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      INTRODUCTION

      
       

      
      The ancient Greeks are so significant that they demand to be studied in their own right, and not merely as forerunners of
         ourselves. Yet at the same time, different though many of their circumstances and problems inevitably must have been, they
         were our forerunners, the ancestors and sources of our own western civilization – for better or worse.
      

      
      The numerous statements that were made a century ago, and less than a century ago, to the effect that this was so have stood
         the tests of the intervening years. Certainly we nowadays have much wider knowledge about other and remoter forerunners, from
         Sumeria (Mesopotamia) and Ebla (Syria) onwards. But what we learn about them fails to diminish – indeed, curiously, even enhances
         – the vital role of the Greeks, who were, in any case, far closer to us in date and therefore more directly ancestral. Our
         modern, additional knowledge about civilizations that were much older and further away from that of the west, is relevant
         (Appendix 1), but not the whole story; for it is western civilization that we are considering.
      

      
      The Greek heritage was transmitted through Rome to Byzantium and the Italian Renaissance. But that is not what we are concerned
         with here. A study of the later phases of ancient Hellenism would be more aptly concerned with such problems, and some of
         the answers, I hope, emerged from my own volume on the Hellenistic world, From Alexander to Cleopatra. But the more one contemplates
         the Greeks, who have played this enormous part in the forming of our own lives, the more one wants to find out how it all
         began. According to the traditional definitions, the story is divided into three parts, relating to early, classical and Hellenistic
         Greece respectively. One has to define periods, certainly, since otherwise history would be hard to write. And there are suitable
         landmarks: the Persian Wars mark a transition between early and classical Greece, and the Hellenistic epoch can be said to
         have begun with Alexander the Great. What I want to examine here is the long early period that preceded both of those chronological
         turning-points.
      

      
      But let us avoid employing, for any part of this epoch, the term ‘archaic’ – invented originally for discussion of artistic
         themes, relating to the years between c.720 (or 750) and 480 BC – because it possesses the dictionary significance of ‘primitive’ and ‘antiquated’. No such pejorative epithets are appropriate
         for the early Greeks, whose doings and sayings added up to one of the most creative periods in world history. The term ‘classical’,
         too – relating to the following period – originally referred to art that was ‘first-class’, of the first rank,1 with the same implication that what had been done before was only second-rate. But that, in art or other fields, is a wholly
         untenable view of the Greeks of earlier times. Without in any way belittling the achievements of the ‘classical’ fifth and
         fourth centuries, which would be a ludicrously misguided enterprise, what went before is equally marvellous – and all the
         more so because it developed from such exceedingly small beginnings.
      

      
      Moreover, there are two special reasons why it is tempting to examine what the early Greeks were doing, making, saying and
         thinking. These two reasons are, in a sense, contradictory. One of them is the enormously increased attention that has been
         paid to this half-millennium by scholars during recent years, and especially during the past decade. It seems the right time
         to try to assess how far these various endeavours have enabled us to move ahead. However, the second reason why the theme
         presents a challenge is, paradoxically enough, because our evidence regarding the various aspects of this epoch is still quite
         remarkably inadequate. On the literary side there are terrible gaps; and such information as we possess is more often than
         not seriously anachronistic and heavily biased in emphasis, selection and assessment (particularly on the part of later Athenian
         writers, who provide the bulk of what has come down to us). On the archaeological side, certainly, there have been important,
         indeed sensational, discoveries, including some that are of very recent date. But they, too, for all their distinction, are
         unbalanced and fragmentary. They brilliantly illuminate minute spaces, while the rest still remains in darkness. To write
         about the Greeks of these ‘pre-classical’ periods is therefore a most exacting detective exercise. That I have fallen short
         of this challenge I realize only too well. I should like to express my profound indebtedness to the experts whose work I have
         so freely drawn upon, and to add that where I have gone wrong the fault is mine and not theirs.
      

      
      There is another major difficulty. In endeavouring to reconstruct this story, the scanty and arbitrary survival of information
         is not by any means the only problem. Another lies in the absence of an obvious central concentration point, such as Rome
         provides in Roman history. For the Greeks, by way of contrast, were highly, intensely and deliberately decentralized. Nearly 700 city-states are known
         to have existed; it would not be surprising if we discovered, eventually, that the real number was twice as large. It was
         asserted, according to Herodotus, that the Greeks were a single people, united by common blood, customs, language and religion.2 But they were also very sharply divided among themselves, since every one of these hundreds of city-states was politically
         independent of every other.
      

      
      This presents the student of their history with a grave dilemma, especially relating to the earlier period with which this
         book is concerned. If the immediately subsequent time – the so-called classical age – were instead under consideration, the
         dilemma would still be there, but it would be a good deal less acute. It would be less acute since, in that later age, the
         Athenians so completely dominated the picture, first because so much of the evidence comes from them and is about them, and
         secondly because the extent of their achievements was so overwhelmingly great, that the ‘classical’ Greeks could be reasonably
         described, to a large extent, in terms of what was happening at Athens.
      

      
      Even for the classical period, however, that concentration and centralization can easily be overdone. As far as the earlier
         epoch is concerned, it would be completely out of place. Two reservations, it is true, are necessary. First, for this earlier
         period, as later, a huge part of our surviving information already happens to come from, and relate to, the Athenians. And
         secondly they were already, in this earlier period, doing remarkable things. However, these reservations must be placed in
         their correct context. For despite the patchiness and pro-Athenian imbalance of the evidence, it remains imperative that we
         should try as hard as we can to discover what was going on in other parts of the Greek world as well. And Athens, in this
         earlier period, was only one of a number of outstanding centres. It is, of course, both undesirable and impossible to include
         even the briefest account of what was happening in all the multitudinous city-states (and other Greek organisms, such as tribal
         groups and markets). But it does seem essential to have a look at at least about fifty of them (and to offer brief notes on
         a dozen or two more).
      

      
      And that is what, rather unusually, I shall be endeavouring to do in this book. I can only hope I have selected without going
         too far wrong. More will be said about Athens than about anywhere else, not only for the two reasons already given – quantity
         of evidence and sum of achievements – but also because some of what we learn about the place can be extrapolated to enlarge
         our knowledge of what was going on elsewhere. Even so, Athens will occupy only about one-ninth of the volume.
      

      
      It will be clear from the foregoing remarks that I am tackling the history of the early Greeks from a geographical viewpoint.
         This involves a sharp departure from the frequently implied or tacitly accepted view that modern Greece is somehow or other the sole and
         more or less coterminous heir of ancient Greece. This is, of course, not so, as the Greeks of western Asia Minor, south Italy,
         Sicily and south Russia, with all their abundant and versatile achievements, actively bear witness.3 That is why I have preferred ‘The Rise of the Greeks’ to ‘The Rise of Greece’ as the title of this study.
      

      
      On the whole, this geographical organization of the material relating to the early Greeks works well, because each of their
         separate, sharply divided city-states often pursued its own idiosyncratic political and cultural development. Moreover, the
         geographical arrangement brings out a very significant point: it shows where the leading personalities of the age came from,
         or in a few cases, when it seems more important, not where they came from but where they principally worked. No apology is
         offered for stressing such ‘great men’ – writers, thinkers and artists, as well as politicians and soldiers – for such individuals
         played a huge part in the rise of the Greeks. Indeed this emphasis on persons, even if unfashionable, is positively demanded
         by the acute competitiveness between and within the various city-states, and, in consequence, between the individuals who
         were their most prominent members. Furthermore, most of these personalities bear strong identifying marks of the places with
         which they were chiefly associated, marks which would be obliterated if we did not discuss them city by city. True, the geographical
         principle of arrangement does not work perfectly and has its loose ends;4 but I still believe it is best. The history of the Greeks, as much as the history of any other people, or perhaps rather
         more, is indissolubly linked with their geography, and remains incomprehensible if this is not constantly borne in mind. Besides,
         any alternative principle of organization would seem to operate less effectively.
      

      
      However, I have also attempted, at the outset, to generalize about as many aspects of the early Greeks as possible, by prefacing
         my geographical survey with a general account which indicates the principal developments of the epoch theme by theme instead
         of, as on later pages, state by state. And with the same purpose in mind I shall conclude the book with two comparative chronological
         tables. The first aims to offer an overall picture of the sequence of events, setting out the principal Greek regions in parallel
         columns. The second table is intended to serve a further, special task, which I believe to be particularly essential, though
         it is not always undertaken in such books: namely, the placing of those events and personalities in relation to other, non-Greek
         civilizations – described in the Appendices – which belonged to the same period and impinged strongly on the Greeks or were influenced by them.
      

      
      I am very grateful to Linden Lawson and Candida Brazil of Weidenfeld and Nicolson for seeing the volume so efficiently through
         the press, and to Maria Ellis, Jennifer Oddy and Peter James for providing useful assistance. My wife’s help, too, as always,
         was invaluable.
      

      
      MICHAEL GRANT, 1987
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      1 The Ancient Mediterranean

      
   
      
      

      

      
      CHAPTER 1

      
      THE EARLY GREEKS

      
      

      
      During the third millennium BC there were people in Greece who did not speak Greek, or any language related to it. An echo of their language survived in
         Greek place-names, for example those including the non-Indo-European suffixes-nth and-ss (-tt in the Attic dialect), such
         as Corinthos, Parnassos, Lykabettos. But in about 2000 – 1900 BC – at the beginning of what archaeologists call the middle Helladic or middle Bronze Age – invaders, speaking a version of
         what later became Greek, came in from the north, and devastated most of the previous habitation centres.1 
      

      
      During the centuries that followed, and particularly after c.1600, Greece clearly came under the influence of the ‘Minoan’
         civilization (as it is called today, after the legendary King Minos), which was based on Crete and possessed a strong outpost
         on another island lying to its north, Thera (Santorini). But the brilliant fluidities of Minoan art were given a stiffer,
         grander and more hieratic appearance by the culture of the mainland, which took its modern name ‘Mycenaean’ from its imposing
         centre Mycenae in the Argolid (north-eastern Peloponnese), although there were other centres too, notably Tiryns in the immediate
         neighbourhood, and Pylos in the south-west of the same peninsula, and Thebes in Boeotia (central Greece). The northernmost
         outpost of this civilization, as far as we know at present, was Iolcus in Thessaly.
      

      
      The princes who ruled at these elaborate fortress-palaces, around which humbler settlements clustered, maintained a luxurious
         way of life, exemplified by the lavish gold-work found in their tombs and by the syllabic script (‘Linear B’) which they utilized
         to keep record of their extensive possessions.2 The Mycenaeans were not only formidable warriors but enterprising seamen, who travelled and established markets and outposts
         throughout the eastern Mediterranean, and at a considerable number of harbour-towns on the central and western shores of that
         sea as well. Whether it is true that these ‘Achaeans’, as Homer called them, also captured Troy in north-western Asia Minor
       overlooking the Hellespont (Dardanelles), the theme of the Iliad (Chapter 5, section I), we cannot tell.
      

