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PETER FAWCETT

ATHENIAN TAXATION FROM THE PISISTRATIDS TO LYCURGUS 550-
325 BC

ABSTRACT

In this thesis I respond to calls by historians for a study of ancient Athenian
taxation. The thesis is in four parts. In Part One I identify sixteen or so taxes. The
most important are an import/export tax and a wealth tax, but I argue that recent
evidence suggests that there may have been a sales tax. I believe that I may have
identified four new fragments of inscriptions relating to one of the sixteen or so
taxes. I discuss in some detail two of the most important inscriptions discovered in
recent years, the Grain-Tax Law and the Law on the Little Panathenaea. In Part
Two I look at the administration of Athenian taxes and at the extent of the black
economy (I believe that some coin hoards could be evidence of tax evasion). In Part
Three 1 identify, for comparative purposes, taxes in some other states and also
examine tax agreements Athens and other states made with each other. Part Four
looks at a number of central themes. First, the nature of Athenian taxes, where 1
argue that there is no real evidence that at least direct taxes were regarded by the
Greeks as a form of tyranny or that this was the reason that there was no income
tax. Second, Athenian taxation in a wider context, where I argue that it is not
impossible that there were some taxes in the earlier part of the fifth century, and
track the development of taxes during the fifth and fourth centuries. 7hird, coinage
and the payment of taxes, where I argue that recent research on fractional coinage
suggests that the payment of taxes was one of the reasons for the development of
coinage in Athens. Fourth, the relationship of taxes with income from
Empire/Confederacy, where I argue that the two varied inversely with each other.
Fifih, the contribution of taxes to the Athenian economy, where I argue that this
could have amounted to between a quarter and a third of Athenian state income by
the time of Lycurgus.
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INTRODUCTION

‘Now listen, father, and don't frown so much. First, work

out roughly, not with counters but just on your hands, how much
tribute we receive altogether from the allied cities. Then make

a separate count of the taxes and the many one-per-cents,' court
dues, mines, markets, harbours, rents, confiscations. Our total
income from all this is nearly 2000 talents. Now put down

annual pay for jurors, the maximum figure of 6000. We get,

1 think, 150 talents'.

Ste. Croix, writing in 1981, said that 'it is a melancholy fact, characteristic of our
sources of information for Greek - even Athenian - economic history, that our fullest
list of taxes for a single city in any literary source occurs in Comedy : Aristophanes

Wasps 656-660'*

' I should perhaps say at the outset that in this thesis I - like others writing about Athenian taxes -
refer to this phrase from time to time to suggest that there were indeed many sources of state
revenue, including taxes, in ancient Athens. In doing so 1 follow what is 1 think the general view
that ‘the taxes and the many one-per-cents’ is the sort of all-embracing phrase one might expect in
Aristophanes which includes taxes. In other words, 1 do not read the words so literally as to suggest
that there is a distinction between taxes and one-per-cents which are not taxes (compare, for
example, MacDonald in Hesperia 50 1981 p 142).

2 The Class Struggle in the Ancient Greek World p 206. The value of Aristophanes as an historical
source has been discussed many times (Heath Political Comedy in Aristophanes p 1 said that ‘the
problem of political intent in Aristophanes remains obstinately difficult to evade’).The debate has
ranged from Gomme (Classical Review 52 1938 pp 97-109) who said that Aristophanes should not
be taken sertously in political terms to Ste. Croix (The Origin of the Peloponnesian War 1972
Appendix 29) who took the view that he was an important political dramatist. We shall see other
examples in this thesis of Aristophanes referring to taxes (compare, for example, pp 44-47). My
own view corresponds more to that of Ste. Croix. The references to taxes should be taken sericusly




For some time now historians have called for a further look at Athenian taxes in the
light of inscriptions that have been discovered in the last 80 or so years. David Lewis
expressed this view when he published the editio princeps of the Law on the Little
Panathenaea in 1959.° Ronald Stroud echoed this view when he published the edifio
princeps of the Athenian Grain-Tax Law of 374-373 BC." He wrote that 'there is
much about the entire system of Athenian taxation that remains obscure. Apart from
the eisphora, the whole topic would repay closer scrutiny'. Stroud said that Ste.
Croix's racy formulation, quoted above, ‘should not obscure the fact that the time is
ripe to harvest the rich evidence on taxation that has accumulated in Attic inscriptions
published since the days of Boeckh and Andreades'. Stroud also drew attention to the
observations of Migeotte in 1995 : 'Mais la masse de linformation vient de
I'épigraphie. Cette documentation, qui ne cesse de s'enrichir, est loin d'avoir été
exploitée comme elle le mérite, sans doubte parce qu'elle se présente de manicre
dispersée et rebutante pour les profanes. Un travail considérable reste donc a faire,
dont les résultats permettront de combler des lacunes, de revoir des doctrines établies
- par exemple celle concernant les taxes et les impdts de type foncier, qui étaient sans

doubte plus répandus qu'on ne 'admet généralement.”

but not necessarily as wholly accurate evidence. We should recognise the meat in the sandwich for
what it is (in Ste. Croix's words).

> Hesperia 28 1959 p 243.

* Hesperia Supplement 29 1998 p 27.

* Topoi 5 p 10. Compare also Migeotte's asticle in Symposion 1999 pp 297-313.




A call for a reevaluation of Athenian taxes - this time maritime taxes - has come from
Lisa Kallet in her book Money and the Corrosion of Power in Thucydides. She has
argued that the introduction by Athens of a maritime tax on the ports of the Aegean
after the disastrous Sicilian Expedition in the second half of the Peloponnesian War
(or perhaps before its final failure) had a greater significance in Athens' perception of
her arche than has hitherto been believed. She concluded that 'a full study of maritime

taxation is badly needed'®

Most recently, John Davies listed taxation systems as one of twenty five topics in an
agenda for the next generation in writing Greek history.” He said that the lack of an
up to date account of taxation was now a serious hindrance to Greek historians.

Responding to these challenges is the main reason for undertaking this thesis.®

Earlier work : Boeckh and Andreades

This thesis is the first comprehensive work that has been done on ancient Athenian
taxes since two towering figures wrote substantial works on Athenian taxes and

public finance in the early 19" and early 20™ centuries respectively.

p 196.

7 In The Epigrahic Habit : inscriptions in the polis, a conference held in honour of Professor P J
Rhodes on the cccasion of his 65™ birthday, 2005 (to be published).




Boeckh published his first edition of the Staatshaushaltung der Athener in Berlin in
1817-1818. He focussed on the income and expenditure of the Athenian state from
the Persian Wars to Alexander. Boeckh wrote approvingly of the financial system at
Athens. He categorised the ordinary revenues of Athens into four classes - first,
duties (fele) arising partly from public domains, including the mines, partly from
customs and excise, and some taxes upon industry and persons, which only extended
to the aliens and slaves; second, fines (timemata), together with justice fees and the
proceeds of confiscated property (demioprata), third, tributes of the allied or subject
states (phoroi), and, fourth, ordinary liturgies (leitourgiai enkuklioi)” Boeckh
thought that of the different revenues of the state, the customs duties were the least
oppressive, and that liturgies were injurious, because unfair. He declared that 'of all
taxes none are more repugnant to notions of liberty (not in a general sense only, but
also according to the principles entertained by the ancients) than taxes upon persons.
At Athens it was a recognised principle that taxes were to be imposed upon property,

and not upon persons. '’

Andreades wrote the first edition of A History of Greek Public Finance in 1918.

Andreades' book, as its title suggests, goes much wider than Athenian finance,

¥ I am very grateful for the encouragement and advice that Ronald Stroud and Lisa Kallet gave me
on visits to the American School of Classical Studies in Athens, that Léopold Migeotte has given me
in correspondence and that John Davies has given me in conversation.

’Compare [Aristotle] Oeconomica 2 1346a describing the revenues of free states in the last quarter
ofthe4“‘ocntmy—'herethemostimponamsoumeof1evenue is from the special products of the
territory; next comes revenue from markets and points of transit; and finally that from ordinary
fransactions (or public services)'.

' Boeckh presumably meant citizen persons. The Athenians felt no compunction about taxing
metics qua metics, a particular instance of the Greeks' tendency to believe in citizen rights rather
than human rights.



covering Homeric public finance and the public finance of the Spartans. He covers
both public expenditure and state revenue of the Athenians, including income from
the mines at Laurium, court dues, fines, the direct taxes on the metics, liturgies,
customs dues and the eisphora. He tries to draw conclusions on Athens' regular
revenues. He looks at an issue that I discuss in Chapter Twelve of this thesis, that is,
how Lycurgus succeeded in raising an annual income of 1200 talents,'’ and concludes
‘with regard to this, unfortunately, no light is cast by our sources'. Andreades finally
deals with the Athenian budget. He says that, contrary to what has been said, the
Athenians had a budget in the sense that they foresaw their expenditures and their

revenues and tried to strike a balance between them.

The Athenian economy

Boeckh and Andreades wrote, then, not only about Athenian taxes but also about
their place in the Athenian economy. Since their time the whole subject of the ancient
economy, including the Athenian economy, has been a matter of controversy. Keith
Hopkins described it as an academic battleground, particularly in the debate about the

extent to which ancient economies can be compared to modern economies. "

The controversy has polarised in an argument between the 'primitivists' and the

'modernists'’. Paul Cartledge has described the two camps. The 'primitivists' (he says)

! See p 336 et seq.
'2 In an introduction to a series of essays in Trade in the Ancient Economy p ix.




have argued 'that the Greeks' economy (or economies) differed wholesale from any
modern (Western, capitalist) economy, and the ‘'modernists' have discerned in ancient
Greece smaller-scale or inchoate versions of modern economic life and thought'. This
debate has moved on to a debate between the 'substantivists' and the 'formalists’. 'For
the formalists, the ancient economy was a functionally segregated and independently
instituted sphere of activity with its own profit-maximising, want-satisfying logic and
rationality, less "developed” no doubt than any modern economy but recognisably
similar in kind. Substantivists, on the other hand, hold that the ancient economy was
not merely less developed but socially embedded and politically overdetermined and
so - by the standards of neoclassical economics - conspicuously conventional,
irrational and status-ridden'.”” Cartledge has urged that it is crucially important to
understand that this much more interesting and important substantivist-formalist
debate should not be confused, as it often is, with the primitivist-modernist debate.
Not even the most ardent primitivist (he says) would deny that actually quite a bit of
extra-household economy was practised in ancient Greece. And not even the most
ardent modernist would deny that some quite basic aspects of Greek economy were

really rather primitive.

However, as Cohen has recently reminded us, by the end of the 20® century 'a

proliferating assortment of sophisticated methodologies and a broadening of academic

' Paul Cartledge ‘The economy (economies) of ancient Greece' Dialogus 5 1998 pp 5-6, now
reprinted in The Ancient Economy edd Walter Scheidel and Sitta von Reden pp 11-32. The
primitivist/modernist debate has been going on for many years. See Moses Finley in The Ancient
Economy and compare Millett in Lending and Borrowing in Ancient Athens pp 9-18 and E E Cohen
Ancient Economy and Soc:ety, for example p 11 ef seq.




interests and approaches were clearly working to ameliorate the previous paralysis of
antithetical struggle over the ancient economy'."* These have largely, in Cohen's view,
ignored what Kurht has called the 'endless battles about the ancient economy' that
now seem 'to have run their course’."” This thesis seeks to join the more recent work
which, as Cohen describes it, has moved away from the 'old binary paradigm' of

primititivists and modernists. I discuss this approach in more detail in Chapter Ten

when I seek to estimate the contribution of Athenian taxes to the Atheman economy.

Sources

I will be continually referring in this thesis to the literary and epigraphical evidence

for taxes in Athens, but how reliable is it?

A H M Jones in his Inaugural Lecture as Professor of Ancient History in the
University of London in 1948 was pessimistic about the literary and documentary
evidence for ancient economic history. He said that the literary evidence comes down
to us through a manuscript tradition which is liable to corruption and therefore
introduces a large element of hazard in statistics; and that ancient historians were not
usually interested in economics, which meant that the data were so sparse that it is
rarely possible to build up a series of comparable figures. Jones was equally

dismissive of the value of documentary evidence. He says that most inscriptions are

14 Cohen 'Scheidel/von Reden (edd), The Ancient Economy’ BMCR 2003 11 23.
'S Trade, Traders and the Ancient City p 29.



honorific and that the rest are mainly records of laws, decrees and treaties and as such
rarely contain matters of economic interest. Most of what we know about the
finances of fifth century Athens is derived from the records of the goddess Athene.
He is even more dismissive of the evidence of papyri. The task of reconstructing the
public finances of Egypt from papyri, he says, 'is comparable with attempting an
estimate of the revenue of the United Kingdom from a few pages torn at random from
the ledgers of the Inland Revenue Offices of, say, Maidenhead, Gloucester and

Chepstow' '

Cartledge more recently has argued'’ that 'there are few good, let alone statistically
significant, quantitative data available'. Documents generally are in very short supply.
In theory (he says) 'inscriptions and coins might be thought our best prospects, but
. they are both flawed in practice. Inscriptions disappoint chiefly by their
incompleteness or limited scope. Coins do so, rather, because it is often unclear what
it is they represent’. He goes on to say that the limitations of literary sources are
obvious. 'Arguably, Aristophanes, Plato, Xenophon, Demosthenes and Aristotle
shared an identical or closely similar economic mentality; but were their views
representative of a wider mentality ... and, since a crucial part of the evidence these
writings provide is ideological ... should that disqualify such evidence as a basis for

our notionally non-ideological analyses?'®

'8 Ancient Economic History pp 1-2.
'7 In the article in Dialogus quoted above.




It is clearly right to sound a note of caution in using the ancient sources which have
survived. To put this in the context of this thesis, I sometimes find myself in my
present work - advising the Governments of developing countries on tax policy -
summarising the tax laws of other countries, and the information I draw on to do this
is more or less comprehensive and accurate. In this thesis, on the other hand, I will
for example, discuss a particular Athenian tax, its nature and the impact it had,
sometimes on the basis of only one or two literary or epigraphical references, simply
because that is all the evidence there is. Clearly other information, if it had survived,
could have changed my account dramatically. I, therefore, understand the concerns of
Jones and Cartledge, but I do not believe that it is not therefore worth trying to build
up a picture from the available information, as long as one realises, as I do, the

limitations of this approach.

We have a thorough account of constitutional history in Aristotle's Athenaion
Politeia, and Thucydides and the historians give us our main review of public events,
although I recognise that their accounts, like those of all historians, ancient and
modern, will inevitably give us their view of what they are describing.'” Thucydides
has come in for particular comment in this context. The conventional view was
expressed by Wade-Gery : 'Readers of all opinions will probably agree that he saw

more truly, inquired more responsibly, and reported more faithfully than any other

'8 For a discussion on the reliability of the Attic orators, see Harris' Aeschines and Athenian
Politics, chapter 1, in particular Harris' method for evaluating their reliability as sources.
'° Compare Rhodes Athenian Democracy and Modern Ideology, ch 1.



10

ancient historian'.” Emily Greenwood's Thucydides and the Shaping of History is the
latest work to discuss ‘the conflicting pull of a pseudo-scientific model of historical
objectivity, and the counterargument that Thucydides' History is polemical, biased,
and aims to supplant other conceivable interpretations of events with his vision of the
war'?' Sir Kenneth Dover has argued that we do not, or should no longer, regard
Thucydides as an ‘authority’, a term ‘which associated him with Digests, Gospels, Bye
Laws and the like' and that we cannot classify as true or false any one of the many
hundreds of narrative data in his work without corroboration of truly independent
evidence of a different kind (and independence cannot easily be demonstrated from
the written word alone as ancient authors do not commonly 'confirm' what their

predecessors have said but merely repeat it).”

Detailed discussion of these arguments is beyond the remit of this thesis. My method
in this thesis is to quote evidence where 1 see it, including in Thucydides, and to seek
to check it with other evidence, including from other ancient authors, in particular to
check it with any epigraphical evidence as well. 1 would not go so far as Michael
Crawford in describing inscriptions on Athenian legislation as ‘extraordinarily
elliptical and inconsequential' and in comparison with Roman legislation very
unformulaic and ‘unprofessional’,” but I accept that reading them is not always

straightforward. I hope that this thesis will show that inscriptions are plentiful and can

220CD’ p 1516 ef seq..

2 p11l.

22 *Thucydides the Teacher? Ad Familiares Vol 28 2005 pp 7-8.
2 JHS 121 2001, p 200.
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be very useful objective evidence, and that their continuing discovery is exciting and

challenging.**

Another note of caution is required in relation to the increasing attempts to evaluate
the evidence there is for taxes in Athens and their place in Athenian life and to evolve
a quantitative methodology.” T recognise that there are both possibilities and pitfalls
in these attempts. Moses Finley warned that attempts at quantification in matters of
Greek economics were hazardous and could be misleading, and that advice still holds

true today.”

The final point 1 would make on ancient sources is that people who undertake
research projects of the kind I am undertaking are sometimes criticised for supposing
that everything that can conceivably be known about the past should be known, and
that everything known is of equal value - compare Finley's damning of the 'democracy
of facts'”’ As Grote said long ago, the only evidence we possess of the ancient world

is what has drifited ashore from the wreck of a stranded vessel and continual

 As is also the current infra-red technology work on the Oxyrhynchus Papyri being done in Oxford
(Independent on Sunday 17 April 2005).

