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Resumeg

0O objeclivo deste artign & analisar as ewdéncias dos navkraroi atenien-
ses o do scu contexio social, bem como as paukrarial & seus dirigentss, os
TPUTAVYIEG TV vaukpdpwy. Procuraremos ilustrac esta inslituigdo atraves
do que recolhemos sohre 05 primordias da guerta naval. Essa investigagao
canduzir-nog-4 inavitavelmente a uma palémica preblematica: a assergdo de
Herodolo de que Bstes prilanies ou prutaneis (no dialacte atico) «adminis-
travam Atenas» e tinham desempenhado um papel ralevante na morie dos
conspiradeores cilénics no secule Vil a, C.

Palavras-chave: Naukrarcl; Prutangis; Atenas; naval; guerra.

Abstract

| propase to examineg the avidence for the Athenlan naukrarei and their
social context, and the nauvkrariai and their leading offlcers, ine mputévies
Ty vaukpapwy.” | shall aternpt ta illuminate this institution through eur evi-
dence about early naval warfare®. This inquiry shall inevitably lead t¢ a noto-
rious crux: Harodotus' asserted that ihese prutanies or prutaneis (in the Attie
dialact) «adminiglarad Athanse and played a rale in the deaths of the Kylonian
conspirators in the late 7' century.

Key-warda: Navkraroi, Pnitangis: Athens; naval; warfare.
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Etymology and fundamentals

Qur first inquiry concerns the basic nature of this institution. The term
vaukpapag is an archaic form ot vadkAngog «ship masiers, which was
created through dissimilation of the rsound (a ccmmeon phenomehon) and
threugh a false etymolegy to kARjpag «allotment».? Some late intermedia-
ties do indeed tend to conflate navkraroi and naukidrol. Both naukraros
ahd nauvkigros mean commander of 2 ship. since the first element of the
word is derived from vaig, and the Greek stam*kraros<’ kraira< kra-s- is
derivad from the Indo-European k&' «horn=. Tha same rog! is seen in
kapa «head». Asseciations with kpaivw «command» and with rpaipo
«top= of «hsad» have also been noted. The term vaukpapiais a feminine
abstract buill on vaixkpaposg. Two painis follow from this etymology. In
the Jirsi place, the original maukraroi were simply ship-owners/captains.
Weak social differentiation slood between merchant capiain and warship
captain because no sharp distinction yet existed between merchant galley
and warship, and commerce as a vocaticn had not yet differentiated from
other elite activities. Navkraroi became navkidroi as sacial roles gvolved.
Having a ship as one’s kléros ~allotments meant that ane subsisied by
seataring, |usi as a farmer or calonist supporied himsalf by cultivating his
agricultural k/&res. Tire doss not permit ma to explore the ramifications
af this semantic evelution. Yet, averring that ona's livelihood was a ship
consgtituled a significant idegclagical claim. 1t defied the prevailing early
archaic normative system thal restricled seafaring chronologically, subor-
dinating it to the caiendar of agricultural labor and connected religicus
rite, That had been the Hesiodic and Theognidean vision of subsistence.
This willingness to claim naus askiéros is associated with emergence of
new social groups like aeinavtai «ever-sailors» al Miletos.* However, the
older term navkraroi was retained at Athens as the term for men officially
providing warships for cammunal defense.

Secohdiy, while the nauvkrarol can he seen as officers of navkrariai and
thus stale officials. constituting an arkhé * their quasi-privata or vocational
character should be recognized. They began as Athanians aebls to offer
ships for military purposes. This opens the possibility that the naukraror
in the various naukrariai may have varied in number depending on local
eccnomic conditions. Collected inta units called nauvkrarial, they even-
tually had prutaneis as a «presiding» ccmmittee, who were presumably
responsible for activating or coordinating nauvkranc activities. They were
more obviously state officials, although we resist below the temptation
tc eguate them with other archaic governmental organs. The navkraroi
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rust have been relatively numerous; ctherwise, there wauld havs bean
no necessity far prutaneis. There wera perhaps several hundrad men with
sufficient raquisite involvement in sgafaring. In sarly Attica, the position
of naukraros, like other polilical functions determined by social status,
praobakiy tended toward inheritabifity. Scns presumptively followed fathers.
Later, one could dispute designation as a naukraras.

This etymology is disputed in recent schelarship, which sees its
connection with ships as folk etymology. As an alternativa, the first element
of the word Is to be derived from vdos «temple», and the nauvkraroi were
temple officials.” This interpretation is objectionable for its discarding
both the explicit testimonia linking naukrarafte ships. and the persuasive
etymology outlined above. By changing the meaning of naukrares, the
evolutian of the 18rm naukiéros is aiso rendared opaque. Moraavar, there
are very faw (and late) words with the first slement vau- that relata to
temples, and, in tha Attic dialect. the elemeni vau- exclusively forms words
connected with ships and sailing (LSS 1161-83; Supg. 103). Moreover, the
phoneme vau- was among word elements well known te ordinary Greeks
through wide usage in personal names’. There, vau- always means «ships,
and the force of aural reinforcemant in naming strengthened a maritime
connetation for ail other words with vau-. Therefore, using vau- fo deno-
minate an institution connoting anything other than shipsand seafaring
defies the principle ot econamy af reterenge In archaic public discourse.
The klea cf Bllligmeler and Dusing (1981: 15-16) that an etymotogical link
with «temple« implies survival of 2 Mycenaean institution is farletched,
absenta singla such parallel. The problemns addressad by the hypolhests
cansidering naukraroi ternple officials are susceptible o gther resolutions
that preserve their maritime alfiliations.

The elymotogy of their name suggests the naukrarol were an early
archaic institution, develcping before the concept cf the naukiéros emerged.
The appearance of their prutaneis in Herodotus® account of Kylon would
confirm this peint. if only one could be sure that this tradition was not
anachronistic. Bul they did precede Solon if Ath. Pof. 8.3 can be trusted.
Althaugh citation thareof laws, mentioning the naukraroi, as «Solonian»
does not guarantee an actual link with Lhat statesman -~ the qualifier merely
connaling archaic Attic law = it probably vouchses for their existence in the
aarly sixth century®. A tarminus post quermn is irrecoverable, since visual
avidance of combatani ships on Attic Geoinstric pottery is merely suggeslive.
A lexicographical tradition presenis the nauksaroi and navkrariaias charged
wilh providing ships?, and a fragmeni of the Atthidographer Kleidemos
may suppart this. Ha and his tranamitter Photius connect naukrariai with
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summaorial (FGH 323 F 8; Phet. s.v. vaukpapia.}. These were passibly
the 4% century trierarchic symmories, grouping affluent Athenians for joint
provision of a trireme (see, e.g., Jacoby FGrH 3b, 67). Yet, the chronclogy
of 4 century tiscal administration Is controversial, so that the eispharic
symmones may be a preferable option {Thomsen, 1964 113-14, Jordan,
1975:12). Gabrialsan aven digcussas whelher Kleidemos refers to a
combined symmoric systern covering trierarchies and eisphorai (1986:
33-37: 1994 22-23). In eilher ¢ase, Kleidemos indicates that navérariai,
like balh sets of symmories, were subsidizing Attic military expenditurs.
The principle of advance outlays in symimaric administration, such as
those made by the proeisphorontes, may help activate this comparison
(note Schubert, 2008: 56-57).

In the early archaic period, the ships of the naukrarai were vessels
usable for warfare that belonged to Attic ortkoi, gené, and perhaps phra-
trles. The primitive poiis did not as yet own fully public vessels, i.e., state
procured, malntalned, and utilized exclusively. The first poiis ship was
the sixth-century state galley. the Paraios™. The penfekontor «titty-ocared
vessel» was in usae, and, ultimately, the trireme became incrgasingly
impartant, A few individual Alhenians would hava owned pentekoniors,
ulilized for piracy and long-distance trade, in the manner of the Aiginetans
or the Phokaians in the western Maditsrransan (Figusira farthcoming(a]).
Even in the classical period, wealthy individuals like Kleinias, the lather
of Alkibiades, would still provide their own warships for campaigns {Plul.
Alcib. 1.1). Nevertheless, l2t us not cverestimate the number of warships
in private possession. Athens had no strong tradition of /éisieia, unlike
Phokaia. Samos, or Aigina. Salamis did have such a tradition {Hes. fr. 204W,
44-51), Salaminlan {&/stal might have been a factor for the navkraroi, but
probably only after the flight of some Salaminioi ta Atlica, when Megara
conquerad their hama in the fate 7% century. A conslderation ot the two
accounts of Plutarch ¢n the Solenian recapture of Salamis (of which one
shauld actually be crediled to Peisistratos} imparts a sense of primitive
early 8" century navai wartare in the Saranic Guif regardiess of fack aof
historicity in detail".

The Naukraric system in the polis structure
There is a temptation to envisage navkrarol and navkraria as virlually

the same. That is problematic when one considers whether the naukranai
had a local or a personal character in the civic siructure’. Starting with
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the Athenaion Foiitela, our sources do equate the naukraroi with demar-
chs and the naukrariai with demes, which hints at units determined, if
only originally, by place of domicile'?, That Cape Kolias was a naukrana
seems to imply that the naukrariai were arganized geographically {Lax.
Seguar. s.v. Kohag). An additional complication is that 1he naukrasiaf
ware assoniated in turn both with saamingly gentilician pre-Kleisthenic
lonian tribes and with geagraphically-based Kleisthenic tribes. Here |
assuma that Klsidemos' refgrence 10 Kleisthenic naukrariaris conclusive
for post-Klsisthenic suryival of the institution'®. Any impression from the
Athenajon Polileia that Kleisthenes entirely replaced navkrarial with demes
is a result of abbroviation and emphasis. Only some naukranic functions
were surrendered to the demes.