      
      From the later part of the thirteenth century, however, this whole civilization somehow became engulfed in the prolonged series
         of destructive movements of peoples – in many cases closely related to the fall of the Hittite empire (Appendix 1, note 19),
         which, as we know for example from Egyptian records, gradually convulsed and shattered the whole of the Aegean region and
         near east. Who these peoples were is often uncertain; they were no doubt extremely mixed, and the whole process seems to have
         been very complex. At all events, within a couple of generations the whole Mycenaean civilization was destroyed, with the
         help, probably, of internal feuds and disunities; and the palaces and bureaucracies which had exercised general control seem
         to have been the first to go.
      

      
      At this juncture, as pollen-analysis reveals, populations sharply declined, reverting to pastoralism.3 The art of writing was lost for several centuries to come, the use of stone for construction purposes vanished, and Greece
         became a country of villages, making an impoverished pottery (Sub-Mycenaean, c.1100–1050) which displayed stolid, insensitive
         shapes and hand-drawn designs of circles and half-circles. The darkness of this ‘Dark Age’ is not just due to our own comparative
         ignorance about what was happening, but represents a real and traumatic transformation.4 
      

      
      In spite of a variety of doubts and rival theories,5 it is possible to accept, on the whole, the ancient conviction that one of the principal results of all those centuries of
         upheaval was the arrival in the Peloponnese of a new wave of Greeks (or at least the heads of royal or noble families and
         their followers) known as the Dorians, who had come down to the west of Greece from the north by way of the border areas between
         Thessaly and Epirus.6 Later legend maintained that they were led by the Heraclids, descendants of the hero Heracles, and that their arrival (in
         c.1120) was a ‘return’, since Heracles’ son Hyllus had allegedly already come to Greece (and died there) at an earlier date,7 before the Trojan War.
      

      
      This supposition, however, of an earlier arrival by the Dorians under Hyllus was a fictitious antedating, designed subsequently
         in order to make their presence look more venerably antique, and to assert a claim to descent from Heracles. The story also
         served to legitimize the seizure by these Dorians – who were unknown, in this area, to heroic, Homeric legends – of territories
         that had figured prominently in those legends, identified with the lands of Agamemnon, the grandson of Pelops, from whom the
         Peloponnese took its name.
      

      
      Only Euboea and Athens, among major centres, seem to have successfully resisted the Dorian invasion. On Euboea, the site of Lefkandi (Lelanton) reveals startling lavishness in the
     very depths of the ‘Dark Age’ (Chapter 4, section I). Athens (Chapter 2, section I) later claimed not only to have held out
         but to have been the leader of a mass emigration of people originating from other parts of Greece, described as the Ionians
         (after the mythical hero Ion). In order to escape from the Dorians these refugees moved across the Aegean and settled on the
         western coast of Asia Minor, and its offshore islands: the region that became known as Ionia. Other migrants to Asia Minor
         and its islands, from Thessaly and Boeotia, settled in Aeolis to the north of Ionia, and Dorian settlers came further south.
         In most of these coastal and insular areas of western Asia Minor, there was extensive ethnic admixture with the pre-existing
         inhabitants, which, added to the blendings that had accompanied the protracted migrations, make it hard to speak of a unitary
         Greek ‘race’.
      

      
      However, all these people spoke the Greek language. But they spoke it in a variety of different dialects. As far as we can
         reconstruct these forms of speech from the later evidence available to us, they fell into two major divisions, West Greek
         (Dorian and North-West Greek, introduced by the newcomers to the Greek mainland after the fall of Mycenae) and pre-Dorian
         East Greek (Aeolian, Ionian [of which Attic was a sub-dialect] and Arcado-Cypriot [spoken in Arcadia in the central Peloponnese
         on the island of Cyprus]).8 
      

      
      The widely distributed pottery known as ‘Protogeometric’ (c. 1025–900), initiated by Athens and then developed in the Argolid
         and over a wide area extending from Thessaly to the northern Cyclades, displayed circular designs drawn no longer by hand,
         like those of the preceding Sub-Mycenaean ware, but by the compass, and painted by a multiple brush with patterns that neatly
         define the clear-cut shape of the vessel.9 This Protogeometric pottery transforms the previous Sub-Mycenaean efforts so radically that it must be seen as marking a
         new start, looking not backward but forward to the artistic triumphs of the future – though the directness of any such continuous
         debt has been questioned.
      

      
      The arrival of more settled conditions in the tenth century heralded the epoch of urbanization when towns and cities came
         into existence. A favourite Greek term for this process was synoikismos, or synoikisis, uniting under a single capital.10 But this could happen in various different ways. A group of villages might physically amalgamate to form one township, as
         was the case, for example, at Sparta and Corinth, creating an urban focus for a previously scattered population. Or the villages
         could remain where they were and agree to accept one of their number as their centre, so that it became the metropolis; that
         is what happened in Attica, where the rise of Athens did not extinguish the villages of the territory but subordinated them to
         the new urban unit. Most Greek cities comprised an acropolis (polis) on a high bluff and a township (astu) which lay beneath
         it and came under its control and protection, particularly against pirates, who were an ever present danger.
      

      
      No less decisive was the emergence of these urban concentrations as the nuclei of politically independent city-states. During
         the years 850–750 this became the characteristic form of Greek life. There were, it is true, other, alternative forms of organization,
         notably the ethnos, tribe or group of tribes lacking civic institutions, of which the Thessalians provided the most notable
         example;11 but in general, as time went on, it was only the more backward Greek communities that maintained this type of structure.
         On the other hand there were, as we saw in the Introduction, hundreds of Greek city-states, none very large and some exceedingly
         small.12 Each of these was called a polis (although, confusingly, the same term was employed not only for a city’s acropolis but for
         the city itself as an urban unit). City-states were not new. True, the settlements round the Mycenaean cities (even if a memory
         of them, or their survivals, influenced the new post-Mycenaean urban groupings, as is doubtful) may not have contained sufficient
         municipal institutions to merit such a description. But it would be difficult to deny the title to all the cities that had
         long been in existence within the near east, especially in areas such as Syria and Phoenicia, and particularly at the various
         times when they evaded great-power control.13 
      

      
      However, it is quite certain that the Greeks, while organized in households (oikoi), clans (gene) and phratries (brotherhoods)14 – of which more will be said in connection with Athens – invested the concept of the city-state, into which all these units
         were incorporated, with an entirely new richness and reality. These Greek states included a stretch of the surrounding countryside15 – not always very productive since, as Herodotus remarked, ‘Hellas and poverty are foster-sisters,’16 but essential to the Greeks, whose emphatic aim was to make their poleis self-sufficient, agriculturally and in every other
         way. Indeed, so self-sufficient did each state set out to be that the whole social, economic, moral, intellectual and artistic
         life of a citizen (polites) revolved around its narrow confines. He identified himself with its life to an extent which must
         surely have been unprecedented, and which would be found intolerable today.17 
      

      
      In particular, his life centred around the city’s agora, or gathering place (a more accurate rendering than ‘market-place’).
       It was there – as perhaps earlier, in Minoan and Mycenaean times (cf. Drerus, Chapter 6, section I) – that the citizens met informally to conduct business or take part in religious processions and athletic
         displays. They also, no doubt – being Greeks – discussed politics. But originally these gatherings in the agora, even if dignified
         by the name of an assembly, still exercised little political power, because such early assemblies only existed to hear and
         applaud decisions announced from above – that is to say, announced by the monarchs, who, if tradition is to be believed, originally
         governed the cities.
      

      
      For Aristotle maintained that the newly arising city-states had at first been ruled by monarchies, small-scale replicas of
         the great kingships of the Mycenaean past.18 In recent years this assumption has met with doubts, increased by the fact that we have no systematic or comprehensive information
         about any such monarchies. That is true, but the argument ex absentia is scarcely valid when we are told so little about any
         other Dark Age phenomena, and although generalizations are impossible, since every state had a history of its own, the Aristotelian
         hypothesis does still seem applicable to a fair number of these early communities.
      

      
      However, as time went on, such monarchs of Dark Age Greece, where they existed, proved unable any longer to maintain autocratic
         power in the face of competition by their nobles. Such nobles, therefore, in varying stages – for example, if the king proved
         ineffective in time of war – gradually weakened the royal authority, and in the end substituted rule by themselves, as an
         aristocratic group, finding it more sensible to share the power with one another than each to fight against the rest for an
         autocratic kingship that had in any case ceased to be a viable proposition.
      

      
      Previously the monarch as a single individual, and now the nobles corporately, claimed to govern and judge by divine right,
         handed down from the gods from whom they proclaimed their descent.19 In this position, therefore, they were able to assert a monopoly of Virtue’ (arete), and thus a monopoly of the power to
         provide good government (eunomia), so that to disobey them was declared to be sinful. These nobles were generally little more
         than farmers and herders like everyone else, helped by a few artisans and slaves, yet it was they who owned the best land;
         and they maintained certain aristocratic traditions. They could ride, and owned horses where these were available, so that
         Aristotle describes some of the first aristocratic regimes as ‘constitutions of horsemen (knights)’20 (cf. below, and note 32). The elaborate network of gift-exchange, guest friendship and hospitality described by Homer presumably
         reflects customs that would not be too unfamiliar to his eighth-century hearers. The male drinking groups (symposia), for
         whose entertainment some of the best poetry of the age was composed and sung, constituted another cherished aristocratic tradition, of lasting political significance.
      

      
      In one region, Western (Opuntian) Locris, in central Greece, we have evidence (relating to the fifth century, but no doubt
         applicable earlier) of 100 noble houses and a citizen assembly restricted to 1,000. We hear of 1,000-strong assemblies, again
         at a number of other Greek centres as well, notably Cyme in Aeolis and Colophon in Ionia, no doubt including the aristocrats,
         and perhaps part of the class next beneath them. Sometimes, too, there were assemblies of only 600, or just over 200 (Corinth),
         or even 180. But in many cases those assemblies still left all real power in the hands of a small group of leaders, ‘the council
         of the great-hearted elders’ whom Homer causes Agamemnon to summon in the Iliad.21 
      

      
      The Geometric period of Greek art and pottery lasted from c.900 to c.700 (early c.900–850, strong 850–800, ripe 800 to before
         750, late 750–700), and once again, as in the Protogeometric epoch from which it developed, Athens showed the greatest power
         of ceramic invention, although there was also basically similar though regionally divergent Geometric pottery elsewhere, notably
         in Argos, Corinth, Boeotia, Naxos, Paros, Thera and Melos. The style is what its title suggests: a series of regular, repetitive,
         rectilinear patterns over the entire surface of the vessel, including meanders, zig-zags, swastikas and triangles, formed
         by brushwork which followed the circling of the potter’s wheel and rhythmically emphasized and articulated the contours of
         the vase. Near-eastern influence (see Appendix 1) is very generalized, rather than providing models or copies; the abstract,
         tight repetitiveness of Geometric designs may owe a debt to the decoration of eastern metal objects. But this firm, architectonic,
         intellectually disciplined command over clearly apprehended principles of logical analysis is specifically Greek, like the
         Protogeometric art before it, but more so.
      