* Summarised by, for example, Alec Blamire in 'Athenian Finance 454-404 BC' Hesperia 70 2001
pp 99-126; W K Pritchett in The Greek State at War Part V p 457 et seq, Edmund Burke 'Lycurgan
Finances’ GRBS 26 1985 pp 251-264 and ‘The Economy of Athens in the Classical Era : Some
Adjustments to the Primitivist Model' TAP4 122 1992 pp 199-226.

% The Ancient Economy p 17 et seq including note 24 quoting Nicholas Georgescu-Roegen in
Analytical Economics Cambridge Mass 1966 p 275 : ‘there is a limit to what we can do with
numbers, as there is to what we can do without them'.

%" See Ober Athenian Legacies p 178. Ober admits to spending years happily labouring to produce
new, if minute, facts (for example, precise measurements of windows) about classical Greek
fortifications. While he says that such work can be fun, the facts it produces may not be regarded as
useful by one's professional colleagues.
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expressions of qualification of evidence that we make eventually sicken the reader.”®
This dilemma has divided historians between those who doggedly pursue the evidence
(ofien called 'positivist’ historians) and those who take a more expansive, less
detailed, view of the ancient world (often called 'cultural' historians). This ts
illustrated by a recent review by Peter Bang of a book by Léopold Migeotte bringing
together a lifetime's research on the economy of the Greek world from archaic times
to the Roman Empire.”® Bang says that Migeotte's 'consciously source-driven
approach easily falls into the trap of reproducing the blind spots of our surviving
source material. Rather than an analysis it risks becoming an inventory or descriptive
survey of our very imperfect evidence.' Bang, further, in a 'more fundamental
objection to Migeotte's approach’, says that 'introducing students to an ancient
economy is not primarily a question of historical "facts". Just as important is the
ability to catch their attention and awaken their enthusiasm through comparisons and
the invocation of "grand theories”, models or ideas' (a sort of 'don't think mere facts
will persuade me' approach). I have no problem with people seeking to put the
ancient economy in a wider perspective, but the primary purpose of this thesis is to
meet the challenge posed by Lewis, Stroud, Migeotte, Kallet and Davies, that is to
give the whole topic of Athenian taxes closer scrutiny. I will then seek to draw some
tentative conclusions from this admittedly incomplete picture. 1 would also venture
the hope that others will, with the benefit of this research, then be better able to

develop the grand theories, models and ideas to which Bang refers.

# A History of Greece v-vi.
¥ 1L, Migeotte : L' économie des cités grecques de l'archaisme au Haut-Empire romain, 2002' in
Classical Review 53 2003 pp 150-151.
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The dating of inscriptions

This thesis is not the place to discuss in detail another matter which has been the
subject of some controversy for a number of years, but 1 need to refer to it since it
concerns the dating of a number of inscriptions which I use as sources for this thesis.
This is the controversy over the canonical view (a term used by Wade-Gery) that the
letter sigma was not carved with three bars in official public inscriptions after 446 and
that the four-barred form was used exclusively from that date on. Mattingly
questioned this view and the onus was effectively put on him to find an inscription
with a three-barred sigma that was securely dated after 446. The main effect of
Mattingly's datings was that many signs of strong imperialism would then date not
from the time of Pericles but from the time of Cleon. I would pose the question in
parenthesis on the merits of this all-or-nothing approach, on the footing that the
general practice changed at a certain date, say 446, but that some letter-cutters from
time to time either kept to or reverted to the former practice for whatever reason. I
suppose that the answer to this proposition is that the Athenian Tribute Lists (which I
discuss on p 299 ef seq) are enough to prove that there was a period around 450 in
which new and old forms could be found even in the same document, but that in
principle it is reasonable to say that no old forms are currently attested after year x,
with the implication that an attestation five years later would not shock but one thirty

years later would.
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Matters have, however, recently come to a head with the inscription recording the
alliance between Athens and Egesta (/G i’ 11), which contains a three-barred sigma
and the name of an archon. Mattingly had read this name as Antiphon who was
archon in 418, while some historians read it as Habron, who was archon in 458, and
yet others took the view that only 'on’' could be read. A research team from the
University of California, Los Angeles, subjected the inscription to enhancement
through a computer-assisted enhancement machine, which read Antiphon. In support
of 418 on historical grounds it has rightly been pointed out that 418 is a better date
than 458, because the alliance can then be dated in the period when Athens became

interested in Sicily just before the Sicilian Expedition in 415-413.

Matthaiou claims to have seen enough on the stone to make Antiphon's name secure,
and published a paper in 2004 in favour of 418 (in fact he thinks that the alliance was
made in the 420s and reaffimed in 418-417) on both epigraphical and historical
grounds,*® and this is likely to be accepted by historians. I have to confess again in
parenthesis that when I looked at the inscription in the Epigraphical Museum in
Athens (with Matthaiou) I could not see Antiphon, but everyone agrees that the
inscription is very difficult to read with the naked eye. Matthaiou's conclusion does
not of course mean that all Mattingly's other dates (broadly dating a particular
inscription some 20 years later than generally agreed) are necessarily right, but that
they cannot be ruled out on grounds of letter-form alone and that the arguments for

individual cases should be considered on their own merits. Where I refer to them in

* Attikai Epigraphai in memory of Adolf Wilhelm 2004.
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the text of this thesis, 1 set out the alternatives. The most important inscription in the
thesis on the matter of dating is the second Decree of Callias because the generally
agreed dating could leave open the posstbility that the eisphora tax could date from
an earlier time than is otherwise attested. However, although the generally agreed
dating in this case was attacked by Mattingly, it was not attacked on the grounds of

letter forms.

The scheme of the thesis

This thesis, then, is an attempt to investigate the literary, epigraphical and other
evidence of Athemian taxation, particularly the epigraphical evidence which has come
to light in recent years, and to relate it, so far as possible, to the wider financial
context of which it formed a part. And, based on my experience of 35 years working
on policy and technical issues with the UK tax authority and on my more recent
experience in tax in developing countries while 1 have been writing this thesis, this

thesis will also seek to draw some modest comparisons with modern taxation.

The thesis will take Athenian taxation to mean - in very general terms - taxes paid by
Athenians to the state or another agency like a religious body either in Athens or
elsewhere; taxes paid by non-Athenians temporarily or permanently in Athens; and
taxes paid to the Athenian state or another agency by those who were not resident in
Athens. It will not deal comprehensively with three adjacent areas - voluntary

contributions to the state (liturgies and epidosis), taxes in other states, and tribute
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from Empire and contributions from Confederacy - but it will touch on these areas

and seek to relate these subjects to Athenian taxes.

The thesis will cover the 225 or so years between the first mention of taxation in
Athens, in the time of the Pisistratids (we do not, of course, positively know that
there was no earlier taxation) and the death of Lycurgus, who played the major part
in the control of the city's finances for a period of twelve years in the second half of

the 4™ century. That is, the years between 550 and 325 BC.
The main body of the thesis is in four Parts.

Part One comprises an account of the sixteen or so Athenian taxes of the period
which I have identified. This takes in inscriptions which have been discovered and the
substaﬁﬁal research in both literary and epigraphical and other archaeological
evidence that has been done in the 80 or so years since Andreades. An Appendix

gives a brief account of voluntariness in the form of liturgies and epidosis.

Part Two looks at the administration of the taxes, not only at how the taxes were
administered in Athens but at the extent to which they were complied with, in terms

of both tax evasion and the invisible economy.

Part Three takes a sideways look at taxes in some other states and some inter-state

tax arrangements, not least those which Athens made herself;
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Finally, Part Four discusses some broader themes: the nature of Athenian taxes;
Athenian taxation between 550 and 325 in a wider context; coinage and the payment
of taxes, the relationship of Athenian taxes to the income Athens received from
Empire and Confederacy; and the contribution of Athenian taxes, both individually
and collectively, to the Athenian economy. 1 will argue - and this is perhaps the main
theme of the thesis - that taxes are likely to have played a greater part in the Athenian

economy than has hitherto been generally supposed.
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PART ONE THE TAXES

Part One of this thesis gives an account of the sixteen or so Athenian taxes I have identified

in the 225 years between the Pisistratids and Lycurgus.

Taxes are normally categorised today as direct or indirect taxes, that is broadly taxes levied
according to a person's circumstances or taxes levied indiscriminately irrespective of a
person's circumstances. The conceptual difference is between taxes such as income tax
which a taxpayer pays directly to the state and taxes such as VAT which a consumer pays
ultimately but which manufacturers of supplies, for example, actually pay to the state.
There was no income tax in ancient Athens, but the eisphora, a property tax, was a direct
tax levied according to a person's circumstances. An import tax, such as we see in ancient
Athens, would be an indirect tax. I am, however, reluctant to impose the modern distinction
between direct and indirect taxes too far on a description of ancient Athenian taxes both
because of the absence of an income tax and also because it is not always clear whether a

particular tax was levied according to personal circumstances.

I have therefore grouped ancient Athenian taxes in three categories. Chapter One discusses
six taxes on Athenians. Chapter Two deals with a range of five other Athenian taxes on
particular activities. Chapter Three looks at five maritime taxes. Where the evidence for
these taxes is in inscriptions, the texts of the most important inscriptions are in the
Epigraphical Dossier at the end of this thesis and photographs of most of the inscriptions

appear at the end of each Chapter. A table summarising the taxes is at the end of Part One
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before an Appendix on liturgies and epidosis, which were more of the nature of voluntary

taxes.

I should make two other general points. First, a number of the taxes are expressed in terms
of fractions, like twentieth and tenth, rather than as descriptive titles like customs duties or
percentages which we commonly see today. Second, the taxes sometimes have the same
names, like eikoste (twentieth), dekate (tenth) and eisphora. These are very ordinary Greek
words and it is dangerous, if tempting, to assume that they are always the same taxes
whenever we encounter them. Compare, for example, the range of contexts in which we
can encounter the English word 'levy'. This is not, however, to say that it is unreasonable to
seek to argue in particular cases that they are the same taxes, as some have done, for

example, in the case of the dekate.
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ONE

SIX TAXES ON ATHENIANS

This Chapter discusses six taxes on Athenians, in the chronological order in which they
first appear. The first known ancient Athenian tax appeared in the time of Pisistratus. One
of the most important direct taxes and the most widely referred to in Athenian literature
was the eisphora (a property tax). The eponion may (from recent evidence) have been a
general sales tax of some kind. Two taxes are referred to by Aristophanes but nobody else:
we know little of these, but I am assuming that Aristophanes would not have referred to
them if the joke was not about taxation of some kind. The Chapter concludes with a tax on
the sales of some state property. The main thread running through this collection of taxes,
so far as it can be discerned, is that these were all taxes on Athenians generally, where, of

course, they were subject to them.
Eikoste/dekate

The first specific reference in the ancient sources to an Athenian tax was to a 5% or 10%

tax (depending on which source you use) on agricultural produce in the time of Pisistratus.

Herodotus 1 64 says that Pisistratus 'made himself a strong guard and collected revenue
both from Athens and from the district of the river Strymon'. There are two more specific
references to Athenian taxes in the time of the Pisistratids — first, Thucydides 6 54 relates

that a 5% tax (eikoste) was enacted by the Pisistratids ('the Pisistratids carried the practice
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of virtue and discretion to a very high degree, considering that they were tyrants, and
although they exacted from the Athenians only five per cent of their produce, not only did
they embellish the city, but they also carried on its wars and provided sacrifices for the
temples'). The second reference is Aristotle Ath Pol 16 4 who wrote that the Pisistratids'
'revenues were increased by the thorough cultivation of the land. For they levied a tax of

10% (dekate) on agricultural produce'.

A variety of explanations for the two rates (5% and 10%) is possible, for example, that the
10% rate was reduced to 5% by Pisistratus' sons or that Pisistratus' levy was progressive,
linked to the Solonic property groups. Perhaps Thucydides' context provides a sufficient
explanation of the 'only' without our having to suppose that a higher rate of tax had been
levied earlier. And perhaps the explanation of the discrepancy is not that the Athenaion
Politeia is wrong but rather that ‘the specific term eikoste may be subsumed under the
generic term dekate, ... and in principle the more precise evidence is preferable to the more
general'.! Dover compares the situation that in English an exaction of 5% could be called a
'tithe' and says that the point of Thucydides' argument is that, despite the modesty of their
exactions, the tyrants nevertheless executed the tasks for which exactions were required,

'beautifying the city and carrying their wars to a conclusion'

The view that the 10% tax was a generic term (like 'tithe’) has been thought unlikely by
others because there is a precise parallel in the 10% tax attributed to Cypselus, tyrant of

Corinth, by Aristotle Oeconomica 1346 a-b. Stanton argued that since Pisistratus taxed

' Rhodes Comm Ath Pol p 215, following Dover.
% A Historical Commentary on Thucydides Vol IV pp 329-330.
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primary produce, he provided further inducement for men with capital to invest in
secondary industry. He also believed that a tax of 10% under Pisistratus was subsequently
halved by him or his sons and that perhaps the economic boom which Athens experienced

enabled a reduction in taxation.’

An alternative view of the eikoste/dekate

The discussions of the eikoste/dekate all assume that there was an eikoste/dekate. An
alternative radical view questions whether there was a tax at all. This view arises from
work done on Pisistratus by Sancisi-Weerdenburg and some other Dutch historians.* These
believe that current arguments as to how Pisistratus gained his power and how he
succeeded, with his sons, in keeping and expanding it, are less than satisfactory and

urgently need to be replaced.

Sancisi-Weerdenburg's view seems to be made up of a number of different strands, but the
main point she makes is that Aristotle does not say that the tenth was a tax or that it was
paid to the state, and she asks how it was collected if it was a tax. She says that presumably
the tax was on agricultural products and paid in natura : that meant that at the time of the
harvest an army of tax-collectors had to go round Attica to decide what was the share to be

paid. And that at a time when most hands were engaged in getting the harvest in.

? Athenian Politics ¢ 800 - 500 BC p 117, following Pleket Talanta 1 1969 p 46 n 95.
* De Agricultura and Peisistratus and the Tyranny p vii.
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Sancisi-Weerdenburg refers to K W Welwei, who points out that for such a system one
would need not only a continuous system of estimating the harvests, but spaces for storage
of the products and a system of controls as well. Control might have been carried out by the
naukraroi as Wallinga argues (see Chapter Four),” but we have not yet found any evidence
of storage or of institutional assessments of harvests. It is not only difficult to imagine how
this would work in 6™ century Attica, it is even more difficult to understand how such a
system would have disappeared without a trace at the end of the tyranny. Sancisi-
Weerdenburg suggests that the dekate of Pisistratus was a share in the crop of poor farmers
he had helped to settle and that Pisistratus was continuing the policy of the landlords of the
hektemoroi before Solon's intervention, although she still seems to have harvests estimated

and crops collected, albeit on a smaller scale.
An early tax

Our evidence for taxation in this period rests, then, on only a few literary references, and
we should be very tentative in postulating theories of how it worked. But I believe that
there is enough evidence to suggest that there was some kind of taxation in the period, and
I reject the alternative view put by the Dutch historians. The pé.rallel with taxation by
Cypselus of Corinth together with references by Herodotus, Thucydides and Aristotle
makes a plausible case for taxation in Athens even if there was no clear distinction between

the revenue of the tyrant and the revenue of the state. I doubt whether the tax was a tax in

5 See pp 152-153.
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kind : the administrative arrangements for collecting a tax in kind would have been

substantial. I discuss the alternative of payment in cash in Chapter Ten.®

As far as the rate of tax is concerned, we have a range of choices — that there was just one
rate of 5%, that there was a graduated scale, or that it was 10% and was reduced to 5%
either by Pisistratus who died in 527 or by his sons who succeeded him. One could
reasonably settle for any of these options. The general view - argued by Dover and Rhodes
- of a 5% tax is certainly possible, but I am attracted to the more straightforward argument
of Pleket and Stanton that Aristotle was correct, drawing on the parallel with Cypselus, and
that Pisistratus imposed a tax of 10%, which was reduced by his sons to 5%. However, 1
understand the argument of those who do not see why a 10% tax in Corinth (if that is
precise and not generic) has to imply a 10% tax in Athens, and Thucydides is the older

source and might be more reliable.

The most important aspects of the eikoste/dekate are that it is an early tax on one section of
the population (maybe at that time the main part of the population), that it seems to have
lapsed on the fall of the tyrants, and that it is possible that no taxes replaced it for some

time, possibly for a hundred years. I discuss the nature of the tax further in Chapter Eight.

® See p 296 et seq.
7 See pp 253-256.
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Eisphora

The next recorded tax is the eisphora. Eisphora (paying in) is a general word for payments
made for a common cause by a plurality of contributors, and in particular the name of a
property tax known in a number of Greek states and in the Ptolemaic Empire.® In Athens
the eisphora was levied on the property of the more wealthy citizens and the metics,

normally in practice in time of war.

The eisphora in the 5" century

The first literary reference to the eisphora in Athens appears in Thucydides 3 19 in the

winter of 428-427 (the fourth year of the Peloponnesian War) as follows:

"Now the Athenians, finding themselves in need of additional
funds for the siege (of Mytilene), having then for the first
time resorted to an eisphora upon themselves to the amount
of two hundred talents, also sent to the allies twelve ships
under the command of Lysicles and four others, to collect

money from them'.

