question, although fragmentary, does not
mention the formation of the public cult of Bendis, but rather details the creation of additional
cult practices to an already present deity, as will be seen. Moreover, that an archon’s name, in
this case K\e[dkprtoc], whose archonship was in 413, is not usually mentioned in the prescripts
of decrees prior to 421, and that it has been suggested that the same stone mason carved another

decree in c. 410 suggests that a tentative date of c. 413 BCE is preferable to c. 430 BCE.**

92 Arch. Eph. (1937): 808-823. This is also the editio princeps of IG I’ 136.
493 Nilsson, 1942; Ferguson, 1949.
494 Tracy, Athenian Lettering of the Fifth Century BC, 2016. See also Simms, 1988, 63-65; and Planeaux, 2000, 170,

who nevertheless maintains an earlier date.
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As for the location of the decree, all three fragments were found on the southwest slope
of the Mounychian hill, modern Kastella, which served as the easternmost port of the Athenians.
The proposed location of Bendis’ temple, if it can indeed be placed where /G I* 136 was

found,*»

would have overlooked the temple of Mounychian Artemis on the promontory to the
southwest of the port, as well as the plethora of naval and merchant ships making their way to

the Peiraieus’ smallest harbor.

Fragments a and ¢ of /G I 136, which were first discovered by Pappadakis (4rch.Eph.
1937) and later conjoined by Ferguson, contain the left and the right side of the decree’s opening
lines respectively. Not much can be made of the context, but some of the add-ons to the cult of
Bendis are discernable. The first is a procession/conveying from the city of some sort
(Sramopmatov and TG moAe[oc) on lines 3-4, which may be the procession witnessed by Sokrates
in the Republic. Line 4 may mention some form of military involvement (c]tpatog), which is
reiterated in line 6 through the presence of some form of enemy (tov moAepiov). More likely
however, is that someone whose name ends in -otpatog is being referred to here. A sense of a
public participation in cultic matters can be discerned since members from each tribe were
sacrificing (165 @UAES éxdioteg [0]0oev; 11.5-6), however the inscription is too fragmentary to tell
whether Bendis is the recipient at this early stage of the decree. The goddess is sporadically
mentioned throughout all fragments (11. 8, 13, 35) in the dative case, beginning in line 8 where
she is accompanied by an dyoipo, and so we might assume that she is the unmentioned recipient
of the aforementioned sacrifices as well. It is difficult to gain a sense of the cult administration

due to the fragmentary nature of fragments @ and c, but there is evidence to suggest that both the

495 The precise location of the temple of Bendis has not been established due to modern occupation of the Kastella.
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state as a whole (tov d€pov; 1.11) and some local Thracians (®paitta; 1.15) held some duties
within the management of the cult itself. We do not know who this Thracian woman (or
women?) may have been, or how she figured within the cult dynamic, but we can at least remark
that this the first inference to a bi-faceted cult of Bendis outside of the literary tradition.

Fragment b, which is the only one of the three which is extant,**

corresponds to the
second half of the text,*” and discusses more of the operational matters of the cult. Nevertheless,
it is still quite fragmentary, and its full context is unknown. The fragment picks up on line 20,
where a cult tax/first fruit offering (éma[pye) of some kind is mentioned. We cannot say on whom
this tax was levied, but that it is mentioned yet again two lines below (1. 22) suggests that it plays
a significant role in financing an unknown aspect of the cult. Sacrifices are mentioned yet again
on line 25, which are accompanied by a mavvvuyig (1.27) which is to be done 6¢ [kéAAcTa. It is

interesting to note that both of these are mentioned by Sokrates in the Republic as features of the

newly minted Bendideia.

The remaining lines of the decree appear to deal with the distribution of cultic
responsibilities. On line 30, we can reconstruct Afeva]iov andvtov mepydavtov which may be in
reference to the state sending for an oracular response, perhaps to ask whether it be correct to
have a female priest (gite yp€ yovaika hepeoc; 1.29). The korakpéton (1.36) are mentioned, as are
hiepo[mo101 (1.34), both of which were made up of Athenian citizens. We can thus confirm that

IG TP 136 concerns the public cult of Bendis, specifically matters pertaining to the Bendideia

4% Currently housed in the Archaeological Museum of the Peiraieus.

497 This has been the case since Pappadakis’ discovery, though his restorations do not remain.
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between 420 and 410 BCE. That the festival possessed a Thracian component as well cannot be
denied, but the decree is far too fragmentary to tell what the level of ethnic Thracian involvement

was.

Mounychian Hill (IG 11> 1361)
Dated to ¢.330-324/3 BCE by Tracy due to it having been inscribed by a stone mason

known in the period,**® /G 11> 1361 is the first of many so-called orgeones decrees attributed to
the late fourth century and the entire third century BCE. Originally found in the Peiraieus
(southwestern slope of Mounychia), the decree includes a group of adherents of Bendis known as
the orgeones,*® who held a significant role in the late-fourth century cult (oi¢ pérestiv 100
iepoD, 1.3) and whose presence in the fifth century is otherwise unattested.

...evaike ...E... ac omocot €v Ti[1 6GTIA]-
N[t ély[yeypa]upévor eiciv §j T0[DG T]ovTWV EKyOVOLG VVV' €0V O€ TIg BOMt
it it TV dpyedVOV 0ic PéTesTV TOD 1Epod dtedeic adTodg OvELY:
[€]av 8¢ 101dTNG TIc OOM TH Bedt d1dOvar Tt igpEat yaradnvod pev :1C
5 [K]oi T0 déppa Kol kKoARv dwave[K]T de&dv, Tod 68 teréov :II: kai déppa kai
[K]oAfv kotd TovTd, Bodg 08 [= 1 dr.] xai 10 déppar d1dovat 6 Ta iepedouva TH-
[v uElv OnA[e]idv Tt igpéat, T®V & ppévev T iepel” Tapafmpia O un
[60]ew [uIndéva v Tt iepd[1 1i] dpeire[t]v [= 50 dr.] dpaypds. v Ommg d° v 1) oikia kol
10 1gpoV émoke[v]dlnton, 10 év[oikiov Ti]g oi[kiog] kol TO VOwp doov dp TPabijL, &-
10 [ic v €]mokevnv toD iepod [Kai Thic] oikiag, ig dALo 0 undev dvarickety, &-
[@c] Gv [T0 iepd]v émiokev[ac]0f k[al 1] oikia] £0v pu TL GAAO yneicmvToLl ol OpyedVE[C]
...V €lg 10 1epov. vv vmoM[umd]vew 6& HOWp TAL Evorkod vl Bote xpTioO[at].
[€a]v O[€ T [e]im[n1] §j Emymeiont Tapd TOVOE TOV VOOV, dpethéto [= 50] dpayuag it
[6ed] 6 T[€ eimwv kai] 6 Emymeicag Koi U LETESTM aDTML TAV KOWDV. Avaypaeety o-
15 [€ avTOV d@eiho]vTa Tit Oe®dL TODTO TO GAPYVPLOV €IG TNV GTAANV TOVE EMUEANTA[G].
ayo[pav 8¢ K]ai [E]O[AL]oyov TOLETV TOVG EMPUEANTAG KoL TOVG 1€POTOLOVG £V TAI 1Ep-
[@1] Te[pi TV KOW]DV T dEVTEPAL IGTAUEVOL TOD UNVOG EKAGTOV. VV 3186vaL O
[toic i]epomotoic gig v Ovciav [= 2 dr.] Spoyudg EkacTov TAV OPYEGVMV 01 PETECTL
[T0]¥ [ie]pod TOoD Bapynidvoc Tpo Ti¢ EKTNG mi K0, 0¢ O’ av EmdNUAdYV AONvn-
20 [o1] kol Oywaivav un cvvBdAintal, dpeiiéto [=2 dr.] igpdg Tt Og[®d1]. v OTtmg & av »-
[c mA]gioTol DGy dpyedveg ToD igpo[D], éEcivan [td] PovAopévor eicev[£]ykovtt
[— d]poypig peteivar avT®di Tod iepod Kol €ig TV otNAnV &yypdpectat, t[ovg]
[6¢ yeypau]uévoug ig TV omAnv do[Kkud]Cetv Tovg dpyedvag kol map[o —]

498 See Tracy, Attic letter-cutters of 229 to 86 B.C., 1990, where it is listed as ALC 131.

49 They are first mentioned as such on line 3 (£&v 8¢ tig OOnurfjt Oeddi TV dpyedVOV).
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[... TO]D Oap[ynA]-
25 [Wvog ...]

[...] as many as are enrolled on the stele
or their descendants; and if any member of the orgeones who shares in the sanctuary
sacrifices to the goddess, they shall sacrifice free of charge;
should any private individual sacrifice to the goddess, they shall give to the priestess 1.5
obols for a young animal

5 and the skin and the right thigh portion, for a fully grown victim/animal 3 obols
and the skin and right thing in the same way, and for an ox 1 drachma and the skin; and
they shall give the priestly portions
from female victims to the priestess, and from male victims to the priest; and nobody
shall sacrifice in the sanctuary next to the altar lest he owe 50 drachmai. And so that the
house and
the sanctuary may be kept in repair, the rent for the house and the water, for whatever it is
sold for,

10 shall be used on the repair of the sanctuary and of the house, and for nothing else,
until the sanctuary and house have been repaired, unless the orgeones vote for something
else
for the sanctuary. And water shall be left for lessee so that they may make use of it.
Should someone propose or put to vote anything contrary to this law, let them owe 50
drachmai to
the goddess, both he who proposed it and he who put it to the vote, and let them be
excluded from common rights (of the orgeones). The managers

15 shall inscribe the one who owes this money to the goddess on the stele;
and the managers and religious officials (hieropoioi) shall hold an assembly and meeting
in the sanctuary concerning the shared affairs of the community on the second day of
each month. Each of the orgeones
who have a share shall give 2 drachmai to the religious officials for the sacrifice.
in Thargelion, before the 16™, and whoever is present in Athens

20 and is of good health but does not contribute, let them owe 2 drachmai to the goddess.
So that there may be as many orgeones of the sanctuary as possible, it shall be permitted
for any who wish to contribute
[...] drachmai and share in the sanctuary and to be inscribed on the stele; and the
orgeones shall approve of those who are being inscribed on the stele and [hand over]
in Thargelion

In their position in the decree (/G II? 1361), they appear to be distinguishable from non-
members in their capacity to worship the goddess since they are able to sacrifice to Bendis
without charge, though they were required to pay a fee of two drachmas in order to be considered

opyeaveg (1. 18-20). Other cult officials of note found within the inscription are the igpomotoi (1.
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16-18), who were present in the earlier decree of 420-410 BCE (/G IP 136), émpsintai (1. 16), as
well as a priest and priestess (1. 7). The inclusion of a priestess is to be expected given that
Bendis was a female deity, but the presence of a male priest may be indicative of an
accompanying male divinity within the cult. The Thracian war hero Deloptes, whose name we
have already seen in the second-first century BCE inscription from the Athenian Agora (Agora
19, L16) and who equally appears alongside Bendis in an early second century BCE decree of
the orgeones (IG 117 1324, 1. 16),°° may have thus been a partner to the goddess as early as ¢.330

BCE as well.