      
      Small friezes of animals began to appear on these Geometric vases, and then pots of huge dimensions, including especially
         an extraordinary specimen by the ‘Dipylon Master’ (c.770–760), began to display painted friezes of human scenes. The parts
         played in this development by near-eastern and late-Mycenaean art are hard to assess, although the former was more influential
         than the latter (and, in recompense, these Athenian vases were exported as far as Syria and Cyprus). A funeral scene has been
         identified with the funeral of Patroclus in Homer’s Iliad, perhaps not very convincingly, since these figures on the vases
         are highly stylized, schematic, linear and incorporeal. Yet here are the first indications of how the Greeks conceived the human figure, and the first artistic demonstrations, also, that they regarded a concern with man and his works as of primary
         importance.
      

      
      Probably the most influential development during the whole of this half-millennium occurred during the eighth century, when
         Greek lands again became open to the near-eastern influences that have just been mentioned. That openness had likewise existed
         during Mycenaean times; and in those regions which had not suffered destruction during the break-up of the Mycenaean civilization
         commercial and cultural contacts with the near east had never been broken during the subsequent Dark Age. But they had only
         been maintained in a few areas and to a limited extent, and it was not until the eighth century that such links were revived
         on a very considerable scale.
      

      
      By this time various channels of communication were involved, including Cyprus and Crete, which, like Euboea and Athens, had
         escaped the post-Mycenaean destruction. But particularly important points of contact were Al Mina and other market ports (emporia)
         which the Euboeans led the way in establishing on the coast of northern Syria (Chapter 6, section 4). These links with the
         Syrian trading harbours played an important part in what became a veritable, volcanic eighth-century revolution in Greek affairs,
         although, as the Epinomis by an imitator of Plato pointed out, the Greeks never failed to adapt and alter what they borrowed
         to suit their own requirements and genius.22 In the field of art, the most conspicuous result was the ‘orientalizing’ painting of Corinthian vases (Chapter 3, section
         2), on which abstract geometrical ornament was dramatically abandoned in favour of a writhing mass of animals and monsters
         and other curvilinear designs, owing debts to north Syria, Phoenicia, Assyria and neighbouring near eastern lands (Appendix
         I). The new vases circulated far and wide, and rapidly won imitators in other Greek cities.23 
      

      
      Moreover, this eighth-century revolution was not restricted to art, but affected every walk of life. It accompanied the maturity
         of the Greek Iron Age. Iron had been in use from before the turn of the millennium (the ‘early Iron Age’),24 but an enormous development of iron metallurgy between c.750 and c.650 improved and accelerated the speed and efficiency
         of life in many fields, and under this more stable mode of existence the population of Greece multiplied to a remarkable extent.25 This increased number of inhabitants encouraged a wholesale switch from pasturage to arable farming, and food-production
         notably intensified. Nevertheless, there was still not enough farm land to go round.26 There was, it would appear (despite the lack of concrete evidence), serious over-population, prompting, as time went on,
         demands for the ‘redistribution of land’. The situation was worsened by the fact that Greek society did not practise primogeniture,
         so that on a man’s death his property was divided equally between all surviving sons. This meant an unremitting subdivision
         of soil until allotments became too small and poor to support existence. The misery that this continuous process was to cause
         to the impoverished farmers, resulting in debt and debt-bondage, will be discussed elsewhere in connection with Athens (Chapter
         3, section 2), from which most of our evidence comes. However, the problem must have been widespread in other areas as well.
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      2 Early Greek Colonization

      
      The demographic pressures provoked by these hardships caused an enormous number of Greeks, from many cities, to move overseas.
         The ensuing territorial expansion impelled Plato to compare his compatriots to ‘ants or frogs around a pond’27 – a pond extending from the farthest coasts of the Black Sea to the Pillars of Hercules (Straits of Gibraltar). The Greek
         world, after the Mycenaean collapse, had first expanded, as we saw, some two or three centuries earlier, as a result of mass
         immigrations to the western coasts and islands of Asia Minor. And now, during the eighth century, the number of city-states
         was doubled. This is known as the ‘age of colonization’, although the cities that were founded, known to the Greeks as apoikiai,
         ‘away homes’, did not resemble colonies in any modern sense of the word, since they were, or very soon became, city-states
         independent of the originating state whose emigrant people their founders (later revered as heroes – note 45) had led to these
         distant shores. Well might Sophocles later place sea-faring first among human achievements.28

      
      Outstanding among the eighth-century ‘colonial’ foundations were Cumae in south-western Italy founded by the Euboeans, Sybaris
         and Croton in the south-east of the same peninsula established by Achaeans from the northern Peloponnese – the region became
         known as ‘Great Greece’ – and Zancle and Syracuse in Sicily. The founders of Zancle and Syracuse came respectively from Chalcis
         and Corinth, whose representatives also created a colony at Corcyra (Corfu) in the Ionian (southern Adriatic) Sea. These colonizations
         were undertaken by private enterprise, but with the approval of the mother-city, with the assistance, very often, of people
         from other communities, and with the sanction, when obtainable, of the Delphic oracle.
      

      
      And so, by this means, the old, long-vanished network of Mycenaean communications in the central Mediterranean had been reconstructed,
         although now in competition with the Phoenician city-states, led by Tyre and Sidon, which themselves established Carthage
         and many other colonies in the same areas (Appendix 1). Despite this rivalry, in the seventh century the Ionian city of Phocaea
         continued the exploitation of the western Mediterranean, culminating in the foundation of Massalia.
      

      
      By that time, however, other city-states had fulfilled a similar role on the eastern seaboards of the same sea, where (among
         a huge number of settlements from various states) Megara founded Calchedon and Byzantium on the Thracian Bosphorus, and the
         Black Sea coast was peopled thickly by Miletus, some of whose foundations, notably Olbia, acquired an importance scarcely
         equalled by any Greek state of the homeland. Moreover, as far afield as north Africa, the Aegean island of Thera colonized
         Cyrene.
      

      
      Colonies sent Greece metals (in great demand among aristocratic and oligarchic governments and their members and armies) and
         raw materials and foodstuffs, importing finished articles from the homeland in exchange. But such commercial enterprises could
         also be conducted, not necessarily by formally established colonies (city-states), but by trading-posts (emporia) lacking
         colonial status. Pithecusae and Cumae (before its colonization) had been of that character, and in Egypt the pharaohs allowed
         the emporion of Naucratis to possess different quarters reserved for a considerable number of Greek states.
      

      
      The earliest information about suitable sites for trading-posts or colonies must have come from previous traders (or pirates).
         A notable extension and reawakening of commercial activity dated from shortly before 850, the time when sea communications
         were improving. This trading was still on a small scale, as might be expected from the small size of the ships. It was an
         integral part, however, of the Greek civilization of the time, although goods also circulated from non-commercial motives
         as well, for example through the gift-exchanges and sanctuary dedications that formed part of the aristocratic way of life.
         These nobles alone, as the major landowners and directors of tenants and craftsmen, could equip ships and send them to sea
         (employing warships, which sacrificed cargo-carrying to speed and battle-effectiveness, for trading until the sixth century,
         when large, sail-driven ‘round-ships’ or merchantmen were constructed for bulk cargoes). Trading, like colonization, in early
         Greek times was not initiated by city-states but was a matter of private, not always co-ordinated individual enterprises.
      

      
      Yet the instinct for productive investment (as opposed to the use of wealth for enjoyment or display) was curiously lacking,
         by our standards. Socrates (allegedly) and Aristotle were among those who voiced a distaste for profit-making production and
         for the mechanical occupations that were necessary to keep it in being. Such attitudes contributed to the scarcity of technological
         advances among the Greeks, and this scarcity was further encouraged by the strong tendency of philosopher – scientists to prefer theoretical argument to practical, empirical invention – a tendency about which more will be said later
         on in this chapter.
      

      
      Certainly, then, there was a tendency to look down on such activities as retail-selling or ‘counter-jumping’. Aristotle was
         professedly expressing a preference for the old-fashioned, aristocratic, agrarian way of life. Yet it is not entirely clear
         to what extent these nostalgic prejudices mirrored a state of affairs that had ever really existed during the earlier, aristocratic
         epoch of Greece. On the contrary, as Plutarch observed in connection with Solon, ‘the calling of a merchant was actually held
         in honour in early Greece’ (compare Sappho’s brother Charaxus, Chapter 5, section 4). And at Corinth (where novel types of
         ship were invented and constructed [Chapter 3, section 2], forming exceptions to Greek technical stagnation), it is doubtful
         if such views at any time prevailed, for as Herodotus remarked, ‘the Corinthians, least of all Greeks, have a prejudice against
         craftsmen’.29 
      

      
      Commercial activities, that is to say, did take place, on a limited scale, among all classes in early Greece. And in these
         operations men from different city-states were obliged to work together. But any collaboration with men from another state
         must have gone against the grain, for the very essence of relations between the various Greek communities was conflict. The
         intensive introspectiveness of their existences was habitually accompanied, as we know, by inability to get on with the city-state
         next door, or indeed, for any length of time, with any other city-state. Consciousness of the problem, displayed by various
         efforts to prevent or mitigate warfare, and the fact that already before 600 some of these governments began to maintain permanent
         representatives (proxenoi) in each other’s capitals scarcely altered the situation. As Plato later chillingly pointed out,
         the natural state of affairs between one Greek state and another was war.30 
      

      
      Local wars were rarely fatal to entire states, because the victorious soldiers could not stay away from their farms for too
         long. Thus it caused widespread shock, and seemed a grave atrocity, when Croton destroyed Sybaris. Nevertheless, inter-city
         wars were almost incessant, and were devastatingly wasteful and weakening. It is a curious phenomenon that people as intelligent
         as the Greeks should have been so bellicose, so incompetent in the conduct of their foreign relations. They fought because
         they could not secure the resources required to give themselves the self-sufficiency that every city-state was determined
         to attain; in consequence, the required assets had to be seized, if possible, from another state by force.
      

      
      This phenomenon was closely connected with another, namely the Greeks’ deeply rooted and intense sense of competition and
         contest (agon), expressed in Homer’s Iliad when Achilles’ father Peleus urged him always to try to excel all other men.31 Within the enclosed circle of city-state life, this widespread competitive ambition among citizens, curbed from extreme excess
         by a similar desire on the part of everyone else, made for a great deal of valuable activity. Transmitted, however, as it
         was, into corporate relationships between city-states, it meant that the resulting fragmentation and particularism created,
         and created permanently, what was little less than a free-for-all between states.
      

      
      This being the case, each city had to build up its military strength, and the result was what was known as the ‘hoplite revolution’,
         in which Argos, Chalcis and Corinth fulfilled leading roles. The hoplites were heavily armed infantry, replacing less effective
         armies in which ‘knights’ and horses (though these were rarely procurable in sufficient numbers, except in Italy, Thessaly,
         Euboea and Cyrene) had played a prominent part.32 The body-armour of the hoplite comprised a helmet with nose and cheek guards (first seen at Corinth), a breastplate or cuirass
         (Chalcis) and greaves – all made of bronze,33 by techniques learned partly from the east and partly from central Europe. The principal protection of these infantry warriors
         was a heavy, round or elliptical bronze shield (Argos) secured to the left arm, and their weapons were a short, straight iron
         sword (Chalcis) and a nine-foot-long thrusting spear.
      