It seems likely that the levy of the eisphora at this time was forced on the Athenians by a

severe shortage of funds. Athens had a reserve of coined silver of 6000T in 431

8 Rhodes OCD’ p 514.
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(Thucydides 2 13), but her position had deteriorated since then. The loans to the Athenian
State from the Sacred Treasuries show that very large sums were borrowed between 432-
431 and 429-428 - 1145T in 432-431, 1370T in 431-430, 1300T in 430-429 and 600T in
429-428° The Athenians presumably realised that they were getting through the temple

treasuries at an unacceptable rate. Hence the levy of the eisphora.

But what does the phrase 'then for the first time' mean? Three interpretations have been

suggested.

The first is that the eisphora was levied then for the first time ever. The second is that the
eisphora was levied then for the first time in the Peloponnesian War. The third is that this
was the first time the eisphora yielded as much as 200T."° The first interpretation would
seem to be the right one, were it not for the fact that the eisphora might have been levied
before 428. The main problem here is the second Decree of Callias, which refers to an
eisphora and is usually dated to 434-433.'" A photograph of the inscription is at the end of
the Chapter, and the text is in the Epigraphical Dossier at the end of the thesis. The Decree
says that the monies which are the subject of the Decree shall not be used for any other
purpose unless the people pass a vote of immunity (adeia) just as when they pass a vote
about the eisphora. However, this argument is not decisive : all the Decree implies is that
an eisphora could have been collected, we have no evidence as to whether one was. Others

have argued that the Decree dates from 422 or 418 on the grounds that there is no record of

9
ML 72.

:‘]’ Griffith 'A Note on the first Eisphora at Athens' AJAH 2 1977 p 3.
ML 58.
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a vote of adeia before that latter date (in /G i’ 370) in which case one can go back to the

first interpretation, that is that the eisphora was levied for the first time in 428.12

One can at least say that 428 was not the first time anyone thought about the eisphora. If it
were, one might have expected Thucydides to have added a few words of explanation for
this new phenomenon. In fact there are a number of references to the eisphora before 428,
apart from the second Decree of Callias. Thucydides himself in 1 141 had said that 'it was
accumulated wealth, and not 'forced eisphorai' that sustained wars'. We see a reference to
the eisphora in Hestiaea in 446, which I discuss below in the context of the liability of non-
residents to the eisphora and in Chapter Nine.'® Also there is a reference to 'many and large
eisphorai' in the Tetralogies ascribed to Antiphon of uncertain date.'* Michael Gagarin's
recent book Anﬁpl;on the Athenian : Oratory, Law, and Justice in the Age of the Sophists is
disappointingly brief on the relationship between Antiphon's words and Thucydides 3 19.
It is generally believed important on stylistic grounds to place the Tetralogies in an earlier,
rather than a later, stage in Antiphon's life (c 480-411), if indeed we are looking at only one
Antiphon : however, the reference to 'many and large eisphorai' casts, in my view,
substantial doubt on Gagarin's dating of the Tetralogies before the Peloponnesian War.
Sealey, also writing on the Tetralogies, is rather more interesting. He draws attention to the

words kai autoi in Thucydides 3 19 (the Athenians even taxed themselves)!> which

12 Kallet in Money, Expense, and Naval Power p 80 and Mattingly The Athenian Empire Restored pp 216-
222, This is one of the dates which Mattingly has disputed (see my comments on the dating of inscriptions in
the Introduction) and for which he has proposed 422-421.

13 We also see a reference to the eisphora in Miletus, which has hitherto been widely dated to 450-449 (/G i*
21 56). This is another of the dates disputed by Mattingly which should probably now be a later date (like
426-425). A date of 450-449 for the Miletus regulations always required special pleading over the archon's
name and the later date is now likely to be generally agreed.

1 First Tetralogy 2 2 12.

'3 *The Tetralogies Ascribed to Antiphon' TAPA 114 1984 p 80.
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suggests that the Athenians might have levied the eisphora on others before 428 but levied
it on themselves for the first time in 428. However, kai .G\’JTO‘I should perhaps be
contrasted with xai émi ToUs Euuudxous in the same sentence, that is 'the Athenians
raised among themselves' the eisphora and 'sent out twelve ships to collect tribute among

the allies'.

I do not think that we have enough evidence to come to a clear conclusion on Thucydides 3
19. If, however, the Decree is correctly dated to 434-433, this could take the eisphora well
back into the middle years of the century, if not earlier. And even if the Decree is dated
later than 434-433, that could still leave the possibility of a long-standing eisphora. So, as
with the eikoste/dekate in the 6™ century, the sparse references to taxes in the early part of
the 5™ century should not necessarily be taken as suggesting that there were no taxes at this

time, and that is the most important point of the debate for me.

Whatever the date of the commencement of the eisphora, what happened after its
commencement? The authors of The Athenian Tribute Lists said that there was every
reason to believe that the eisphora was abandoned in 425 - indeed that one purpose of the
new tribute assessment of that year must have been to make a direct tax assessment
unnecessary.'® Gomme did not agree.'” He said that this would have made a mockery of the
reference to Cleon, who is generally believed to have been responsible for this special tax
on the well-to-do, in Aristophanes' Knights 774. We know from Lysias 21 1-4 that a

wealthy man paid out 30 minae and 4000 drachmas in two eisphorai during the period 411-

16 ATL Vol Il p 345.
Y7 A Historical Commentary on Thucydides Vol 11 p 279.
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410 to 403-402.'% And Lysias 12 20, 25 12 and 30 26 referred to 'pollai eisphorai', which,
as Gomme says, might mean that the eisphora was levied anything from six to a dozen or

more times during the Peloponnesian War.

One should perhaps also mention — although the matter is not free from doubt — the
possibility of a reference to the eisphora in ML 78 (Decrees relating to the Sicilian
Expedition : 415 BC) —in line 5 of fragment ¢ (uevov &1 éopépev tav dee). Thomsen has
commented that the word espherein on its own need not necessarily refer to an eisphora,
but that it is most suggestive that three lines earlier appear the words &1d Tou TipépaTOs
which do belong to the sphere of taxation.'” After the Peloponnesian War, an eisphora was
levied to cover the public debt (Demosthenes 20 12 : 'when the question (of repaying a debt
to the Spartans) was discussed .... they say that the people chose to pay the eisphora and

bear their share of the loss, so that there should be no breach of the agreement').

I believe, on the basis of these references, that the authors of 7The Athenian Tribute Lists
were wrong and that whenever the eisphora was established, it continued intermittently for

the rest of the 5™ century.

'® As Figueira comments in Athens and Aigina p 193, Lysias 21 1-4 does not establish that there were only
two eisphorai between 411 and 404. It attests two eisphorai while the speaker was a trierarch abroad, perhaps
between 410-409 or 408-407 and 405-404; and Diodorus 13 64 4 says that profits from plunder gathered by
Alcibiades in the Hellespont in 410-409 were used specifically to alleviate the burden of the eisphorai at
Athens.

'° Eisphora p 175.
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The eisphora in the 4" century

If the facts about the 5" century eisphora are a little sparse, we have plenty of detail about
the workings of the 4™ century eisphora. Millett has remarked that historians are largely
dependent for their detailed reconstruction of economy and society in classical Greece on
the 160 or so extant speeches of the Attic Orators,”’ and we certainly owe much of our

knowledge of how the eisphora affected people to this source.

The eisphora was é sporadically levied tax, imposed by decree of the Assembly
(Demosthenes 3 4). War was surely the principal reason for levying an eisphora, but
technically it was just a property tax and although historians sometimes refer to it as a war
tax there is no evidence to suggest that the eisphora was levied specifically (or ring-
fencedly) for military purposes. The tax was paid by both citizens and metics,?' but only by
the well-off. Some have said that it does not appear to have hit the rich particularly hard
and have quoted the case of Demosthenes.”? In the ten years of his minority, when his
property was administered by his guardians, they had to pay 1800 drachmas on a fortune
that was assessed at 15T and was regarded asr amongst the largest in Athens (Demosthenes
27 37). But Demosthenes came from a family steeped in tax evasion, which he carried

forward in his generation. Some speeches of Demosthenes quoted in Chapter Five show

% Classzcal Greece ed Robin Osborne p 24.

%! See Taxes on non-Athenians (metics) in Chapter Two, where I discuss possible alternatives for the metic
contribution to the eisphora (pp 70-72).
*2 Compare Hansen The Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes p 112.
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that other eisphora-payers did not feel that they had been so lightly treated by the

eisphora ™

The total taxable capital (timema) on which the tax was assessed was 5750T according to
Polybius (2 62 7) or 6000T according to Demosthenes (14 19). The amount of the tax
raised at any given time was therefore whatever percentage the Assembly fixed - say 1% or
2% - of 5750T or 6000T. So, Demosthenes 14 27 says 'For consider; will anyone propose a
tax of one per cent now? Then we get sixty talents. Or double it and make it two per cent?

Still only 120 talents'.**

However, it seems that there was a crisis in the collection of the eisphora as the fourth
century progressed. In the period between 378-377 (the archonship of Nausinicus) and 369
(if that date is correct) the arrears in the payment of eisphora amounted to 14T, and it was
not until the early 350s that a determined effort was made - by Androtion - to collect these
arrears : he had an ad hoc commission of ten (including himself) appointed to collect
arrears of property tax (Demosthenes 22 42-44) é.nd collected about half the amount due. It
was against this background that steps were taken over a period of years to reform the
collection of the eisphora. From 378-377 the tax was collected by dividing the taxpayers
into 100 symmories (‘sharing-together groups' or tax companies). Later, the richest 300 (3
per symmory) were required to act as advance-payers (proeispherontes) for their
symmories (Demosthenes 42 25). They had to pay the whole tax immediately it was called

for and make their own arrangements to reimburse themselves from the other members of

B See pp 161-165.
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the symmories (Demosthenes 50 9). This was possibly a very efficient form of tax
collection, but it clearly left some proeispherontes short, as in the case of Apollodorus in
[Demosthenes] SO 9, who paid his taxes in advance, went to serve as a trierarch abroad and
came back unable to recoup the money from his fellow symmory members (see Chapter
Five).”> By a law proposed in 358-357 (Demosthenes 47 21 with 44) by Periandros, the
symmory system was extended to cover the trierarchy as well as the payment of eisphora
(Demosthenes 47 21).2° 1 discuss the trierarchy and the numbers of those liable to the
eisphora and liturgies in the Appendix to Part One.?” Historians have ranged these numbers

from 1200 via 2000 to 6000.

There is some epigraphical evidence for eisphora as a regular annual tax of 10 talents a
year in 347-346.2® This tax is recorded in a decree of 302-301 in honour of the metics
Nikandros and Polyzelos of Ephesos. Opinion is divided about this tax — whether it was
paid by metics alone or by both citizens and metics (there is a reference to metics in the
epigraphical evidence). Thomsen believes that the total yield of the eisphora levied on
citizens and metics each year amounted to 10 talents. Others, including myself, believe that
10 talents was too small an amount to represent the total yield of an eisphora paid by both
citizens and metics. This tax looks like a different tax for which (inconveniently) the same

Greek word is used.

** It is generally agreed, including by me, that the eisphora was a flat-rate, not a progressive, tax. I discuss the
arguments in Chapter Eight (pp 246-248).

 See pp 164-165.

% Gabrielsen Financing the Athenian Fleet pp 182-190 is the most recent thorough discussion of the issues
involved.

" See pp 131-133.
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An indication that the well-known eisphora was still up and running in 329 is the fact that
when Athens honoured Eudemus of Plataea, he was given certain privileges, including

paying the eisphora along with the Athenians.”

Liability of non-residents to the eisphora

Athenian citizens were liable to the eisphora when they were resident in Athens, but were
they liable when they were not resident in Athens? (Metics were also liable to the eisphora
but in most cases one was a metic only if one was resident, so the question of liability to
the eisphora of a non-resident metic does not normally arise.) There is no clear evidence
that they were but Figueira has suggested that they might have been so liable.*® He argued
this by reference to IG i 41 38-39 where it is said that colonists in Hestiaea paid an
eisphora. This may have been a local eisphora, he said, but in the absence of any other
information about an eisphora in Hestiaea, it could have been the Athenian eisphora.
Figueira compares the Chalcis Decree where xenoi are assumed to be paying taxes to
Athens (/G i* 40 52-57). He suggests that one advantage of this hypothesis is that it
removes the incongruity of property within Attica being subject to Athenian tax, while

external property was not.

Figueira's argument is, on the face of it, an attractive proposition, and indeed seems to be
widely held (compare OCD® p 348 where Hornblower writes 'As Athenian citizens,

cleruchs were liable for military service, paid eisphora, and took part in religious activities

B1G i 244 19; 505 15.
2 Tod 198 = R&O 94.
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at Athens') A number of historians had earlier argued the same view, for example, Cary in
JHS 45 1925 p 244 who said that this must mean that the decree dates after 427 (more
precisely the winter of 428-427 when Thucydides said that the eisphora was levied 'then
for the first time'); A J Graham in Colony and Mother City p 172, who saw the words
Kupial ékkAnoiat - meaning the Athenian assembly - as decisive, and Mattingly BCH 92

1968 pp 476-477, who dated both this decree and the Callias decrees to the 420s.

There is, however, a problem with the eisphora in the decree in that it is coupled with
chrematon, rather than with eispherein which is the norm. It is true that chrematon and
eisphora go together in IG i* 21 56 (regulations for Miletus) but without the reference to
kupiat ékkAnoiai. The epigraphic evidence we have looked at refers to foreign
communities (Miletus and Hestiaea) and does not necessarily imply that the eisphora was
being levied in Athens : the use of the word chrematon suggests that the phrase just means
'paying in' and is not a technical term at all. It is also true that the two words appear
together in Xenophon Hellenica 6 2 1 referring to the Athenians being worn out
XPNHATWY elopopais in 374. But my view overall is that this bit of the text of the decree
is so fragmentary that we cannot know what is going on and chrematon esphoras does not

look like the tax called eisphora.

Since eisphora was a tax on property I would expect property in Attica to be liable whether
its owner was currently resident or not (just as Demosthenes' inheritance was liable when

he was a minor and not in a position to pay). I do not know whether the position was

30 Athens and Aigina pp 69-70 and 192-193.
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different depending on whether the property was in an Athenian cleruchy or was in a place

not subject to Athenian rule.

In a passage in [Aristotle] Oeconomica 2 1347a Athenian colonists in Potidaea provided
that, when they needed to levy the eisphora, instead of property being taxed in the deme
where the owner resided, the levy should be made on every item of property where it was
situated.’! Those without property were assessed at two minai a head. This distinction
between taxation of immovable property where it is situated and taxation of such property
where the owner is resident is often recognised in modern tax law where immovable
property is taxed in the country where the property is situated, if for no other reason that it
is more practical to tax it there. It is interesting that this provision in Potidaea combines

both poll and property taxation. >

Other aspects of the eisphora

Two further aspects of the eisphora have been the subject of debate in recent years.

The first centres on what are called the diadikasia documents dated 383-382.% This is the

label given to a group of inscriptions containing lists of names in the formula B instead of

A' possibly in suits to decide between claimants for exemption from liturgies referred to in

the Appendix to Part One (called antidosis). John Davies argued that these diadikasiai

%' See Bullock Politics, Finance, and Consequences pp 128-129.

32 [Aristotle] Oec 2 1346a had listed a poll-tax (epikephalion) as one of the taxes levied by governors under
kings - see my comments on Delphi in Chapter Six (pp 194-195).

B IGii® 1928-1932.
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concerned membership of an obscure eisphora-paying body named The Thousand.>* M
Clark believed that there was a significant obstacle to this theory.”> The deme-based
registration for reimbursing the proeispherontes that Davies envisaged seemed to conflict
with evidence from two of the inscriptions showing that litigants in diadikasiai could be
replaced on the register by citizens from other demes (and indeed other tribes). Clark
therefore suggested that these documents recorded the results of antidosis proceedings

concerning the trierarchy, not the eisphora.

Gabrielsen believes that there are no means by which to connect firmly The Thousand
either to the eisphora or to the diadikasia documents. Nor is it certain that the documents
(and the legal proceedings to which they refer) were to produce a list of property owners;
they may well have been concerned with disputes over payment of public debts. All in all,
the exact purpose of the diadikasia documents remains too obscure to permit a positive

identification with a trierarchic register.’®

The second aspect of the eisphora which has been the subject of debate in recent years
centres on the accounts of the Naval Commissioners dated 370-365.>7 John Davies argued
that the formula 6 Beiva eiofiveyke which is used several times in the inscription means
payment of an eisphora levy in kind.*® Brun restated the theory using basically the same

line of argument (that is, that it was possible for Athenians to discharge their state dues

> Wealth and the Power of Wealith in Classical Athens pp 133-150 : compare Rhodes AJAH 7 1982 pp 11-14
who suggests a list of property-owners potentially liable for the trierarchy or for all liturgies,

35 BSA 85 1990 pp 66-67.

38 Financing the Athenian Fleetp 71.

7 IG i 1609.

3 Historia 18 1969 pp 309-333.
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through navy equipment) and no new evidence.”® Gabrielsen believed that the foundation

1.% He agreed that the formula served the specific

on which this view rested was quite frai
purpose to mark off privately owned ship’s equipment. However, he believed that (1)
eionveyke, in naval contexts, could not be associated with the eisphora, and (2) equipment

listed under the eionveyke-formula was being deposited in the dockyards on loan only

whilst it continued to remain the owner's property.