If we look solely at the inscription at hand (/G II? 1361), it would be difficult to discern
whether these orgeones were ethnically Thracian or Athenian, but the ending of the decree may
at least suggest a potential easing of restrictions regarding membership: émwg 6’ dv ®[¢ TA]gloTol
QG Opyedvec Tod iepo[D], dEetvar [Tén] PovAopévon sicev[é]ykavtt [—]payudg petsivor antdt
ToD 1gpod (1. 20-22). Moreover, that they were a hereditary group, as evidenced by the bestowal
of some unknown benefits to descendants (1 To[U¢ T]ovtwV Exydvoug, 1. 2-3), highlights the
importance of blood ties within the cult, a point which may be crucial when analyzing the
remaining orgeones decrees. If, for instance, known Athenian citizens, or figures of an apparent
Thracian background, were called orgeones in later documents, then it is likely that they owed

this status to an ancestor who was also previously an dpysmv.

It should be said that this decree, as well as most of the orgeones decrees which follow,

do not mention Bendis by name at any point. There is no epithet present, nor any indication that

5% He may even have been depicted in relief alongside Bendis in yet another decree of the orgeones from 329 BCE
(IG I 1256).
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Thracians of any sort participated in the cult mentioned within the inscription. We know that a
female deity is concerned because “tijt Oed1” 1s addressed at various points, but how can we say
that this is Bendis for certain? Because the deadline by which the orgeones were required to have
paid their two drachmai fee to the goddess was the sixth of Thargelion, three days before the
Bendideia is said to have taken place,>*! and because the findspot was the Mounychian hill, none
have questioned the positive identification of Bendis in /G 11> 1361. The close tie between many
of the “orgeones” inscriptions has also led most scholars to take for granted Bendis’ presence
within decrees in which she is never directly mentioned. Yet how can we ascertain a positive
identification of Bendis in /G II* 1361 by analogy if most other decrees possess similar
contextual problems? Following Wilhelm’s work,>°? most scholars are more concerned about
whether the orgeones within each decree were members of the Athenian or Thracian grouping.’®
Even those who oppose Wilhelm’s assortment of Bendis’ orgeones,”* do not cast doubt on the
present epigraphic dossier concerning the cult. Much like /G II? 1361, many of the remaining
five inscriptions from the Peiraieus do not directly mention Bendis by name, but unlike

IG 117 1361, some of these decrees will have far less reasons to be included within our epigraphic

dossier.

01 See Mikalson, The Sacred and Civil Calendar of the Athenian Year (Princeton University Press, 2015), 158-59.
302 Wilhelm, 1902.
303 See Ferguson, 1944; Simms, 1988; Arnaoutoglou, 2003, 2015; Ismard, 2010; Wijma, 2014.

304 Schwenk, 1985; Parker, 1996.
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Unmarked findspot in Peiraieus (IG 11*> 1256)

accompanying relief shows not only Bendis, who is wearing a Phrygian cap and animal pelt, >*°
but Deloptes as well, who was previously revealed to have had a close tie with the Thracian
goddess in both imagery and the epigraphic tradition. Dated to 329 BCE (archonship of
Kephisophon), the decree from an unspecified region of the Peiraieus (/G 11> 1256) features three
members of the orgeones (Philokrates, Euphyes, and Dexios), of which the latter two are being
honoured with golden crowns by the other cult members dikatoctvnc kai émpeieiog Evexa (1. 8-
9). Both Euphyes and Dexios were émpeintai (1. 2) of the cult, and we might imagine that

Philokrates was also a significant member of the orgeones since he proposed the motion to honor

The next decree (/G 11> 1256) is believed to be connected to the orgeones since its

the two.

10

10

Oeot.

D1\okpaTng einev: émeidn Eveing xo-

i AéEloc yevopevot émpeintal tod ie-

pod €nt Kneisop®dvtog pyovtog KoAdS
Kol @ULoTipmg ErepeAndncay kol a&io-

¢ Thg Be0d kal TV OpyedvVV, dedOyBat T-
0ig dpyedoty, otepavdcal Evpun kai Aé-
Elov dkaoovvng Kol Empereiog Eve-

KoL YpLo®dL 6TEPAVML EKdTEPOV Ao H: dpa-
YUDV Kol Avorypayort TOOE TO YNOIGHOL &V
otAel MBivel kal otijoot &v Td iep[d]-

1 Thi¢ Og0D.

Gods.

Philokrates proposed. Since Euphyes and

Dexios, having served as managers of the

Sanctuary in the archonship of Kephisophon, have
cared for it well and in a manner worthy of both

the goddess and the orgeones, the

orgeones shall decide to crown Euphyes and

Dexios each on account of their justice and care with
a crown of gold worth 8 drachmai,

and to inscribe this decree on

595 The Phrygian cap draws parallels to the above association with Adrasteia.
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a stone stele and to set it up in the secretary
of the goddess.

All three members are listed without their patronymic or demotic, and it has been
suggested that the honored two possessed servile names and were thus slaves, former slaves, or
freeborn metics of Thracian ethnicity.’°® The name ‘Euphyes’ is attested only once outside of
this inscription,>®” and its literal meaning of ‘well-formed’ might be suggestive of a servile
background. The name ‘Dexios’, on the other hand, is attested among both Athenian metics and
citizens,>® and is therefore not necessarily indicative of any particular status. Ferguson has
suggested that because the two were bestowed golden wreaths as opposed to olive, they must

have been citizen orgeones,’”

It should be noted that both the names of Bendis and Deloptes are notably absent from
the decree, though the inscription was said to have been set up v 1d1 iep[® |1 th)g Oeod (1l 11-12).
Moreover, when we compare the relief image of Bendis in /G II? 1256 with her depiction on a
late fifth century skyphos from Attika,’!? there are many similarities, as well as one noticeable
difference. On the skyphos, Bendis, who is positively identified by her name, is holding her

double spear, and is dressed in Thracian fashion, that is with fox skin over her head, deer skin

306 See Schwenk, 1985.

07 SEG 31.427 (fragmentary) from Oropos has the genitive Ebguodc.
308 An Athenian citizen (PAA4 303715) and metic (PAA 303700).

309 Ferguson, 1944, 99 n. 43.

310 See Beschi, 1990, fig. 2 and 3, and Pache, 2001, 6-7. The skyphos is currently in the Tubingen Museum.
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over her chiton, and leather boots.*'! In /G 11> 1256, ‘Bendis’ is also portrayed with her hunting
spear, leather boots and what appears to some form of animal skin over her chiton. She does not

however sport a fox skin over her head, but a Phrygian cap.

There exists a ¢.400-350 BCE votive relief from the Peiraieus, now in the British
Museum (1895,1028.1), which is said to feature Bendis wearing the same Phrygian cap as she
leads a team of nude athletes.>'? The runner leading the procession in front of the goddess is also
holding a torch, which has led scholars to view this relief as a monument honoring the torch-race
mentioned in the Republic. It is important to note however, that the torch-race that Sokrates saw
was on horseback, and that, unlike on the skyphos, there is no way to positively identify Bendis
by name on the relief in the British Museum. As such, we should not hastily associate the
goddess in /G II? 1256 with Bendis solely on account of features found on the associated relief,
especially when the comparand relief from the Peiraieus does not undoubtedly portray Bendis
either. That the goddess in /G 1I? 1256 is called 1) 06, and that she moreover has orgeones (11.
6-7) to attend to her cult is reminiscent to the contents of /G II* 1361. But as we have seen,

IG 117 1361 may not refer to Bendis either.

Unmarked findspot in Peiraieus (IG 11* 1255)
IG 117 1255, which similarly does not directly mention Bendis by name, is also commonly

cited to suggest that the bestowal of golden crowns is indicative of the presence of citizens as

opposed to local Thracians. /G 11 1255, which has been dated to 337 BCE and was found in an

311 Herodotos says this of the Thracian manner of dressing “&mi pgv tfjot kepaAfict dAmmerxdag ExovTeg
€otpotebovto, TEPL 8¢ TO odua KIOdvag, émt 8¢ (epag meptPePAnuévor moikilog, Tepi 8¢ TOVg TOdNG TE KOl TOG
Kvipog TEda vePpdv” (7.75).

312 See Garland, 2001, 118, fig.21.

325



unspecified region of Peiraieus, mentions three ie[pomotoi (1. 2-3), Antiphanes, Nausiphilos, and
Aristomenes, who are being bestowed golden crowns (1. 8) on account of their excellent care of
their cultic duties. Unlike /G II? 1256, the three honorands in /G 11> 1255 are assuredly Athenian
citizens since they are listed alongside their respective patronymic and their demotic. It should be
pointed out however, that /G I1? 1255 has been heavily restored, and that while we know that the
three honorands were citizens, we do not know for certain whether the inscription refers to
Bendis at all, nor is there enough information within the decree as a whole to suggest that her
cult’s orgeones are those being referred to. It is accordingly prudent to not consider this decree
when determining the ethnic status of Bendis’ followers in /G I1? 1256. Furthermore, the
presence of a gold crown in place of an olive or oak wreath (as would become the norm in later
decrees by the orgeones) need not be taken as an indication that this embodiment of the cult was
served by solely Athenians. The near contemporaneous decree discussed above (/G 117 1496) has
already shown that the Bendideia of 334 BCE was lavish enough to have been among the
foremost of public festivals in Athens. The presence of a gold crown in a decree (/G 11> 1256)
dated to just five years after /G 11> 1496 is thus not necessarily suggestive of a purely Athenian

cult, but rather of a relatively wealthy cult.