      
      The phalanx in which the hoplites fought is depicted, like their equipment, on vases. It was a close, tight mass of soldiers
         eight lines deep, who fought by shoving (othismos), while every man protected his neighbour. We have moved out of the epoch
         of individual duels and heroic acts, immortalized by Homer, into an age of corporate, cohesive, disciplined action, on behalf
         not of one’s ego but of the state to which one belongs.
      

      
      This change had political implications. The new development did not favour the proletariat, since all hoplites had to pay
         for their own armour, that is to say they had to own sufficient property for this to be possible. But although the nobles
         may have been the most enthusiastic among the hoplites, such fighters were not all of aristocratic birth; indeed only a small
         proportion of them could claim such a qualification. Yet it was these men, the defenders of the state – as Aristotle pointed
         out – who ultimately controlled it and called the tune34 (claiming, for example, an equal share in whatever booty became available). Thus although the nobility had been responsible
         for bringing the hoplites into existence, for the defence of their regimes (seeing a political advantage in restricting this
         warlike role to the relatively prosperous), the very existence of such a soldiery contributed largely to the eventual broadening of those birth-based regimes, and so helped to bring about their downfall.
      

      
      Meanwhile other phenomena of the time were contributing to the same end. The opening of the Mediterranean world, as we saw,
         had greatly expanded trade. True, the aristocrats had not been averse to sponsoring or even engaging in trade, but it was
         inevitable that in due course some men lacking nobility of birth should also gain distinction in this field. Moreover, great
         areas of Greek life had been changed by the introduction and adaptation of the Phoenician or north Syrian alphabet (probably
         through north Syrian ports and Chalcis – see Chapter 6, section 4, and Appendix 1),35 after half a millennium of illiteracy following the disappearance of the Mycenaean ‘Linear B’ script.
      

      
      One effect of this new writing was a rapid increase in education.36 Moreover, although Greek communities, being talkative, still retained their predominantly oral character, the novel alphabetic
         script was soon seen as a perfect instrument for public, secular values. In particular, people now began to want to view and
         read their city’s laws (nomoi) in writing; the days when the kings and nobles had just arbitrarily imposed their ‘god-given’
         rulings (thesmoi) from above were past.37 So men described as law-givers arose in the cities, and even if Lycurgus at Sparta is a myth, Thaletas propounded laws in
         Crete (where portions of the earliest-known legal code came from Drerus), and his alleged pupil Zaleucus did the same at Locri
         Epizephyrii in southern Italy, and Charondas at Catana in Sicily and elsewhere. These last two examples are significant, since
         there was a particular demand for written laws in the new cities of the west, with their more emancipated lives and their
         clash of customs between men of different homelands: laws were needed to consolidate these heterogeneous citizen bodies. However,
         similar developments occurred in the homeland as well, notably at Athens, Thebes and Corinth.
      

      
      These laws seemed harsh to later generations; indeed, by writing them down, the various city authorities presumably intended
         to restrict liberty and licence, rather than encourage them. Yet the eventual effect was the opposite: the sight of written
         laws gave the citizens a new idea of their rights and possibilities, and thus led (as some resistant nobles had gloomily forecast)
         to reforms, or, more often, to unfulfilled hopes of reform. Here, then, was another phenomenon which before long weakened
         the noblemen’s regimes.
      

      
      The alphabet came just in time to write down the recently completed Iliad and Odyssey. These epics had been composed orally,
         and were chanted to the accompaniment of a rudimentary lyre (the phorminx or citharis) in stately but easily flowing hexameters (six
         feet of dactyls, long-short-short syllables varied in speed, movement, tone and mood by spondees, consisting of a pair of
         long feet)38 by a poet identifiable in the case of both poems, though some would not agree with this, as Homer (Chapter 5, section I).
         The awesomely unsurpassable quality of these two works caused them to become the principal educative influences upon all Greeks
         for all time to come, providing exactly the inspiration they needed for their own endeavours.
      

      
      The very different epics ascribed to Hesiod and Boeotia in central Greece – the Theogony foreshadowing more philosophical
         discussions of the creation of the universe, and an earlier composition, the Works and Days (Chapter 4, section 4) – are generally
         regarded as slightly later than the Homeric poems, since they depict a later and less heroic form of society. But the criterion
         is an unsound one, since the authors of such epics were imaginative poets, not contemporary historians, and were, besides,
         writing in widely separated regions where ways of life and processes of development were by no means identical or parallel.
      

      
      The (evidently lesser) orally sung forerunners of Homer’s and Hesiod’s poems are lost. Lost too, are innumerable early examples
         of other types of poetry, not epic in character, which are referred to in the Iliad and Odyssey,39 and which likewise formed an integral part of the performing tradition. This non-epic, dramatic poetry of the Greeks, a blend
         of words, music40 and dancing, is loosely described as ‘lyrical’.41 But the term is ambiguous, and the poetical corpus it is employed to describe is better divided into two parts, choral song
         accompanied by the lyre and other instruments (at which Archilochus of Paros, and Alcman and Stesichorus – resident at Sparta
         and Himera respectively – excelled), and monody (the verse of Alcaeus and Sappho of Lesbos), in which the poet sang solo and
         accompanied himself or herself on the lyre (or flute).
      

      
      Another sort of classification, much favoured by the Greeks, was according to metre. The invention of elegiac poetry was variously
         ascribed to Archilochus and to Callinus of Ephesus. This elegiac verse consisted of dactylic and spondaic couplets comprising
         a hexameter and pentameter (five feet), so that more intimate and topical effects than those of the mouth-filling wholly hexameter
         verse could be achieved. The word ‘elegy’ was perhaps connected with some eastern word for flute, so that the form of poetry
         it was employed to describe may at first have been a flute-song. The ancient idea that it originated in lamentations remains
         dubious. At all events, the metre came to be used for many purposes, including not only flute-songs (scolia) sung at aristocratic dinner-parties (symposia), but, particularly, amorous and historical themes, and the warlike exhortations of
         Tyrtaeus and Solon.
      

      
      The iambic metre (again the term is near-eastern), based not on dactyls and spondees but on iambi (short-long), was especially
         associated with satire and invective, for which it was employed by Archilochus and Semonides. These apparent expressions of
         personal feelings, as well as the even more powerful and varied poetical views pronounced in a variety of metres by the monodists,
         are often thought of as directly reflecting the individual experiences and feelings of their authors, and thus as marking
         the beginning of a new ‘lyric age’, following upon and superseding the age of the epic. This interpretation, however, is based
         on a misunderstanding of the poets’ procedure: the persona which they present is an imaginative, literary construction – whether
         original or conventional – and does not necessarily reflect any event in which they personally had been involved. When Alcaeus,
         therefore, writes that he fled from a battle and dropped his shield, or when Sappho describes the feelings of a lover, one
         cannot be sure that they are depicting what actually happened to them; what they are concerned to achieve, Instead, is the
         creation and projection of a poetical image, just as the ‘narrator’ in a modern novel should not be identified, at least wholly,
         with the novelist himself.
      

      
      Certainly Greek lyrical poetry has far more analytical and introspective aims than epic: its approach is quite different.
         But it follows from what has just been said that a ‘lyric age’, in which writers begin to describe their own feelings and
         lives, is a suspect conception. Besides, the various forms of ‘lyric’ poetry which are referred to by Homer must have predated
         him, so that the idea of an orderly chronological succession from an epic to a lyric period has to be abandoned. Both, or
         rather all, these types of poetry went back to folksongs extending far behind Homer and Hesiod and Archilochus into the deep
         mists of time, before an alphabet arrived to rescue such pieces for posterity.
      

      
      Religion pervades many of these poems at every point, or at least is never forgotten. For it was not just an appendage to
         Greek existence but an essential and ever-present part of that existence, pervading all its activities. Yet the religion of
         the Greeks is also disconcertingly difficult to comprehend, although consideration of its various diverse geographical centres
         one after another in this book may, it is hoped, gradually cast more light on the mystery. It was, of course, a polytheistic
         religion. It had room for a large number of gods and goddesses, who, despite extensive overlapping, represented different
         aspects of life, mirroring the multiplicity of the human world, and were attached more or less closely to their own special
         shrines, although the principal deities were also recognized everywhere. Links with the ancient past were very strong, yet, as so often, we are faced with the paradox
         that, at the same time, the Greeks made something new out of it all.
      

      
      Their debt to the past emerges most clearly in connection with the great goddesses, Hera and Demeter and Artemis. All these
         perceptibly, in their different ways, echo the Earth Mother or Mistress of Animals of earlier civilizations: Hera’s epithet
         ‘ox-eyed’ (Boopis) and Athena’s owl at Athens recall times when animal totems had been worshipped. On the other hand Zeus,
         the chief of the gods and lord of the sky, was a later importation, brought in during the convulsions that accompanied and
         followed the fall of Mycenae; and Apollo, the dread shining one, the most Greek of gods despite his apparently un-Greek name
         and origins, made his appearance at the same time.
      

      
      The origins of Greek religion remain something of a mystery. They were sometimes attributed, unconvincingly, to Egypt, but
         Homer and Hesiod were credited, more plausibly, with the remarkable achievement of standardizing and welding together the
         Olympic gods for Greece. A strong team, too, Homer in particular makes of them, as subsequent Greeks noticed (sometimes, like
         Xenophanes, with disapproval): a collection of perilously powerful divinities, full of vices and foibles. These failings were
         on human lines, since one of the most distinctive features of Greek religion, for which Homer again must take a lot of the
         credit, was its anthropomorphism, uniquely developed among the major religions of the world. These gods and goddesses are
         human beings writ large, because the Greeks, with their lively dramatic and plastic sense, were so conscious of the potentialities
         of men and women that they could not imagine the deities in any other shape.
      

      
      In early times, at least, these divinities, while admired for their beauty and strength, were not consistently thought of
         as representing ethical concepts or ideals, either in their own behaviour or in their requirements from men and women, except
         that Zeus, various facets of whose power were described by specific epithets, expected certain basic forms of good behaviour,
         such as the protection of suppliants and hospitality to strangers. Other kinds of misbehaviour such as hubris – self-indulgence
         at the expense of others (see Chapter 4, section 2) – could on occasion be punished, although the idea that the gods resented
         over-prosperous mortals does not clearly antedate 500 BC. But these deities could be savagely dangerous if men and women did not acknowledge them (that is what the Greek term nomizein
         means – not ‘believe in’) and if they were not placated; this was an anxiety-appeasing religion of formal reciprocity, do
         ut des, I give you so that you shall give me.
      

      
      Now, what they primarily needed was sacrifice, and best of all the blood sacrifice of meat, which satisfied the guilt and
         exultation of the sacrificers, affirming life by its encounter with death (as well as providing welcome left-overs for food). So the principal
         centres of early worship were sacrificial altars, not the temples which in due course grew up behind them; altars and temples
         alike may well have been financed at first not only by communities but by rich individuals.
      