I do not think that either of Davies' arguments in these two aspects of the eisphora can be
sustained with any conviction. On the first argument, telling points have been made against
the proposition and there are only speculative arguments in favour of it. In particular, 1
agree with Gabrielsen that there are no grounds for connecting the Thousand with either the
eisphora or the diadikasia documents. On the second argument, both Davies (p 318) and
Brun (p 310) admit that the use of eioriveyke in this entry does not fit their interpretation of
the formula as meaning payment of eisphora in kind : rather, they prefer to consider it as an
irregularity, a flaw in the language. I argue generally in this thesis against assuming any
taxation in kind (with its huge administrative burden) without at least some evidence for it.
The case for taxation in kind is here weaker than in other parts of this thesis, while

Gabrielsen's arguments on the use of eiofiveyke in a naval context are relatively strong.

% REA 1985 pp 307-317.
0 ZPE 79 1989 pp 93-99.
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‘A lake of crocodiles’?

I have set out above the main facts about the eisphora, but I am conscious that the tax is a
large subject (Thomsen, for example, wrote a whole book about it). And, as I said at the
beginning, the eisphora features in the tax laws of other Greek states. The history of the
Athenian eisphora is uneven. Ste. Croix said that it presented 'a series of difficult
problems'41 and Pritchett said that it remained 'a lake of crocodiles'.*? To be sure, there are
no references in the ancient sources to its origin (unless it really did just begin abruptly in
428) and the evidence of its later history is variable, if not unplentiful. As will be seen in
Chapter Twelve, it is not easy to estimate how much the eisphora raised.*® However, I
believe that contrary to what Ste. Croix said, the frequent references to the eisphora in
Demosthenes and the other orators suggest that it was widely levied and that it could have
produced a substantial revenue for the Athenian state. And the reform programme for
tightening up on the collection of the eisphora indicates that it was an important tax for the

Athenians.

Eponion

The next Athenian tax, chronologically, for which we have evidence is the eponion, but its
general nature, unlike that of the eikoste/dekate and the eisphora, is not clear. Both Boeckh
and Andreades had some difficulty in describing it. Boeckh observed that the grammarians

mentioned the eponion (Pollux 7 15) but that they did not themselves know accurately what

4 Class et Med 14 1953, pp 30-70,
2 The Greek State at War Part V p 474 n 707.
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its nature was. It has been generally believed that the eponion was a tax on the sales of
confiscated property in Athens during the period of this thesis. Why it should have been
levied on such sales, when the receipts of sale were going to the state anyway, is not clear.
The same considerations apply for that matter to the hekatoste and I discuss that question

later in this Chapter.*

Main features of the eponion

The eponion was one of the taxes which, according to Aristotle 47 2-3, were collected by
tax-farmers, who bought the contracts for collecting the taxes through the poletai ('sellers’)
- see Chapter Four.** According to Aristotle, the taxes were recorded on whitened tablets,
but we nevertheless have records on stone. Langdon in Agora XIX has gathered together
records on stone of fifty six of such sales of confiscated property, that is the personal and
real property of persons convicted of crimes of various kinds. The first recorded sales took
place towards the end of the fifth century and sales are recorded well into the fourth
century (and beyond). However, the fact that we have no records on stone between the end |
of the fifth century and about 370 may suggest that the sales recorded towards the end of
the fifth century were exceptional confiscations and that confiscations were not normally

recorded on stone until about 370.

3 See pp 340-342.
“4 See pp 52-53.
> See pp 143-146.
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I look at three of the larger pieces of evidence for the eponion in ancient Athens, two from
the end of the fifth century and one dated about 367-366, to give an indication of how the

eponion seems to have worked.

The first piece of evidence is what are often referred to as 'The Attic Stelai' - the title
applied by Pollux 10 97 to stelai, standing in the Eleusinion, which recorded the sale of the
confiscated property of the profaners of the Mysteries. The stelai also recorded the sale of
the property of the mutilators of the Herms. They give a fascinating insight into the wealth
of individual Athenians who were caught up in the scandals and had their property sold in a
glare of publicity. Much of our information about the crimes comes from Thucydides 6 and
Andocides Mysteries (65 names are mentioned in Andocides and of these 15 appear in the
epigraphic texts). The date of the Attic Stelai is 414-413, and they have been extensively

discussed by Pritchett.*

The fragments of these lists of sales of the confiscated property of the condemned are
published as IG i* 421-430 = Agora XIX P1. There are over 30 fragments from eleven
stelai. A photograph at the end of this Chapter shows the record of the sale of some of this
property preceded by two figures. The first is the eponion and the second is the sale price.
The full text is in the Epigraphical Dossier at the end of this thesis. The lower half of the
fragment lists some of the larger sales, those of slaves belonging to the metic
Cephisodorus, whose name is on the seventeenth line from the bottom. Another photograph

at the end of this Chapter shows the details of the sale of some of the goods of Alcibiades.

% Pritchett Hesperia 22 1953 pp 225-299; 25 1956 pp 178-328; 30 1961 pp 23-29; R Ross Holloway
Hesperia 35 1966 p 84 and Meritt Hesperia 36 1967 pp 84-86; then Agora XIX P1.
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A striking feature of the lists, as Millett observes, is the gap between the expensive items
like land, houses and slaves on the one hand and trivial items like bronze pots, kitchen
utensils and tunics on the other. Cash and precious metals could have gone directly to the

state.”’

Some historians originally assumed that the tax was computed on a percentage basis. Thus
Hicks and Hill postulated a 1% tax.*® Pritchett subsequently argued for a sliding scale, or
what he called a 'bracketed' sales tax, drawing from modern paraliels in US taxation.*
What Pritchett meant by a bracketed tax was that the tax was in bands and you applied the
tax according to which band the sale price fell. So (in an Ohio law of 1934), if the price
was less than 9 cents, there was no tax; if the price was 40 cents or less, the tax was 1% if
the price was over 40 cents and not over 70 cents, the tax was 2% etc. However, he said
that the Athenian state made sure that no single sale would be taxed less than one per cent.
Most recently, K Hallof has argued by reference to IG i’ 421 line 95 and IG i 426 line 120
that the sales tax was a full and consistent 1% and that it was paid by the buyer (Ta
émcdvia & TTpLauevos ETéAet — SEG 32 161 I 6 IV 3 and 12).>° (In the case of the first
reference he reads, instead of HH, which yields a sale price of 200 drachmas, HH[.] with a
sales tax (eponion) of 2 drachmas 1 obol. In the case of the second reference he rejects the
restoration of [+]+[1] (2 drachmas 1 obol) sales tax on a sale price of HHv). The tax does not
seem invariably to be an exact 1% but I think that Hallof's straight 1% seems more likely

than a bracketed tax.

“7 Classical Greece ed Robin Osborne p 35.

“8 A Manual of Greek Historical Inscriptions 1901 p 143,

* Hesperia 1953 P 225 et seq; Archaeology 7 1954 pp 112-113.
30 Klio 72 1990 pp 408-409.
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The second piece of evidence of the eponion is a list of the sales with the tax thereon of the
confiscated property of the Thirty in 402-401 set up in the Agora, either near the Heliaea or
near the offices of the poletai. The Thirty were installed in power under Spartan pressure in
404 and were subsequently deposed. These sales have been discussed by Walbank,> and

now constitute Agora XIX P2.

The existing list comprises nine fragments which Walbank suggested came from several
stelai. In these fragments the eponion is placed below the sale price, with epo (for eponion)
sometimes preceding it, rather than by the side of it, as in the Attic Stelai. The tax seems to
have been double the 1% tax in the Attic Stelai. This was first suggested by Pritchett,
arguing by reference to what is now g line 12 of P2 of Agora XIX.”* Following
examination of a squeeze he came to the conclusion that the sales tax read 13 drachmas on
a sale realising 610 drachmas. Walbank's readings confirmed those of Pritchett and
permitted further assumptions to be made about the sale price and the taxes. In the example
I gave above the sale price would then be 410 drachmas and the eponion 9 drachmas. It is

generally thought that the 2% tax was later halved.

The third piece of evidence is an example of the remaining records of eponia, in that it
mentions T& EémOVia Kai T& knpuUkela (auctioneer's fees) but without any figures. PS5 in
Agora XIX is a perfectly preserved inscription dated 367-366, which was found beneath

the floor of the Tholos (perhaps an indication of where the poletai operated). The first half

5! Walbank Hesperia 51 1982 pp 74-98; then Agora XIX P2.
52 Classical Philology 51 1956 pp 100-102.




43

of the stele relates to the sale of a confiscated house. It describes the location of the house,
who owned it and how it came to be confiscated. The reference to the eponia (and
kerukeia) came towards the end of the first half of the stele. The second half of the stele

relates to the leasing of 17 mining properties in the Laurium area.

I have suggested some possible new fragments of the Attic Stelai arising from articles on
financial and other public documents by Michael Walbank in Hesperia in 1996 and 1998

and record my findings in an Endnote to this Chapter.

A general sales tax?

I said above that it has been generally assumed that the eponion was simply a tax on the
sale price of confiscated property. However, we now have evidence from the recently-
discovered Grain-Tax Law of 374-373 (dealt with in Chapter Three) that the eponion could
have been not just a tax on the sale price of confiscated property but a general sales tax.>
The eponia and kerukeia mentioned towards the end of the first half of the stele which
comprises the third piece of evidence above (these words also appear in P3 4-5, P45 3 and
P53 46) are the same as words in the Grain-Tax Law. In the former case the tax is a tax on
the sale of confiscated goods, but in the latter the buyer of the contract to supply grain from
Lemnos, Imbros and Scyros to Athens is required to pay eponia and kerukeia of 20

drachmas per portion. Stroud observed that he had not found another example of eponia

53 See p 104.
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and kerukeia assessed as a specific sum in drachmas in advance of the 'sale' of a tax

contract in Athens, and that he did not know why the lawgiver did this in this case.

It will be interesting to see if any further inscriptions in the period are discovered which
throw light on this, either in Athens or elsewhere in the Greek world. Eponion was
apparently a general sales tax in independent Delos in 279 and 278 : it was 5% of the 2%
harbour tax (see /G xi 2 161A 25-26 and /G xi 2 162A 29-30 and G Reger Regionalism and
Change in the Economy of Independent Delos 314-167 BC pp 254-256). If the eponion was
not simply a tax on the confiscated property of oligarchs - even if this is how it started - but
a tax on the sale of goods more generally, this would clearly make a great difference to our

understanding of taxes in ancient Athens.

Pentakosioste and tessarakoste

The next taxes mentioned in the ancient sources are two taxes referred to by Aristophanes
in Ecclesiazusae 1006-7 and 823-825 respectively, which was written about 392, that is the

pentakosioste (1/500) and the tessarakoste (1/40).

The first reference at 1006-7 ('I'm not obliged to. Not unless you've paid the city 1/500th of
what I'm worth') does not make clear the nature of the tax.>* It seems to imply some kind of
property or sales tax. But at so low a rate that it would not be worth collecting except on

large sums.

5* Compare Sommerstein Aristophanes Ecclesiazusae p 225; also his translation.
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The second reference at 823-825 ('‘And just recently, didn't we all swear that the city was
going to get five hundred talents from the two-and-a-half-per-cent tax that Euripides had
devised?') is to a recent tax of 1/40th a year (the tessarakoste) which Euripides (it has been
suggested, the son of the poet) proposed and was said to be likely to raise 500 talents. This
could have been an eisphora imposed by an ad hoc Assembly decree, where money was
required for special needs, usually wartime.>® For a tax of 2.5% to have an expected yield
of 500 talents implies that the tax base was believed to be 20,000 talents. This looks wildly
optimistic, given the known figures for other eisphorai (like the 200 talents yielded in 428).
In fact, Demosthenes 14 27 says that you needed a tax of a twelfth to produce 500T, before

saying that the Athenians would not submit to such a tax.

Were these real taxes?

Were these real taxes? I referred in a footnote at the beginning of the Introduction to the
value of Aristophanes as an historical source. Christopher Pelling, on the matter of making
comic sense, has suggested treating Aristophanes as illuminating recurrent features of
everyday life rather than specific happenings or events, and that we need to combine comic
indications with evidence from other sources.*® Clearly, if a particular scene is to make
sense, the occurrence should not be too bewildering to the audience and it should also be

funny. So in the UK at the present time a comedy might describe a proposal for a 'stealth'

5 Compare Sommerstein Aristophanes FEcclesiazusae p 209, also his translation. Sommerstein draws
attention to an earlier eisphora mentioned in Isocrates 17 41 (394-393) which he suggests may have been
imposed on aliens only ('I contributed more than any other foreigner’).

% Literary Texts and the Greek Historian, p 130.
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tax on something particularly ludicrous but the audience may laugh at the reference
knowing that it is not all that different from some other stealth taxes which the Government
had recently introduced or tried to introduce. Although the two taxes we are discussing are
problematical, we should not disregard them out of hand, simply because they appear in
comedy. Aristophanes may have been exaggerating in his references to the taxes, but these
references may well have been based on recent proposals for taxes, and they may indicate

that these were not the only taxes that had been recently proposed.”’

It is, therefore, worth looking for an explanation of the taxes (particularly the second) in the
wider picture of the time in which Aristophanes wrote the Ecclesiazusae, about 392. The
end of the Peloponnesian War in 404 had seen Athens defeated by Sparta but by the mid
390s Sparta's supremacy was being challenged, both in the Corinthian War in which
Thebes, Corinth, Argos and Athens were being encouraged by the gold of the Persian agent
Timocrates, and in a Persian victory over the Spartan fleet which the Athenians tried to
represent as a Greek victory and after which Aegean cities expelled the garrisons of the
Spartan Agesilaus. By 392 Athens had ceased to receive Persian subsidies and was in
financial difficulty. This was the historical setting of these two possible taxes and I am
quite attracted by the view that the taxes - or some other similar taxes - were seriously
proposed at this time to meet the shortage of money at Athens.’® It is generally believed
that the decrees dealing with salt and coinage (lines 812-822) had the same purpose and

were also recent. In the event these taxes failed and shortly afterwards Thrasybulus went on

571 am grateful for the opportunity I have had to discuss these issues in the context of these taxes with Alan
Sommerstein.

%% Se¢ Seager ‘Thrasybulus, Conon and Athenian Imperialism' JHS 87 1967 p 111 and Bury/Meiggs History
of Greece 1975 p 343.
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his expeditions reimposing the eikoste and dekate in the Aegean and Hellespont (discussed

in Chapter Three).”

Hekatoste

The last tax on Athenians in this Chapter is the 1% tax (hekatoste) paid in relation to land
in Attica. The inscriptions which record the tax probably date between 343 and 325 and
were originally set up on the Acropolis, on or in the vicinity of which all sixteen fragments
were probably found (between 1838 and the second half of the twentieth century).
Andrejev and Lewis worked on these inscriptions for some time.*® In 1997 Stephen
Lambert published the first whole book on the subject of these Rationes Centesimarum.
The general view is that the tax was paid on the proceeds of land sales. The sellers were all
corporate groups, that is, groups of Athenian citizens, mostly formal sub-groups of the

citizen body. The buyers were all individual Athenians.

The fragments set out, according to a fixed formula, the details of the transactions, that is
the seller, the officials involved, the property sold, the buyer, the price and the hekatoste (or
totals of the hekatoste for a sequence of groups). Lewis made three stelai out of these
fragments, Lambert has made four. A photograph at the end of this Chapter shows a well-
preserved example of one of the fragments. The full text is in the Epigraphical Dossier at

the end of this thesis.

*° See pp 100-101.
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Lambert has estimated that about a quarter to a third of the original records have survived,
so any conclusions we draw about the fragments are based on only a sample of inscriptions,
and those not necessarily representative of the whole.®’ I believe, however, that with this
caveat it is possible to draw some worthwhile conclusions. It is generally believed that the
transactions were the result of Lycurgus' maximising the exploitation of the state's property
to pay for the state's expenditure, similar to the privatisations that we have seen in modern
states in recent years.®? I return to this when I review the wider context of Athenian taxes in
Chapter Nine.”® Meanwhile two important questions arise - first whether we are in fact
talking about sales of property (as the three above historians have argued) or leases of

property, and second who the hekatoste was paid to.

Sales of property or leases?

First, sales of property or leases? Rosivach and Osborne have argued for leases.®* They
took the view that the state would not have deprived so many public corporations of their
prime source of income, especially to help the wealthy add to their holdings of land, and
that the transactions on these inscriptions record not sales but leases of agricultural property
retained by public corporations to wealthy citizens whose lump-sum payments covered
multiple-year leases. The purpose of the stelai was to record all such leases in force in the

one year they were inscribed and to register the 1% tax assessed on the value of the

 See Lewis 'The Athenian Rationes Centesimarum' in M 1 Finley (ed) Problémes de la terre en Gréce
ancienne p 187 et seq = his Selected Papers in Greek and Near Eastern History pp 263-293.

¢! Compare Robin Osbomne's comments in his review of Lambert's book in JHS 119 1999 pp 206-207.

62 Although Brun has recently cautioned against attributing to Lycurgus everything that was done during the
'Lycurgan era' in Le Législateur et La Loi dans l'Antiquité pp 187-200.

63 See p 287.
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property. (The 'standard' classical Athenian rent was often of the order of 8%, which raises
the possibility that the hekatoste might be 1% of the value of the property rather than 1% of
some purchase price). The whole operation might have had the effect of raising revenues
for the public corporations, which owned the land, through the euergetism of the wealthy
who provided the cash and reaped the returns (or perhaps even losses) from the leases, out

of philotimia.