Let us start with pre-Kleisthenic nauvkranai. The Athenaion FPoilleia
speaks aof four lonian tribes, each divided ing three triffyes and iwelve
naukranan®. Pollux elaborates by observing that each tritfys had four
nauvkrariai. | is uncertaln whether he had independant evidance for this
Idea. He or his source ¢cukd hava read infa the twelve hiffias and forty-eight
nauvkrariai an implication that the nauvkrariai were split among frittyas™®.
Beyond their denomination «third», pre-Klgisthanic inttyas are one of the
greatsst nbacurities of the Athenian constitulion. One pre-Kleisthenic fritys
is atlesied, the Laukatainiai «white-filleted» {LSCG Suppl. 10.41-6). That
name suggests priestly activities, and seems improbable for a locai entity.
Arguabiy the pre-Kleisthenic frittyes were socio-functional and ideologi-
oal, dividing Atheniahs into the tradiional tripartite classes ot Eupatrids,
gedrqoi, and démiourgol”. Whether or nof this supposition is credited, the
Leukatainial do not help much in understanding the naukrarial, Yet they
do sugges! that frittyes and the navkrariai were discrete subdivisions of
pre-Kleisthenia tribes, just as they were of the later ten phylai.

The nature of the naukrariai derives Trom the functions of the naukraroi
Notwlthstanding their official dulies, tha natikraroi were persons aclive
in seafaring, and theraby must have been scattered along the periphery
of Attlca. S0 understanding the organizatian of the navkrariai within the
tribes has to struggie with the concentration of the naukraroiin one ragion
of Attica, the coastal lands. The single known navkraria is Kolias, which is
to pe idenittled with modern Cape Hagios Kosmos, taking its name from
the elbow ke shape of the coast at this point. Some have believed this
identification strong evidence for the local nature of the naukraria®, Others
have noted the existence ol a genos Kollaidai (Hsch. Mil. s.v. KwAilg),
which may have taken its name from the landmark®. The ganas would then
have given its name ta a gentilician naukrara. That seems tarfetched. In
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order to perform {heir role as ship providers the naukraroi of ihis naukearia
must in practice have collabarated /n situ at Cape Kolias!. We can perhaps
identify a sscand naukraria. Kleidemos praserves a tradition that set the
criging of Attic thalassocracy in a confrantation of Theseus and Minos. In
its course, Theseus establishes a shipyard in the deme of Thymaitadai.
This gratuitous mythological slement probably establishes Thymaitadai
as an archaic naval hase. a navkrarig”.

Kolias was so tiny a place that il was nol even given its own deme in
the Kleisthenic system, but included in the small deme of Halimous lhat
provided just three councilmen fcr ithe Boulé. My hypothetical navkrana,
Thymaitadai, is aisc small, with anly two boufeutai. Note first what this
implies about the scate of ihe Attic maritime sector: a community with
two or three counselors constituted a farfy-eighth or fitlielh of Athenian
lnvalvement with the sea. In addition, it is unlikely that everyone at a
Kaolias or a Thymaitadai drew his subsistence from seafaring®. Parada-
xically, identilication ol such small communities as naukranal also tends
10 exclude a gsographical character for the naukrariai. Thal is because
it seams unreasonable 10 envisags & sizable block of territory extending
inward ram a Kolias or Thymaitadai in the shape of a quadrilateral with
a short side lying along the shore. Howevar, imagining thal all the inha-
bitants at Kplias halonged to a single nan-geagraphleal lonlan fribe alse
ssems incredible. And such small places could never have accommeodated
multiple naukrariai for the [ocal members of differant lonian tribas. Thus,
the identification of such navkrariai creates problems, whether thay ware
personal or geographical entities.

To allay these corcerns, we must distinguish between the naukraro,
the naukraria, and ihe members ol the naukraria. The naukraroi were the
leading men concerned with the sea in specific coastal communities, and
they could only collaborate with 1heir neighbars of similar situation. They
did so regardless of tribal affiliation. Their focus of domicile gave a name
to their naukraria. A Solonfan law quoted from Aristotle and preserved in
Phalios has tale vaukpdpoue Toug katd vauxpaplay. The preposi-
tion xata should not simply equal the genitive here, but may well maan
«connected with» ar «involved with». Similar phrasing is employed when
the Athenalon Pollteia speaks ot the naukrarol as a magistracy establi-
shed éni T@V vaukpapl@y «fors or sover- the nravkrariai. Photics, again
cling Aristotie, atiributes to Solonian law the phrase dv Tig vaukpaplag
dudiopnTi, «if someone disputes the naukraria~. This implies that an
assignment as naukraros approximated a liturgy. the eligibility for which
one could contest?,
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The surprising conclusion following from my hypothesis is that the
naukcaroi need not have been members of 1he tribes whose naukraria’ ihey
servad. The expenses and perhaps manpower requirements of the navkraria
could oniy be satisfied by drawing upon a larger poot of citizens than thase
of the naukraric center. Not all the commaon members of a naukrana lived
In physical praximity to the headquarters of ils naukraroi. The navkrariai
were aggregates of tribesmen inheriting their station as members of an
lonian pivié. Their main canfribution to the navkraria probably consisted
of making payments, the eisphorai menlianed in the Athenaion Politeia.
Secondarily, citizens assigned to a naukraria may have supplied crew
members, although 1he initial complement of any warship held at the ready
probably came from the circles of asscciation of the naukraroithemselves.
Members of differem navkrariai, as members of different lonian fribes,
were neighbors throughoul Attica. The navkrariai were groups of a double
character, locat from the standpoint of their navkraroi and their ships, bot
personal from the perspective of ordinary panicipants in the naukrara.
Since the hinterlands of the coastal raukranc centers differed significantly
in topography, population density, and economic means, the burden cf
keeping a fleet needed te be spread from coastal areas far into the interior
of Attica, and among all economle secters. Ctherwise, seataring could
bhecome so enervated by warfare that Athens would suffer economically
and, in the end, militarily as well.

Maturally, thig rathaer idiosyncratic amalgamation of gentilician and
lccal organization would have changed markedly with Kieisihenes. The
naukrariai ceded 1ax-collscting and any sugervision of registers and praperty
of cilizens to demes and their demarchs. Two additional naukrariai weare
added, but these could easily have heen created at ihe Peiraieus andfor
Phaleron. Clearly, five raukrarniasin a tribe could nol be coordinated with
three trittyes. Thus the demarcations of the memberships of the naukrariai
crossed the titfyes’ houndaries. Haw the demes ware assigned ta indivi-
dual navkrariai is less obvious. We might surmise that gach Klegisthenic
naukracia was centered on a Kleisthenic deme of the Paralia. and some
large demes might even have harbored multiple navkrariai. One suppositicn
is that other contiguous demes were then added until an aggregation of
citizens egualing around ten bouweutai was reached. In thal case, our
cusiomary reconstructicns of Kleisihenes’ |legislation waould have to be
rethcught, because it is a much more ccmplex process to assign bath
demes and nawkranai to phyialithan allocaling demes alone. Anyone can
establish this for themselves by taking a copy of John Traill's map of lhe
Kleisthenic demes (Traill, 1978) and trying to overlay fifty naukrariaion it.
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Therefore, it is tempting 1o conjecture that Kleisthenes did net try
to raconcile assignment cl fifty naukrariai to phyiai wilh tha gaagraphic
demarcation of tritfyes and dames. The pre-Kieisthenic naukrarai were
assignad to Kleisthenic tribes, five each, and Kleisthenic damses of that
tribe were allocated to the navkranai without regard to their location, sa that
each naukraria drew on demes sncompassing ten bouisuiai. Therefors,
pre-Kleisthenic Attica was & finely delailed mosaic comprising citizens from
different tribes and naukranai; post-Kleisthenic Allica a jigsaw puzzle of
demes allocated to various ravkrariai.

It is quite unciear whan Athenian census quotas, originally defined
in terms of natural products, wera given monetary equivalents {A. Pol.
7.2-4; Pollux 8.130). Thus, because some early archaic navkraroi drew
on non-agricultural subsistence activities for the majority of their income,
appointmeni as a nauvkrares diftered fundamentally from sociopolitical clas-
sification in the agrarian Solonian te/é. The navkraror are usually assumed
to have belonged ta the traditional aristecracy or the two highest census
classes, but that is not necessarily true {(cf. e.g., Brave, 1977: 27-30: Valdés
Guia, 2002: 72). Some may indeed have rated as Pentekosiomedimrniol
and Hippeis anly by plausible self-designation or if non-agricuktural income
wers taken into account. Some were perhaps merely zeugital even In
these terms. Yat, many 8" century naukrarci were legally thetes because
ol lheir basically non-agrarian assets and incoms. Tharefors, it is hard to
imagine the aperalions of the nauvkrariai being conducted through the other,
that is, gentilician units of the politeurna, like phylal, phratriai. and gané.