Port of Zea (IG 11> 1284)
The final three inscriptions of Bendis’ orgeones differ from all of those which have been

previously listed in that they were not found on the Mounychian hill, nor do they come from an
unidentified locale in the Peiraieus such as /G 11> 1255-1256, but rather near the western part of
the port of Zea (the modern Tzaneio Hospital). We begin chronologically with the first

inscription of note (/G 11? 1284), which has been dated to c. 241 BCE due, in part, to it having
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been inscribed by a stonemason known in the timeframe,>!® and, in part, to the reference to the

archonship of Lykeas (241 BCE).

[... Opy]ewv-
[...]xol -
[...]0mmg g
[...x]ai év Toig
5 [GAAo1g eDypNOTOV DTOV TOPAG [KEVAL MV

[kai dmodekvipevog fi]v Exet ebvota-

[v TpoOg dmavTag Tovg opyledvag. dtme v
[...eld®dow dravteg ol BlovAduevol PLAoTL-
[neloBan gig Tovc] OpyeldVaG OTL KOUODVT-

10 [on yaprrog ka]ta&iog GV dv edepyeTiomo-
[v dyaBel T]oyet ded0yBan Toig dpyedoty
[émawvé]oot "Orlvpumov Olvpmiodmdpov Kol
[otep]avdoot SpLOg oTEPAVOL PILOTILL-
[{oc] &vekev koi edvoiag g Exwv State-

15 A€l Tepl € TO igpOV Kol TOVG dpyedvag [a]-
vaypayot 8¢ T00€ TO YNEIGHA TOV Ypo pp]-
atéa £v otniel Mbivel kol otiicot &v [Td1]
iep®dt, TOV O¢ Topiav pepicat dpay[pHog .. ]

vacat
émi Avké€ov apyovtog unvog X[Kipoeo]-

20 PLOVOG OYdOEL IGTAUEVOD® dyo[pdit Kvpi]-
ar Tooiog ITnmokpdrov einey. &n[dn EV]-
KAEIONG YpoppaTeLG aipebels [mheim]
£t V1O TOV OpYEOVOV SB[ IKNKEV T TTP |-
0GTATTOUEY’ AOTAL V[TTO T]®V VvOuwv 0pb-

25 A¢ kol dwkaing av[Eyk]AnTtov adTov Tapé-
YoV Kol [mepi] @V oikovounkev Aoyov kai
[e000]v[a]c d¢dmKev, dyabel TOYEL dedOY-
[Oou T]oig Opyedoty Emarvésor Evkeionv
[A]vTydyov Kol oTe@av®oL SpLOG OTE-

30 AVl PIAOTIHIOG EVEKEY KO S1KOLOCV-
NG TG €1 TOLG dpyedVOS. Avarypayol
0€ TOOE TO YNOIGLLOL TOV YPOUUUATEN €-

v otAel MBivel kol otiioat &v Tdt ifep]-
®1, TOV 0 Tapiay pepicot dporypog

[...orgleones]...]
[...]and [...]
[...]sothat][...]
[...] and in the

513 Osborne, ZPE 171, 2009; Tracy ALC 129, 1990. John Kloppenborg and Richard Ascough, Greco-Roman
Associations, no. 23, 2011, suggest an earlier time for the fragmentary first decree.
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5 [other matters making himself useful, prep]aring
[and displaying] the goodwill which he has
[towards all the orge]ones so that
[all who wish to] be well disposed
[towards] the orgeones [may know] that they will
10 receive thanks] worthy of whatever benefactions they may do;
[with good] fortune the orgeones shall decide
[to pra]ise Olympos son of Olympiodoros and
[to crJown him with a crown of oak leaves on account of
[his love]of honour and goodwill which he continues to have
15 concerning both the sanctuary and the orgeones;
and the secretary shall inscribe this decree
on a stone stele and set it up in the
sanctuary, and the treasurer shall allocate [...] drachmai (for the cost)
vacat
In the archonship of Lykeas, in the month of Skiriphorion,
20 on the eight day, at the principal assembly;
Sosias the son of Hippokrates proposed; since
Eukleides, having been chosen as secretary for
Several more years by the orgeones has adm[inistered
the tasks assigned to him by the laws correctly
25 and justly, presenting himself as faultless and,
concerning what he has managed, has
given an account and has rendered audits, with good fortune the
orgeones shall decide to praise Eukleides
son of Antimachos and to crown him with a crown
30 of oak leaves on account of his love of honour and goodwill
towards the orgeones; and the secretary
shall inscribe this decree
on a stone stele and set it up
in the sanctuary, and the treasurer shall allocate drachmai (for the cost)

The inscription in question consists of two decrees of seemingly varying dates. The first
one is fragmentary, but nevertheless describes yet another dedication from the orgeones of
Bendis to one of their own members, a certain Olympos son of Olympiodoros.®'* Like those

mentioned in the inscription above, on account of his good will towards the cult and its members,

3141t has been suggested (see Wijma, 2014, 151) that it is the ancestor of this Olympos who is the one mentioned in
the fragmentary preamble of /G 11 1255 (O vpmodw[poc...] einev, 1. 1). The hereditary nature of the cult may
confirm this hypothesis, but we should still be wary of /G I1? 1255 fragmentary nature.
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this Olympos was awarded a crown, however not of gold, but of oak (1. 13); and although he was
mentioned alongside his patronymic, the presence of a crown that is not made of gold has led

1,515

Ferguson to identify this individua as well as the supposed temple of Bendis which he

frequented, as Thracian.

It is notable that the figures in the second decree in /G 1I* 1284 (B) are also presented
alongside their patronymics, but are also without demotic, perhaps suggestive of freeborn
Thracian standing. At any rate, the second decree was proposed by a certain Sosias son of
Hippokrates, who recommended that Eukleides son of Antimachos be bestowed a branch of oak
by the orgeones on account of his excellent job as a ypappatedg of the cult (1. 22). Interestingly,
this is the first time a ypappatevg of the cult of Bendis is listed, though one might imagine that
Eukleides was not the first to hold the position. The position of tapiag is also once again
mentioned within the context of the cult of Bendis, listed twice towards the ending of each
decree within the combined inscription (1. 18 & 34). The orgeones are thus very generous
towards fellow members who do right by them and take their own rules (O[70 T]®V vouwv, 1. 24)

very seriously.

Port of Zea (IG 11> 1283)
Based solely on the previous pair of decrees, it is difficult to tell whether the adherents

mentioned are in fact Thracian or Athenian, though the former may be more likely, not because
of any onomastic feature or due to the gift of an oak crown as opposed to a gold one, but on
account of the reference to Sosias, whose appearance in another decree of the orgeones

(IG 117 1283) suggests a Thracian identity.

315 Attic Orgeones, 1944, 99, n. 43.
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Beot.
émi [ToAvatpatov dpyovtog unvog ‘Exatopfoaidvog 0yoom-
tiotopévovu dyopdt kupiar Tmoiog Innokpdrov eimev: vv
gme1dn tod dMpov 10D Abnvainv dedwkdTog T01g Opaéi -
OVoLg TV GAL®V E0vAV TV EyKTnov Kod TV idpuoty Tod
iepod katd Vv pla]vteiay v €y Awd®vng Kol TV ToVany 1
gvrelv amo TG £oTiag Thic €Kk TOD TPVTOVEIOL Kol VOV ol
NYpnJuévot év 1t dotel kataokevdcacOot iepov olovta-
1 8€iv oikelomg drakei[o0]on Tpdc dAAAOVC” Bredg GV oDV Pa-
[tv]ovtot kai ol dpyedveg T T€ THS TOAE®G VOULML TEBap-
YOoUVTEG O KEAEVEL TOVC OPAKAG TEUTELY TNLL TOURTV i~
[c [T]e[1pond Kai TPOG TOLG &V T AoTEL OpyedVOS okl [d]-
tokeipevor v ayadel Toyet 6ed0yat toig dpyedoy v [tn]-
[v p&v] movan[v o]c v [€]Amvtot oi &v Té dotel cuvkabiothva]-
1 TN mopmv kol Tvde <o>Vv 8k Tod mputaveiov ic ITelpoud]
nopevecchal &v TdL avTdL 101G €k ToD [lepaiémg T[ovg o¢ €]-
v i [epatel Empeintag vmwodéyeocsbot TovTOV[g TOPE]-
yovtag &v te Tt Nuppaimt cp<6>yyovg kai Aekdvag k[ail Domp]
Kol 6TEQPAVOLG Kol &V T iepdt dprotov kabdmep [kai Eav]-
101G mapockevdlovoty: dtav 8¢ actv ai Bucion eB[xec0oi]
TOV igpéa kal TNV 1épetav TPog Taig evyais g ev[yovrot]
Ko TOig Opye®daot TOiG £V TdL AoTEL Katd TaVTA, O[Twg dv Tov]-
TAV YWOUEVOV Kol OPLOVOODVTOC TavTog Tob £0[voug al T]-
€ Busio yivovtot T1oig 6eoig Kai Td dAAa doa Tp[oorKet]
KOTA TE TO TATPLOL TAOV OpotkdV Kol ToLG THE TOA[ € VOOV ]-
¢ Kol &xel KaAdg kol evoefdg movTi T E0v[el TA TPOG TOV |-
¢ Og00c" elvon & aToic Kkai &0 Tepi EALo[v TVOC Bovhwvt]-
o1 TPOGIEVAL TPOG TOVG OPYEDdVAG TP[OG0J0V el TPAOTOIC]
HEeTA TA igpa Kal €4V Tve[g BodAmvTaL TOV &V TML doTel]
opyedvov Eneicié[vat €ig ToLg dpyedvag £EETvat o ToT]-
¢ elotévar K[ol Aapfavey Koi ur teAodVTog TV Qopa o1d]
Biov t0 péplog ...]