One substantial argument against leases is that this would mean very large amounts of land
being leased. As Lambert has pointed out, if the sum paid was the rent, the capital value of
the land would be say 12 times greater. So the total of all estates leased (these inscriptions
suggest for some 300T) multiplied by say 12 would represent 50% or more of the entire
eisphora value (of 6000T) of Attica, which is not likely. Alternatively, if the price given
was not what was paid but represented a notional capital equivalent, the actual rent being
say 8% of the amount shown, this could mean a huge tax of 12.5% on the leases (notional

capital equivalent 300T, 1% tax 3T, 8% rent 24T on which tax of 3T).

Looking at the arguments from a purely tax point of view, there is evidence of property
sales in Attica being subject to a tax of 1% or about 1%, whereas there is no evidence that
such a lease tax was applied in all that we know of Attic leases. Aristophanes Wasps 658
refers to Tag MOAA&S ékaTooTds (‘the many one-per-cents'). Lambert draws attention to
two other pieces of evidence.® First, Theophrastus in the Laws 21 1 tells us that property

sales at Athens had to be registered with the authorities 60 days in advance and the buyer

¢ Rosivach 'The Rationes Centesimarum' in Eirene 28 1992 pp 49-61 and earlier, Robin Osborne Demos p 56
et seq.
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had to put down 1% of the price, so that his identity would be clear and the opportunity
given for disputing the sale. Second, there were the sales taxes (eponia) paid on confiscated
land and other property sold by the poletai, at a rate equivalent to 1% (2% around the end

of the Peloponnesian War).*®

I believe that the evidence overall points to sales of property, not leases.

Who was the hekatoste paid to?

In the case of both the eponion and the hekatoste, the proceeds of sale went to the state. But
who was the eponion and hekatoste paid to? And why would the state receive a separate

amount of tax?

Lewis believed that the hekatostai went to Athena. He argued this from the findspot of all
but one of the fragments on the Acropolis; and the parallels with the tribute lists, which
recorded payments to Athena of a sixtieth of the tribute of Athens' allies in the fifth
century, and phialai exeleutherikai, records of dedications presented to Athena by
freedmen on manumission at around the same period as these texts, both of which were

also found on the Acropolis.

Lambert argues that, although it seems to have been generally assumed that the eponia in

the poletai records went to a secular treasury, the close parallels with the hekaroste texts

8 Rationes Centesimarum p 270.
% See p 38 et seq.
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not only in the fact of the 'tax' and the nature of the transactions, but probably also in its
rate, suggest that the eponia applied to the poletai sales may rather have gone to Athena
(PS5 36-39 specifies that the polis takes the eponia and kerukeia but this could comprehend
Athena’s treasury on the Acropolis).®’ Lambert concludes that 'in the procedure recorded in
these texts a well established principle may have been applied, for which Theophrastus and
the poletai records may also be evidence, that is that Athena’s treasury received a 1% tax or
portion on the proceeds of land sales in Attica...Most records at Athens were on perishable
materials, such as whitened boards; only in a minority of cases was it thought necessary to
go to the expense of a permanent record on stone. It is this sensitivity that explains why the

records are formally of the hekatostai paid to Athena and not the payments themselves'.*®

I think, for all these reasons, that both the eponion and the hekatoste were paid to Athena,
although I am a little uneasy because it seems that 10% of the proceeds of confiscated
property also went to Athena. Compare the. Law of Demophantus in Andocides 1 On The
Mysteries 96 ('if anyone overthrows the democracy at Athens ... let his property be
confiscated and a tenth of it be given to the goddess'). Walbank also takes the view that

10% of the sale price went to Athena.®

Before leaving this matter perhaps I may reflect on a modern parallel. Modern states

sometimes tax amounts they give to people simply because it would be unfair not to do so

%7 Although I have not found any parallels for using polis to include the sacred treasuries. As Lambert says,
‘polis' could, of course, mean Acropolis but perhaps not as late as this except in fossilised prepositional
phrases and echei he polis suggests polis as institution, not polis as location. So I prefer Lambert's argument
as-in the text above.

% Rationes Centesimarum pp 272-273.

® Hesperia 51 1982 p 98.
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as against others who are receiving other amounts, whether from the state or others, which
are taxable and are taxed. They usually gross up the amounts they pay out - like a boarding
school allowance for armed forces personnel in the UK - and tax the grossed up amount,
with the result that both the state and the recipient are neither better nor worse off. Athens
could then have had a 1% sales tax and levied it even when it was selling things itself, on
grounds of fairness. However, it is unlikely that Athenians would have thought in this way,

and Lambert's solution is probably the nearest we can get.
Was the hekatoste part of a general sales tax?

I would go one stage further than Lambert on the nature of the hekatoste. Lambert prayed
in aid, as part of his arguments, the fact that 1% was the rate for the eponion in the fourch
century, and Andreades thought that the eponion and the hekatoste were one and the same
tax. I argued earlier in this Chapter that while the eponion may have started as a tax on the
sales of confiscated property, the reference to it in the Grain-Tax Law suggests that it may
have developed into a general sales tax (not necessarily on all sales, but on certain
categories of sales).7° Could, then, the hekatoste have been part of a general sales tax? It is
true that the word eponion was used later in the fourth century, but could the hekatoste and
the eponion at least be parts of the same general tax? In both cases the proceeds of sale
went to the state treasury and the tax of 1% went (in my view) to the religious treasury. We
have no other evidence of a general sales tax in Athens but presumably there were good

reasons to inscribe the confiscations and sales of public land on stone (perhaps for religious

7® See pp 43-44.
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reasons or for reasons of record), but no good reasons to inscribe ordinary transactions on

stone.71

™ Compare the discussion in R&O p 178.
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ENDNOTE
FIRST CASE STUDY : SOME POSSIBLE NEW FRAGMENTS OF THE ATTIC

STELAI

In this first case study (the second and third case studies follow Parts Two and Three of this

thesis respectively) I suggest some possible new fragments of the Attic Stelai.

The Attic Stelai - the first piece of evidence for the eponion to which I referred in Chapter
One - were originally in eleven stelai. The first two stelai have been pieced together, so far
as they could be, from the fragments which have survived and are in the Agora Museum in
Athens. Pritchett originally described the first stele as having twelve fragments and the
second stele as having nineteen fragments, but he later published five further fragments and
Ross Holloway published a yet further fragment. Two of the fragments are in photographs

at the end of this Chapter.

In 1996 and 1998 Michael Walbank published fragments of a number of financial and other
public documents from the Athenian Agora.”* The fragments are so small that it is difficult
to place any of them with any certainty. But I thought that the figures and the words (or
parts of them) of four of them - I 6760, I 6452a, 1 6452b and I 6356 - bore some
resemblances to the Attic Stelai and I discussed the first of them with Michael Walbank in

the Agora Museum in February 2002 and all of them with Stephen Lambert in February

7 Hesperia 65 1996 pp 433-465 and 67 1998 pp 65-80.




55

2004.7 1 attach at the end of this Chapter photographs of the fragments with possible joins;
the fragments were found in the Agora and originated from the Eleusinium. The texts
which Michael Walbank published in 1996 and 1998 are in the Epigrahical Dossier at the

end of the thesis.
The first fragment (I 6760)

The first fragment (I 6760) is set out in two columns each seven lines long. The ends of the
lines in the first column are letters, where there is anything at all (these would be the end of
the description of property sold in column 1). The beginnings of the line in the second
column‘, again where there is anything at all, are figures (these would be the tax on the
property sold in column 2). Walbank thought that the fragment could have been from the
record of the confiscation and sale of the property of The Thirty Tyrants, and drew
attention to the smallness of the figures, possibly reflecting a tax of some kind. My view is
that the figures could be the eponion tax preceding the sale price and a description of the
property sold in column 2 as in the Attic Stelai, and that the letters at the end of the first

column could be the final letters of the descriptions of property sold.

The first of the three figures is in fact large for tax - 17 drachmas - looking at the stele as a
whole, and suggests that what was here sold was substantial - the sale price would have
been 1700 drachmas (with a 1% tax). But the Attic Stelai do feature, among many smaller

items, large properties, which were presumably the properties where those who had been

7 1 am grateful for the encouragement which Michael Walbank and Stephen Lambert generously gave me. 1
am also grateful to Professor Camp and Dr Jordan for the opportunity of studying the inscriptions in the
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found guilty lived.” For example, IG i* 430 line 1 describes the sale of a Spuivdv (oak
coppice), a mMTUivov (pine grove) and an oikia (private residence) for 1800 drachmas
which, on the basis of a 1% tax, would produce tax of 18 drachmas (some of the figures for
the tax are missing). Other examples, without a description of the property, are IG i° 427,
line 40 (tax of 22 drachmas and a sale price of 2150 drachmas), line 65 (tax of 20+
drachmas restored from a restored sale price of 2040 drachmas) and line 66 (tax of 15+
drachmas restored from a restored sale price of 1590 drachmas) and, with a description of
the property, line 72 (a sale price of 1900 drachmas with a restored tax of 19 drachmas).
'"Restored' means that there are figures missing but that there is enough information for one

to be fairly sure of the figures overall.

The most interesting thing about column 1 is the letters ot in line 4. This could, of course,
be the last two letters of any Greek word ending in o1, and there are two examples in the
Attic Stelai - 6BeAiokot in IG i° 421 lines 93-94 and ravabBevaikoi in /G i° 422, lines 42,
44, 46, 48, 50, 52, 54, 56, 58 and 60. The problem with these two examples is that there is a
gap before o1 in I 6760. One example where there is a gap is /G i> 425 lines 75-82, which
begins with otauvol (jars of oil, wine and vinegar) a little way back, then the engraver
seems to have got tired and contented himself with Ta& vou and then just oi. A difficulty
here, however, is the letter before the gap. However, it could be an v and there are in any
event quite a number of variations of oté&uvor in the preceding lines. The other point I

would mention about column 1 is the only two letters on the first line - ag. There are two

Agora Museum and for the digital photographs of the inscriptions.

™ Compare Pritchett Hesperia 25 1956 pp 261-276; and N F Jones 'Epigraphic Evidence for Farmstead
Residence in Attica' ZPE 133 2000 pp 75-90 on the inference that choria were occupied by persons residing
in oikiai.
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examples in the Attic Stelai for words ending in as - katayvias in IG I’ 422 line 37 and
kepapeias in /G IP 425 line 47 (a little before ot in line 75 et seq). The letter heights of the

fragment are 0.008m in column 1 and 0.006 - 0.007m in column 2, with a vertical spacing
of 0.011m in each column, which are precisely the measurements of IG i’ 425-82

(oTauvo).

I looked for possible joins in the existing two Stelai in the Agora Museum with Michael
Walbank. We tried two and did a squeeze of one. The first possible join is to /G i3 421 lines
108-140 in the first stele. The problem here is that these lines comprise small items, but
some of the lines are missing and the large property could fit there. The second possible
join is to IG 1 422 lines 225-240. IG i 426 lines 75-82 (beginning with oT&uvol) could fit
in with either of these. These possible joins could be investigated further, but whether or
not a join is found I believe that the fragment may be part of the Attic Stelai representing

the private residence of one of the condemned.

The second fragment (I 6452a)

The second fragment (I 6452a) is a narrow nine-line fragment with figures comprising
either drachmas or obols. The figures could represent the eponion tax at the beginning of a
line and are very similar to other figures representing the eponion tax both in terms of
figure formation and in terms of spacing. The height of the letters in lines 1-4 is 0.0055m
and that of the letters in line 6 and following is 0.007 with a vertical chequer of 0.012m.

These measurements are well within the standard measurements of the Attic Stelai
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generally. Michael Walbank said in his account of the fragment in Hesperia that it was
possible that it belonged to T 6760 (the first fragment above) - footnote 10 on page 450 -

and I believe that it may be part of the Attic Stelai.

The third fragment (I 6452b)

The third fragment (I 6452b), in addition to having some numerals, has 8o and ado on two
separate lines. It is tempting to suggest that this fragment belongs to one of the fragments
of the Attic Stelai relating to the sale of the property of Alcibiades,” because 8o and ado
(the end of his name) feature in those fragments, for example /G 421, line 12; 422, line
193; 424, lines 10 and 27; 426, line 108; 428, line 3; and 430, lines 6, 8, 25 and 33.
However, this fragment is rather more speculative than the first two, not least because there
is very little of it. The height of the letters is 0.005 - 0.006m in lines 1-3 and 0.009m in line
3 and following, with a vertical chequer in lines 1-3 of 0.0105m, which puts it only on the

edges of the possibility that it comes from the Attic Stelai.

The fourth fragment (I 6356)

The fourth fragment (I 6356) contains a number of letters including xepaA. The word
Kep&Aaiov appears on a number of occasions in the Attic Stelai signifying the total of the
sale proceeds relating to one of the condemned, for example in IG i’ 421, lines 24 and 31

with the tax and 422, line 202 without the tax. The height of the letters is small - 0.004m

™ Compare the photograph of the eponion inscription featuring Alcibiades at the end of this Chapter.
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(although the height of the letters in IG i* 427 is also 0.004 - 0.006m), and the letters may

be too late stylistically for the period (compare the omicrons).

New fragments of the Attic Stelai?

These are small fragments, and it is therefore difficult to draw conclusions from them. But
Hesperia presumably thought that it was worthwhile to publish them and for conclusions to
be drawn from them. I therefore believe that it is equally worthwhile to suggest alternative
conclusions. Similarities to the Attic Stelai are striking, both contextually and technically. I
think that it is likely that some or all of the fragments relate to tax in some way, and that it
is arguable that the first two at least come from the Attic Stelai, while that the possibility
that the third may contain a reference to Alcibiades is intriguing. That these could be
fragments of the Attic Stelai should certainly be borne in mind if any similar fragments are

discovered in the future.
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TWO

FIVE OTHER ATHENIAN TAXES

I look in this Chapter at a range of five other Athenian taxes on particular activities. I start
with the tax or taxes on the silver mines at Laurium; the tax on prostitutes; and the
metoikion (a tax on foreigners resident in Athens). I then examine the various religious
taxes, which were distinct from state taxes but the distinction between state and religious
taxes was always somewhat blurred. Finally, I discuss local taxes, operated through the

demes into which Attica was divided.
The tax or taxes on the Laurium silver mines (pentedrachmia/eikoste tetarte)

Laurium was one of the largest mining districts of Greece. Some exploration started in the
early bronze age, certainly at Thoricus." The mines flourished throughout the 5® century
until the Peloponnesian War, then declined, revived greatly in the second half of the 4™

century, were dormant in the 3™ but recovered in the 2™ 2

Four literary references - whatever they precisely mean - herald the beginning of the part
played by the mines in shaping ancient Athenian history. First, Herodotus 7 144 says that
Themistocles persuaded the Athenians to spend money from the mines at Laurium on the

construction of two hundred warships for use in the war with Aegina, instead of sharing the

' A good restoration has been made of the washery floor outside the mine at Thoricus.
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money out at a rate of ten drachmas each. Second, Thucydides 1 14 says that Themistocles
persuaded the Athenians to build the fleet with which they fought at Salamis. Next,
Aristotle Ath Pol 22 7 records a state profit of 100T in consequence of the discovery of the
mines at Maronea (that is the Attic Maronea, not the Thracian Maronea), which financed
100 triremes to fight at Salamis. Finally, Plutarch Themistocles 4 said 'but that the salvation
which the Greeks achieved at that time came from the sea, and that it was those very
triremes which restored again the fallen city of Athens, Xerxes himself bore witness, not to
speak of other proofs'. It appears from the quotation from Herodotus that, when the state
income from the Laurium mines exceeded a certain amount, the general public received a
largess, although I am not aware that Athens had a distributable surplus before. Or it may
be that using the income in this way was simply an alternative.’ Even if the citizen
population numbered 30000 (compare Herodotus 5 97), ten drachmas a head would yield
only 50T, surely too small a sum for the building of 200 ships. Also, the story does not
make clear whether this is the income from a single year or was built up over some lengthy
period. I believe that the likeliest explanation is simply that Themistocles persuaded the
Athenians in 483-482 to give up their share of the Laurium money for that year as a

contribution towards a ship-building fund.

% Compare John Ellis Jones in OCD® p 822.
3 Compare Herodotus 3 57 (Siphnos) and 6 46 (Thasos) for alternative actions.
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The financial arrangements for the working of the mines : leases and taxes

Aristotle, Ath Pol 47 2 states that 'there are the ten poletai, one appointed by lot from each
phyle. They let out all public contracts, and along with the treasurer of the stratiotic fund
and those elected to manage the theoric fund they lease the mines and taxes in the presence
of the boule, and to whomever the boule should choose by vote, they ratify the leased
mines, both those that are in working condition, which are leased for three years, and those
that have been conceded, which are leased for [seven] years.” The number has been erased

but it has generally been accepted that it was seven (see next paragraph).

The main epigraphical evidence for the financial arrangements is the poletai lists. These are
lists of mining leases or diagraphai’ What we learn from the inscribed lease lists is,
primarily, who the lessees were and the names, prices and locations of mines. We do not
learn the length of the leases or what the price stated for each list represents. For the former
we may turn to Aristotle Ath Pol 47 2 above, that is, for three and, probably, seven years.
The shorter period was for renewals, the longer for new explorations. There is some doubt
about the latter figure because the numeral is mostly obliterated in the papyrus of the Ath
Pol in the British Museum. Margaret Crosby argued for the figure seven® and although
Mortimer Chambers confirms that the numeral is to be read as three, he accepts Crosby's

arguments and explains the figure as an error in transcription.” Rhodes came to the same

* I am quoting the translation in Agora XIX p 57.
3 Agora XIX p 60 et seq.