Military functions of the naukrarof

Lel us explore how the navkraroi may have functionad militarily®.
By the gixth century, the navkrarci were persons from families otherwise
involved with sealaring who had the experience 1o equip. man, and handle
ships. They had been grantad by the polis the authority to mustaer men and
to collect taxes to these ends. They naadsd 10 acquine the material ta build
the ships, aspecially the long timbers far keels and masts, which were In
shorl supply in Attica. Thay supervised shipbuilding themselves. Because
the Peiraeus had not yet developed as a center for naval construction,
ships were probably built in various places aleng the coast by workers who
may have sailed for their Ivellhoods, sometimes in combination with cther
subsistance activities. Recall the mythclogical exemplar ot Theseus building
ships for use against the Cretans at Thymaitadai (Kleidemos FGrH 323 F17).
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Compared with ship procurement, the manning was an equal or more
subsiantlal task. Being a rower was not yet a salaried cccupafion. Without
a paal of workers far hire, ships could anly be manned through clientage
or local affiliation. In this context, there was unlikely to have been any
process far training rowers as & craff, turning man with no experience of
seafaring into sailors. This was quite uniike 1he classical paried, whare a
poor Athenian (sarned to row in a trirems and crews iearned te coardinate
rcwing by being maintained at sea at public expense. In archaic Athens,
each man who owned a ship for piracy. fishing, or trade had a circle of
associates [family members, retainers, neighbors, or even slaves). Only
individuals with such circles of affinity oould probably serve as naukraror.

The shipbuilding and persanngel responsibilities of the naukraroi grew
over time. According to Thucydides, the trireme was invented at Corinth in
the late eighth cenfury (Th. 1.12.1-4). Although a vessel with three tiers of
rawers was a significant technalagical advance, it imposed greater costs
and required much higher rates of mobllization. Fentekantors needed
fifty-five 10 sixty men, while triremes demanded at least twa hundred. The
naukrasic system implies & minimum of forty-eight ships. A minimal fleet
mixing peniekontars and smaller triakontars required ¢. 2,300 sailars,
A trireme flest of the same size, hewever, calied for 9,600, Unlike the
Sigilian tyrants and the Corcyreans, as Thucydidas obsarves (1.14.2-3),
the Athenians and their enemies on Aigina were slow ta gonveart to trire-
mes. Triremes and peniekontors were nol easily deployed in the game
battle line because of dilferent speeds. The tyrants had unusual capacity
to conscript large numbers and hire mercenaries, while the Ccroyraean
elite was heavily involved in seafaring. At Athens, the quasi-public/private
character of the naukraral made procurement of a fieet in a predaminantly
agrarian state feasible, but mllitated against the trireme in tavar of the
pentekontor. Thucydides vauches for the continued late archaic use of
the pentekontorin the Athenian fleet (1.14.3).

Bacausa of their enmily. tha Athanian and Aiginetan navies grew in
conjuncfion, with 1the eary advantage Inclined toward Aigina®. QOur data
are scarce. but a few cbservations are passible. The Aiginetans likely had
fifty to sixty triremes in 519, when they fought the Samians at Kydenia
in Crete (Hdt. 3.44.1-2, 58.3). The Athenians probably had at least forty
tiremes in 488, when they dispatched twenty to assist the lonian rebefs
{Charon FIGrH 262 F10; cf. Hdt. 5.99.1}. In the eariy 4805 both navies were
well matched, with over seventy triremes each. An expeditionary force
of 70 triremes entails a massive mobilization, requiring at least 14,000
men. Thereafter, the naval law of Themistokies permanently altered the
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balance of power between the twa poieis in favor of Athens, but it also
ended the naukraric system.

These remarks reveal my positlon on the relevance of the number
of the naukrariai to the size of the Athenian lleet, That there were only 48
naukrariaiin the 8" cantury and 50 under the Kleisthanic conslitution makes
it imprecbable Lhat the institution ¢ould ever have supported the navy of
demogratic Athens with ils hundreds of triremes. Yat it is alsc imprabable
thal the navkrariai ever limited Athens 1o only 48 or 50 ships™. [n that
case, it would be hard to understand how the intrcduction of the trireme
could have been handiad or how a mixed complement of peniekomtors
and triremes was maintained. The Athenian squadrons used at Aigina and
Paraos in the eany 4805 already numberad 70 ships (Hdt. 6.86, 132), a
sirength out of alignment with the number of naukrariai. Kleisihenes only
increased the 48 Salonian navkranaiia 50, making a miner adjustment to
fil his new tribal system*. [ there was strict linkage between the number
of naukrariai and fleet size, we might rather expect Klelsthenes to have
increased their numbsr markedly ta reflect the aconamic and demagraphic
growth of Peisistralid Athens. Managing tha size of the llgel is prabably
a reason why the prutaneis of the naukrariai existed*?, Pogsibly, they had
o help allocate equitably among Lhe naukrarof tasks of procurement and
maintenance of ships = in proporlion 1o the numher of naukrared in various
naukrariai? — after the archons {(end later the stratégol). endarsed by the
ekkidsia, decidad how many ghips and in what types Athens needed and
cauld afford.

Pallux states that vaukpapla 8 £Kkaatn S0 IMEAS TAPEixe Kal
valy piav, g’ N¢ (ows wvdpaoTe, «each naukraria provided twa hor-
semen and one ship, from whioh perhaps it was named». The word icwg
seems to mark 1he (ast clause as lexicographical speculation, although
probably correct™. That every naukraria provided two cavalrymen and cne
ship might be explained merely as the ferce that each had to keep at the
ready. Pollux follows his notice on the naukrarial (which are introduced to
axplain demarkhoi) with an explanation of triffuarkhos and trittys wherein,
schematically and Improbably. a i1ttys is assigned 30 gené. He then goes
on ta name the Athenian tribes under Kekraps, Kranacs, Erikthonios,
Erekhtheus, and Alkmaion, this lasi perhaps reflective of Kleisthenes.
These elements appear to have been culled from a treatment of the
archaic Attic pofiteia, one resembling but distinct from the Athenaion
Politela. Poliux establishes B6 or 100 horsemen for the mountad trocps cf
48 or 50 naukrariai. This small body of horsemen was not the 6" century
Attic cavalry, which probably never numberzd less than 300%, Potentially,
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Athentan mounted soldiers would have included an able-bodied man from
each pikas of the two highest census classes, the Pentekosiomedimnoi
and ihe Hippeis. Rather, the horsemen of tne naukrariai would have had
a role in naval defense. They were probably used as messengers to alert
other nauvkrarial ahd heighboring communifies of a hostile incursion. With
naukraric centers and members of naukrariai scattered thraughout Attica,
thars had to be sorme mechanism to disseminate news of threals and to
summon assistancs in haste.

The naukrarof wers supplantad by the demarchs, wha kept registers
of those liable for military servica. A similar function for the nauvkraroi might
have existed. Although it is unlikely that archaic Athens had a complete
enumeration of 1he thetic class, the naukraroi may still have had records
of persons available for service in ships’ crews. They could doubtless have
had fisis of hoplites for service as epibatai «marines». The camposite
document that we call the « Themistokles Decree» (Meiggs-Lewis #23)
was probably synthesized from genuine Attic enactments of 480. Lines
29-30 indicate that the AnElapyIkd ypauuaTeia, the deme registers of
cltizens for military service, mighi already have existed in 480.

The naukrarof as financial officials

in state tinance, the naukraroi had important responsibilities®. Atfre-
naion Politeia 8.3 speaks of the dpxn «magistracy~ of the nauvkraroias
«tasked» (TeTaypévn) for ongoing eiopapde capital taxes’ and damavag
«expenditures». The Atnenaion Politeia gaes on to quate from pertinent
Solonian laws: Tolg vaukpdpoug (oNpATTElY «the naukraroi exacts,
and avaligkewv £k Tol vaukpapkoel apyupiov, «to spend from the
naukraric silver». Pollux refars to the sara activity: Tag &' EloPopac Tag
kAT S pOUE DeXelpoTévouy alTol, Kal T &€ qutiv avahmnpata «fhay
used to vole on lhe aisphoras involved with demes, and the expenditures
from them=». Similady, Hesychius nales that the navkraroi were olTiveg
A’ EKACTNG XWPpag TS eogopdg eEeAeyov, «the very anes who col-
lectad the eisphoras fram each place». Mareover. a fragment of Androtion
establishes that the kolakretal are to give e Odiov «travel provisionss £x
TV vauxkpapikmv «tram the navkrarika [naukraric funds]s to tnedroi to
Delphi®3, Andrctian Is also a posslble saurce far the Sclenlan laws cited
in the Athenaion Polftela.

In thelr fiscal aspect the naukrarei are juxtaposed with the demar-
chs. Kleisthenes eslablished demarchs with the same émuéAcia
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«respohsibility»as the farmer naukraroi, as the Athenaion Politeia notes
and lexicography emphasized®. Now these laws appear to reflect an
embryonic monstary aconomy with the specifications £k To0 vaukpoplko
apyupiou, £¢godiov, and £k ey vaukpapik®dv, Therafora, ane must
be reluctant to envisage a Solonian or early archaic data in the form in
which they were ultimately cited (of. Bravo, 1977:27-30}. The revision
of the laws had to reflect a fiscal progression in which the naukraroj
moved from handling poth levies in kind and weighed bullion, through
pre-monetary media, to early coined maney.