gods.
During the archonship of Polystratos, in the month of Hekatombaion, on the eighth
day. At the principal assembly. Sosias the son of Hippokrates proposed:
Since the demos of the Athenian have granted to the Thracians alone
among all ethnic groups the right of land ownership (enktesis) and the establishment
of a sanctuary in accordance with the oracle from Dodona, and (have granted them) to
conduct a procession from the hearth of the Pyrtaneion, and now those who
have been chosen in the city to build a sanctuary think
that it is necessary to be well disposed towards one another, so that
the orgeones may thus appear to be obeying the law of the city,
which commands the Thracians to send the procession
to the Peiraieus, and to be well disposed towards the orgeones in the city;
with good fortune, the orgeones shall decide that
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the procession, in whatever way those in the city chose, shall be organized jointly,
15 and that this procession shall thus proceed from the Prytaneion to the Peiraieus

at the same time as those (coming) from the Peiraieus;

and that the managers in the Peiraieus shall receive these people,

providing them in Nymphaion with sponges, basins, and [water, and]

wreaths and a meal in the sanctuary just as they provide
20 for themselves; and whenever sacrifices take place, that the

priest and priestess, in addition to the prayers which they pray, shall

also pray for the orgeones in the city in the same manner, so that

when these things have been done and the whole ethnos is of one mind,

the sacrifices may be performed for the gods and that the other matters, as is fitting,
25 in accordance with the ancestral customs of the Thracians and the laws of the city,

may be done well and with piety towards the gods for the whole ethnos;

and that they shall have, if they wish to approach

the orgeones concerning any other matter, the [right to first access]

after the rights, and if [some of the orgeones in the city should wish]
30 to enter the [association of orgeones (in the Peiraieus), it shall be permitted]

to them to enter and [receive...]

a share for life [...]

Dated to 240/239 BCE (archonship of Polystratos),>'¢ /G 11> 1283 shows Sosias the son
of Hippokrates yet again proposing a motion, although not one which commends any member
for excellent conduct as seen above. Instead, Sosias proposes that the members of the cult of
Bendis in the Peiraieus should receive the orgeones of the city (oi év T diotet, 1. 14) and take
part in a joint procession (l. 15) from the Prytaneion to the port. The orgeones of the Peiraieus

(specifically their émpeintai, 1. 17) are also meant to provide the other group with sponges and

water in the Nymphaion (1.18), crowns (1. 19), and a meal in the temple (1. 19).

Is it then the case that we finally have our first mention of a bipartite cult of Bendis
among epigraphic sources? The presence of two distinct groups of orgeones of Bendis, one
centered in the Peiraieus (perhaps near the port of Zea as opposed to the Mounychian hill), and

another in the city proper may suggest this. Then again, we have thus far never come across the

316 For this dating see Robin Osborne, “The Archons of Athens 300/299-228/7,” ZPE 171 (2009): 81-99.
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mention of a temple to Bendis within the confines of Athens, be it via epigraphic or literary
evidence and so it is rather curious that there is a sudden mention of one in /G II?> 1283. In fact,
the wording of the decree (vOv oi Mi[pn]uévor v Td1 dotel KatackevacacHar iepov, 1.8-9),
suggests that the orgeones of the city were not a long-standing entity, but rather something
novel, even from the perspective of the orgeones of the port. It is moreover uncertain whether
these adherents from the city were Athenian citizens or Thracian metics, though the desire that
they be of one mind (6povoodvtoc mavtog Tod £€0[vovg, 1. 23) may indicate a more Thracian
background. What is clear, however, is that there is enough evidence to suggest that the cult as
presented here was bipartite, not necessarily along ethnic lines, but rather based on locale of

worship.

Unlike the previously analyzed inscriptions, the importance of the Thracians among the
orgeones of the port, especially in relation to the state, is undoubtedly a key highlight of
IG 117 1283. For instance, in assuring the proper conduct of sacrifices to Bendis, the cult placed
significant emphasis on both the laws of the state as well as Thracian customs (kKotd t€ T TATPIOL
TOV Opatk®dV Kai ToLg THg TOA[ewg vOpov]g, 1. 25-6). Athenian laws, as is stated, were crucial,
since they first instructed the orgeones to make a procession to the Peiraieus (0g keAebel TOVG
Opdukag téumew U mounnv €if¢ IT]e[t]pond (1. 11-12); and the criticality of ‘Thracianness’ is
manifested in the group’s desire to do right by the Thracian worshippers of not only Bendis, but
of all gods (£xe1 kaA®¢ kol evoefdg movti T EOv[eL T TPOG TOV ]G Og0¥C, 1. 26-27). In addition,
the preamble states how the Thracians were also the only ones to whom the Athenian state had

granted the right of &yxtnoig kai ©dpvoic tod iepod (1. 3-6). At first glance, the seemingly novel
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honors granted to Bendis substantiates the presence of a public cult, perhaps even at the time of

this very decree.

All the same, the statement itself is also problematic since by the time of the inscription
(240 BCE), Athens had already bestowed the same right to other foreign groups as well.>!” One
solution to this issue is that the decree refers not to contemporary events, but rather to events
from the cult’s past. In other words, if the de-privatization of the cult of Bendis in the late fifth
century is that which is being referred to, then the Thracian orgeones of IG 11 1283 are well
within their right to make the claim that they were the only ones to have received such a benefit.
After all, the decree states that the Athenian state sought oracular approval for the cult of Bendis
from Dodona (kota v plofvreiav v €y Awdmvng, 1. 6) rather than Delphi, which would only
make sense if an earlier date, when Athens and Delphi were at odds with one another (ie. 431-
404 BCE),>'® was being referenced. If this is indeed the case, we can thereafter make a
connection between the cultists mentioned in this decree and those who have been mentioned

throughout all of the previous inscriptions as well.

Port of Zea (IG 11> 1324)
Before carrying on to the final inscription of note, it is important to stress that much like

many of the previous decrees of the orgeones of Bendis, regardless of findspot, neither
IG 117 1284 and 1283 make direct mention to the goddess by name. Yet no scholar has suggested

that this absence detracted from the positive identification of Bendis as the goddess in question

317 At least in a private setting. See /G I1? 337 (Kitian merchants).
518 Thukydides rather explicitly states that the Delphic Oracle supported the Spartan side (1.118; 6 (Apollo) 62
avelhev avtoig (Spartans), dg Aéyetal, Katd KpAtog moAepodot viknyv Eoecbat, Kai avtog Een EuAiyestot Kai

TAPUKOAOOUEVOG KOl 8KANTOG).
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within both inscriptions. The presence of orgeones and the importance of ‘Thracianess’
associated to both decrees have, it seems, made up for this crucial omission. It is also
problematic that none have questioned why it is that both decrees were found in the port of Zea,
as opposed to the Mounychian hill, where the goddess’ temple was confirmed by literary works
to have been located and where other inscriptions related to Bendis have been found. It might
have been possible to dismiss the discrepancy in findspot if it were not the case that three
inscriptions were found in the Tzaneio Hospital near the Zea port. What makes matters more
confusing is that, contrary to the first two decrees from Zea, the final inscription (/G 11 1324)
mentions both Bendis and Deloptes by name, as well as the cult’s orgeones. In fact, IG 11* 1324

is the only decree among the orgeones inscriptions which positively mentions Bendis by name.

The last inscription from the port (/G 11> 1324) is also the last one chronologically. Dated
to c. 190 BCE based solely on lettering,®'® /G 11? 1324 features the orgeones honoring Stephanos
for his having properly served as an émueAntc to both Bendis and Deloptes, as well as other
unmentioned deities (ki Tovg dAAovG Beovg, 1. 16).

1 [€medn Ztépavoc Empeintng]
[yevopevog Tov €v]iant[OV TOV €mi]
[... dpyJovtog [T TOD]
[iepo]D émoke[viig m]poo[tnke ka-

5 [0dme]p mpoohik[o]v N, Enepye [68]
[kai] TV mounnv a&img tiic 6o ]
[@]thoTiunBeig én Tdot TOVTOIG K[ O]
TPOCAVOADGOG €K TV 1diwV, Kol T[d]-
v Aoudv 8¢ OV kadfjkev &v Tén &v[1]-

10 aVTOL EmepeAn O KaA®S Kol evoyM-
HOVOS” dmog Gv 0OV Kai o1 dpyedVEC
eaivovtal yapttog a&iog arodidov-
TEG TOIG (el PIAOTILOVUEVOLG,
ayaBel TOyel 0eddyOan TOlC Opye-

15 Ao Enovécal TEQOVOV TG T€

519 Tracy, ALC 110-112. Ferguson, 1944, 98, had previously dated it to the late fourth and early third century.
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pOg v BEVowy kai oV AnAdmn-
V Kol Tovg GAAOVS Be0Vg evoePeiag
gvekev Kal TG TPOG TOVG OPYEdD-
VoG PLOTIHIOG OTEPAVADCAL 0-

OV BaAhoD oTe@dvmL, Tvo Kol Toig
AOmOig TV OpyEDOVOV GTacty &-
PaALoV €l TOig PovAopévolg mp-
0¢ T0VG Be0Vg evoEPETV Kol TPOG
TOVG Opyedvag riotiueictar, &i-
d0t0¢ 0Tt Kata&iog yapiTog Kopt-
oDVTOL TOPa TV OPYEDV®V* 58600-
Bot 0 aTdL Kai Avodnpott Tomov
gv i igp@t oL Av edoyMuov eivar
eoaivntat. avaypdyot 8¢ T0dE TO Y-
Qlopa €ig oTAnV MBivny oV ypa-
ppotéon Koi otiioot mopd o avadnua,
€1G 0& TNV TONGIV Kol TNV Avorypo-
oMV pepioat Tov Tapiay to yevope-
VOV GVAA®LLOL.

o1 dpyedveg

2TEQOVOV.