      
      Great sanctuaries came into existence, for Zeus at Dodona and Olympia and Nemea, for Apollo at Delphi (Pytho) and Delos and
         Didyma and Claros, for Hera at Argos and Sanies and near Croton and Posidonia, for Artemis at Ephesus, for Poseidon at Isthmia
         beside Corinth. The evidence for the direct continuity of such Greek sanctuaries down from Mycenaean times is conflicting
         or dubious (and in any case, if and when it existed, a change of deity was usually involved). But such major places of worship
         entered a decisive phase in the eighth century, influenced civic development and expanded enormously in the 200 years that
         followed. Some of the centres became famous for oracles; the oracular shrines at Dodona and especially Delphi gained enormous
         influence.42 
      

      
      Around four sanctuaries, too, developed great festivals, the Olympian, Pythian, Isthmian and Nemean Games. These gatherings
         may perhaps have gone back to Homeric funeral games for the dead heroes, although this interpretation of their origin is disputed.
         In their mature form they were eloquently praised by Plato for the refreshment and ‘wholeness’ they bestowed on every participant.43 Yet their role in the unification, or otherwise, of the Greek world was contradictory. On the one hand their Panhellenic
         nature did something to counterbalance the particularism of individual city-states. But at the same time the contests which
         were the essential feature of these regular concourses formed a supreme example of the unrestrained competitiveness which
         so sharply kept those states apart; and it was the same spirit of competition (agon) that stimulated the abundant dedications
         of works of art to the sanctuaries, especially at Olympia and the Samian Heraeum, by cities and individuals all over the Greek
         world. These dedicated objects included, from the eighth century onwards, two successive types of huge bronze cauldrons, of
         Syrian inspiration – prestigious monumentalizations of domestic pots, decorated with ornaments which foreshadowed subsequent
         sculpture.44 
      

      
      Alongside the worship of the Olympian deities was a whole range of other, more popular cults, frequently of a local or territorial
         character – defining the individuality of each polis. Such cults venerated regional or national heroes (heroes), notable dead
         men or women, historical or legendary, generally at their actual or supposed tombs.45 And there were also ecstatic and underworld (‘chthonian’, fertility) rituals: represented, for example, by the cult of Dionysus
         (from Thrace) and the secret Mysteries of Demeter (at Eleusis). Towards the end of the early period cults of a ‘chthonian’ nature attained importance
         because of the salvation in the afterlife which mystic initiations into their rituals could excitingly bring – excitements
         which had been lacking in the shadowy nullity of the afterlife presented, for example, by Homer.46

      
      At Eleusis priestly duties were at first the hereditary prerogatives of certain families, but there and elsewhere professional
         priesthoods did not exist.47 For, despite the ever present power of Greek religion, there was no Church and no canon of orthodoxy. So much is clear enough
         from the bewildering variety and contradiction of Greek myths. These, too, were all-pervasive and came from a great diversity
         of origins and purposes, for which no single comprehensive explanation is acceptable. Appealing to our intelligence, emotions
         and imagination, they symbolized problems beyond our grasp. They sought to explain natural and social phenomena. They recorded
         folklore. They justified rituals, or were justified by them. They served many a patriotic purpose, for the glory of this or
         that city-state or its governing aristocracy.
      

      
      Or they just told stories. Homer’s sort of story, with its vivid but scarcely reverent pictures of divinity, opened the floodgates
         to later rationalizations. However, regardless of such intellectual developments, most of the myths, even if one could not
         exactly regard them as historically ‘true’, remained forever unforgotten, and somehow continued to be taken seriously. The
         mythology of the Greeks, a living testimonial to their belief that human and human-like behaviour provides a fascinating and
         central subject for study, is of immeasurable depth and wealth, and remains one of their most extraordinary imaginative creations.
      

      
      Meanwhile, however, in other respects, the life of the Greeks was continuing to change. This was very noticeable, for example,
         in the political field. For, before long, except in socially backward regions such as Thessaly, regimes in which rulership
         was exercised by elite groups, owing their predominance to birth and ancestry alone, were ceasing to exist. This came about
         by different means at different cities, but in a substantial group of advanced maritime states the aristocracies were brought
         down by men described by the Greeks as tyrants’ and here as dictators.
      

      
      The word tyrannos, which is probably of Phoenician origin (related to the Hebrew seran), was first used, as far as we know,
         by the poet Archilochus of Paros, with reference to the non-Greek King Gyges of Lydia (c.685–657; see Appendix 1).48 Gyges was a man who had brought down an existing regime by violence, setting himself up in its place as absolute ruler, and
         that was what in Greek lands, too, tyrannos signified.
      

      
      For the dictators of Greek city-states had likewise usually done both those things: by forceful methods, each of them had
         broken through into local politics, and taken supreme control.
      

      
      Among the most important Greek city-states only Sparta and Aegina escaped dictatorship altogether. It may, however, have been
         in Ionia that the institution first appeared (under the influence of what had happened in neighbouring Lydia). But our evidence
         is tenuous, and it is possible that the first dictator instead arose on the mainland. This pioneer may have been a ruler of
         Argos – the leading city of the Peloponnese during the whole of the earlier period of Greek history. His name was Pheidon.
         The date of Pheidon has been much disputed; but his accession, often placed too early, is now convincingly attributed to c.675,
         and no sooner. He does not, however, quite fit in with the usual classification of ‘tyrants’ or dictators because, according
         to Aristotle, he was a ‘king who became a tyrant’, that is to say not an intrusive noble or non-noble upstart, like the others
         who came later, but a hereditary monarch (basileus) who exceeded his constitutional powers.49

      
      More readily classifiable as tyrant–dictators were Cypselus of Corinth, Orthagoras of Sicyon, Polycrates of Samos, Thrasybulus
         of Miletus, Phalaris of Acragas and Hippocrates of Gela. Each of these men subverted an aristocratic government and replaced
         it by his own dictatorial rule. Partially or wholly noble themselves, they attracted whatever dissident or disadvantaged aristocratic
         support they could – and they also sought, with success, to gain the favour of the not wholly aristocratic but fairly prosperous
         hoplites (already in existence, whether their phalanx tactics were fully developed yet or not), many of whom no doubt felt
         that under the old aristocratic government their role as their city’s military backbone had not gained them the political
         say that they deserved.
      

      
      It was characteristic of such dictators to form ambitious foreign contacts and alliances and dynastic marriages, and to develop
         their fleets – a process that reached its climax under Polycrates – and by such means also to increase their trade. This commercial
         activity was assisted by the wide extension of coinage – the conversion of premonetary lumps of metal into pieces possessing
         a guaranteed weight and design, first on one side (the other merely incised with a punch-mark) and later on both, first made
         of electrum (pale gold) and then of silver.50 
      

      
      Miletus, under Thrasybulus (c.600) or conceivably just before he gained power, followed soon afterwards by Ephesus, Cyzicus,
         Mytilene and Phocaea, borrowed the idea and use of coinage from Lydia. It was the Lydians who had brought it into existence,
         perhaps drawing on partial Assyrian and Mesopotamian precedents and weight systems, to facilitate payments by the royal treasury (such
         as the financing of mercenary armies and ships and buildings) and payments into the treasury as well (leases, taxes, fines).
         The Greek cities, when they started making their own coins, used them for similar purposes. Inevitably, too, as was suggested
         above, the invention was found convenient for exchange and commerce. In this field, it is true, the lack of small denominations
         was hampering. And there was metrological anarchy; different places coined on their own weight-standards. This caused a complex
         and disconcerting inter-city situation. Out of sheer necessity, however, two principal standards came to prevail throughout
         the Greek world, the Aeginetan and the Euboic–Attic (based respectively on Mesopotamian and Syrian metric frameworks). Indeed,
         efforts were even made to reconcile and relate the two standards, by creating the concept of a mina (one-sixtieth of a talent)
         weighing 425 grams, which constituted 70 Aeginetan and 100 Attic (and 150 Corinthian) drachmas. Nevertheless, innumerable
         local complications and variations remained, with the obvious result that most coins, at first at least, did not travel very
         far.
      

      
      However, this invention of coinage that the Greeks took over from Lydia was of vast and growing importance. And it was clearly
         the city-state dictators who took an important, early initiative in developing its possibilities, highly conscious of the
         political and civic prestige conferred by the possession of a mint, and of the opportunity to increase this prestige still
         further by the employment of talented coin-designers (of whose work more will be said below).
      

      
      Furthermore, absorbing and exploiting hints from their aristocratic forerunners, the dictators spent lavishly on public buildings
         and state cults and festivals, thus centralizing artistic patronage in their own hands and diminishing the tradition of old
         family–and clan-based ceremonials.
      

      
      To meet these enlarged financial requirements, they introduced taxes on sales and produce of the soil, as well as a series
         of harbour-dues. These impositions were not, of course, likely to be popular, but Cypselus and Orthagorus, the dictators at
         Corinth and Sicyon, reputedly broadened their political base by making friendly gestures towards the pre-Dorian elements of
         the population. It was their deliberate policy, however, to leave the laws intact.
      

      
      Their sons, Periander and Cleisthenes respectively, proved even more successful than their fathers had been. But thereafter
         – and the same occurred in other cities – such dictatorships, isolated by their lack of legitimacy, became suspicious, forcibly
         oppressive and unpopular, thus earning the term ‘tyrant’ the bad name it had already acquired in the ancient world and which it still possesses. And
         so these regimes fell, and the age of dictators more or less came to an end, except in Sicily, where they continued to recur
         time after time because political stability proved unattainable, and in Asia Minor, where local autocracies were later found
         convenient by their Persian suzerains.
      

      
      Elsewhere in the Greek world, although the pattern varied greatly from place to place, it was normal for a dictatorship to
         be succeeded by an oligarchy – that is to say, by a government of the few, whose qualification, however, was no longer birth
         (though no doubt well-born men, despite the laments of Theognis of Megara that their god-given rights were neglected, found
         a place) but a sufficiency of wealth, primarily expressed in terms of land but also now, very conveniently, in terms of the
         recently instituted coinage. Even before the age of the dictators, as we saw, the aristocratic regimes that governed the cities
         had been obliged to admit elements owing their position to wealth as well as birth. After the dictators had gone, few wholly
         birth-based aristocratic governments continued to exist, except in retarded areas such as Thessaly and in the very special
         case of the Spartans, whose regime combined the features of various types of constitutional system, and by maintaining this
         curious but effective balance managed to take the leadership of almost the entire Peloponnese over from Argos.
      

      
      In the cities that went through a phase of dictatorship, therefore, the normal sequence can be described (with some over-simplification)
         as aristocracy: dictatorship: oligarchy. When there was no intervening stage of dictatorship, aristocracy was directly followed
         by oligarchy. The stated ideal of the latter, as of the former, type of government was eunomia, respect for the laws within
         a harmonious whole in which everyone knew his place. The oligarchic governments presided over citizen bodies of limited numbers
         which were often equated and identified with the hoplites. Sometimes, like the nobles before them, they met together in an
         assembly, which still, however, under the guidance of ‘the few’, did not decide very much; and in other cities assemblies
         were dispensed with altogether.
      

      
      Yet this neglect of popular representation was by no means universal, and became less so. It was noted, for example, that
         in some states popular elements, notably the less aristocratic sections of the hoplites, had joined with oligarchs in abolishing
         the dictatorships; and the time was to come when in many cities these hoplites would take control from the oligarchies, replacing
         them by democracies in some form or other, in which the dominant element would be an assembly consisting of a far larger proportion
         of the male population then hitherto – men who would thus contrive, however briefly, to obtain a measure of access to political power during the course of their lives. Such democratically inclined states proclaimed isonomia,
         equality before the law, in preference to eunomia.
      