¢ Hesperia 19 1950 pp 199-211.

7 TAPA 96 1965 pp 36-37.
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conclusion.® The Ath Pol does not, on the other hand, help us to clarify the meaning of the
prices given for the leases. Crosby believed that they represented lump-sum payments for
the duration of the leases, or possibly annual payments.” Hopper considers it more likely

that they are prytany payments, and his arguments are probably stronger.'’

All the inscribed leases date within the 4™ century, with a period of almost seventy years
separating the earliest (P5 367-366) from the latest (P51 about 300). There has been some
discussion as to whether the poletai had anything to do with mine leases before this series
of inscriptions began. There is no reason to believe that they did not. The reason that we
possess no records for an earlier period could be that the poletai kept only impermanent

records then, written up on wooden tablets.

The legal status of the silver mines has been much disputed, but it now seems clear that the
state claimed an interest in all mining, and would let out the mining rights, while at least
some and perhaps most of the land beneath which the silver was mined remained in private
ownership.! The lessee paid in accordance with his contract for the mining rights; he was
presumably free to dispose of the silver that he mined, the state’s mint being an obvious but
not the only purchaser. Rhodes observes that in the mines of Lusitania half of the ore was
reserved for the fiscus, but Hadrian allowed the original lessee to buy out the fiscus' share

for a lump sum of HS 4000."

¥ Comm Ath Pol p 554.

° Hesperia 19 1950 pp 203-204.

19 BSA4 48 1953 pp 237-239.

' BS4 48 1953 pp 205-209, 227-228.
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The taxes

I have so far described the mining leases and the possibility that most of the land involved
remained in private ownership. Private owners may have let some at least of the land to
mining contractors, and rent may have been paid to the owners by those mining the silver.
But what of the taxes? There are two possible references to taxes but they leave a far from

clear picture.

There is a reference in Agora XIX P 26 line 475 to a S drachma payment (pentedrachmia),
which is generally thought to be a 5 drachma tax. I describe the circumstances in which this
reference arises in Chapter Five."> Kirsty Shipton has recently suggested that all the
surviving prices for leasing the silver mines are divisible by five : on this basis, she argues,
the 5 drachma payment must have been a tax payment for lease payments for the whole
period of the lease.'* She acknowledges, however, that, given the limitations of our existing
evidence, the approach she suggests can be no more than a working hypothesis and that it

will be necessary to test this hypothesis against any future evidence of mine sale prices.

The other reference is in the Suda (s. v. dypagou petdAAou dikn) to a 1/24 silver tax
(eikoste tetarte), but we cannot say to which period it relates or indeed whether all mines
had to pay it."”> Conophagos argued that only kawoTopiat paid the 1/24 tax.'® Aperghis

has argued that if kawvoU peT@AAov in the Suda can be translated as 'new mine', perhaps

'2 Comm Ath Pol pp 553-554.

2 See p 171.

“ *The Prices of the Athenian Silver Mines' ZPE 120 1998 p 62.
15 Suda A 345.
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the 1/24 remained fixed. But if it applied to ‘new ore production’, that is production while
the mine was new (ie an ergasimon), a larger tax might have been imposed, more like 1/10

of the silver produced.'’

There is little certainty, then, about the exact detail of the Athenian state's arrangements for
leases and tax at Laurium. There is a mass of information about the operation generally, but
it is not easy to make much sense of it. What is clear is that the Laurium operation was a
substantial one, starting with Themistocles' use of it in 483-482 and going on to finance the
Lycurgan administration in the second half of the 4™ century, and it would be surprising if
the Athenian state did not receive a substantial return from it. It remains to be seen whether
Kirsty Shipton's arguments on the tax arrangements are proved right by further evidence.

Meanwhile, I am myself much happier with the 1/24 tax mentioned in the Suda.

The tax on prostitutes (pornikon)

Prostitution seems to have flourished in Greece as early as the Archaic period. One of the
means for making Athens an attractive city was the establishment of state-owned brothels

staffed by slave-women (Athenaeus 13 569 d-e says:

'Now, Philemon, also, in Brothers, records incidentally that
Solon, impelled by the crisis which comes in young men's

lives, purchased and established women in brothels; just so

16 Le Laurium Antique p 438 note.
17 1A Reassessment of the Laurium Mining Lease Records' BICS 42 1997-98 pp 18-19.
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Nicander of Colophon records the same in

the third book of his History of Colophon; Nicander alleges
that Solon was the first to found a temple of Aphrodite
Pandemus from the profits taken in by the women in charge
of the houses. But to return to Philemon, he, at least, says:
But you found a law for the use of all men: for you, they say,
Solon, were the first to see this — a thing democratic, Zeus

is my witness, and salutary (yes, it is fitting that I should say
this, Solon); seeing our city full of young men, seeing, too,
that they were under the compulsion of nature, and that they
went their erring way in a direction they should not, purchased
and stationed women in various quarters, equipped and ready
for all alike. They stand in nakedness, lest you be deceived,

take a look at everything.')

Demosthenes 59 (Against Neaera) gives a very racy account of how prostitutes operated in
Athens in the fourth century. Apollodorus accuses the wife of Stephanus of having worked
as a prostitute, although she had received the right of citizenship from the Athenians. Debra
Hamel's recent book, 7rying Neaira, leaves no stone unturned in investigating every
possible aspect of prostitution in Athens at the time.'® Not only slaves were prostitutes.
Like any slave, a prostitute could be granted her freedom by her owner, or could arrange to

buy her own freedom by contracting a loan from a benefit club composed of past clients.

'8 Yale University Press 2003,
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She would repay the loan from her earnings as a free prostitute (Demosthenes 59 30-32). In
this way many freedwomen and free non-citizen-women permanently domiciled in Athens
practised the profession. They had to be registered and were subject to the tax on

prostitutes (pornikon).

The main authority for the tax is Aeschines 1 119 ('For he is amazed, he says, if you do not
all remember that every single year the boule farms out the tax on prostitutes, and that the
men who buy this tax do not guess, but know precisely, who they are that follow this
profession'). I deal in more detail with the subject of tax-farming in Part Two,"” but I may
perhaps mention here that farmers of the prostitutes' tax (pornotelonai) are mentioned in
Pollux 7 202 and 9 29, both times quoting from Philonides' Kothornoi, where a list of
people 'wholly cursed by birth, whore-tax-farmers, frightful Megarians, parricides' are said
to collect the 2% tax. Ste. Croix argues that pornotelonai here is more likely to be taken as
an abusive term for all tax-collectors,?® but I agree with Fisher that 'in favour of a more
specific attack it seems perfectly reasonable to suppose that tax-farmers who had to collect
from whores and their pimps came in for extra opprobrium'.2' According to a passage in the
Suda (s. v. Suidypauua), the agoranomoi fixed the price which each prostitute was to take
- it appears that the tax was different according to their different profits, perhaps an early
manifestation of performance pay,”? but Cohen argues from several passages in

Demosthenes and other orators that prices for sexual services largely reflected market

'? See pp 146-150.

2% The Origins of the Peloponnesian War pp 271-272 and 398.

2! deschines Against Timarchus.p 258.

ZAbypappa @ TO picbwua. Aidypagov yap of dyopavdpol, doov E8e1 Aappdvey THv étaipav
ék&oTnv.
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factors, especially consumer preferences.”> Loomis has gathered together forty-three
references to sums paid to female and male prostitutes, but the figures - ranging from a few

obols to a few drachmas - are not easy to evaluate.™*

Boeckh, writing in the 19" century, while recognising that a tax on prostitutes existed in
Rome (compare Suetonius Caligula 40) and in many later Christian states, said that 'the
most shameful of all taxes in this class is the tax upon prostitutes'. Andreades agreed with
Boeckh, saying that it was quite right for a state to regulate, but not profit 'by diseased
manifestations of social life'. He says that this view has been questioned in England 'but
wrongly it seems to me'.?® Presumably the Athenians did not regard the taxation of
prostitutes — or indeed prostitutes — as shameful. Those prostitutes at the top of the social

scale were called hetairai, the most famous of whom was Aspasia, the friend of Pericles.
Taxes on non-Athenians : the metoikion and the xenika

Xenophon Poroi 2 1 says that in resident aliens (metics) 'we have one of the best sources of
revenue ... inasmuch as they are self-supporting and, so far from receiving payment for the

many services they render to states, they contribute by paying a special tax' (the metoikion).

The metoikion was the Athenian solution to a problem which has exercised countries in

modern times. People want to go to live in countries other than their own for a variety of

3 The Athenian Nation pp 180-183.

24 Wages, Welfare Costs pp 166-185.

% Tax is charged in the UK on the profits of a trade and there is nothing in the definition of trade which
suggests that trades must be legal.
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reasons, and the governments of those other countries respond to these people in a variety
of ways. So it was with Athens, which decided not to accept foreigners as citizens but
admitted them as metics.2® The price the metics had to pay for this was the metoikion, and
they were also liable to pay the eisphora and perform liturgies if they were wealthy
enough. Some metics - but not many - got various exemptions, like isoteleia (equality of
taxation) and enktesis (the right to own real property). I look at the former in more detail in
Chapter Seven.?” Metics in Athens were, then, very broadly non-citizens residing for more
than a short period, perhaps a month. Compare an agreement between two Locrian cities —
Tod 34 6-8, and Aristophanes of Byzantium fr 38 'a metic is anyone who comes from a
forgign place to live in the city, paying taxes towards certain fixed needs of the city. For a
number of days he is called a visitor (parepidemos) and is free from taxes, but if he exceeds

the time laid down he then becomes a metic and liable to taxation'.

Men paid twelve drachmas a year, independent women (that is, those without a son — or,
presumably, a husband — who paid) six. The tax was therefore something of a poll-tax,
being levied on the person, rather than their property or what they did.?® The metic also
paid a 3 obol tax (triobolon) to the tax collector. The main authority for these details is
Pollux 3 55. The metoikion can be compared with the daily wage of a skilled labourer,
which rose from roughly one to roughly two and a half drachmas during the 4™ century.?

The tax was not negligible, but its main significance was that it pointed up a social divide.

%1 discuss in Chapter Seven other ways in which Athens and other states dealt with foreigners through inter-
state tax arrangements. '

7 See pp 208-209.

% Compare Whitehead The Ideology of the Athenian Metic p 75 et seq.

* Markle 'Jury Pay and Assembly Pay at Athens' pp 293-297, and Loomis Wages, Welfare Costs and
Inflation in Classical Athens p 120.
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The penalty for those convicted of evading its payment was, according to Demosthenes 25
57, slavery. As Whitehead says, 'defaulters were not merely defrauding the treasury but

trying to cross the citizen/metic line'.

Athens' response to foreigners also had a feminist angle. Stephen Todd draws attention to
the fact that the obligation to pay the metoikion was imposed on at least some female as
well as male metics.® He says that for women to be taxed at all was extraordinary and
points to Whitehead's 'plausible’ interpretation (based on a somewhat obscure citation in
Harpocration s.v. yeToikiov) that women who paid the metoikion were metic women living
independently. Paradoxically, he says, this may have given these women in some sense a
clearer legal standing than that of their citizen counterparts 'because payment of the
metoikion would presumably have been recorded, although the details of this are obscure;
and metic (though not Athenian) women therefore appeared in some form of official

register’.
The metics and the eisphora

If they were sufficiently wealthy, metics were also liable both to perform (certain)

liturgies and to pay the eisphora. Compare Lysias 12 20 :

'And not even in respect of the smallest fraction of our property

did we find any mercy at their hands; but our wealth drove them

*® The Shape of Athenian Law p 197 with n 45
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to act as injuriously towards us as others might from anger aroused
by grievous wrongs. This was not the treatment that we deserved
at the city’s hands, when we had produced all our dramas for the
festivals and contributed to many eisphorai; when we showed
ourselves men of orderly life, and performed every duty laid

upon us; when we had made not a single enemy but had ransomed
many Athenians from the foe. Such was their reward to us for

behaving as resident aliens far differently than they did as citizens'.

The qualifying census for these duties was presumably the same as that for a citizen, but
there is a puzzling reference in Demosthenes 22 61 and IG ii* 244 line 20 to metics paying
a sixth part of the eisphora. This could refer to an obligation to pay one-sixth more than the
amount that would be paid by an individual citizen of equivalent wealth.*’ Or metics may
have simply paid one-sixth of their capital, although as heavy a burden as this would surely
have been a major disincentive from being a metic in Athens. A further possibility,
suggested many years ago, is that the metics paid a sixth of the total amount promulgated.
Isocrates 17 41 records that someone 'contributed more than any other foreigner (xenon),
and when I was myself chosen registrar, 1 subscribed the largest contribution'. We can
interpret all this evidence in several ways, including looking at the phrase found in several
honorific decrees for non-citizens, as we shall see in Part Three (passim), 'to pay the
eisphora with the Athenians', which could mean that foreigners paid more or less than

Athenian citizens or the same. The reference remains a puzzle. Xenophon Poroi 2 clearly

3! Compare Todd The Shape of Athenian Law p 197,
%2 Compare The Ideology of the Athenian Metic pp 78-79.
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felt that the metics should have more generous treatment than they received. However, if
IG i 244 is not referring to the eisphora we know, as I suggested in Chapter Two,” the
sixth part may have been a feature of a different eisphora, and Demosthenes 22 61 may

have been referring to that different eisphora.

The xenika

There is possibly a further tax in the context of metics. Demosthenes 57 31 mentions a
prohibition on xenoi doing business in the Agora ('it is not permitted to any alien (xenos) to
do business in the market'), but subsequently (in 57 34) refers to xenika (sc tele) which
evidently do allow this ('if she was an alien, they ought to have examined the market-tolls,
and have shown whether she paid the aliens' tax, and from what country she came')
Whitehead suggests that the tax(es) represent a later mitigation of an original simple
exclusion. It seems reasonable to assume that they fell chiefly upon metics, but we know
nothing of the details, and they might just as well have fallen on xenoi who did not stay in

Athens long enough to qualify as metics.>

B See p32.
34 But that cannot be true of Eubulides' mother in Demosthenes 57 34.
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Taxes paid to religious cults

It is generally believed that the Athenian state contributed generously to the support of
many of the religious cults practised within its boundaries.> However, there was a source
of income used directly for this purpose : taxes the income from which was reserved for
specific cults. I have identifed seven such taxes. First, a tax on ships anchoring at Sunium,
apparently to fund cult activities there, perhaps in 460-450.%° Second, a one drachma tax on
every boat for, possibly, Apollo Delios at Phaleron — 6 Tf)s dpaxuiis TéAos. 37 Third, tax
was paid to the Dioscuri (maritime gods) at Athens.*® Fourth, an annual tax was paid to a
cult of Apollo (probably Apollo Lykeios to fund the Lykeion, which served as an exercise
ground for Athens' land army) — 2 drachmas for the hippeis, 1 drachma for the hoplites and
3 obols for the toxotai.®® Fifth, a two drachma tax for Bendis.*® Sixth, a 5 drachma tax for

Theseus.*’ And seventh, a 1 drachma tax for Asklepios.*

The second, third and fourth taxes have been seen as evidence for the imposition of taxes
upon the citizen body in order to fund a variety of state cults in the years immediately
preceding the outbreak of the Peloponnesian War.* In the case of the second (/G i* 130),
Garland suggests that a cult in the Piraeus, which up till now had been supported wholly by

voluntary contributions, received from about 432 onwards an income which was funded

;‘Z Ccc;)n;parc Schlaifer 'Notes on Athenian Public Cults' HSCP 51 1940, p 233 et seq.
IGi8.

7 1G i 130.

®IGi® 133.

¥ 1G i3 138.

“ 161 136.

! Agora XIX P 26 479-480.

2 Agora XIX P 26 487.

3 Garland Introducing New Gods pp 110-111.
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from a compulsory levy paid by shipowners upon the completion of each sea voyage. The
state also agreed to provide up to 500 drachmas towards the building of a shrine to the
same god, the remaining cost to be borne by voluntary subscription. Although the identity
of the cult is not preserved, a likely beneficiary of this package is Apollo Delios. Athens
must have greatly offended Apollo when she removed the league treasury from his
jurisdiction in 454. She would, moreover, have had particular reason to fear his disfavour
as war with Sparta appeared more and more inevitable in the late 430s, not least in view of
the publicly stated and unconditional preference for the Peloponnesian side of Apollo at

Delphi (Thucydides 1 118).*

In the case of the third (/G i® 133), an embarkation tax was levied on passengers and a 2%
tax charged on imports and exports passing through the Peiraeus. The latter tax was used to
subsidise the running of the cult of the Anakes, the protectors of sailors, whose accounts
were henceforth to be the object of public scrutiny by examiners and assessors. Since the
Anakes were actually Spartan heroes,* it is just conceivable that the promotion of the cult
was also in part a response to premonitions of war, being intended to neutralise the twins'
age-old antipathy towards Athens for Theseus' abduction of their sister Helen.*® In the case
of the fourth (/G i* 138), a cult of Apollo, perhaps Pythios, was awarded a subsidy from an

annual tax imposed on cavalry, hoplites and archers.