[Because Stephanos, having served]

[as manager (epimeletes) for the year in the]
[arch]ship of [...]

has taken charge of the repairs of the sanctuary
[just] as was proper, and has also sent

the procession in a manner worthy of the goddess
having shown zeal in all these affairs a[nd]

and having spent from his own funds/ressources, and
he also took care of the other tasks

that fell upon him in a proper and seemly manner;
so that the orgeones may thus

appear to grant worthy thanks

to those who always show zeal,

with good fortune. It has been resolved by the orge-
ones to praise Stephanos on account of

his piety towards Bendis and Deloptes

as well as the other gods,

and on account of his good-will

towards the orgeones, to crown

him with an olive branch, so that

it may be an incentive for all other

orgeones, or for those who desire,

to show piety towards the gods and

good will towards the orgeones,
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25 knowing that they will receive worthy thanks

from the orgeones. And he shall be granted

a place for a dedication

in the sanctuary wherever it seems suitable.

And the secretary shall inscribe this
30 decree on a stone

and set it up beside the dedication,

and for the making and inscribing

the treasurer shall allocate

the expense incurred.
35 The orgeones (honour)

Stephanos

Because he has cared for the upkeep of the temple ([tfig oD ][iepo]D émoke[vi], . 3-4), at
times at his own expense, the orgeones deemed his benefaction to be worthy of an olive branch
crown (oTe@avdcatl ovTov BaAlod otepdvmt, 1. 19-20) and an offering dedicated in whatever
place he so chose within the temple grounds (806680t 0& avT®dL Kai dvadNpaTL TOTOV &V TAN
iep®d1 00 av edoymuov eivar eatvnran, 11. 28-29). Mentioned in the decree are also a ypappaTeng

and a tapiog, who are to assure the placement of the inscription and the appropriation of funds

for the set up respectively.

It is interesting to note that aside from worshipping and attending to Bendis and Deloptes,
Stephanos cared for other unmentioned gods, presumably of the state, as well. That the orgeones
saw this act of piety towards gods who were otherwise unrelated to Bendis as equally integral in
their subsequent bestowal of honors to him is equally telling, especially if these were
descendants of the very same members who emphasized the importance of Thracian standing in
the face of other gods as well (/G 11> 1283, 11. 26-27). If it is the case that the cult of Bendis
mentioned in this inscription was still the very same that was public in the late fifth century, then
perhaps it would explain why the orgeones were propitious towards Stephanos for caring for

other state deities. In such a case, would one expect Stephanos, who is without demotic and
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patronymic, to be an Athenian citizen or a Thracian? In truth, /G 11> 1324 alone is no more

revealing in undoubtedly divulging an ethnic background than any of the previous inscriptions.

As was the case in the previous inscriptions from Zea, we might ask ourselves why this
decree was not found on the Mounychian hill. If the reason for which the orgeones were
honoring Stephanos centered around his upkeep of the sanctuary of Bendis, then the decree
ought to have been originally placed on the temple grounds. Can it be the case that all decrees
from the port of Zea were moved from their original setting, or might there have been another
temple of Bendis outside of Mounychia? As we have seen, our literary sources say nothing about
the presence of a second sanctuary dedicated to Bendis in the Peiraieus. Nothing within any of
the Zea decrees alludes to the presence of a cult of Bendis outside of the Mounychian hill either.
There is evidence of a cult of Bendis in the periphery of Attika, but these worshippers were
probably unaffiliated with those in Zea. Ultimately, we cannot say for certain why it is that some
decrees affiliated to the orgeones of Bendis were not found near the presumed locale of her

temple.

3. Concluding Remarks: Reorienting the Discussion on Our Sources

Remarks on Literary Bendis
All of the literary texts have been used by my modern sources to define both Bendis and

her cult within her context as a Thracian deity dwelling in Athens. As we have seen however,

they are not of equal value in a discussion of Attic Bendis and should more prudently be sorted
based on what they reveal about the goddess and her cult, if indeed they ought to be featured at
all. Plato’s Republic and Xenophon’s Hellenika are the only literary works which directly refer

to Bendis and her fifth century cult in the Peiraieus. Through the two works, we know that
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Bendis possessed a public cult, festival, and temple in late fifth century BCE Athens, specifically
in the Peiraieus. Thracians are said to be a crucial part of her worship within the Republic, but
neither Plato, nor Xenophon calls her a Thracian goddess directly. For that information, we rely

solely upon Hipponax (/EG frg. 127West) who was not writing with Bendis’ Attic cult in mind.

Any syncretism between Artemis and Bendis is dependant upon the author of the Orphic
fragment (Orph. Fr. 200), who was also not writing within an Athenian framework. The late-
Classical author Palaiphatos, who was likely writing from Athens, alludes to the close ties
between Artemis and Bendis, but we cannot be certain whether the syncretism to which he was
referring was present in fifth century Athens as well. Strabo does not cite any fifth/fourth century
source other than the Republic, and many of our lexicographers do not cite their sources at all.
We therefore have no way of knowing whether any of them refer to Classical Bendis, or to some
later incarnation of the cult. As for when Bendis arrived in Athens, most scholars refer to the
fragments of Aristophanes and Kratinos to suggest a cultic presence sometime in the second half
of the 5™ century BCE. In truth, since both comic works are lost, there is no way of knowing
whether they referred to a cult of Bendis in Athens, or just to the goddess. We cannot presume
that because Bendis was mentioned in some unknown capacity in two Athenian comedies that
she was privately worshipped in Athens before her inaugural festival, whenever that may have

been.

Ultimately, we ought to divide our sources into two camps: those which are useful in a
discussion on the public cult of Bendis in fifth century Athens, and those which solely inform us

on the nature of the goddess. Only the Republic and the Hellenika can be said to belong to the
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first category. Photios, Timaios, and Hesychios, when they do not offer any citations for their
lexical entries, cannot themselves be employed as sources on Classical Bendis, be it with respect
to her nature as a deity, or that of her cult. Both Strabo and Palaiphatos are acceptable sources
when it comes to the nature of Bendis and her cult in their respective timeframes. Their works
should not however be used to retrospectively analyze Bendis’ possible Thracian traits in the
fifth century. Both Hipponax and the author of the Orphic fragment are excellent sources on the
nature of Bendis in the sixth century, but reveal nothing about the cult of Bendis, be it in Attika,
or in Thrace. As for the comic works of Aristophanes and Kratinos, both may allude to a goddess
called ‘Bendis’, but say nothing about her cult in Athens, or in Thrace. They are only relevant
insofar as they provide epithets of the goddess, which may have been known among Athenians at

best.

Remarks on Epigraphic Bendis
What can be said about Bendis and her cult in Athens based on the epigraphic dossier?

Inscriptions from Athens proper reveal that a public cult of Bendis has existed from at least 429
BCE. Whether the goddess was worshipped privately before that cannot be said based on
epigraphic evidence. While /G I* 383 and /G IP 369 are fragmentary, it is safe to assume that they
indeed refer to the goddess among other public gods whose treasury was in the hands of the state.
At some point between 429 and 424 BCE, we also know that Bendis was no longer associated
with the Phrygian goddess Adrasteia, at least as it pertains to their shared treasury. At this point
(424 BCE), we have no way of knowing the nature of Bendis’ cult, be it with respect to its

adherents, or the locale of worship.
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It is not until ¢.420-410 BCE when we hear of Bendis’ first Thracian worshippers in the
epigraphic tradition, but this information comes from a decree from the Mounychian hill in the
Peiraieus (/G I’ 136). Although fragmentary, /G I* 136 is useful in providing cultic practices
which parallel those given by Sokrates in the Republic. Sometime in the last quarter of the fifth
century then, Bendis’ cult possessed a mavvuyic, a cult tax, sacrifices, and a procession of some
kind, all of which would have occurred during the Bendideia. /G I* 136 is also the first decree to
mention Thracians, though we cannot say what their precise nature was within the cult.
Nevertheless, this is evidently the same cult which was present in 429 BCE, and the same
prosperous festival which was alluded to over a century later (334 BCE) in /G II? 1496. Out of
all the inscriptions, only those from Athens proper, as well as our earliest account from

Mounychia (/G I? 136), undoubtedly refer to the public cult of Bendis.

Aside from /G 11> 1324, all other orgeones decrees are problematic in that they do not
include Bendis by name. That is not to say that they ought to be wholly disregarded from the
epigraphic dossier. It may be the case that the relief found alongside /G I1? 1256, the allusion to
Thracianess in /G 11> 1283, and the Mounychian findspot of /G 11? 1361 all suggest that each
decree is referring to Bendis. All the same, we must ask ourselves whether these are suitable

explanations for the absence of the goddess’ name in favor of the ambiguous 1 0g6g.

First, can we know for certain whether the figure who appears in relief in /G II* 1256 is
Bendis by means of parallels, and can we be sure that these selected parallels are themselves
representations of the very same goddess? Second, since we have sparingly seen Thracians

mentioned within the inscriptions whose reference to Bendis is undoubtable, how can we assume
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that /G 11> 1283 must equally refer to Bendis solely on account of Thracian customs mentioned
therein? Third, despite the fact that most of the orgeones decrees have been found outside of the
Mounychian hill, should be believe that a decree featuring orgeones must refer to the cult of

Bendis solely because it was found in Mounychia?

Each question is multifaceted and need not have a single answer. I do however believe
that it is imperative that we consider the possibility that Bendis may not be the goddess
mentioned within all of the orgeones decrees. As it stands, we can safely include the final decree
within the dossier (/G 1I? 1324), which, much like the decree from the Agora (4gora 19, L16),
reveals that Bendis was associated with Deloptes in the second century BCE, and that she was
worshipped by members of the orgeones. As for all other orgeones decrees, there are too many
unanswered questions to undoubtedly associate them to the cult of Bendis. We must therefore
take a step back from the current scholarly discussion concerning the so-called public and private

orgeones of Bendis.

It should be noted that orgeones were not restricted to the cult of Bendis either. Many
scholars, such as Ferguson,*?° and more recently Ismard and Wijma,>?! have cited as many as
eighteen independent groups of orgeones. Each group worshipped its own divinity and would
have presumably held its own cultic rituals and procedures. One such example was the cult of the
so-called ‘Mother Goddess/ Mother of gods”, with its affiliated orgeones. These orgeones can be

seen honoring their goddess’ priestess with a crown gbcefeiog Evexev TG €ig TV Ogov (IG 112

320 Ferguson, ‘The Attic orgeones and the cult of heroes’, HThR 37 (1944): 62—140.

321 Ismard, 2010; Wijma, 2014.
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1314, 11.15-16). The decree is dated to 212/211 BCE, and was found in the Peiraieus’ Metroon,
located in the eastern portion of the port of Zea.’*? The orgeones, who are mentioned on multiple
occasions throughout the decree (11.9,13,22,25), do not mention the goddess by name, but rather
refer to her as 1€l Ot (1.7) and trv Beov (1.16). It is nevertheless presumed by scholars that the

goddess in question is the Mother of Gods on account of analogous decrees found in the vicinity.