      
      Sparta was a democracy of a kind, in the sense that its male population (other than Helots, slaves and dwellers round about)
         were equals (homoioi); and a mid-sixth-century inscription of Chios emphasizing the damos (demos, people) suggests that something
         of the sort was under way on the island at that time. But a very real lead was subsequently taken at Athens, where shortly
         before 500 BC Cleisthenes, building on the reforms of Solon who at the start of the century had released debtors from their crippling burdens,
         seems to have introduced (as one can discern through later conflicting propaganda) a great many features of the famous Athenian
         democracy of the future.
      

      
      The city-states of Sicily, as we have seen, were exceptional, because their endemic internal troubles meant that dictators
         continued to exist. However, most other cities of the Greek world, while not returning to dictatorships, likewise were, and
         remained, all too liable to internal political troubles of their own: between oligarchs and democrats, between privileged
         and unprivileged, between rich and poor. The Greek word is stasis, faction, which means anything between legitimate differences
         of opinion on public affairs to savage inter-party violence – which all too often occurred. It was especially frequent in colonies,
         where the families of original and later settlers, for example, came into conflict.51 The classic description of stasis is by Thucydides, describing the terrible convulsion at Corcyra in the early 420s.52 Yet if we had the necessary information, we should surely find the same conditions applying at Corcyra, and elsewhere, a
         century or two centuries earlier, they are recorded at Megara as well. The city-state was a brilliant idea, and full of brilliant
         ideas, but it was destined eventually to fail, because of the lethal combination of stasis within and constant hostilities
         with its Greek neighbours without.
      

      
      The seventh century had witnessed all-important developments in Greek architecture and sculpture alike. The Greeks derived
         the concept of monumental stone architecture from the Egyptians, whose achievements some of them saw for themselves at Naucratis
         and elsewhere in Egypt from the later years of the century onwards. But, as usual, they subjected what they found to comprehensive
         modifications, partly suggested, it would seem, by wooden and Mycenaean prototype dwellings and halls (megara), of which sufficient
         traces were still to be seen.
      

      
      The earliest temples erected on this relatively large scale were to be seen at Corinth (where the first ‘orientalizing’ pottery
         had appeared c.720) and upon Corinthian-influenced territory. These buildings belong to what was later known as the Doric
         Order. Its massive, fluted column-shafts have no bases and rise to capitals which consist of convex, cushion-like mouldings, surmounted by flat rectangular
         slabs. Above spreads the plain horizontal architrave and above that again the frieze, which comprises triglyphs (panels divided
         by vertical grooves into three bars) alternating with metopes (square panels, often with sculptural reliefs, set back from
         the face of the triglyphs). At the crown of the whole edifice rises a sloping cornice, and at either end of the roof is a
         triangular pediment, enclosed between the cornice above and the frieze beneath, and likewise providing a framework for sculptors.
      

      
      The Doric Order illustrates the Greeks’ sensitivity to rhythm. Its horizontal and vertical lines plant the buildings upon
         the landscape, leading the eye upwards and giving the impression of a mass that is majestically differentiated from the earth,
         but does not soar heavenwards and attempt to annul the laws of gravity, like a Gothic cathedral. These clear-cut outlines
         and sparkling sharp edges, picked out by tinted details, were the outcome of bracing thought; and, as a further result of
         such mental precision, ‘refinements’ were introduced, that is to say subtle curves, tilts and bulges, to satisfy optical and
         aesthetic needs (and to ensure stability and drainage). In all temples from c.600 the entire masonry was stone (to support
         the heavy roof-tiles); marble was extensively used from the sixth century onwards. The finest Doric temples were masterpieces
         of taste, proportion, patterned symmetry, serenity, power and repose.
      

      
      The Ionic Order followed soon afterwards, in and around the coasts of Asia Minor, and most remarkably in the temples of Hera
         at Samos and Artemis at Ephesus, which far exceeded in size anything of the kind that had ever been seen before. These enormous
         buildings, displaying forests of columns reminiscent of Egypt, indicate that the city-states (for these great buildings were
         erected at public, not private, expense) devoted larger funds to the construction of Greek temples than to any other activity,
         with the exception of war.
      

      
      Free and uninhibited in style until conventions became established, the Ionic Order was lighter in its proportions than the
         Doric, and its decorative mouldings displayed greater lavishness. The flutes on the columns were more numerous and more deeply
         cut, and each column had a base. The Ionic capital,53 of which the earliest-known versions came from Smyrna and Phocaea, displayed lateral spiral scrolls or volutes – developed,
         after considerable amendments, from near-eastern and particularly Phoenician designs – and was surmounted by an architrave
         in three bands, above which extended an ‘egg and tongue’ moulding, beneath a row of dentils (small projecting tooth-like blocks).
         Sometimes, too, there was a sculptural frieze, replacing the triglyphs and metopes of the Doric Order.
      

      
      Such friezes, and the high reliefs that filled temple pediments, represented the outstanding achievements of early Greek sculptors,
         and illustrate their close relationship to the architects. Nevertheless, large-scale statuary in the round, independent of
         architecture, also developed simultaneously and rapidly. It replaced, and partially evolved from, the small figurines with
         wig-like hair, mainly female, known as ‘Daedalic’, which had proliferated, in various materials, throughout Greek lands, from
         the first or second quarter of the seventh century onwards; these ‘Daedalic’ artists had been subject to the influence of
         Phoenician and Syrian terracotta statuettes, perhaps initially experienced by the Cretans, whose sculptor Daedalus was said
         to have taught two eminent pupils, Dipoenus and Scyllis, later emigrants to Sicyon.
      

      
      The principal influence, however, which led to the creation of the new large-sized sculpture may be regarded (though some
         have contested this) as Egyptian, like the impulse which prompted monumental architecture. These massive statues (found mostly
         at Athens) seem to have been made first, shortly before 650, at Naxos and Paros in the Cyclades archipelago, where marble
         was ready at hand, although there was also a longstanding sculptural tradition at Samos, and other centres contributed as
         well.
      

      
      The primary theme of this innovative art was the masculine nude (kouros), reflecting the predominance of naked males in Greek
         daily life. Serving as grave-markers or votive dedications or cult-images, these kouroi represented the god Apollo or his
         servants. What their sculptors sought to do was to reproduce the radiant reality of young manhood in permanent, depersonalized
         guise. Moreover, a steady process of development is discernible throughout the sixth century. For, depersonalized though they
         were, these images from various parts of the Greek world nevertheless reflected a constant striving towards naturalism and
         realism, representing, at a distance, those same ideals that would inspire Renaissance and subsequent artists until the age
         of Picasso. And yet, even during their maximum phase of evolution in c.525–500, such kouroi always remain at least a step
         or two away from total naturalistic portrayal, not so much because their sculptors had failed to master the problems of anatomy
         – for they had very largely done so, although it was not until the next century that the process was completed – but because
         they were still seeking, through the male human body, to depict an ideal rather than a photographic reality.
      

      
      Female statues (korai), too, were made extensively at a number of centres. Intended for sanctuaries rather than graves, they
         represented goddesses or their servants and acolytes – whose images were dedicated, perhaps, when they left the service of
         the deity on marriage.
      

      
      Within the established conventions, this female statuary evolved as perceptibly as its male counterpart. But this process
         assumed a different form. Here the attention which, in the case of the masculine figures, had been devoted to their bodies,
         was concentrated instead on the elegant lines and rippling folds of the women’s drapery – first a plain long woollen dress,
         inherited from Daedalic art, and then (represented in colours) a woollen robe (peplos) worn over a fine white linen tunic
         (chiton). These statues, with their famous ‘archaic smiles’, display a delicacy which owed much, at Athens and elsewhere,
         to the influx of artists from Ionia, whose own native cities were threatened and overrun by Persians. But in this, as in other
         branches of Greek art, what is commonly described as the ‘archaic’ manner began to be transformed into less thoroughly stylized
         ‘classical’ forms by c.500.
      

      
      Meanwhile superb reliefs continued to be made; and, on a smaller scale, the designing of both gems and coins attained extraordinary
         versatility. Gems remained an exquisite upper-class art, necessarily with a limited production.54 But coins (see above, and note 50) rapidly became much more numerous; cities showed eagerness to outdo each other in the
         artistic beauty and distinction of their designs. Sometimes these portrayed a patron deity or hero, such as Aphrodite at Cnidus,
         Dionysus at Sicilian Naxos, Arethusa at Syracuse, the mythical founder Taras or Phalanthus at Taras, Athena at Athens and
         Poseidon at Posidonia and Potidaea. Or the sacred figure was represented by his or her emblem, the turtle (sacred to Aphrodite)
         at Aegina, Pegasus (the winged horse of Bellerophon) at Corinth, and the owl of Athens.
      

      
      Alternatively the design could be the badge or symbol of a city: often a local product, such as the silphium plant at Cyrene,
         a ram at Salamis in Cyprus, a barley-ear, a bull, and a dolphin at the south Italian cities of Metapontum and Sybaris and
         Taras,55 or grapes and a wine-jar at two islands of the Cyclades, Peparethos and Naxos. Another wine-producing island, Thasos, prefers
         to depict a sexually excited satyr (servant of Dionysus) carrying off a nymph. Sometimes the city-badge takes the form of
         a pun, like the seal (phoke) at Phocaea, the cock (hemera, day) at Himera, and the rose (rhodos) at Camirus and Ialysus on
         the island of Rhodes. Other badges are those of noble families or individuals, seemingly guaranteeing early coinages at Ephesus
         (note 50), or placed on coins, perhaps, by the state in order to flatter them (Chapter 2, section 4). Miltiades the elder,
         in the Thracian Chersonese (Gallipoli peninsula), depicts a four-horse chariot, celebrating his victory in the Olympic Games.
      

      
      Another mighty artistic sixth-century accomplishment, in which, even if Corinth had been the pioneer, Athens later took an unchallenged lead, was the uniquely rich, rapid and varied evolution
         of painting on pottery. The first part of the century witnessed the climax of the two-colour black-figure style. A design
         is applied to the reddish buff clay with dark paint, improved to a shining black glaze, and details are marked with incised
         lines. The decorative patterns that had figured so largely in earlier vase-paintings have been substantially reduced, and
         the greater part of the vase is devoted to narrative themes, often of a mythological character.
      

      
      Athenian black-figure pottery circulated far and wide, and an even larger distribution was enjoyed by a new technique which
         began to appear in about 530. This was the red-figure method, in which black-figure is reversed: for now the decoration is
         left in the ground colour, and it is the background, Instead, which is painted black. Inner markings are made by thin lines
         no longer incised but drawn and glazed. This style makes greater freedom possible. Like the sculptors, however, these artists
         did not yet move all the way to the naturalism which increasingly characterized the painting of later epochs. But they became
         adept in depicting the moment of maximum action; and from the mid-sixth century onwards a number of artists experimented in
         foreshortening–at first restricted to inanimate objects, because heroic man still seemed best suited to a two-dimensional
         presentation. Black-figure and early red-figure master-painters alike achieved heights of power and moving beauty of which
         the medium has never again found itself capable.
      