Howsver, one cannot help understand the financial responsibilities af
the naukrarai by emending Herodotus, as Jordan has argued, to read that
the naukraroi evépovto «drew revenuen from Athens®. This accepts an
inferior manuscript of Heradotus, while failing 1o justily the middle voice of
the verb, which means «fa extract revenues for one’s own benefit»*, This
revision makes even less sense representing a tradition an suppression of
the Kylanians. Thair fiscal authority hardly altars the allocation of culpability.
Jordan’s scenario tends to camplicate that murky issus by adducing ad hoc
details gutside Herodotus {e.g., putative priutanic retaliation for Kylanian
plundaring ol the sanctuary}. An exlension of this hypothesis is tha unlikely
theory thal the prutaneis were the earliest supervisors of the treasurss ol
the cult of Althena an the Acropolis, occupying Ihe role {ater hekd by the
tamiaf’. A conflation ol treasurers and mililary financial officials does not
withstand historical analysis®®. The formar pregerved dedications that in
all but utter crisis times were expactad to accrue; thare is no avidence
that they regularly dealt with a budgetary cycle, mililary subgidies, or the
conversions required to utilize dedications in warfare. The naukrarol seem
to have made actual preparations for belligerency, trying to raise the funds
ic defray them, in all likelihaod retroactively.

The comparison of demarchs and nawvkrarof is primary, while the
paraliel between demes and naukrariai is somewhat in fhe background.
Hesychius and Pallux give the number of naukraroias one for each naukraria,
buf this is probably an Inference from the analogy with demarchs, who
individually presidad over their demes®. This specification is joined with the
suspect ldea that the naukrariai were allocated to friftyes. Yet, as suggested
ahove, the existence af mputdviee T@v vaukpdpwv argues for more than
twelve naukrarol. This interprefation is also supported by the references
ta the naukrarei compiled by the Peripatetics, whare multiple navkraroi
for each naukraria are indicated by phrases like ToUg vaukpdpoug Tolg
Katd vauxpapliav (Photius) and, probably, Eml TGy vaukpapiiv apxn
kafeoTnkuia valkpapol (from the Athenalion Pofileia}
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The eisphorar of classical Athens were the much resertod emergency
l2vies on capital, made primarily for military expenses. Thucydides speaks
aof the eisphora of 428/7 as in some sense the first (3. 13. 1). Alternatively,
he meant that Athens revived the eisphora then, in other words using it
for the tirst time in the Pelaponnesian War, ar that it first vielded two hun-
dred talents. Thomsen doubted that there was fruly a naukrariceisphora,
suggesfing that Peripatetic iradition postulated it on the basis of the term
eionpatTaw in the law of Solan quoted by the Athenalon Poiiteia®. However,
the phrage npodg Te Tag EOPORAL Kal TAG JoT{avas] TAG YIYVOREVAS
saams to he official languaga. Accordingly, Pollux and Hesychius follow
Peripatetic tradition when thay too speak of eisphorai. There seems no
good reason to doubt that the naukraros maintained whatever early lists
of proparty that archaic Athens kept. Hence Hesychius could describe
themas levying sisphorai ag' ekaotng xwpac. Quite passibly such registers
only preservad a record of assignment of the members of a naukraria
1¢ the four Solonian ¢ensus classes. Thomssn and Ostwald emphasize
Ihat the lerm eisphora probahily establishes the intermittent character of
navkraric exactions, while for Ostwald the term lelos for a Solanian class
presuppases such payments!'. The Peisistratid levy on produclion rnay
well have been raised on the basis of the information about holdings
held by the boards of nmauvkrarci {Th. 6.54.5; Ath. Pol. 16.4).1 would stress
ihe probable ex pos? facte nature of naukraric eisphoraj (ct. Schubert
2008, 55-58). Semewhat like trierarchs in the classical perad, navkraroi
probably underteok necessary expenditures up front and then tried to
recoup their autlays afterward. Hence Pollux speaks abaout the naukraroi
vofing {(SiexelpoTévouv) on sisphoral and expenditures (QvaiopaTta).

Thps the raukraro! also supervised expenditures. These dutles
presumably invoived ship procurernent and conducting military operafions
through sustaining naval personnel, although our sources are untartunately
muie. Other aflicials, including the impartant board of the kéfakretai, stocd
downstream of the naukrarci In the flow of publie tunds taward final recl-
plents. According to Androtlon, the kdiakretai provided travel subsidles to
thedroito Delphi aut of the naukraric fund. Provisian {or sacred embassies
would have been amang the eartiest tinancial responsibilities of the pofis.
Many thedroi fravelled by sea, carried by the Athenian state galleys, the
Paralos first, later joined by the Salaminia. Perhaps the prutaneis of the
nauvkraroi colleclively suparvised the state galleys.

The title ko/akretai means «collectors of the limbs», referring to
sacrificial animals, so that early duties included management of apportio-
nment cf meat from sacrifices betonging to the démos. In a pre-monelary
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society, the valus of sacrificial meat {and othar ritual comestiblas) was
an important camponent of all goods redistributed through the «state::.
Fram 1his role, the k6lakretai evolved into cfficials responsible for the
supervision of state expenditures (Ahodes, 1981: 139-140}. We cannot tell
trom the fragment of Androtion whether the k&lakretai had always funded
thedroi fram the naukraric treasury. It cannct be excluded that subsidy of
the thedria passed to the kdlakretaiat some juncture, after having been
the exclusive province of the nawkraroi previously. Speculaling on their
other interactions with the naukrarciis futile?, The appearance of the word
dpyupia here mignt suggest that the surviving larmulation of the rule of
subsidization of thedroi refers fo colned money, sa thal provision could
not be earliar than the and of the sixth century. Broad early authorify for
the naukrarof would fit fhe characterizalion of their functions in Ath. Pol.
8.3. Therefore, the kGlakretai may have assumed same liscal duties of the
naukraroi when coinage was becoming more prevalentin the later 500s
and financial management became theretry more complex. The reforms
of Kleisihenes would offer a cantext.

Soma other financial dutias of the nauvkraroci are more obscure. A gless
of Photius and a differentiation of Ammanius have them leasing public
property. This would be another aspect of their role as suparvisors of
the property holdings in Attica. Seoular public property weould nol derive
fram dedications, which would go ta the benefit of individual cults and be
handled by tamial, but from exprcpriations from these subjected 1o confis-
cations. A scholion to Aristephanes seems to give the navkrarar authority
over recalcitranf debtors. alihough 1he Greek is difficut and may relate
to the aftested process by which later demarchs compiled apographar of
forfeited praperties. Some have understced from Zaristoph., Nubes 37b
(Kosfer), that the naukraroi marshaled the Panathenaic procession®?,
but fhis may be a distortion based on the role of the demarchs. If the
archaic naukraroi were indeed involved, that might explain the carriage
of Athena’s peplos on a ship's mast (Paus. 1.29.1; Suda s.v. 10T0g Kkal
kepala: Harpocration s.v. ToTiEIDY).

The rationale in social analysis far the financial functions of the
naukraroiis manifest. Maintenance cf a fleet would have been the major
ongoing tiscal activity cf an eariy polis, demanding aggregation and dis-
bursa!l of appreciable resources, whether in silver bullian, products, or
coins. Other slate functions were less asset-intensive. The {and army
was provided by citizen farmers, who did nat receive subsistence supporl.
Ritual activity was the responsibility of priestly personnsl or. in the case
of certain state cuits, was underwritten through dsdications, production
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fram cuit property, cult levies, and, evehtually, elite liturgies. The judicial
apperatus and most routine official activities were supported by elite
office-holders themselves. Sanctuaries were embellished by cooperative
civic effarts, assisted by conversion of dedications. These activitles were
supervisad by famiai «ireasurers». Tha limited spectrurmn of slate expenditure
was balanced by a slight arsanal of taxes. Until the very and of the sixth
cantury. ceinage, and aspecially fractional coins, circulated in madest
amounts. This circumstance greally reslriclsd efficiancy of collection far
the indirect taxes on which poleis depended. Sales taxes, imporl duties,
and harbor tariffs were cumbersome without coins io provide a scale
of value and a means by which fractional values could be segquestered
for governmental use. The tasking of the naukraroi with public finances
illustrates a principle of early polis organization in which state organs were
shaped by their most demanding responsibility, in this case, provision of
a fleet. Less demanding duties, such as subsidizing sacred embassies,
in this instance, are appended in a pracess of ecanomy of adminisirative
energy. Simllarly, on Aigina, the authority for the main archaic mint seems
to have hean assaciated with the fleet™.

The prutaneis of the naukrarol

We must first recognize our difliculty in interpreting the prifaness,
with only the single explicit attestation of Herodatus to assist us (5.71.1-
2). We cannot answer so basic a queslian as whether each nauvkraria
appointed its own prutanis or in what other way they were selecfed. ar,
allernativaly, whether thera was & prutanis {or two?} for each triba. By
their title, the prufaneis could have been the superiors of the navkra-
roi = n.b, not of lhe naukrariai — or lhey could merely have besn thoss
navkraroi who were presiding oul of the whole body of naukraroi. There
is na suggestion that they performed the main functions with which our
discussion has daalt: construction and pravisian of ships, mabilization af
manpowar, maintanance of propsnty registers, levying of eisphoral, and
axpenditures on naval matters. Interastingly, the Laxicon Seguerianum has
the naukrarai subordinated to the pafemarch, not ta their own prutansis.
Thatimplies that the polemarch actually commanded tha naukraric ships.
Just on common sense grounds, ane might assign to the prulansis a role
in exaction and dishursements of publio funds. It seems more efficient ta
suppase that four, eight, even possibly forty-eight/fifty pruteneis handled
conveyance of money ta the kdfakretai than envisioning perhaps several
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hundred naukrarol undertaking such lasks. While the archons and later
stratéqol, whose actions were endorsed by the ekkl/ésia, presumably
determined the size and compositicn of squadrons and their use, the
prutanais probably collaborated in the supervision of the nauvkraroi in
their activities, including exactions and expenditures. Ancther role may
have been to halp the paiemarch in designating the naukraroi, just as
the later stratdgoi named the trierarchs. There is no evidence for another
assembly or counclh o naukraroi. Herodotus’ natice on the suppression
of ihe Kylanians is prabably warrant for the presence af the pritaneisin
the asty, where thay were permanently on call to handle exigencles. Thay
may have dined in the pryianeion with the alher officials, that is, the ather
prutaneis in ihe general sense of the term, first and foremost the archons.