And yet, as in the case of Bendis, some inscriptions which concern the Mother of Gods
do in fact call her by name. In fact, in dedications, the Mother of Gods is always accorded her
full name, as in the case of the imperial inscription from the southern port of Zea (/G 11* 4714),
which features a certain Megiste honoring the goddess as Mntpi Oedv. As Garland puts it,>> “no
explanation can fully account for this inconsistency.” That said, because there were many
orgeones present within the Peiraieus who were worshipping goddesses in locations where
decrees of Bendis’ orgeones were found, we cannot always be certain of the identity of 1} 0g6g
found within. As it pertains to Bendis in the epigraphic tradition, there is thus a crucial need to

reconsider most of the inscriptions whose inclusion we have thus far taken for granted.

322 See Garland, 2001, 129-30, and Ferguson, 1944, 107-110, for a discussion about the location of the cult of the
mother of gods.

323 Garland, 2001, 129.
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Appendix III: Extended Register of Non-Greeks in the Fifth-Fourth
Centuries BCE Athens

The 218 individuals listed in this section represent the remaining ‘non-Greeks’ from my
register. Unlike those included in Appendix I, they lack confirmed ethnika and are therefore
assigned a tentative non-Greek background on the basis of several indicators: an ethnic name
derived from a geographic region or ethnos, a native name particular to a non-Greek linguistic
tradition, or contextual circumstances specific to the source in which the individual appears. As
is the case for Appendix I, the register below is very much a living list: [ am aware of the fact
that numerous individuals whose non-Greek ethnicity is suggested by the evidence remain
uncertain, and that many more are absent altogether—either because they present themselves in
ways that obscure their origins or because they have escaped inclusion for a variety of practical
reasons. For each entry, the rationale for the tentative attribution is provided in parentheses
immediately following the proposed ethnicity. The methodological principles guiding the
compilation of Appendix III remain identical to those employed for the register of non-Greeks

with known ethnika in Appendix L.

1. Apuéviog

Ethnicity: Possibly Armenian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): IG 1I? 1567 1.5 (Phialai Document); PAA4 203320
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

2. Apuéviog
Ethnicity: Possibly Armenian (Ethnic Name)
Source (Source type): SGD 46 (Curse Tablet); PAA4 203300

Date: Fourth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Unknown
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Status: Freedman or Slave
Profession: Unknown
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Male

3. Acovplog

Ethnicity: Possibly Syrian/Assyrian (Ethnic Name)
Source (Source type): /G II? 1951 (Naval List); PAA4 222545
Date: Late fifth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Unknown
Status: Slave
Profession: Sailor
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Male
4. Aprotopéyng

Ethnicity: Bithynian (Based on Possible Reading of Ethnikon on Stone)
Source (Source type): /G 11> 8409 (Epitaph); PAA4 173310

Date: fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Otryne

Status: Freeborn metic, freedman, or slave

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

5. Zayydprog

Ethnicity: Possibly Bithynian (Geographic Name based on River)
Source (Source type): /G 112 2940 (Dedication); PAA 811225
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Miner

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

6. Kapiov

Ethnicity: Possibly Karian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G II? 1951 1.365 (Naval List); PAA 564060
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek
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Gender: Male
7. Kapiov

Ethnicity: Possibly Karian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 1.27 (Naval List); PA4 564050
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

8. Kapiov

Ethnicity: Possibly Karian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G II? 1951 1.78 (Naval List); PAA4 564065
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

9. Kapiov

Ethnicity: Possibly Karian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 1.172 (Naval List); PAA4 564070
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

10. Kapiov

Ethnicity: Possibly Karian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 11 1951 1.201 (Naval List); PAA 564100
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Aigilia

Status: Freedman

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male
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11. Kopiov

Ethnicity: Possibly Karian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 1.402 (Naval List); PAA 564055
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

12. Ada

Ethnicity: Possibly Karian (Karian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 10575a (Epitaph); PAA 107790
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Laureion

Status: Slave

Profession: Miner

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

13. Kapio[v]

Ethnicity: Possibly Karian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 11> 11822 (Epitaph); PAA4 564080
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

14. "16vng

Ethnicity: Possibly Karian (Karian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 10 (Decree); PAA4 531280
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus Mounychia

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Innkeeper/Merchant

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

15. Ada
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Ethnicity: Possibly Karian (Karian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 11> 10574 (Epitaph); PA4 107805
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

16. Ada

Ethnicity: Possibly Karian (Karian Name)

Source (Source type): /G II? 10573 (Epitaph); PA4 107800
Date: Early fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

17. Kapiov

Ethnicity: Possibly Karian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1672 (Temple Accounts); PAA 564085
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Contract worker/Tenant

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

18. Ada

Ethnicity: Possibly Karian (Karian Name)

Source (Source type): SEG 32:312 (Epitaph); PA4 107810
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman or Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

19. Kapiov

Ethnicity: Possibly Karian (Ethnic Name)
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Source (Source type): /G II? 1673 1.47 (Temple Accounts); PAA 564087
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Salt dealer

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

20. KilE

Ethnicity: Possibly Kilikian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G III App. 68; DTA 68 (Curse Tablet); PAA 569630
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Workshop owner

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

21. Yappc

Ethnicity: Possibly Egyptian (Egyptian Name)
Source (Source type): /G II? 10 (Decree) 996160
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus Mounychia

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Farmer

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

22. Aiy[v]rtia

Ethnicity: Possibly Egyptian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1567 1.3 (Phialai Document); PAA4 112390
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedwoman

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

23. Tlarokog
Ethnicity: Possibly Egyptian (Egyptian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 1570 1.69 (Phialai Document); PAA 768270
Date: Late fourth century BCE
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Place of Dwelling: Unknown
Status: Freedman
Profession: Farmer
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Male

24. Tdraikog

Ethnicity: Possibly Egyptian (Egyptian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1570 1.92 (Phialai Document); PAA4 768275
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman

Profession: Cook

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

25. Atyvrntia

Ethnicity: Possibly Egyptian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 10596 (Epitaph); PAA4 112385
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

26. Aiyvmtin

Ethnicity: Possibly Egyptian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 11> 10597 (Epitaph); PAA4 112415
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

27. Atyvrtia

Ethnicity: Possibly Egyptian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): Agora XVII 698 (Epitaph); PAA 112380
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave
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Profession: Unknown
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Female

28. Iatouko[c]

Ethnicity: Possibly Egyptian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 (Naval List); PAA4 768250
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

29. Aiy[vrtlia

Ethnicity: Possibly Egyptian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 11* 4584 (Dedication); PAA4 112400
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

30. Aiyvn[tio]

Ethnicity: Possibly Egyptian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): MDAI(A) 67 (1942) 117,241 (Epitaph); PAA 112395
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

31. Aiybn[t]og

Ethnicity: Possibly Egyptian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G II? 1672 (Temple Accounts); PAA 112420
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Bricklayer

Languages Known: Greek
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Gender: Male
32. ZKumog

Ethnicity: Possibly Ethiopian (Corporal Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 12618 (Epitaph); PAA4 823920
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Laureion

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

33. Avkiog

Ethnicity: Possibly Lykian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): Agora XV 62 (Epigraphic List); PAA; 610470
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Agora

Status: Slave

Profession: Public Slave

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

34. Avxiog

Ethnicity: Possibly Lykian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G III App. 68; DTA 68 (Curse Tablet); PAA 610480
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Workshop owner

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

35. Avdi)

Ethnicity: Possibly Lydian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): SEG 18:36 1.328 (Phialai Document); P44 609930
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Alopece

Status: Freedman

Profession: Textile worker

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female
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36. ADOG

Ethnicity: Possibly Lydian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 (Naval List); PA4 609985
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

37. Avddg

Ethnicity: Possibly Lydian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): SEG 24:223 (Dedication); PA4 610008
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

38. Avdn

Ethnicity: Possibly Lydian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G III App. 68; DTA 68 (Curse Tablet); PAA 609910
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Workshop owner

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

39. Avddg

Ethnicity: Possibly Lydian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G III App. 68; DTA 68 (Curse Tablet); PAA 609998
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Boxer

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

40. AHon
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Ethnicity: Possibly Lydian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 11977 (Epitaph); PAA 609915
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

41. Avdog

Ethnicity: Possibly Lydian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 4650 (Dedication); PAA4 610010
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

42. TiBerog

Ethnicity: Possibly Paphlagonian (Paphlagonian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 1.69 (Naval List); PAA4 882215
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

43. TiPetog

Ethnicity: Possibly Paphlagonian (Paphlagonian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 117 1951 1.145 (Naval List); PAA 882220
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

44. TiBerog

Ethnicity: Possibly Paphlagonian (Paphlagonian Name)
Source (Source type): /G 112 2937 + 2940 (Dedication); PAA 882225
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Date: Mid fourth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Unknown
Status: Freedman or Slave
Profession: Miner

Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Male

45. Mang

Ethnicity: Possibly Paphlagonian (Paphlagonian Name)
Source (Source type): /G 1I? 2940 (Dedication); PAA4 631100
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Miner

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

46. ®ovg

Ethnicity: Possibly Paphlagonian (Paphlagonian Name)
Source (Source type): /G 112 11679/80 (Epitaph); PAA 515690
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Miner

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

47. TiPerog

Ethnicity: Possibly Paphlagonian (Paphlagonian Name)
Source (Source type): /G 11? 12779 (Epitaph); PAA 882190
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

48. TiBerog
Ethnicity: Possibly Paphlagonian (Paphlagonian Name)
Source (Source type): /G 11> 12780 (Epitaph); PAA 882195

Date: Late fifth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Unknown
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Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Male

49. TiPetog

Ethnicity: Possibly Paphlagonian (Paphlagonian Name)
Source (Source type): /G 1I? 10141 (Epitaph); PAA 882240
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