“ It is not relevant to this thesis how the Athenians coordinated the hostile Apollo of Delphi with the Apollo
under their control at Delos.

%5 According to Garland. The Anakes were certainly based in Lacedaemon, but the Dioscuri were worshipped
at Athens under this name. The Anakeion was in existence in the 460s (decorated by Polygnotus of Thasos).
% A difference here between myth and cuit. It is doubtful whether Athenians would have been concerned with
the 'Spartan’ nature of the Dioscuri personally.
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These inscriptions may well, then, hint (as Garland suggests) at a far more extensive and
detailed system of the financing of public cults than we presently have knowledge of, as
well as what appears to have been a last-minute bid to secure the goodwill of gods and

heroes whose loyalty to Athens was questionable at best.

Parker wonders how many taxes in history have such a spontaneous origin.*’ It can scarcely
be a coincidence, he says, that most of these decrees relate to shipowners and merchants,
who at Athens were normally foreigners, and what they illustrate above all is surely the
characteristic response of Greek states to place as much of the tax burden as possible on
non-citizen shoulders. The gods could thus profit from the great boom in commercial
activity that Athens in the 5™ century must certainly have experienced. I am not sure that
that is entirely fair — looking at the range of taxes on Athenians that we are seeing in Part
One of this thesis — but we can certainly appreciate that foreign shipowners and merchants

were expected to play their part in financing the Athenian economy.

Rosivach comments that, apart from what he sees as the problematic (in terms of upon
whom, how and why the tax was levied) taxes for Theseus and Asclepius (the sixth and
seventh taxes above), the only evidence we have for religious taxes is from the fifth
century, and that we have no example of any revenue source other than rentals specifically
dedicated to the funding of any polis cult in the fourth century.*® However, this is not the

full story. Lycurgus, as we shall see in Chapter Three, may have used a maritime tax to

7 Athenian Religion : A History p 125.
*® The System of Public Sacrifice in Fourth Century Athens 1994 pp 163-164.
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fund the Festival of the Little Panathenaea.” The relevant tax was, as I see it, part of
Lycurgus' wider programme of regulating public religion and putting it on a sound

financial footing, and Lycurgus may have used other state taxes to fund particular festivals.

A postscript from Eleusis

Before I leave taxes paid to religious cults, I should perhaps record the Athenian Decree
regulating the Offering of the First-fruits at Eleusis, about 422.°° According to the Decree
all Athenian farmers had to set aside not less than 1/600 of their barley and 1/1200 of their
wheat to be collected and delivered at Eleusis by their demarchs 'in accordance with
ancestral custom and the oracle from Delphi' (lines 4-10). Similar first-fruits were collected
in all the allied cities (lines 14-21) and all other Greek states were, so far as possible, to be
invited to make similar offerings (lines 30-36).>' I should also record in this context the

later grain provision of 329-328.%

Local taxation by reference to demes

Athens and the Attic countryside were divided into 139 local districts or demes. Much has
been written about the origin and history of this organisation but a discussion of it is
beyond the scope of this thesis. The boule was composed of representatives of demes on a

proportional basis to reflect the fact that some demes were larger than others. Whether each

“ See p 116 et seq.

OML 73.

5! Compare the requirement first for lonians and eventually for all Delian League members to send offerings
to the Panathenaea (/G I° 34, 41-43 of 447).
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deme had to formulate its own budget (dioikesis), that is a balance between income and
expenditure, at a level determined by its own resources and its own needs, as Whitehead
suggests, is not clear.” 1 discuss what dioikesis means in Chapter Five.>* We can, however,
make up a picture of 'deme income and expenditure', supported by detailed documentation
where it can be found and Whitehead suggests three forms of fixed and predictable income

- taxes and liturgies, rents and the interest on loans.

Athenian citizenship was based on registration in a deme and the demarch had some
responsibilities for reporting to the polis who was liable for state taxes (see pp 156-157
below). But it seems on the basis of negative evidence that demes raised their own taxes.
The (negative) evidence is as follows. In /G ii* 1214, 25-28, one of the privileges granted to
Kallidamas of Cholleidai by the demesmen of Peiraeus was the right to pay 'the same taxes
in the deme as the Peiraieis (pay)' and to be exempt from the enktetikon tax. In IG ii* 1185,
4-5, and IG ii* 1186, 25-26, the Eleusinians gave to resident Theban benefactors of the
community ‘immunity from the (taxes) over which the Eleusinioi have authority'. In IG ii®
1187, 16-17, and IG ii* 1188, 29-30, the same deme granted 'immunity' to Athenian
honorands who were members of other demes; and the demesmen of Coastal Lamptrai did

the same in IG iiZ 1204, 11-12.

An inscription exhibited in the British Museum (BM 13) sets out regulations for the lease
of public land by the deme Peiraeus (/G ii* 2498), which have been generally dated to 321

or 318, in which private individuals leased the land without rates or taxes (atele) but if any

2 1Gii® 1672.
33 The Demes of Attica 508-ca 250 BC p 149.



78

eisphora was levied on the valuation of the property, the demesmen were to contribute. The
full text is in the Epigraphical Dossier at the end of this thesis. This inscription is
interesting both for the fact that it refers to rates or taxes on the public land leased by the
deme Piraeus and for the fact that it attests that the eisphora was still available in 321 or

318 (see the Epilogue for references to it after the period of this thesis).>

I have looked for more positive, rather than negative, evidence for deme taxation in deme
inscriptions. Two inscriptions seemed to merit further investigation - both are in the
Epigraphical Dossier at the end of this thesis. First, /G ii* 2345, a fourth century list of 150
names, possibly mainly or partly from Alopeke, recently republished by Lambert.”® Some
of the names have numerals attached to them, but not others. The inscription seems to list
financial payments of some kind but the names are grouped under thiasoi and a few have
(different) demotics attached. So I conclude that this may not be a list of deme taxation.
The second list T have looked at is SEG 24 197, another fourth century list of names, 36 of
which are preserved, from Amarousi (ancient Athmonon). A rubric appears twice - o[ide
uTtep auTto(?)] éTa[avTo - which suggests that this is a list of contributions. The list has
no figures : Lambert speculates that this is because the contributions were at a standard rate
(and/or compulsory) or that it may have been invidious or even undemocratic to give

figures, but this latter seems unlikely to me - compare in this regard the publication of

>4 See pp 154-156.

5% See pp 358-360.

%6 'G ii* 2345 Thiasoi of Heracles and the Salaminioi' ZPE 125 1999 pp 93-130, especially n 20 and n 27. I
am grateful to Stephen Lambert for drawing both these inscriptions to my notice and for the discussions 1
have had with him about them. Lambert believes that both inscriptions record financial payments but he does
not specifically suggest that they are payments of deme taxation.
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epidosis lists referred to in the Appendix to Part One of this thesis.”” Whitehead suggested
that the purpose of the list may have been repair work on a deme building after the
Peloponnesian War, while Lambert has postulated other explanations, but it seems to me

that it could just as well record deme taxation.
The enktetikon tax

The enktetikon tax was evidently a tax on landed property in a deme, although it is not
clear whether it was levied on all property or just property owned by non-demesmen. Since
the word is related to enktesis - the right of foreigners to hold property in a country - it is
possible that it was levied only on property owned by non-demesmen. The references we
have for it seem to be about mid 4™ century. It has generally been assumed that all demes
levied this tax although it is mentioned nowhere else but in Peiraeus. And it may not have
been anything like as universal as is commonly supposed. In fact, it has recently been
argued that Peiraeus could have been the only deme in which the tax was levied : many
Athenians had migrated to Piraeus and the demesmen of Piraeus may have been anxious to
cash in on this. Further, the fact that it is just for Piraeus that we have a boundary marker in
the form of a horos monument (/G ii* 2623) may suggest that it was erected to define the

boundary of the deme for the purpose of the tax.”®

There has been some discussion on the extent to which people continued to live in demes.

We know from Thucydides 2 14-17 that people moved to the city at the time of the

57 See pp 134-135.
5% Jones The Associations of Classical Athens 1999, p 65.
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Peloponnesian War but there are plenty of examples of people who lived in demes after the
Peloponnesian War. Another theory as to the origin of the enktetikon is that it was intended
to be a deterrent to owning property in another deme, but this is only speculative since we

know so little about the tax.

Phratries

There is no evidence that phratries - groups with hereditary membership and probably
normally associated with specific localities - raised property taxes from non-members, as
demes could, and Lambert believes that it is unlikely that they did so if for no other reason
than that a phratry's territory would have been too ill-defined for it to be feasible. However,
Lambert argues that the property of phratries, like that of demes, was liable for state taxes
(eisphorai) for which, in the case he cites, the phratry would continue to be liable during
the term of the lease.®® In some analogous cases regarding deme property the lessee was
liable.®' My view is that a deme was a geographical location, so one can talk of who owned
(etc) the land within the deme; but a phratry was not. One can talk of land owned by

members of the phratry;* but it would not make sense to talk of the land within the phratry.

% Traill Organisation p 74 n 8.

% The Phatries of Attica p 199 and pp 304-305.

¢ The Demes of Attica 508/7 — ca 250 BC pp 155-156.

6 But compare Harris on the absence of any concept akin to the modern legal notion of a partnership or
corporation Classical Quarterly 39 1989 pp 339-343.
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THREE

FIVE MARITIME TAXES

The context in which Lisa Kallet said that 'a full study of maritime taxation is badly
needed" was the relationship between the 5% tax imposed by the Athenians on the ports of
the Empire before the final failure of the disastrous Sicilian Expedition and the tribute. The
scope of this thesis is not wide enough to include the kind of full study that Lisa Kallet
perhaps envisages, but I look in this Chapter at five maritime taxes in some detail and at
maritime taxes in a wider context in Chapter Nine, while Chapter Eleven discusses the
relationship between taxes, including maritime taxes, and income from Empire and

Confederacy.

Athens' maritime trading activities

First, a few comments on Athens' maritime trading activities. There is good literary
evidence of Athens' maritime trading activities. Pericles in his Funeral Oration in
Thucydides 2 38 said that 'our city is so great that all the products of the earth flow in upon
us, and ours is the happy lot to gather in the good fruits of our own soil with no more
home-felt security of enjoyment than we do those of other lands'. Isocrates 4 42, in the
fourth century, writes 'for she established the Piraeus as a market in the centre of Greece - a
market of such abundance that the articles which it is difficult to get, one here, one there,

from the rest of the world, all these it is easy to procure from Athens'. [Xenophon] Ath Pol

! Money and the Corrosion of Power in Thucydides p 196.
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2 7 said that 'whatever the delicacy in Sicily, Italy, Cyprus, Egypt, Lydia, Pontus, the
Peloponnese, or anywhere else, all these have been brought together into one place by

virtue of naval power'.

There is also substantial archaeological evidence of Athens' maritime trading activities. In
the Agora Museum there are some 14,000 catalogued amphoras with stamps of their
provenance. Athens herself did not apparently manufacture stamped amphoras, from which
historians have generally concluded that she did not export anything like as much as she
imported and that what she did export (and she exported particularly wine and olives), she

did in used amphoras.

The Piraeus, with its three harbours and central location, was the port of call for much or
most of Aegean trade. Xenophon Poroi 3 1 said 'in the first place, I presume, (Athens)
possesses the finest and safest accommodation for shipping, since vessels can anchor there
and ride safe at their moorings in spite of bad weather'. And that merchants can both import
and export 'very many classes of goods' or silver : 'for, wherever they sell it, they are sure
to make a profit on the capital invested'. Cohen has described at some length the special
commercial maritime courts at Athens (dikai emporikai) which were supranational
(although they were not instituted until the 340s - Ath Pol 52 2). His claims, however, may
go too far.? He lists in this context Demosthenes 21 176 : an Athenian commercial trial

involving two foreigners ; figures appearing as litigants in Demosthenes 32 (Massiliots), 33

? See Todd The Shape of Athenian Law pp 334-337 - the dikai emporikai may be ‘maritime cases' rather than
‘maritime courts'.
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(Byzantines), 35 (Phaselites); and in Demosthenes 34 and 35 the individuals involved

include both metics and non-metic foreigners.?

In a recently published essay Ste. Croix argued that the Greeks would have laughed at our
notion that a balance of trade was to be considered 'favourable' when exports exceeded
imports in value, and that the Greeks were not concerned about encouraging exports.* (I
would remark in passing that I do not think that we are as concerned about such a balance
of trade at the present time as we were when Ste. Croix wrote his essay.) Ste. Croix goes on
to say that apart from a few passages in Plato and Aristotle there is no evidence that
practical politicians were concerned about this issue, and that the Athenians even charged
customs duties on their own exports at the same rate as on imports - 2% in the fourth
century. Athens did, of course benefit from paying for imports with the silver she produced
or even with imperial tribute. Bresson® has recently argued convincingly against the view
that Greek poleis were concerned mainly about securing a steady supply of imports, but
showed little interest in promoting exports. He quotes statements made about foreign trade
not only by Aristotle but also other Greek writers. For example, Aristotle says that no city
can live without foreign trade, which includes exports and imports and helps to achieve
autarkeia (Aristotle Politics 1.9.6-7). Aristotle advises communities to found cities near the
sea (Politics 7.6.1) where they can easily export and import (Politics 7.5.4). Other writers
mention imports and exports together, for example, Thucydides 1.120.2, Isocrates Pan 42,
Plato Laws 8.847 b-d, and Polybius 4.38.8-9. No less important are the actual practices of

the Greek poleis, particularly the treaties between poleis and between kings and poleis

3 Cohen Athenian Maritime Courts p59.
* Athenian Democratic Origins pp 352-355.
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concerning both imports and exports, for example, Tod 111 and /G i 117. We shall see
later in this Chapter how Athens tried to use taxation to intervene directly in the import of
grain (in the Grain-Tax Law). But aside from this, the Athenians regulated the import of
grain by both laws and administrative officials. Isager and Hansen have listed four laws - it
was forbidden to purchase more than a certain amount of grain at a time (Lysias 22 6); it
was a capital offence for persons resident in Athens to ship grain to harbours other than the
Piraeus (Demosthenes 34 37, 35 50; Lycurgus 1 27); any grain ship touching in at a
harbour of the Piraeus was required to unload at least 2/3 of her cargo and might re-export
a maximum of 1/3 (Aristotle Ath Pol 51 4); and it was forbidden for persons resident in
Athens to extend a maritime loan unless the ship under contract conveyed grain to the

Piraeus (Demosthenes 35 51; 61 6,1 1).6

More generally, C M Reed has recently argued that Athens resorted to a whole programme
of measures to attract emporoi and naukleroi (both carried on inter-state trade but the

former on someone else's ship while the latter owned their own ships).”

Reed divided Athens' policy in this area into four segments (apparently lumping together
evidence of different dates to build up a composite picture over a period of time). First,
attracting maritime traders to Athens. Here he quotes the dikai emporikai, exempting

Sidonian emporoi from the metoikion;® giving Phoenician emporoi from Citium in Cyprus

> La cité marchande chapter 6. Compare EM Harris review in BMCR 2001 09 04.
® Aspects of. Athenian Society in the Fourth Century BC pp 28-29.

? Maritime Traders in the Ancient Greek World 2003, particularly pp 45-53.

¥ Tod 139 = R&O 21.
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land on which to build a religious sanctuary;’ and honouring and giving practical assistance
to Heracleides of Salamis in Cyprus."® The second segment involved assisting and
controlling outward-bound traders. Here Reed quotes negotiating foreign tax exemptions in
the Bosporus;'! setting up resident proxenoi abroad to help traders there; and using power
rather than diplomacy to guarantee the supply of necessities, for example, Cean ruddle. '
The third segment was assisting and controlling traders returning to Athens. The evidence
Reed quotes for this are measures to enforce her policies like the Hellespontophylakes,"
the 10 per cent tax at Chrysopolis;'* convoys protecting grain ships;'’ and measures to deal
with piracy (including sending a colony to the Adriatic in 325-324).'® The fourth segment
was accommodating and controlling traders returning to Athens. Here Reed gives as
evidence the overseers of the import market (epimeletai tou emporiou);'” laws and decrees
to punish anyone who brought false accusations against emporoi and naukleroi,'® the

9

provision of an official coin tester;'* and controlling the activities of the grain-sellers

(sitopolai)

We have, then, quite a large amount of evidence to show how developed were Athens'
maritime trading activities, and Xenophon's Poroi is the clearest evidence that people were

beginning to think of a policy.

® Tod 189 = R&O 91.

19 R&O0 95.

! Demosthenes 20 29-40 and Tod 167 = R&O 64.
12 Tod 162 = R&O 40,

13 ML 65.

' Xenophon Hellenica 1 1 22

'S Xenophon Hellenica 5 4 60-61,

16 Tod 200 = R&O 100.

'7 Ath Pol 51 4, mentioned for the first time in 375-374 (R&O 25).
18 Demosthenes 58 10-13, 53-54.

19 R&O 25.
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A one per cent harbour tax and the ellimenion

The first reference to a maritime tax (as opposed to tribute from Empire) is to a one per
cent harbour tax, dating perhaps to the 420s. The literary evidence is [Xenophon] Ath Pol 1
17 which refers to 'the one per cent tax in the Piraeus' and Aristophanes Wasps 658 which
refers to 'the many one per cents', followed by a tantalising reference to harbours (/limenas).
The epigraphical evidence is /G i* 182, which encourages those who import ships' oars by
exempting them from a 1% harbour tax and honours Antiochides and Phanosthenes in this

context.