Allhough 1he archons may have canvened with prulaneis by vir-
tue of their presence in the asty, one need not proceed to speculate
that the prutaneis formed a council, sither a forerunnar or rival of the
Areiopagos or perhaps the body of fifty-one ephelar with three archons
(cf. iG P 104.13, 18; Plut. Soion 19.3-4)*, Nor ought one fallow Wist in
believing the prutaneis to be the archons themselves.*"As we have seen,
Jordan expanded his theory concerning the financial preoccupations of
the naukraroi by making them predecessors af the tamiai, so that their
presance con the Acropalis during the Kyionian coup is understandable.
Rather, let us view the prutaneis as genuine obscurities and not merely
another sel of magistrates about whose nature Herodotus was misled. At
the warst, his infarmahts probably tried to divert blame for the Kefoneion
agos by obfuscatioh.

The permutations of interpretation of the Kylehian coup d'étaf are
s0 numeraus that | cannat to hope te exhaust them here.*® Rather, | offer
regolution in light of my recanstruction of the natkraral. In the Heradaleah
accouni of the murdar of the Kylonians, the prutaneis are the altemative
choice for culpability. It has been thought that they might have mustered
hoplile forces {Hignslt 1952 71). This ssams & more likely assignmant
for the polemarch and his assistants, including the phytarchs if they ag
yet existed. An enemy marching by land would usuafly have given the
Athenians ample waraing of his onsat. Most sudden incursions would
have come from the sea. The nauvkraroi and their prutaneis were likely
responsible for rallying ships and sailors. The twa horsemen of 2ach
naukraria provided a mechanism far doing so amang €ach ather and for
alerting the prutansis. Whan Kylon seized the Akropalis, na one wauld
have immediataly known wheiher his action was timed to colncide wilh an
attack on Attica by his father-in-law, Theagenes, tyrant of Megara. Athens
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and Megara were notarlously in conflict in the late 7% century aver Salamis
and the Eleusinian borderlands. When the navirarol had gathered their
forces against Kylon, the prutaneis. present in the asty, may have taken
charge in the absence of the pefamarck: (cf. Lambert 1986 112). Henee,
the prutanais were in practical command of the Athanians rallying ta
blockade the Acropolis.

In the aiternativa version on the execution of the Kylonians by Thucydi-
des, the archons are respansible 1or their murder (Th. 1.126.1-11). Qn a first
level, Thucydides established the overall authority of the archons, probahly
in tacit correction of Herodotus. Then there are notorious difficulties. The
nine archons seem to act collectively, in a situation where the 7" century
archon and/cr the pofemarch would probably have predominated. The
archons are alsc empowered by grant of the people, whao tire of the siege
of the Acropolis. Thus, the Athenian army acis rather like the 5™ century
ekki8sia in continuous supervision of military operations. i the pritaneis
of the naukraroi toak charge of the Acropolis siege as the Athenians were
massing and awalting the arvival of the archon and the palemarch, ihen the
variants of Herodalus and Thucydides differ mainly atiaut imihg. Thucydides
ig probably correct that the archon. Megakles, made the crucial decision to
execute the Kylonians, ta whioh his calleagues likely assented. Herodotus
can be read as implicitly admitting Megakles/Alemeonid responsibility for
ihe executicns. However, he wauld acquit them of pollution because the
prutanefs had given guarantees to the Kylonians. Thus, Herodatus might
have received fram informants, hoping to mitigate the gulit of Megakles,
an exaggerated appraisal of the authority of the pridaneis. Thus, «...ol
MPUTAVIES TQY VAUKPAP®WY, Ol TIEQ EvEeY TOTe TAg ABhHvag...», tha
prutaniag of the nauwkraroi. the very ones who administared Athens than.*8
In 1885, | raised, but was skeptical over, lhe possibility that Tate here can
mean simply «at the time during the siege». Lambert, however, embracad
this idea in same yvear and same journai®.

The supersession of naukrarol and naukrariat

It was Themistokles’ naval legislaticn that superseded the naukraric
system.* Thamistokles directed the surplus of mining at Laurion to an
axpansion of the flzet. legislation that provided it be subsidized from
general revenues. The specific responsibility for command and stewar-
ding of funds now fell to the wealthiest Athenians, without regard to their
economic affiliations. One tradition on the Themisioklean naval bill has

i85



TAOKMAS J. FIGUEIRA

the mining surplus entrusted to one hundred wealthy individuals in order
ta provide iniremes (Ath. Pol. 22.7}. While lhere are problems in interpre-
tation, especially concerning ihe matif that the purpose of lhe granls was
not made explicit, the tradition does appear 1o signal the first appearance
of what would become the trierarchic system. Therg is ro evidence thai
the naukraroi played any role in Themistokles' legislation. Nor are they
attested during the campaigns of Xarxes' invasion. When the e/sphora
was revived, whether during the First Peloponnesian War or during the
greal Thucydidean war, it had become an extraardinary wartime jax.

By the early fitth century, the navkraroi had outlived their useful-
ness. The groups of naukraro/ were scattered around Attica. However, as
Athens traded more and mare by sea, Attic shipping must have become
concentrated in the Saronic Gull. As early as 506/5. the Aiginefans had
begun 1heir campaign of ralding coastal Attica with a surprise attack on
Phaleran {Hdt. 5.81.3, 89.2). This suggests that Phaleron was already
the chief Attic naval basa. (n 493/2, during his archanship, Themistokles
commencsed conversion of the Pairasus into a naval stronghold meant
to replace Phaleron (Th. 1.83.1-2). During the years al the «Haraldless
War» with Aigina, lhe greater part of the Athenian flest was probably
concentrated at Phaleron or ithe Peiraeus to meet Aiginetan threals and to
threatan Alginain turn {Hdt. 5.81.3 with Figusira 1993, 133-34, 410). Yet,
when the Alhenians set off to randezvous with Nikodremos, 1he dissident
Aiginetan arislocrat, their mebilization miscarried (Hdt. $.85-89).

They had intended a surprise attack an the asty of Aigina in conjunction
with Nikodromos and his followers from the demos. The rebals duly rose
up and seized the Aslypafaia «Old-Town» of Aigina. Bul the Athenians
failed to arrive at the agreed time. being stymied by their last minule
discovery of a shortage of «batile-worthy» ships. That indicaies a failure
in ship mainienance, probably by the naukraroi. The fallure to expleit the
populist uprising at Aigina was probably a strong argument in support of
Themistokles® prepased reforms. The ships built from the Laurion surglus
were explicitly to be employed aganst Aigina (Hdt. 7.114.1-2: Th. 1.14.3}.
External fo fhis evidence from the naval bill, there are other indications
of Themistakles’ hdstility taward the Aiginetan oligarchs (Figueira, 1953:
143-1486).

One echo of the controversy over this issue may be an ostrakon,
Agora 17.1065, bearing an elegiac couplet hostile to Xanithippes, the
father of Perikles®2. Here | follow my earlier exegesis from 1988 (revised
in 1883 151-72)%. The couplet observes that Xanthippos did the most
adikia of the «accursed» prutaneis. The prutaneis of ihe Boulé are not
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attested until after the refarms of Ephialies, so that it is doubtful that thay
existed in the 480s (1993 161-163 ~ 1986:267-270). One prutanis put of
fitty weuld hardly seem capable of engendering such animosity. The term
aliteras, ~accursed», suggests someone whose extrerme criminality has
adopted a religlous dimension. One doubts thal the man who scratched
this ostrakon composed the couplet himself, which probably served as a
maemanic from an astracism campaign against Xanrthippas in 484. One
voler was 80 impressed that he taok the trauble ta recard it. That Xan-
thippos was a prutanis of the nauvirarci makes goad sense on 1he eve of
Themistakles®’ naval legislation. He ¢auld be accused of the fallure of the
flesl preparation before the surprise attack on Aiginga, fram which sa much
was expected. As a prutanis, Xanthippos may have atismpted to uphold
the nawkraric system in the face of Themisiokles™ innovalions, protecting
an imperant political asset. If my interpretation is correct, the osfrakonis
further evidence both for the continued existence cf the prutaneis of the
naukraral in the early 8" century and for the 1ermination of the naukraric
systemn by the Themistoklean naval reforms. Such existence may also be
substantiated by the appearance of the prutaneis in the narralive about
Kylon in Herodotus because his informants might well not have invoked
an office that had nof existed in living memaory {Hignett, 1962: 69).