50. T1Belog

Ethnicity: Possibly Paphlagonian (Paphlagonian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1672 (Temple Accounts); PAA 882245
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Contract worker/Tenant

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

51. ABdng

Ethnicity: Possibly Phoenician (Phoenician Name); PAA4 101230
Source (Source type): /G 1I? 10 (Decree)
Date: Late fifth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus Mounychia
Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman
Profession: Bread seller
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Male
52. ITdorwv

Ethnicity: Possibly Phoenician (Phoenician based on Profession); PA4 768150
Source (Source type): Dem 36.48 (Speech)

Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Acharnai

Status: Citizen (former Slave)

Profession: Banker

Languages Known: Greek
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Gender: Male
53. ®oppinv

Ethnicity: Possibly Phoenician (Phoenician based on Profession); PAA 962830
Source (Source type): Dem 36.48 (Speech)
Date: Early fourth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Unknown
Status: Citizen (former Slave)
Profession: Banker
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Male
54. ®oivi§

Ethnicity: Possibly Phoenician (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 1.15 (Naval List); PAA 962450
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

55. ®oivi§

Ethnicity: Possibly Phoenician (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G II* 1951 1.310 (Naval List); PAA 962455
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

56. Mdavnc

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): SEG 18:36 1.209 (Phialai Document); PAA4 632170
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Kollytos

Status: Freedman

Profession: Amphora bearer

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

57. "Attog
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Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): SEG 18:36 = IG 11> 1558 b 1.113 (Phialai Document); PAA 226220
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Keiriadai

Status: Freedman

Profession: Legume dealer

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

58. Mdawvn¢

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1553 1.24 (Phialai Document); PAA4 632180
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Phaleron

Status: Freedman

Profession: Farmer

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

59. Midag

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G I1I? 1561 1.22 (Phialai Document); PAA4 652400
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Melite

Status: Freedman

Profession: Sesame dealer

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

60. [M]avia

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 11> 1569 1.4 (Phialai Document); PAA 632275
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Kollytos

Status: Freedman

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

61. Mavia

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)
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Source (Source type): /G 1I? 1570 1.45 (Phialai Document); PAA4 632270
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Koile

Status: Freedman

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

62. Attog

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G IP 1035 1.11 (Epigraphic List); PAA4 226215
Date: Fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Leontis Phyle

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

63. Opuyc

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G I? 426 (Confiscation List); PAA4 966085
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

64. Mévn[¢]

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 1.156 (Naval List); PA4 632040
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

65. Mdvng
Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G II* 1951 1.160 (Naval List); PA4 632045
Date: Late fifth century BCE
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Place of Dwelling: Unknown
Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Male

66. Attog

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 1.173 (Naval List); PAA 226210
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

67. Mdavng

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G II? 1951 1.404 (Naval List); PAA 632050
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

68. Mdavnc

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 1.414 (Naval List); PAA4 632055
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

69. Mdvng

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G II? 1951 1.415 (Naval List); PA4 632060
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave
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Profession: Sailor
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Male

70. Mdvng

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 1.435 (Naval List); PAA 632065
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

71. Mévng

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G II? 1951 1.442 (Naval List); PAA 632070
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

72. Mévn|[¢]

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): Agora XVII 903 (Epitaph); PAA 632095
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Agora

Status: Slave

Profession: Wool shearer

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

73. Kédovg

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): SEG 17:118 (Epitaph); PAA4 550725
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: modern Markpoulo

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek
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Gender: Male
74. Kadovg

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): IG 112 2937 + 2940 (Dedication); PA4 550715
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Miner

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

75. Mavng

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): IG 1I? 2940 (Dedication); PAA 632075
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Miner

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

76. Attag

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 2940 (Dedication); PAA 226200
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Miner

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

77. Mévng

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G I1I? 1672 (Temple Accounts); PAA 632105
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Contract worker/Tenant

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male
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78. Attag

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 10898 (Epitaph); PAA4 226205
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Miner

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

79. Mavvng

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): AM 67, 1942, 117.240 (Epitaph); PAA4 632075
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Miner

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

80. Midag

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): SEG 24:223 1.4 (Dedication); PAA 652365
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

81. Midag

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): SEG 24:223 1.7 (Dedication); PAA4 652370
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

82. Mavn¢
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Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 4609 (Dedication); PAA 632110
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

83. Maévng

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 4633 (Dedication); PAA4 632085
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

84. Mavnc

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): DTA 70 + GRBS 26 (1985) 164,43 + DTA 71 (Curse Tablet); PAA4 632130
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Innkeeper

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

85. Attig

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): Agora XV 62 (Epigraphic List); PAA 229060
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Agora

Status: Slave

Profession: Public Slave

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

86. ATTIC

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)
Source (Source type): /G 112 10903 (Epitaph); PAA 229040
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Date: Fourth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Unknown
Status: Slave

Profession: Child Tutor
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Male

87. Attig

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 10904 (Epitaph); PAA4 229050
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

88. Mowvia

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 12035a (Epitaph); PAA 632250
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

89. Mavia

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 11320 (Epitaph); PAA 632255
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

90. Mavia
Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)
Source (Source type): /G III App. 87 (Curse Tablet); PAA 632235

Date: Fourth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Unknown
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Status: Freedman
Profession: Innkeeper
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Female

91. Méavng

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 12034 (Epitaph); PAA4 632090
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

92. Mowvio

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)
Source (Source type): SEG 31:225 (Epitaph); PAA4 632265
Date: Fourth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Rhamnous
Status: Freedman or Slave
Profession: Unknown
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Female
93. Mavia

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)
Source (Source type): /G 1I? 10892 (Epitaph); PAA4 632260
Date: Fourth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Unknown
Status: Freedman or Slave
Profession: Unknown
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Female
94. Mavng

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): SEG 31:225 (Epitaph); PAA4 632163
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Rhamnous

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek
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Gender: Male
95. Midag

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)
Source (Source type): /G 11> 12124 (Epitaph); PAA4 652385
Date: Fourth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Unknown
Status: Slave
Profession: Unknown
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Male
96. Midag

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): Hyp. Against Athenogenes (Speech); PA4 652360
Date: Lat fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Perfume shop operator

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

97. Opuyia

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 13019 (Epitaph); PAA4 964860
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

98. ®pvuyia

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G P 546 (Dedication); PAA 964840
Date: Fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Bread seller

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

99. Opuyia
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Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G I? 1037 (Epigraphic List); PA4 964850
Date: Early fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

100. Mévng

Ethnicity: Possibly Phrygian (Phrygian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1673 (Temple Accounts); PAA 632175
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Contract worker/Tenant

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

101. Aptipog

Ethnicity: Possibly Pisidian (Pisidian Name)

Source (Source type): /G II? 1951 1.73 (Naval List); PAA 207960
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

102. Aptipog

Ethnicity: Possibly Pisidian (Pisidian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 1.143 (Naval List); PAA4 207975
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

103. Aptip<o>g

Ethnicity: Possibly Pisidian (Pisidian Name)
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Source (Source type): /G II? 1951 1.165 (Naval List); PAA 207955
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

104. Aptipog

Ethnicity: Possibly Pisidian (Pisidian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 1.371 (Naval List); PA4 207970
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

105. Aptipog

Ethnicity: Possibly Pisidian (Pisidian Name)

Source (Source type): /G I1I* 1951 1.401 (Naval List); PAA 207965
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

106. Mowvdiov

Ethnicity: Possibly Pisidian (Pisidian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 2937 (Dedication); PA4 631990
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Miner

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

107. Aptipog
Ethnicity: Possibly Pisidian (Pisidian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 1669 (Construction Contract); P44 208000
Date: Mid fourth century BCE
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Place of Dwelling: Unknown
Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman
Profession: Contract worker
Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

108. Aptipog

Ethnicity: Possibly Pisidian (Pisidian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 10847 (Epitaph); PAA 207950
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Laureion

Status: Slave

Profession: Miner

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

109. Aptipog

Ethnicity: Possibly Pisidian (Pisidian Name)

Source (Source type): /G II? 1672 (Temple Accounts); PAA4 207995
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Contract worker/Tenant

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

110. T'étag

Ethnicity: Possibly Skythian (Skythian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 (Naval List); PAA 273905
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

111. I'étag

Ethnicity: Possibly Skythian (Skythian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 12035a (Epitaph); PAA 273900
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave
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Profession: Unknown
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Male

112. T'étng

Ethnicity: Possibly Skythian (Skythian Name)

Source (Source type): IG P 1376 (Epitaph); PAA 274000
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Archer?

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

113. KAedBovin

Ethnicity: Possibly Skythian (Based on Descent)

Source (Source type): Aeschines 3 (Speech); PAA4 576520
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Female

114. Zx00nc

Ethnicity: Possibly Skythian (Ethnic Name)
Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 (Naval List); PAA 824750
Date: Late fifth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Unknown
Status: Slave
Profession: Sailor
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Male
115. Zx00nc

Ethnicity: Possibly Skythian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G P 658 (Dedication); PAA4 824770
Date: Early fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male
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116. Kpitov

Ethnicity: Possibly Skythian (Child of Skythian)

Source (Source type): /G P 658 (Dedication); PAA 585765
Date: Early fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

117. Xbpog

Ethnicity: Possibly Syrian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G II? 1951 1.28 (Naval List); PAA 853512
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

118. Xvpog

Ethnicity: Possibly Syrian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 1.146 (Naval List); PAA 853525
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

119. Z0[pog

Ethnicity: Possibly Syrian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G II? 1951 1.356 (Naval List); PAA 853510
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

120. Xvpog
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Ethnicity: Possibly Syrian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 1.438 (Naval List); PAA 853522
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

121. Xbpog

Ethnicity: Possibly Syrian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G II? 1951 1.412 (Naval List); PAA 853517
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

122. X0pog

Ethnicity: Possibly Syrian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 1.398 (Naval List); PAA 853520
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

123. X0Opog

Ethnicity: Possibly Syrian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G II? 1951 1.432 (Naval List); PAA 853515
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

124. X0pog

Ethnicity: Possibly Syrian (Ethnic Name)
Source (Source type): /G 112 2937 (Dedication); PAA 853545
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Date: Mid fourth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Unknown
Status: Freedman or Slave
Profession: Miner

Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Male

125. XbOpog

Ethnicity: Possibly Syrian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): Agora XVII 946 (Epitaph); PAA4 853565
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

126. Xvpog

Ethnicity: Possibly Syrian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 12691 (Epitaph); PAA 853560
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

127. Xbpog

Ethnicity: Possibly Syrian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 12692 (Epitaph); PAA 853550
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

128. Zvpwg
Ethnicity: Possibly Syrian (Ethnic Name)
Source (Source type): /G 112 12600 (Epitaph); PAA 853645

Date: Mid fourth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Unknown
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Status: Freedman or Slave
Profession: Unknown
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Male

129. Zopa

Ethnicity: Possibly Syrian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 12687 (Epitaph); PAA 853400
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

130. Xvpiokog

Ethnicity: Possibly Syrian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): GRBS 26 (1985) 164,43 + DTA 70 (Curse Tablet); PAA4 853480
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Innkeeper

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

131. Xvpiokog

Ethnicity: Possibly Syrian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 12690 (Epitaph); PAA4 853485
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

132. Zopa

Ethnicity: Possibly Syrian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): DTA 24 (Curse Tablet); PAA 853405
Date: Early fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Unknown
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Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Female

133. Xvpog

Ethnicity: Possibly Syrian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1672 1.142 (Temple Accounts); PAA4 853615
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Alopeke

Status: Freedman

Profession: Contract worker/Tenant

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

134. X0Opog

Ethnicity: Possibly Syrian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 11 1672 1.70 (Temple Accounts); PAA 853580
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Merchant

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

135. X0pog

Ethnicity: Possibly Syrian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1673 (Temple Accounts); PAA 853585
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Kollytos

Status: Freedman

Profession: Flax weaver

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

136. Xvpiokog

Ethnicity: Possibly Syrian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): I.Eleusis 159 (Temple Accounts); PA4 853490
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Eleusis

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek
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Gender: Male
137. Opdutta

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian from Maroneia (Ethnic Name)
Source (Source type): IG 11? 9288 (Epitaph); PAA 516275
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic or Freedwoman

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Female

138. Avopapuc

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)

Source (Source type): IG 11> 9288 (Epitaph); PAA 127340
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn metic or Freedman

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male

139. [X]evbng

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA4 818465
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

140. Zwiag

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1956 (Epigraphic List); PA4 820715
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male
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141. Awovooiog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G II? 1956 1.3 (Epigraphic List); PAA 348400
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

142. T'howkiog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1956 1.4 (Epigraphic List); PA4 275160
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

143. Baxylog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 1956 (Epigraphic List); PA4 260610
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

144. Tappeviokog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1956 (Epigraphic List); PA4 767040
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

145. TTvppiog

377



Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G I1I? 1956 1.7 (Epigraphic List); PAA4 796320
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

146. Ebonpog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA 429683
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

147. [Ir]niog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA 537835
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

148. Z1patwv

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA 841380
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

149. AcxAnmiddmpog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)
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Source (Source type): /G 1I? 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA 221720
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

150. Zowikog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1956 1.12 (Epigraphic List); PA4 463360
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

151. ®dag

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA4 514345
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

152. Arovooiog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1956 1.14 (Epigraphic List); PAA4 348410
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

153. Zoihog
Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G II? 1956 1.15 (Epigraphic List); PA4 463365
Date: Late fourth century BCE
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Place of Dwelling: Unknown
Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman
Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

154. ‘Hpaxieidng

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1956 1.16 (Epigraphic List); PAA4 484810
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

155. Xipog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 1956 1.17 (Epigraphic List); PAA 821690
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

156. Iappeviov

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA 767150
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

157. Ktnoiag

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA4 586580
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman
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Profession: Soldier
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Male

158. Kovov

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1956 (Epigraphic List); PA4 581575
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

159. otovpbong

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 1956 (Epigraphic List); P44 768415
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

160. AipvBog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA 323490
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

161. Poon(ic

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 1956 (Epigraphic List); PA4 801450
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek
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Gender: Male
162. dilov

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1956 (Epigraphic List); PA4 956380
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

163. [Totovpog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 1956 (Epigraphic List); PA4 768410
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

164. AovAnlehpig

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA4 373770
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

165. Képoic

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 1956 (Epigraphic List); PA4 565200
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male
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166. ITvpovppndng

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA 796010
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

167. Apwadic

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA4 374480
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

168. Atovnng

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA 368180
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

169. [lportiov

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA4 791300
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

170. Aprotopayoc
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Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 11> 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA4 172548
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

171. Tvppiog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 1I* 1956 1.33 (Epigraphic List); PAA4 796325
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

172. Zipog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1956 1.34 (Epigraphic List); PAA 821695
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

173. KéAmog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA4 581205
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

174. TTvpplog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)
Source (Source type): /G 112 1956 1.36 (Epigraphic List); PAA4 796330
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Date: Late fourth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Unknown
Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman
Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

175. Kedpnmodig

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA4 566025
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

176. Mépo&ig

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA 631975
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

177. Otwv

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G II? 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA4 513440
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

178. KévBog
Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)
Source (Source type): /G 112 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA 566255

Date: Late fourth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Unknown
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Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman
Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

179. 'Hpoaxieidng

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 1956 1.16 (Epigraphic List); PAA 484840
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

180. Apopuyaitng

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA4 374830
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

181. Tpdig

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA4 893130
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

182. KoAAiotpatog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA 561180
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier
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Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Male

183. TAavxkiog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 1956 1.45 (Epigraphic List); PAA 275145
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

184. Nwciag

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Analogy)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1956 (Epigraphic List); PAA4 712820
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Soldier

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

185. Bevopdvng

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Theophoric Name); PAA4 264825
Source (Source type): /G 1I? 10 (Decree)

Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus Mounychia

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Digger

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

186. I'epvg

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 7863 (Epitaph); PAA4 274355
Date: Mid fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Kerameis

Status: Isoteles

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male
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187. duhoxpdng

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Religious Beliefs “Bendis™)
Source (Source type): /G II* 1256 (Decree); PAA 936935
Date: Late fourth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus
Status: Freedman or slave
Profession: Unknown
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Male
188. Evgpimg

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Religious Beliefs “Bendis™)
Source (Source type): IG II* 1256 (Decree); PAA 452260
Date: Late fourth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus
Status: Freedman or slave
Profession: Unknown
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Male
189. Aé&rog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian by Religious Beliefs “Bendis™)
Source (Source type): /G II* 1256 (Decree); PAA4 303690

Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Peiraieus

Status: Freedman or slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

190. Opaditta

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): SEG 18:36 1.493 (Phialai Document); PAA 516270
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Melite

Status: Freedman

Profession: Innkeeper

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

191. Adog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)
Source (Source type): /G 11> 1574 1.4 (Phialai Document); P44 301695
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Date: Late fourth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Salamis
Status: Freedman

Profession: Unknown
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Male

192. Tpifairog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 12822 (Epitaph); PAA 893230
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

193. ®pii§

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 11689 (Epitaph); PAA 516190
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Persian rug maker

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

194. Opi§

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G II? 1951 1.138 (Naval List); PAA4A 516170
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

195. ®pii§
Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Ethnic Name)
Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 1.382 (Naval List); P44 516165

Date: Late fifth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Unknown
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Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Male

196. Opi&

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G II? 1951 1.389 (Naval List); PA4 516147
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

197. ®pii§

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 1.390 (Naval List); PAA4 516155
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

198. Opa§

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G II? 1951 1.394 (Naval List); PAA 516160
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

199. ®pa§

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 1.405 (Naval List); PAA4 516150
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor
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Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Male

200. Opadrtta

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 11688 (Epitaph); PAA4 516265
Date: Early fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Perfumer

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

201. Oparta

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 12808 (Epitaph); PAA 516260
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

202. Opadrtta

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G III App. 87 (Curse Tablet); PAA4 516235
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Innkeeper

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

203. "Ohag

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)

Source (Source type): /G IP 430 (Confiscation List); PAA 741860
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male
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204. Tpifairog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G II? 1951 (Naval List); PAA4 893250
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

205. Tpdag

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 (Naval List); PA4 893135
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

206. [Totvpog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)

Source (Source type): /G II? 1951 (Naval List); PAA 774255
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

207. Adog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 1.219 (Naval List); PAA4 301700
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

208. Oparkviiov
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Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G II? 1951 (Naval List); PA4 516140
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

209. Kvpoag

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 1951 (Naval List); PAA4 588930
Date: Late fifth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Sailor

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

210. [Opd]itTa

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): SEG 17:118 (Epitaph); PAA 516225
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: modern Markopoulo

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

211. Opaitta

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 10208 (Epitaph); PAA 516260
Date: Fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Dipylon (Kerameikos)

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Female

212. Adog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)
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Source (Source type): SEG 39:210 (Dedication); PAA4 301673
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Miner

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

213. Adog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 112 11041 (Epitaph); PAA 301680
Date: Mid fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

214. Adog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)

Source (Source type): /G 1I? 1672 1.47 (Temple Accounts); PA4 301692
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Kydathenaion

Status: Freeborn Metic or Freedman

Profession: Contract worker/Tenant

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

215. Adog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)

Source (Source type): SEG 24:223 (Dedication); PAA 301682
Date: Late fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Unknown

Status: Freedman or Slave

Profession: Unknown

Languages Known: Greek

Gender: Male

216. Opart[ta]
Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Ethnic Name)

Source (Source type): /G I? 1037 (Epigraphic List)
Date: Early fifth century BCE
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Place of Dwelling: Unknown
Status: Freedman or Slave
Profession: Unknown
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Female
217. Kotog

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)
Source (Source type): /G 1I* 9289 (Epitaph); PAA4 583225
Date: Mid fourth century BCE
Place of Dwelling: Unknown
Status: Freeborn, freedman or Slave
Profession: Unknown
Languages Known: Greek
Gender: Male
218. Bibug

Ethnicity: Possibly Thracian (Thracian Name)

Source (Source type): IG 11> 8927 (Epitaph); PAA 265660
Date: fourth century BCE

Place of Dwelling: Kerameis

Status: Freeborn metic or freedman

Profession: Unknown

Language Known: Attic Greek

Gender: Male
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