      
      While these developments were under way in the fine arts, the Greeks were also creating rational and scientific thought. A
         number of outstanding thinkers are unsatisfactorily grouped together as the ‘Pre-Socratic philosophers’. But they were at
         the same time both less and more than philosophers, in the sense in which the term is used by anyone today. They were less
         because they had still not finished emancipating themselves from earlier, mythological conceptions of the universe – though,
         encouraged no doubt by Homer’s cool treatment of the gods, they moved a long way in that direction, apprehending that, in
         spite of their dependence on these divinities, individual human beings are autonomous creatures whose actions are largely
         determined by their own wills (the crux that was to enthral the tragic poets of the following century). Nevertheless, their
         approach was still less than ‘philosophical’. Yet these Pre-Socratics were, at the same time, more than philosophers, because
         they concerned themselves with an enormous range of phenomena which today would be associated, not with philosophy, but with
         one of the sciences.
      

      
      The first of these men, Thales, Anaximander and Anaximenes of Miletus, wanted to know what the universe and the world came
         from, and what they were made of. And in the process of this enquiry, conducted orally by Thales and in written prose by his
         two successors (a revoluntionary step, creating new and more rigorously analytical modes of expressing thought), they took
         a great step forward towards the creation of logical reasoning – which must therefore be credited to their native Ionia.
      

      
      Two other Ionians, however, emigrated from Ionia in the face of Persian conquest, and will therefore be considered in this
         book in relation to the west, where they went to live (Chapter 7, sections 2 and 4). One of them, Xenophanes of Colophon,
         wrote verse in which he ruthlessly criticized the anthropomorphic picture of the gods presented by Homer and Hesiod. The other,
         Pythagoras of Samos, was a disconcerting blend of pioneer mathematician, medicine-man and creator of a religious society,
         which gained control of the city of Croton. He and a further Ionian, Heraclitus of Ephesus (author of a treatise in prose)
         began to shift the emphasis from the universal macrocosm to the microcosm of the human soul, ascribing the existence and development
         of both alike to the conflict of opposites – a duality which, in the century that lay ahead, was to be sharply contested by
         the ‘monism’ of Parmenides of Elea, who saw reality as a single, indivisible, imperishable unity, so that apparent diversification,
         according to his paradoxical view, is unreal and non-existent.
      

      
      Each of these men, competitively claiming, in the Greek fashion, to improve on their predecessors, wanted to relate the particular
         instance to a general law. Yet, despite the acuteness of their questions and the openness of the arguments, these were mainly
         advances towards theoretical rather than practical science. The aim of these thinkers was to understand man and nature in
         theory. Some of them were also keen observers of phenomena – but not many. Greek science was delayed because empirical observation,
         on the whole, did not come to be considered important.56 
      

      
      Nevertheless, the achievement of the sixth-century Greeks, in a wide variety of fields, was stupendous. They were only able
         to accomplish such a very great deal because they disposed of the leisure to do so. Unemployed leisure, in consequence, was
         an ideal which they explicitly appreciated, and although Plato’s and Aristotle’s disdain for physical labour was never wholly
         typical (it seems doubtful if Solon, for example, shared it), a Greek did often seem somewhat pitiable, to himself and others,
         if he had not enough to live on without working. For the idea of ‘work for work’s sake’, or of labour as a saleable market
         commodity, was lacking. That is why leisure, as Aristotle declared, seemed all-important, being ‘more desirable and more fully
         an end than business’.57 
      

      
      And if you had to work, he said elsewhere, it was disastrous to work for someone else: ‘a free man should not live for the
         benefit of another’.58 The idea was not a new one, since in the Odyssey, for example, there was no misery (the shade of Achilles declared) equal
         to that of a poor man (thes), who had to sell his services to someone else.59 Nevertheless, despised though poor, free unskilled workers sometimes were, they predominated numerically over slave labour
         until after 500.
      

      
      However, slaves, though few at first or (according to one ancient view) non-existent, were gradually rising in number throughout
         this early period. All previous states had been slave-owning, in varying degrees, and the same was still the case among the
         Greeks.60 Slaves, it is true, were never more than an auxiliary element in Greek economics (the free poor tended to regard them as
         fellow workers), yet the Greeks would have been badly off without them. They were the property of their masters, like tools
         (except that they could also inspire fear). They might not be treated decently; they certainly were not in the plague-spot
         of Attica, the silver mines belonging to Athens at Laurium. But, on the whole, it seemed sensible to look after them, in the
         same way as it would be foolish to damage one’s tools.
      

      
      Ancient writers, attracted by polar opposites, tended to see a simple, bilateral contrast between free men and slaves. This
         made them too much inclined to ignore the fact that there were also various other categories of person who did not qualify
         as citizens – people who lived, and ranked, in between citizens and slaves. At Athens and elsewhere, for example, there were
         metoikoi (metoeci, metics, settlers, resident aliens), who took part in most of the activities of the community, playing a
         very prominent part in industry and commerce, but still did not possess citizen status.
      

      
      Furthermore, at Sparta, and in various other territories, there was a further category of person bearing the designation of
         perioikoi (perioeci), dwellers round about.61 They lived in their own townships and villages, but served in their city’s forces, and again played varying parts in its
         industrial and commercial activities. But they, likewise, took no part in political life. In Spartan Laconia, too, once again,
         as in a considerable number of other Greek lands (under a variety of names), there were Helots62 – often descended, it was said, from the earlier inhabitants – who were not slaves, yet could be roughly described as serfs,
         and were often suspected, in consequence, of being potentiallv subversive.
      

      
      But the numerically largest element lacking political participation in the Greek city-states was provided by their women.
         It is difficult to generalize about them, first because our only evidence about their position is derived exclusively from
         male sources, and secondly because – in so far as we do possess information at all – it suggests that their position varied
         considerably from one Greek centre to another.
      

      
      In and around the islands off the west coast of Asia Minor there were early signs that women would have a larger role to fulfil
         than eventually turned out to be the case. Homer’s women, apparently reflecting the life of his time (although it is hard
         to be certain about this – Chapter 5, section I), are not indeed decision-makers but play a significant background part in
         what goes on. Subsequently, however, Sappho (born c.612) reveals the existence in Lesbos of a female society that enjoyed
         a remarkable practical and emotional autonomy. But even in the isles a very different attitude had motivated the malevolence
         of Semonides of Amorgos (who came originally from Samos – Chapter 5, section I); and on the mainland future patterns had already
         been foreshadowed by Hesiod’s obsessive fear of women, revealed in the myth of Pandora.
      

      
      Thereafter, although as usual we depend too much on evidence from Athens – where women seem to have enjoyed less freedom than
         almost anywhere else in Greek lands – certain generalizations, following on from the attitudes of Hesiod, became possible.
         Sparta and Crete, it is true, present more liberal pictures, and at Cyrene, in the late sixth century, a woman, Pheretime,
         even became dictator of the city, foreshadowing the queens of Hellenistic times. Yet before that epoch, females, generally,
         never possessed citizenship in their city-states, never held office and took no overt part in political activities at all.
         Disallowed charge of their own affairs, they were, as a matter of law, under the care of a male, and they had no legal right
         to own or dispose of property. Of course, family affection existed, as anywhere (tombstones bear witness to such feelings),
         and it would be absurd to deny that women were indispensable in all the obvious domestic ways. Moreover Herodotus goes further,
         when, indirectly but with cumulative emphasis, he stresses their full partnership with men in the establishment and preservation
         of the social order.
      

      
      As in so many other respects, however, his approach is unusual. The attitude of Hesiod and Semonides is far more customary.
         A great amount of the literature of the Greeks echoes their poisonous hatred of women – or rather reflects a deeply anxious
         fear of them and of what they might be capable of doing. For in this repressively male-dominated society, marked by a voluminous
         sexual vocabulary and by exaggerated obscenity at festivals, there existed a curious sort of sexual apartheid. Despite their obvious indispensability for procreation, women seemed a mysterious, dangerous, polluting, ‘other’
         element, and the Greeks were acutely afraid that they might get out of step, might break out from their appointed and domesticated
         place.
      

      
      That is the implication so often behind their emphatic and dramatic appearances in mythology and literature, which seem to
         present so curious a contrast, very often, to the actual restrictive limits of their participation in Greek life. That is
         the implication, for example, of the outrageous Amazons, of the comic inversions of sex-roles in Attic comedy, and of the
         terrifying, doom-laden female villains of tragedy. Euripides’ Bacchants even takes its name from the Maenads who tore King
         Pentheus apart – and they are servants of the god Dionysus.
      

      
      This last role reminds us that religion was the one exception to the absence of women from Greek public activities. They were
         permitted their own rituals, such as the Thesmophoria, in which they played a leading and exclusive part (with outspoken stress
         on their role in fertility). For it was recognized that the deities had their wild, savage, untamable side – so sharply opposed
         to the orderly male culture of ‘normal’ Greek civilization – and that women seemed well suited to serve this aspect of the
         divine world, full of disruption and inversion, in which customary rules were in abeyance. After all, that was how Greeks
         thought of marriage: as the taming of wild, ungovernable, basically irrational womanhood. Thus many a Greek vase shows a man
         leading his wife off forcibly by the hand into her wedding, which amounted almost to a symbolic death. Once married, moreover,
         she dwelt in a precarious mediating position between two households, not necessarily trusted by either. For in most Greek
         city-states a woman had, in law, no standing in any question relating to her marriage, any more than she possessed other legal
         rights.
      

      
      An extreme instance of this was provided by a girl who had no brothers. When this disastrous absence of a male heir occurred,
         the Greeks arranged for her to be married off to her nearest agnatic relative, i.e. relative on her father’s side, in a fixed
         order of precedence, starting with her father’s brother, if possible. Such a woman, whose lack of a brother made her responsible
         for perpetuating the oikos into the next generation, was described at Athens as epikleros, ‘attached to the family property’
         (kleros) – and Solon passed legislation on this subject (Chapter 2, section 3).
      

      
      The position of the epikleros (somewhat modified in Sparta and Crete) merely illustrated the general debarment of women from
         making decisions about their own matrimonial destinies. True, the community, by such measures, was displaying a keen interest
         in their role as transmitters of property and thus preservers of continuity, but it did so in such a way as to confirm that they were regarded as incapable of a self-determined act. Male Greek opinion was also
         insistent on premarital virginity; and with this in mind women were expected to marry young – at about eighteen or nineteen
         according to literary sources (their bridegrooms being older), though there are reasons to suppose that weddings at sixteen,
         or even a good deal earlier, were by no means uncommon.
      

      
      These attitudes promoted a society that was far more markedly homosexual than our own. Once again the city-states varied considerably
         in their attitudes and regulations concerning such practices. But, as before, it is possible to offer certain generalizations.
         Within a community in which the women were mostly kept at home and the men spent their days with other men or boys, occupying
         themselves with politics or athletic exercises or war – or with the male drinking parties (symposia) of the aristocratic clubs
         (hetaireiai) – homosexual attitudes were inevitable, and they tended to be more intense, profound and complex than men’s relations
         with women. At cities, indeed, with old-fashioned ‘heroic’ social structures such as Sparta, Thebes, Elis and Thera, male
         partnerships were explicitly accorded varying degrees of customary or even legal recognition. And everywhere artists, as we
         have seen, concentrated strongly on the nude masculine form.
      