Canclusiaon

Lang warfare differed fram sea warfare in its dependence upon a
hoplite phalanx composed of small-halders. At least affer Solan, the |atter
would havae been of the zeuglte census rating. and would have had cettain
political rights like participation in the ekkigsia and holding miner afflces
guaranteed 1o them. Doubtless 1he naukraroi themselves were men of
some means and often ol 1he zeugite slatus, if not in some oasas higher
(if total incomae were to ba measured). Their influence on the palitical pro-
cess through service in Lhe fleet will have been reduced by the nauvkrariai
diviging their influence and the board of prutaneis supervening. Aithaugh
dealing malnly with the archons and later siratégol, the prutaneis may
have also intermediafed wiih other governmental argans, like ekkiésia,
Areiopagas, and the Sclanian bouié, if it truly existed. If my ihterpretation
of fhe Xanthippos osfrakon is corract, it was elite prulaneis like Xanthippos
(and pessibly tis father Ariphren) who exploited the naukraric system (1993:
169-171). The ordinary sailor, especially if he were a thete, would have
been insulated from pdlitical influence, since his participation in the ship’s
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complement was primarily dependent upon his private connection with
the naukrarosiship commander. By the same token, the entire manpower
of Alhens was not thereby readily available for naval wartare, bui only
those already connected with maritime activity. Hence, in archaic Athens
rowers did not become an interest group. Thelr influence was buffered
in a papulist stata to achieve a result approximating more aligarchical
states, more depandant on commerce and their navy. There was no
movemeani toward the nautikos akhfos of the Alhanian hegemony, since
ship pragurement, manning and command was still quasi-private/public.

The naukraric syslem lypifies the mechanisms of the late archaic
paleis to utifize the economic resources of the whole community for naval
wartare. Elsewhere, | have ciassified such sysiems as «mixed» regimes in
order to highlight their fusion cf different economic sectors and 1o distinguish
them from other madels for early naval warlare (Figueira, forthcoming(a]).
The «mixed» regimes certainly differed from navies which were amassed
by the amalgamation af 1he ships of elite J8istai «brigands»/merchant
entrepreneurs, such as those of 1he Aiginetans and Phokaians. Such
forces were heavily dependent an numbers of penfekontars with which
they could strike quickly. | also distinguish same garly, malnly trireme
navias, such as that of Corinth under Periander, which enjoyed high state
expenditures far shipbuilding and facilities and exploited the high level
of conscription that strong tyrannical authority afforded, but which may
have suffered from slowness in reaction. Furthermorg, | classify the navy
of Samos under the tyrant Polykrates as anothar «mixad» naval regime.

A distinction may also he prafitably made between a ravkraric and
a trierarchic syslem. Trigrarchs were wealthy members of the elite who
were tasked with naval command and maintenance withoul the vocational
connection with the sea possessed bynavkraroi. In the context of the
480s, they were probably, cn average, much more affluent than ordinary
navkraros. A trierarch received his ship from the state. When it was lost
al sea or in battie, he was not respaonsible for replacing it unless he was
taund negligent. Since naukraroi supplied ihe state with ships, despite
any safeguards and the shared respansibility of the whole naukrania, the
risks of combat at sea during the naukraric system must have rested more
heavily on the marilime segment of society and its promineni individu-
als and families. The Athenians may have faced the problems of many
societies that conscript ships, namely the reluctance of their captaing to
risk their peacetime livelihoods. The trierarchic system allowed for central
storage. maintenanae, and proiection of lhe fleet. 1t brought the status of
ships under the direct scrutiny of the strategoi. The naukraric systam may
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well have occupied an importance place in the ascenl of Albens toward
thalassocracy in the eastern Mediterranean, but it could never have served
as the machanism that achieved thalassocracy.

Evidence

Ammonius De adfinium vocabulorum differentia 330; vaOkinpol
Kal vagxpapol dlapEproucivy. vaUKANpoL HEV yap elow ol valg
KEKTT|LEVOL, vaUuKpapa BE ol ElaTPacTdevol Ta Snpoma KTuata.
kal vaukpdpia oi Tomol Ev ol AvEKEITO TA KTARATA. EAEYOVTO BE
opofwe valkinpol kai oi puabwTol TV oUVOIKIODY.

Androtion FGH 324 F 36 (ZAristoph. Aves 1541): 1OV KwAaKpETNY,
TOV Tapiay T@v MOAITIKQY XprHAT@yY. ApIoToRAvYnc O YPaupaTIkog
TolTaug Taplag eival ¢not Tou SikaatikoO abal, ol pudvov B
toutou TV £rupéAsiay émololvTg, (O dnalv, AAA kal 1a elg 8zadg
AvaAiokdueva, d1d ToUTwy avnAlokeTo, We AvapoTlny ypdoe!
olTwe: “Tolg O 10001 NUEmdE BEwWPOIL TOUC KWAGKPETAC SGd vl
EK TMY VAUKPApPIK@Y [MSS.. YaQukANpIK@Y] £poadilov apylpid, Kal
gig GANO & TL v BéEN Avordoar.”

ZArisioph. Nubas 37b { Scholia in Anistophanem 1.3.1 Holwerda).
ot dhpapxal 00ToL TAG GrOYPAPAg ENOLOOVTO TV EV EKADTY
SHuw Xwpiwy, kal Ta AnSepxikd ypappateia Tmp’ avtois iy,
OUVT]YOV TE TOUC BrioUg, OTE S£al, Kai Yfigoy alTolg emEdiIdoany,
kai evexuplafov. 37c: dvopa moArtelag oi &Apapyxe! mapa taic
ABnvalog ol mpoinv valkpapal kKakoUuevot ol évexupldiovree
TOUC AyVANOVACG TRV XPEWCSTRY.

2Aristaph. Nubes 37h (Scholia in Aristaphanem 1.3.2 Koster):
APIGTOTEANG B iepl KAelaBEvoug gnol- “kote amoe kai &npudpxouc
v almyv éxovTag EmpéAciav Taig MpdTSpov vaukAApoIg: Kai
yap 1006 dfHoUg alT@y vaukAap@dy Emoinosy.” oi mpdTEpOyY
vauxAapol, £iTe UNO ZbAwvos kataaralévieg elte kal mpdTov ...
olTol 82 THV mourmyv v Navabrvaiwy éxbapouy Kisiadévoug
KaTaoTHoavTog avri vaukAdapioy.

Athenaion Politeia 8.3: puhal & foav & ka8arep npbdTEAOY.
kal fuicpBaciieic tETTapeg. [£K] 82 [Thc] Qu[ARle ExaoTne Raav
VEVEMNHEVAL TRITTUES pEY TPEIL, vaukpapial 8 dSawdeka kad’
Ekaotny- Ny &' éni TAv vaukpapdy dpxn kadeatnkuia valkpapat,
TETAYHEVT TR TE TAG EioPopag Kal Tag darfavac] Tac yiyvopEvac:
S19 Kal ev 10ig YOROIG Tolg ZO0AWVOG olc GUKETI Xp@vTal NoAAaxo|il
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YE]ypanmTay, “Tol¢ vaukpdpous elonpdTTeiv’, Kai “*Avaliokev £k
To0 vaukpaplkol dpyupliou”.

Athenaion Politeia 21.5. xatéotnoe d¢ Kal dnuapxoug, mv
a0V EXOVTAG ETRREAEIQV TOIG TIPOTEPOV VAUKPAPTLS. Kal yap
TOUG SNUOUG avTi TV vaukpaplv ETCINCEY.

Harpocration s.v. 8Auopxog, 8 89: Toutouc & prioy ApIOTOTEANG
£v ABnvaiwy moArTelg Und KaeloBEvoug katacTabfval, TV auTny
£XaVTac EMmpéAsiav ToiC MpbTEpOV vaukpdpalg. 6T1 8 Avexupinlov
oi afpapxal dnAal Apiotoddvng £v ZkNvag KaTaAapRavelaals.

Harpocration s.v. vaukpaptkd, v 211: ... £ln dv 1a Tav Apxévwy:
vaukpdpoug yap to maAawy 1oug dpxovrag £Aeyoy, weg Kai &v Ti
g 'Hpodotog BnAoi, AploToTEANG 3' v ABnvaiwy noAiTeiq ¢nol
"k TEOTNAAY 62 anpdpxoug v alimyv ExovTag EmpéAelay Talg
MPATEPOV VAUKPAPAIS.” [DRpoUS AVTL TV vauKpapldv enoimaay.]

Herodotus $.71.2: toﬁtouq [the Kylonians} avioTaol pev ol
MeuTdvies TV vaukpdpwy, of nep Evepov TOTE TAG Aenvaq
uneyyuoug n}mv 8avaTou- oveloal &8 alToug altin £xst
AAKpEWVIDAg. Talta nMpo TAG I'IBtOtOIpdTou NAKING EYEVETO.

Hesychlus s.v. BT HQRXOL, O B24 Latte: cimpdrepov KQAOuuSVOl
valkpapol: dpxovTeg 8& noav kat vexvpadav gltol Toug
boeirovrag

Hesychius s.v. valxkiapol, v 11B Latte: dfpapxal. [ErmpETal
"valkAnpol” &¢ epétal| TIveg 98 a¢’ £kdaTtng Puafg Swdeka,
olTivec A’ Exdatg xwpac Tdg eiapopag cEEAeyov. aTepov dE
SNUUPXCL EKANBNaay.