      
      The paintings on innumerable vases bring out another point as well: that pederasty was far more favoured than homosexual relations
         between contemporaries. A whole philosophy was built up round the former type of relationship, based on the idea that the
         lover was the educator and military trainer and partner of the beloved, and would do everything to earn his admiration. Plato
         later made one of his spokesmen, Phaedrus, declare that the most formidable army in the world would consist of pairs of male
         lovers;63 and in the fourth century this ‘ideal’ was actually realized at Elis and in the Sacred Band of Thebes.64 Official attitudes to the homosexual sex-act itself evidently varied, though disapproval of sodomy is recorded. But the general
         position was that the younger man or boy, the beloved, must not be seen to derive pleasure from sex, and indeed should stave
         off his lover’s physical attentions, adopting the role of the pursued – rather as, in heterosexual life today, a girl (if,
         perhaps, slightly old-fashioned) may feel required to put up an initial resistance at least of a token character. According
         to the unwritten rules of ancient Greek homosexual relationships, the youth could finally grant ‘favours’, out of gratitude
         for what had been done for him by his protector, and that obviously meant the sexual act. Of female homosexuality less is
         heard, and on vase-paintings, too, less is seen, though efforts to deny that Sappho’s Lesbian circle shunned its physical practice seem misguided, and such behaviour was spoken of at Sparta and elsewhere.
      

      
      At the end of the period discussed in this book the entire elaborate political, social, economic, intellectual and artistic
         structure that the Greeks had established was mortally threatened – by the Persian great power that lay to their east.
      

      
      The Persian king Cyrus II the Great, after conquering the kingdom of Lydia (546), had, in consequence, taken over from the
         Lydians their suzerainty over the Greek cities on and off the coasts of Asia Minor. Then Darius I penetrated into Europe and
         annexed Thrace (c.513–512), within easy reach of Greek lands. Next the Ionian cities, and others, had rebelled against him
         (499–494) – and two cities lying farther west, Athens and Eretria, sent ships to help them. Herodotus was right to believe
         that this made the Persian Wars inevitable.65 Those conflicts are outside the scope of this book which seeks, instead, to portray the Greek world up to the time when they
         broke out.
      

      
   
      
      

      

          
      CHAPTER 2

      
      ATHENS

      
      

      
      1 EARLY ATHENS

      
      Attica is a triangular promontory extending Over approximately 1,000 square miles, about the size of Derbyshire or Luxemburg
         and slightly larger than Rhode Island. It forms the easternmost part of central Greece, separated from Megara (to the west)
         by Mount Cerata and from Boeotia (to the north) by Mounts Parnes and Cithaeron. The Aegean Sea forms the boundary of Attica
         to the south-east, the Euripus channel (dividing off Euboea) to the east, and the Saronic Gulf to the south. At this southernmost
         extremity stands Cape Sunium, which gave Attica its original name of Acte, denoting an arm of land protruding into the sea.
         Four lines of mountains – from west to east Aegaleos, Hymettus, Pentelicus and Laurium – divide the territory into three plains,
         the Pedia (containing Athens), the central Mesogeia, and the Thriasian plain (with Eleusis as its chief town – section 2).
      

      
      The Attic fields were ploughed three times a year to keep their upper layer loose. Yet the territory, in Plato’s words, is
         a ‘fleshless skeleton’, of which the bones show through in large slabs of bare rock.1 Only one-quarter of the surface of the territory was cultivated, and its unusually dense population found, as time went on,
         that it had to import a great deal of grain, although during the hot summers the deep roots of vines and olives could draw
         on the moisture stored up in the lower soil. Despite the hard struggle, natural produce was listed as one of the assets of
         Attica. Other assets, when they came to be developed, included the silver (earlier copper) of Laurium, the marble of Mount
         Pentelicus, and the clay of the River Cephisus; and a permanent strength was the compactness of this relatively large geographical
         unit within its mountain barriers.
      

      
      The large population of the region goes back at least to the later Bronze Age, to which numerous sites can be attributed;
         and rich graves of the fifteenth and fourteenth centuries have come to light in Athens, although they are not of the same grandeur as their counterparts at Mycenae and Thebes. In the Iliad’s Catalogue of Achaean
         (Greek) Ships, which largely reflects a late Bronze Age state of affairs (Chapter 5, section I), the only Attic centre to
         rate a mention is Athens; it probably controlled a large part of Attica. The city stands in the southeastern part of the plain,
         three miles from the sea.
      

      
      The Athenians claimed that they were ‘autochthonous’ (indigenous) inhabitants. Their mythical king Erechtheus was believed
         to have been the son of Gaia (Earth) herself, and it was said that he had been brought up by Athena (from whom the place took
         its name), after her successful struggle with Poseidon, whose son Theseus, however, became the city’s hero. On the precipitous
         Athenian citadel-hill known as the Acropolis – some way from the sea, as at Corinth and Argos, so as to be out of the range
         of pirates – stood an olive-tree supposedly planted by Athena to commemorate the divine confrontation. Its ultimate successor
         is still shown.
      

      
      According to tradition, Dorian invaders (Chapter I and notes 4–7) launched a concerted invasion of Attica, but failed to capture
         Athens. It is possible that their presence in western Attica is confirmed by the novel appearance of single cist-graves –
         shallow tombs dug in the ground and lined and rooted with stone slabs – replacing, in those times of insecurity, the large
         chamber-burials of the past. As for Athens itself, however, it remains justifiable to conclude that the fortress resisted
         one or more waves of hostile invaders, who after suffering rebuffs bypassed the city.
      

      
      Some evidence for that troubled age can be seen in the abandonment of houses on the slopes of the Acropolis, while the citadel
         itself was evidently strengthened by new fortifications, and by the construction of steep steps designed to provide protected
         access to a water supply in the event of a siege (c.1225). There were stories of refugees from the invasions flocking into
         the town, notably from Pylos in the Peloponnese, according to the poet. Mimnermus, who claimed that they married into the
         Athenian royal family and that he himself was one of their descendants.2 
      

      
      But what was the origin of that royal house, or indeed of the Athenians as a whole? At some stage they began to call themselves
         ‘Ionians’; the name is mentioned in the Homeric poems. But how widely people thus described were distributed on the mainland
         in the late Bronze Age is disputed, and it is also impossible to determine, with any confidence, where they came from, although
         they evidently represented a complex ethnic mixture, no doubt intermingled still further by the migratory influx into Attica.
      

      
      ‘Athena’ and ‘Athens’ are not Greek names, and Hecataeus was evidently aware of a strong non-Greek strain, since he indicated that the city’s early inhabitants included an aboriginal
         people described as ‘Pelasgians’3, which became a convenient portmanteau term for early and vaguely understood non-Hellenic peoples. Subsequently, however,
         mythologists concluded that ‘Ion’ had settled in Athens and had divided the people into its four tribes (named after his sons).4 
      

      
      Athens was also described as ‘the eldest land of Ionia’.5 For, according to a powerful and persistent local tradition, it was the Athenians – excessively swollen in numbers by all
         the refugees – who under one or more princes of their royal house led the ‘Ionian migration’ to western Asia Minor and its
         isles (Chapter 5) in the sixth generation after the Fall of Troy.
      

      
      The Athenian contribution may have been somewhat exaggerated in the telling, notably by Thucydides, who was intent to find
         historical precedents for the Athenian League of his own fifth century. Nevertheless the Attic dialect of Attica and the Ionic
         dialect of the Asian coast remained similar, and the two regions possessed tribal organization and festivals (notably the
         Apaturia) in common. In the main, therefore, despite doubts that have been expressed, we may accept the later Athenian claim
         to a very prominent role in the emigrations to Ionia, extending, it may well be, on certain occasions, to their actual leadership,
         although the process was evidently much longer and more gradual than tradition recorded, and there must also have been migrants
         from other Greek centres as well, not necessarily passing through Athenian territory.
      

      
      Meanwhile Athens itself, whose legendary king Codrus was later believed to have sacrificed his life in the defence of his
         country, apparently continued to defy the turbulence all around, and remained in existence, however anxious and precarious,
         as one of the very few examples of urban survival in the whole of Greece, now that Mycenae and Pylos and the other Bronze
         Age centres had been destroyed; so that the Athenians carried on their lives in a sort of Mycenaean twilight.
      

      
      As their lack of prominence in the Homeric poems suggests, however, they did not achieve a very quick or thorough recovery
         from the crisis, partly because they had lost many of their best men from emigration, but also, it seems, because Attica was
         no longer unified. Nevertheless, Athens may have retained control over at least the eastern part of Attica; and unlike so
         many other parts of the Greek homeland, this region was fairly densely settled during the decades before and after 1100, so
         that by 1000, if not earlier, there were signs of solid progress. This was the first mainland zone in which iron (probably
         of near-eastern origin) appeared, as well as the practice of cremation, which became common at Athens from c. 1050. Anchorages
         on the sand beach of Phaleron and within the deep-water inlets of Piraeus and Zea (on either side of the Munichia promontory) enabled the Athenians
         to maintain sea-borne communications with the islands, including Cyprus.
      

      
      In keeping with the immunity from invasion that Athens had enjoyed, a measure of continuity with the departed Mycenaean world
         is visible in its pottery. Vases in the Protogeometric style (c.1050/1025–900), slenderer and more carefully finished than
         the earlier Sub-Mycenaean – due to execution on a faster wheel, with brushes and compasses – were made at a variety of different
         centres, and did not start among the Athenians. But Athens, once it had mastered the style, seems to have become its principal
         diffusion and distribution point, before the end of the tenth century; and it was at Athens, to judge from the abundant evidence
         of cremation burials in the Ceramicus quarter, that Protogeometric pots attained their highest structural and artistic quality.
      

      
      This might seem to invite the conclusion that the later supremacy of Athenian classical art derived from this early superiority.
         But such a conclusion is disputed on the grounds that the later classical peak cannot be traced back with any directness or
         certainty to its very different predecessors. Yet the link may be there all the same. In any case, artistic leadership had,
         for a time, passed to the Athenians when they were producing Protogeometric vases, and it remained with them after that style
         had been replaced by the Geometric in their workshops. For unless we are deceived by the greater abundance of its wares (as
         seems unlikely), the Geometric art of Athens displayed a greater vigour and skill than that of other Greek states. However,
         it was not long before the local workshops of those other states gradually began to assert themselves. Whether this can be
         ascribed to a decline of Athenian influence is uncertain, since Attic Middle Geometric pottery (c.850–770/750) was exported
         widely, and went even to Cyprus and Syria. Moreover, at the beginning of that period, the Ceramicus cemetery at Athens had
         shown a remarkable wealth of Geometric pottery. This may be because the processing (cupellation) of silver at Laurium (revealed
         by excavations at Thoricus) was bringing an increase of prosperity.
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