Kleidemos FGH 323 F 8: & KAzidnpog v i tpitn ¢noiv, &t
KAg08£voug eka purds nomoavTog, avti TOHV TEaCApLY, ouvéBn
kal el¢ mvrnnovm uspn 5turcw|vm QUToLG 32 EKAADUY VOUKpAMQ
wanesp vOv £ig Ta skaTov pEPN SiapsBivia kaAaUOL CUPHOPICS.

Lex.Seguer. s.v. KwAidg [K, Anec. Bekkeri1.275]: Tdnog ATTikGg,
dHo10G avBphrou KidAw, £V O lepdv Apoditg KwAtddog. fiv Bé
Kal vaukpapia.

Lex.Seguer. s.v. vaikpapol [v, Anec. Bekkeri 1.283): oi 144
valq napaokeudlovTes, kol TRINPAPXOoUVTES, Kai T( NOASHAPK®
UTIOTETAYHEVOL.

Photius s.v. vaukpapica [v, 287-88): ... vaukpapoug ydp td
naAaidy ToUS ApxovTas EAeyoy- we Kol HpodoTog £V £ IGTOPIAVY.

Photius s.v. vaukpépol [v, 288]: 16 naAaldy ABnwnaty ol vov
SNpapxol kai ol ékpaBolvreq ta dnpdoia.
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Photius s.v. vaukpapla [v, 288]): 16 mpbTEpOV oliting £kAAQUY
vaukpapia kai vaikpapog: vaukpapla NEv Orolov Tt f GUppopla
Kai 6 STjjpog: valkpapag 58 onatay 10 4 &Y papyog, Zéhwvoq oUTWE
{:Nopdoawoc; W kol APIoTOTEANG Pnai[fr. 387 Rose] KQl &v 101Q
vépoie 88 dv tic VGUKpuplaq dp(pLanm Kal TOUC VOUKpapoug
muq KATA vaUKpapiay- umepov de and Khzi0Qgvoug dijjoL eigly:
kol Sfpapxol £kAndnaay: ek T ApoTotéAous MoAwteiag, Ov
1ponov S1ETafs TV MOALY 0 SOAWY: PLAAL 3€ Noav téooapee
Kabdnep npéTepoy Kal puAofaciAeic téooupeg €K 82 TAg PUANC
EKAUTNG ROAV VEVEUNUEVAL, TPITTDES MEV TPEIQ, vaukpapial 8¢
ddeka kab' ekactnv-[citation of Kleidemos).

Pollux Onomasticon 8.108-109: 8fiuapyo! oi kata dfjpuoug
dpxovTec. £ékaAalivta 82 Téwe valkpapol 81e kai ol afpal
vaukpapial. vaukpapla & fv Téwg GUARS SWBEKATOV PGS, Kai
valkpapol Roav 5QHSeKa. TETTAPES KATH TRITTAY EKdomyv. Tde &'
Eiapopdg TAC KATA ANPOLS GIEXEIPOTEVOLY QUTOL, KAl TA 8 AUTDY
avaA@pata. vaukpapia &' ékdatn doo imméag [109] mapeixe kal
vady play, ag' g towe dvoOraaTo. THC TPITTUOC PEVTOL & dpXWY
TPLTTURPXOG EKOAEITO, TRLTTUOG &' EKAOTNS VEVN TPIAKOVTO. Kai Al
puAGL TEWC Mév &l Kékpomog noay tETTapes, Kekponic AGTaxBwv
Axtala NapaAia, emi 8¢ Kpavaol petwwvopdobnoav Kpavaic AtBic
Meodyaa Alakpis ..

Ptolemaeus De differentia vocabulorum 402.18-21: vaUkAnpal.
pEv ol valc KEKTNUEVOL valkpapal 8£ oi £ig Mpacabpeveol Ta
dnuoaia kTuara- vaukpapia of Tarmd v ole dvéketo T kTiuate:
EAEYOVTO D& opoing valkanpol kal oi oBwTal TOV CUVOLKIMY.

Suda s.v. vaukpapka, v 57 Adier: ... vaukpapoug yép ta aialov
Taug dpxoviag £Aeyoy, g Kai 'HpodoTocC &v & IoTopudv SNAOL
Towe mapd ™ v Tic ynog kpaipay lpnTal 16 VAUKPARLKA.

Suda s.v. dnuuapxol. 3 421 Adler: ... évopa 8€ oAitsiag al
SNpapxol mapd 1ol A8nvaiow, ol npwnv valkpapot KAADUUEVOL
olg £Efjv Evexupalety. Kal @epekpaTnG UrtAuos SNPRPXOS TIG
EABOV £lq xopdv. of KaTd dfjuov.

“I Overviaas: HOMMEL, 1888; HIGNCTT, 1852: 6274, .IQRNAN, 1970; 153-°51; GABRIEL-
SEN, 1885 (with h. 1, pp. 21-22, halgtul an earller bibiiograpty); GABRIELSEN, 1594; 15-24;
SCHUBERT, 2006. Thar@ has bean & tencency ir {he scholarsnip to laver scherr alizalion gver
aclual attaslatiar.
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% | bui d an research pubiished in FIGUEIRA, 1886, 1990. My research an merilime higtory wlso
appears In FIGLIEIRA tonincaming[a]- forthcomlg(h].

M Soe SOLMSEN, 1898; HOMMEL, 1936, cols. 1933-1940 (1983, 32-33): CHANTRAINF,
1989-30, 2,738-37; FRISK, 1980-72, 5.291-92, So:msen offers the namo [Alakeapibog. «son ol
a |eader ol tha people-, attested at Thespiai (/G Vil 1931), wlich stands as a probative analogy.

U Milatos: Plut. Mor. 296C (0G 32}, of. Hsch. Mil. s.v. aswvalral, a 1292 Latle; ekso el Erelriv:
IG X9 809 423. Sea FIGUFIRA lorthcaming[b)].

B Harpocraticr s.v. vaukpazka: Haeh. Mil. s v. Sfuapxon Phat. s.v vauknania; Srda ev.
vaukpupikd, Sonie cavtion is needod Decause tho kexicographical tradition of naukrarod asarchans
may in part derive from Herodotus.

® BILLIGMEIERDUSING, 1981, wtich fails ta cile earier inguistic aimalyses (2.4, SOLMSEN;
CHAKTRAIKF); alsa JORDAN, 1979: E6-89 (with n. 74; c%. JORDAN, 1975: 9-11); 1992 66-67,
GABRIELSEN, 1985: 47-49; 1094: 24 {with reservations), Cf. | AMBERT, 1566: 111 {with n. 26);
HOMMEL, 1988. 41-32; QSTWALD, 1995: 371 iwith ncte 9). RIHLL, 1937, ohjects 2ecause
Lhe term vaukaapia wou d hence becanie incoinprehensible, praferdng & dervation liom vaiw
~dwall. ard KARjpec ~lot» so that vaukpapia wauld nean -<allotted kand=, and the vaukpapia
would conncla tha setdamanis of Atdca. Tha Athen ans, howaver, wauld harcly have ned a
unigJe (and nen-hierarchical) wocabulafy to express lavale of habitatian thal davlatad from the
lems gemey and Nomaiusad elsewhere.

' Fur Al ce: OSBORNE'BRYNE, 1994: 325-27; TRAILL, 1994-2010 72.12-43.

“ FIGUEIRA, 1993: 233-235. Sae also HIGNET 1, 1952; 63-70. whe summanzes earier scholar-
snlp aesigning nricin of the nauxracoi Ic the Peigistratid periad an groundas of their relevance
& centralizes administration (alse GS666 [n. 6]). My Iraatmant prasants tha Instilution as clearty
pre-monretary, The watershod in monctization was n any case post-Pe.sistratid

< Lex. Seguer. s.v. vaukpupoy; Poll, 8,108,

W GLOTZ, 1900: 146-147 hypothesizad thal a mpohog ship was one ket on the beach, s0
raady for Immadiate usa.

" Sotan 8.4-6; of. Polyaen.1 20.1-2; Ae), WH 7.18. Galon 3.1-4; cL cf. Aen. Tact. Siral 4.8-11;
Froat. Strat. 2.0.9; Just. 2.8.1-8. Scr FIGLE IRA, 1935: 280-235.

= HOMMEL, 1988: 33-24 [AE 18.2 1939-40), HIGNETT, 1952: 72-74. THOMSEN, 1964 120~
133; JORDAN, 1875: 11-15; GABRIELSEN, 1988; 25-32,

2 SArisloph. Nuhas 57¢; Arh. Pol. 21.5; Harpocration s.x. Shpagxoc: Harpocrain w.v. vaukgupIkd;
Hsch. Mil. s.v. 3Apapxo:, 5y valukkapotr, Panl. s.v. voukpapal: Phot. s.v. vaukpapua; Poll.
8.108, Suga s.v. DpapxoL.

W (G5 881-32; WHITEHEAD, 1988. 33-34; cf, COZZOLL =977 101-3; RHODES, 1981 21, 257.
GABRICLSEN, 1385 26-29. 32-33. Some accept 4 conflizl, bul prelet Kleidemos {(BELOCH,
1826 1.2.321; HIGNETT, 1952: 22},

S GLOTZ 1900 137-52. explaing she 4B naukranas by noung the conformity of early naval
=ontingans (th-nking ascecially of the Nsdic Ceialogue o Ships) v 1ne trival system of Iheir
camirunity — hence a mu.tiple of tha taur lanian tribes — and by suppesing siluelpns where each
naukraria providad ong rawar far a pantakonlor (with the poiamarch and his sttendarls?).

28 See HIBNETT. 1852 71-73: THOMSEN, 1964 129-31.
7 FIQUEIRA, 1934: 465-466; also WUIST, 1957: 181-182 €I LAMBERT, 1285: 111 for a melilary unil.
g px.Seguens. v Kwaldg; PAUS 1.5.1; ¢t Hdt. B.96: Pl Snlfon 4.
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U Sea JOADAN, 1973: 13: RHODCS, 1881: 1§1-°52.
RHBELOCH, 1926 1.2 323-24; THOMSEN, 1664 126127

121 surmise thel gur knowledge of Kolias as & maukrans may derive from its appearance ir &
tradibon aboul Soion's caplare of Salamus (Flul Soicn 8.4; Polyaen,1.20,1-2).

" Kleidermos FGrH 323 F17 (apud Plut. Thes.19.5). See FIGUEIRA larthcominglal. ol. JACUBY
FGri? 3b, 1.74-75.

12 Fifty navkrarfai tha size of Karlas or Halleous wou'd constitiia 100-150 ¢ 20-3014 of tha
Bouic. Taking into account acn-maritime ceancm.c acl vily in nawiraric cenlers. an even smaller
proporbon of the Atho peoulabion lived (rom seafarng. verhaps «<10-15%,

1”' There has been noable speculation on this phrese without demionsglrative 1esulls, See
GABRIELSEN, 1835: 38-40.

2 See, o.0., HOMMEL, 19AA: 34-35 (1835 cals. 1841-13); KAIIRSTEDT, 1934: 245-243.

5 Figueira fa-theoming[a) discusses the évolution of 1hese navies. Cl. HAAS, 1885: PAPALAS,
20003, 2000b

#1CL, e.q., BLOTZ, 1900: 152 (with n. 2)° 35814, 840: COZZOLI, 1977 G7-103; WAL | INGA,
1993 17-19, SCHUBERT. 2008: $1-52. Nole Ine skeplicism of the 0-ship fleet of SABRIELSEN,
1094; 25-30,

“rKleidamas, FGH 323 F 8; ¢, Aik. Fol. 8.3; Hsch. Mil. s.v. voukAapol; Phot.s.v. yaukpapal;
Poll 8.108.

“0BELOCH, 1928 1.2.323 saw *his problem, but was willing 10 lower (e numbar ¢! aarller
naukranar,

M Gee also KAHBRSTEDT, 1934; 248,

WILAMOWITZ-MOELLENCURFF, 1893: 2.163-64 (n. 4B) sensed the prozlem wrd sagpesled
emending to Bka.

#See, 0.0, G5 1.599; HOMMEL 1588° 33-36 (1935, cols. *343-45).

3 Sap JACOBY FGrH 3b 1Supo.} 1.147-48. 2,134, who suggests thal 11e ullmate souree was
8 gacred calendar containing cull iMswuctions,

=AML Pol 21.5; Harpocrelion s.v. dnpapxeg, vauxpapikd; cf. ZAristoph, Nubes 37b-c. Hsch.,
M. 2.v. vansiape; Phol. s.v. voukpdapa:: Pnl'. 8.108; Sucz s.v. Snpapxel

#JORDAN, 1970: 161-172: 19582 61-62. ¢f. JORDAN, 1832: 61, 68-76 lar acceptance of the
aclive farm. G1. FIGUEIRA, 196" 271 {n. 52} ~ 1993: 1G4; LAMBFRT, 1835: 108; HOMMEL,
1983: 42, who objects rightly 10 ABYjvag as the object ol évéLovre.

FRAHODES, 18681 162 FIGUEIRA, 1803 184 (n. 62) ~ 1936: 271. Note that vépeaBal, «ic
detive revenue frome. is used epexegetical y. twice wilh §idwp (3,160.2; 8.135.1; ¢l 5.85.2)
or with 5n pbject like pétaiia (4.165.2; 5.45.2: 7.112. 9.118.8). The object of the verb in the
Iniddic ¥0ICe iS only oNCe a poks, non-Grack Kamkos (7.170.1}, and thrica Greek paiis-isiands,
Leshos and Lemnos {1.151.2. 8.81.1; 6.138.1), but n lhese cuses L inears «w inhatds,

ST JORDAN, 1570. 173-174; 1979 28, 58-82. Cl. GABHIELSEN, 19B6: 41-42, Favlory telling
againg: ere "' the improbebiity thet the tenrs prutaness and naukreroi asurped the panheilenic
terminclogy to which Athens ilsalf later adnered, +- tha facl tha: hse tam prutaneis was usad
far various Aftic oHicials, not just the tamiaf (FIGLUEIRA, 1993: 158-161; 1985: 265-267,; cf. alsn
iG |~ 4); % tta anllkellhnad thar prutanals wonld he necassary for sa amall a haard of naukrann!
(DEVELIN, 1846 67-70, rasponds by saggesting 1hat only 11966 naitkvare! prasent and activa
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on I8 Acrapaiis wara pruetgneis); . Ihe mysery over ‘whal empowered the prukaness 1o negotiate
{ri h.) with Kylerlans (¢ LAMATAT, 1986: 107); ™ finally, that iG I 510 {LSAG72, 77) of ¢, 550
contains & dedicatior of the famiaf of Alhena (¢°. JORDAN 1879 n. 73 [p. 61]).

G, JORDAN, 1352; 2-88. An added imprabzbilty is 1hat the nauviraria of Kollas must bacome
a nawiranc disl-ict based o the cull center Ihe-e. Noton y would it be quite 3 coincidence that thre
only axplicitly attestec naukrariais a coaslal harbor, cut the existence of such disinets woule inphy
a consol.datlon of ral glais acl vily complataly unbalievabla in the 7' cantury, an adminigrative
stzge only reached during the P&loponnreslan War with the Treasurars ol the OIner Gods.

13 See THOMSEN, 1984. 129130,
‘@ THOMSEN, 1964 124,

#¥ITHOMSEN, 1964 12B-139. OSTWALD, 1955: 3723-277, who lhiks Lhal the queslicr pcsed
I the dakimasla of a praspactive offica halder £1 Ta T£An TEAET, «if he fulfills h's abligatiocns=
corfirms this suppositian (Ath. Pod, 55.3: Nin. 2.17- C-atlaus Junler fr. 8 [PCG4.342-43)).

2 Cf. (38 599; BELQCH, 1926: 1.2.327; GABRIELSEN, 1835: 42-43
D IOKDAN, 1592, 84-65; VALDES GUIA, 2002 70,

“*Cf. Suaa s.v. Afpupgy., 4 421 Adler, willi Whitenead, 1936: 136 37,
“HEIGUEIRA, 1931: 115-121: 1983; 238-252.

M6 W ILAMOWITZ-MOCLLCNDORITF, 1883: 1.82-94; MEYER 1254 3.324-25 [a council masating
in Prysane.on, nof Areiopagos); BUSQLT-SWORODA, GS 846 iwlth n. 1); VALDES GUIA, 2002
69 73. C1. HIGMETT, 1932: B1-82; RHQDES, 1931: 152,

WIS |, 1957: 177178, with rraukraric couneil; <f, LAMBEST, “988: 106 107.

W Hdt, 5.71.1-2: T1. 1.126.3-11; Plut. Soton12.1-3; ZAnswph, Eq. £4354; Asis.al Herac'. Lemnbus
fr. 143.2 Gigen; Pans. 7.25.3 On the complexity ol the slratifiaa polemics, seda Jacohy, 1345:
186-88: JAMESON 1963: 167-72° JORMAN. 1970; RHONES, 1881 ?76-84; VALDES GLIA,
2002: 81 83.

Gl JOROAN, 1992; 86-7Y. 1oF tne Wea IFat the prutaneis wero modiators. a view which
exceeds the avidence for parallel use af vEpw dwt quoporly 1e concedl ol «managemearis,

“*FIGUEIRA, 19A6: 273-274 ~ 1983: 166-157; LAMBERT, 1986: 107-110. | woulc' deem mosl
improbzble 1is hypothesls that 1n2 amhale archone, aspaclatly Ins eponmymcus and the polemarch,
ceuld be abroad at tho Qlympic games during their year of offica

“ibee GABHIELSEN, 1994; 27-31, quung ealiel schelarship.

" Agora 17.1085: Xobveirmoy 166e| deoiv aAeitepiv Tplud)averoy | (Suipukoy Appi]
pedavos maita pa[AoT Afikev «TrIs oslrakon says that Xanthicpos, the san ol Ariphrar,
does injusice IMe most out of the accursad pritanats..

S50l OSTWALD. 1599, 31 (n. 11); BRENNE. 2C01: 810-12; SCHUBERT 2006 41.

Blbllagraphy

K.J. BELOGCH (1928), Grischische Geschiohie®, Ber i and Leipaiy.

J. C. BILLIGMEIER and M. 5. DUSING {1981}, « 1ha Origin and Fuaction ¢f the Naukraroi at
Athans. An Ctymalogical anc H.storical explanations, TAFA 101, 11-16,
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S. BRENNE (2001). Ostrakismos und Prominenz in Athen. Atfieche Birgsr de 5.Jhs. v Chr. Auf
van Ostraka, Tyena, Supp. Bd. &, Vienna.

F. CHANTRAINE (1968-80). Dictionaire élymciomque de ia lanoue granoud, Pans
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