Five non-joining fragments make up /G i° 182.*' We have here two decrees. It is not
possible to establish the subject of the first decree. The subject of the second decree is the
importation of oars for ships free of the one per cent harbour tax (I 9-15). Presumably
Athens wanted to encourage the import of oars. Antiochides and Phanosthenes are
honoured by the Athenian state in connection with this. One point of interest of the
inscription for this thesis is the date of the inscription (to determine how far back into the
fifth century we can push maritime tax) and the relationship with the 5% tax of 413. A
photograph of the inscription, as Walbank assembled it, is at the end of this Chapter and his

text (I 9-10) is in the Epigraphical Dossier at the end of this thesis.

2% Lysias 22 passim.
2! Walbank Hesperia 45 1976 pp 289-295.
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There is a divergence of opinion about the date of the inscription. Meritt believed that it
referred to a harbour tax dated by him to 410-406.2 Mattingly argued for a date around
4202 Walbank placed the inscription somewhere between the two, between 420 and 415.
But all three seem to accept the possibility of the one per cent tax itself dating from an
earlier time. MacDonald argued that the presence of Phanosthenes in Athens after 411 and
the comparison of letter forms with decrees dated to 410-409 and 407-406 suggested a date
for the inscription between 410 and 407.>* My view is that Aristophanes Wasps 658 (‘the
many one per cents') could be suggesting that the tax was in existence at least from the
middle of the 420s and existed contemporaneously with the payment of tribute by the

allies.

Boeckh argued for a tax, separate from an import/export tax, simply for the use of harbours
and drew attention to references to a harbour duty (el/limenion) and collectors of a harbour
duty (ellimenistai). Eupolis (CAF 1, fr 48 p 269 ap. Pollux 9 29) writes of ellimenion
'‘which must be paid before one gets on board', presumably levied on passengers without a
cargo. The context of the reference in [Xenophon] Ath Pol 1 17 is that the author is listing
ways in which Athens benefits from forcing allies to come to Athens for judicial
proceedings, and says that these allies have to pay the one per cent tax in the Piraeus when
they come to Athens for judicial proceedings. This suggests that the tax is simply a tax for
landing at the Piraeus, and this brings us back to the reference to harbours in Aristophanes

quoted above. But what is the tax one per cent of? The answer presumably is that foot-

*2 Hesperia 14 1945 pp 129-132.
3 'Periclean Imperialism' p 200.
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passengers paid some kind of arbitrary tax. But Boeckh went further and suggested that the
tax was not only an embarkation tax but a transit tax, where a ship was passing through the
Piraeus with goods bound for elsewhere. The one per cent tax would in this case be a tax on

one per cent of the value of the goods in transit.?’

More generally, Xenophon Poroi 3 2 claimed that it was possible for foreign emporoi,
when they have sold their cargoes, to re-export the greatest variety of goods which men
need. Combining this passage with the passages about the great variety of goods imported
into Athens (for example, Thucydides 2 38 and [Xenophon] Ath Pol 2 7), the implication is
that some of these imports were not bought by Athenians but resold to foreign emporoi and

exported.”® A transit tax would presumably have been payable on these goods.

I refer in Chapter Five to an inscription from Caunus of possibly the first century AD
which includes detailed provisions regarding an ellimenion*’ Bean, who published the
inscription, had identified the tax as an import duty, but Pleket reviewed all the references
to ellimenion and concluded that ellimenion may have been used in a general sense to
denote the whole of taxes levied in a harbour, but that in particular cases - and the Kaunos
inscription was one - it was used in a more specific sense as a harbour tax, that is a tax for

using a harbour.?®

* Hesperia 50 1981 pp 141-146. Walbank Athenian Proxenies pp 323-324 said that the letter forms
suggested a date between 420 and 405 and compared them to /G i* 109 (410-409) and /G i’ 123 (407-406),
while the Attic script suggested a date no later than 407-406.

3 Aristotle Ath Pol 51 4 and Demosthenes 35 29 suggest that goods were brought into harbours but were
destined for other ports and therefore not liable for import/export taxes.

%6 Compare Hansen The Concept of the Consumption City, page 41.
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Most recently Matthaiou has looked again at IG i* 130 dated about 430, one of the taxes
paid to religious cults, in this case a one drachma tax on every boat for possibly Apollo
Delios at Phaleron.?” He proposes éAA[ievioTds] in line 4 of fragment b instead of AEA
(as Lewis read in BSA 55 1960 pp 190-194), as collectors of harbour taxes. The proceeds of
their activity supported the sanctuary. Two photographs of the inscription are at the end of
this Chapter, one of the inscription in the Piraeus Museum in which the letters ELL are not

visible to me and one of the squeeze in Oxford at least part of which is more visible.

The distinction between a one per cent tax/ellimenion and the import/export tax is therefore
blurred but I believe that it is likely that the former could be both a tax on goods in transit

and an embarkation tax, separate from the import/export tax.*>°

Some historians have always felt that there must have been some kind of import/export
taxes in Athens in the fifth century. Before leaving the 420s I would mention the possible
existence of such a tax, dating from the mid-420s, in /G i3 62, a document concerning
relations with Aphytis, which reads 'Those who wish may] also bring corn [according to
the decrees] voted by the People [and engage in trade] paying whatever taxes (fele) the

[Athenian people] decrees'.*!

%7 See pp 168-169.

%% 'Note on a Customs-Law from Caunus' Mnemosyne 11 pp 128-135.

*° Horos 14-16 p 47

*® Compare also Hasebroek Trade and Politics in Ancient Greece p 165.
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A five per cent maritime tax (eikoste)

The second reference to a maritime tax is securely dated to 413 when, as we have seen, a
five per cent maritime tax (eikoste) replaced the tribute from Empire (Thucydides 7 28 :
'because of this (that is, the Sicilian expedition), and then as a result of the serious damage
caused by (the Spartan occupation of) Decelea, and of the other heavy expenses which fell
upon them, the Athenians were getting into financial difficulties. At about this time, they
imposed upon their subjects, instead of the tribute, the 5% tax on imports and exports by
sea, thinking that in this way more money would be raised. For whilst their expenditure
was not the same as it had been — but had grown bigger, as the war grew bigger — their

revenue was becoming less').

Although normal re-assessment of tribute would have occurred in autumn 414, Athenian
income seems unlikely to have been in decline until 413, and autumn 413 is the most likely
date for this change.*? Given that tribute seems to have been running at about 900T a year,
if the Athenians did indeed calculate that a 5% tax would be more lucrative, then they must
have estimated that the value of goods moving about the Empire exceeded 18,000T (108

million drachmas).

The Athenians were probably soon disillusioned with the eikoste, for while the amount of a
tribute assessment was beyond dispute the amount accruing from harbour dues depended

on honest and conscientious book-keeping, and Athenian officials would have had less

3! The translation of Osborne The Athenian Empire LACTOR 1 2000 p 60.
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authority after the failure of the Sicilian expedition.*® I presume that those who contracted
to collect the tax would have bid for a sum and would have been committed to handing
over that sum, however much they actually collected, but at the very least the change
would surely have caused a lot of difficulties. Aristophanes Frogs 363 (in 405) speaks of
an eikostologos (from Aegina) but Xenophon included among the terms of settlement when
Calchedon was recovered in 409, that the city should regularly pay her normal tribute,
implying a fixed sum rather than an annually varying figure (Hellenica 1 3 9) and five
fragments have been found of a late tribute assessment list. Meiggs concluded that the
assessment was probably introduced at the time of the Great Panathenaea of 410 when the
Athenian victory at Cyzicus and the restoration of radical democracy had revived Athenian

confidence.?*

This dating has been disputed, and Meiggs suggested that some might think that the
Xenophon statement is not enough to destroy the inference from Aristophanes' eikostologos
in 405.>° Mattingly, in particular, has argued that there is no good independent evidence
that general tribute collection was ever resumed after the introduction of the 5% tax and
indeed he recently told me that he believed that the eikoste continued until the end of the

Peloponnesian War.>® This view has not found wide acceptance and for Meiggs the change

back to tribute is what we should have expected anyway even without evidence, and the

32Robin Osborne The Athenian Empire 4™ edition p 75. Compare also Dover A Historical Commentary on
Thucydides Vol IV pp 401-404.

3Meiggs The Athenian Empire p 369.

** Figueira in Athens and Aigina pp 191-193 conjectured that the 5% tax might have been collected in all
colonies before 413, which would explain why the eikoste continued in Aegina when the tribute was revived.
It seems to me, however, that this is no more than speculation.

3 The Athenian Empire Endnote 23 p 438.
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eikostologos in the Aristophanes Frogs 363 comes from Aegina which was occupied by
Athenians and so paid no tribute. Such communities might have been required to pay the
eikoste, since the state was virtually bankrupt, and might have continued to pay it rather

than phoros.

An altogether different line has been taken by Lisa Kallet.*” She argues that the decision to
abolish the tribute and to impose the eikoste 'is nothing short of extraordinary in the history
of the arche, representing a major overhaul of its financial and economic basis with far-
reaching implications for the Athenians' conception of their rule'. She says that the change
suggests the culmination of a shift in the Athenians' conception of their arche from a
political system to more of an economic system. Lisa Kallet then looks at the practicalities
of the change. They include that the tax would have affected for the first time non-citizens
in the communities, the xenoi or metics mainly engaged in trade (that may be so but Athens
would surely not have cared how the allies raised the tribute money as long as they did so);
that communities in the arche without major trading ports and inland communities without
a coastal emporion would have no financial liability; that tax collection would be handled
by private tax collectors, rather than by the state; and that the charge would have affected

those outside the arche trading in ports within the arche.

Because we do not know whether the change worked and because the reference in
Thucydides is our only source of information, it is difficult to come to any conclusions on

all this. I am inclined to accept Thucydides' explanation that the main purpose of the

3 Ancient Society and Institutions, Studies presented to Victor Ehrenberg on his 75" birthday 1966 pp 199-
200 and BSA4 62 1967 pp 13-14.
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change was to get more money for the war, and to believe that the change was a panic
measure adopted without consideration of the points made at the end of the previous
paragraph. But Lisa Kallet is quite right to draw attention to the detailed implications of the
change, which have not hitherto been fully considered. Taken at its face value, it was a very
radical change for the reasons she gives. Meiggs is also right to suggest that the change
would not have produced more money because of the difficulties of collection. If one takes
the view that this was a panic measure (and Lisa Kallet does not take that view), it would
certainly have been very difficult to set up a tax collection system to accommodate so
radical a change on the spur of the moment in the middle of a war. From my tax-collecting
experience, a change of this kind - involving so many ports in the Empire - would have
needed much more preparation. The thought of recruiting vast numbers of tax-farmers to
go to foreign ports and collect more than 900T would have been a daunting prospect.’® And
if the eikoste was replaced by the tribute after three or four years, it would not have been

surprising.

However, a change of this kind would not have been so difficult in practical terms if there
were already a system of import/export tax in those ports, and this brings us back to the
question of whether the 2% tax referred to by Andocides in 402* was operational long
before. Or whether the 1% tax already operated in all the ports of the arche. Or, for that
matter, whether, as some have argued, the tribute had always been financed by local taxes

in the communities. Lisa Kallet believes (I think) that the change could have continued side

37 Money and the Corrosion of Power in Thucydides pp 136-140, 195-205.

38 | am assuming that the reference in Aristotle Ath Pol 24 3 to 700 overseas officials is suspect - see Meiggs
The Athenian Empire p 215 and Rhodes Comm Ath Pol p 305.

3 1 Mysteries 133-4.
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by side with the tribute, if it was reimposed. I, for my part, believe that the eikoste of 413
may have modified an existing maritime tax or led to a later one. It may, for example, have
increased a 1% tax to a 5% tax or it may have carried on after 413 at the same time as the

tribute and been reduced to 2% by 402.

A ten per cent transit tax (dekate)

The third reference to a maritime tax is to a ten per cent transit tax, a dekate, in respect of

goods passing through the Bosporus, dating from 410.

Xenophon in Hellenica 1 1 22 records that the Athenians under Alcibiades in 410, after
visiting Cyzicus, Perinthus and Selymbria on the Propontis, proceeded to Chrysopolis near
Byzantium and fortified it, establishing a tax office (dekateuterion). There they levied a
dekate (10% tax) from ships sailing out of the Black Sea, leaving behind thirty ships as a
garrison with two generals, Theramenes and Eumachos, to oversee the region and the ships
that were sailing out and to inflict whatever other harm they could on the enemy. Polybius
4 44 3 also records the occupation of Chrysopolis by the Athenians on the advice of
Alcibiades 'when they first attempted to levy a toll on vessels bound for the Pontus'
Polybius said that Byzantium possesses the most commodious situation on the sea of any
commercial city. Against its will no vessel, on account of the uncommonly rapid currents

in the straits, could either enter or sail out of the Pontus'.
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There is a reference to a dekate in the first of the Financial Decrees moved by Callias
usually dated 434-433. The Decree begins by saying that now that the 3000 talents voted
by the Assembly have been brought up to Athena on the Acropolis, the state is to repay its
debts to the other gods, as already voted, from the money held by and due to the
hellenotamiai including 'money from the 10% tax when it has been farmed out'.*’ The full
text is in the Epigraphical Dossier at the end of this thesis. Meiggs/Lewis agonised over
this reference, both because Polybius said that Alcibiades was the first to impose the tax in
410 with implications for the dating of the Decree and because they thought that a 10% tax
compared with the normal 2% import/export tax was extraordinarily high and barely
explicable in peace-time.*! Pritchett suggested that it might have been the tenth part, given
to Athena, of the sale of booty brought to Athens (possibly in connection with Cleon's

campaign in the Pangaean region in 422-421).4

The reference to a dekate in the Decree without explanation could suggest that it had been
levied on occasions earlier than the date of the inscription (compare the similar arguments
for dating the eisphora) and that it was probably a tax levied at the Hellespont on goods,
especially food, coming from the Black Sea.* Hornblower coupled the Decree with an
inscription on relations with Methone, which lays down that Methone may import annually
a limited quantity of com from Byzantium, but must give notice to the

‘hellespontophylakes’ which is the only record of Athenian officers' controlling the

ML 58 7.

‘I ML 58 p 161.

2 The Greek State at War Part 1 p 98.

> Hornblower The Athenian Empire 3™ edition pp 133-134.
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shipping.* He concluded that the dekate could well go back into the Pentecontaetia and be
part of Athens' attempt to make a 'closed sea' out of the Aegean, by ensuring that she
controlled incoming supplies of food. Robin Osborne, following Hornblower, said that the
10% tax referred to here (Xenophon Hellenica 1 1 22) might be identical with that
mentioned in the Callias Decrees of the late 430s.*> Rubel has argued more specifically that
the wording of the inscription (he highlighted particularly the word ('x(;ﬁmog in line 40)
suggests that the hellespontophylakes were magistrates of the Delian League who were,
apart from the surveillance of the strait, also responsible for the collection of a toll for the
passage through the strait. These tolls would then have been imposed on trading ships

before the Peloponnesian War in the context of the fiscal policy of the Athenian Empire. *®

The choice of start date for the dekate is, then, is between 434-433 and earlier (aside from
Mattingly's later date). There is no certain view either way. The former looks the safer
view, but the general thrust of this thesis is to look for continuity in ancient Athenian
taxation. I would, therefore, like to think that the view of Hornblower/Osborne/Rubel is the

right one.

There is further evidence of a dekate in Demosthenes 20 60 (a reference to Thrasybulus re-
establishing the dekate at Chrysopolis - see below); 22 77 (an uncertain reference to the
Athenians tithing - dekateuontes - themselves); 24 120 (a reference to people robbing the
temple of the ten per cent due to Athena : a range of possibilities here - ten per cent from

sales of confiscated property and ten per cent from sales of booty, and the two per cent due

“ML 65.
%5 The Athenian Empire 4" edition p 82 n 180.
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to the other gods - the pentekoste import/export tax?); and /G ii* 1609 Col ii 97 (an
uncertain reference in the Accounts of the Naval Commissioners to which I referred in

Chapter One in the context of other aspects of the eisphora).”’

The dekate is an interesting tax with a colourful setting. Boeckh described it as a ‘'mere
extortion'. Taxes were, of course, a lot lower in his day but, even so, it was a bit on the high
side by Athenian standards. However, it was not necessarily high by standards in the
ancient world generally — compare, for example, the 25% tax on incoming goods at Leuke
Kome.*® By modern standards it is, if anything, a bit on the low side. In this context it is
interesting to note in passing that Article 28 of the modern Turkish VAT Act (which is
what applies to the modern Hellespont) set the VAT tax rate (which includes tax on
imports) at 10% for each transaction. The Act, however, authorises the Council of
Ministers to decrease the rate to 1%. What is a little surprising is that the Persians do not
seem to have levied any taxes on passage through the Hellespont, although they levied

tribute from cities on either side if it.

The two per cent tax on imports/exports (pentekoste)

We now reach the fourth and main ancient Athenian maritime import/export tax
(pentekoste). 1t is generally accepted that the pentekoste — a fiftieth or 2% - produced by
the time of Lycurgus the greatest yield of all Athenian taxes. The tax was payable on all

goods, both imports and exports, whatever their place of origin. More specifically, it was

6 Klio 83 2001 pp 39-51.
“7 See pp 36-37.
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payable both when goods were unloaded (Demosthenes 35 29-30) and when ships took in

cargo (Demosthenes 34 7).

How the tax was collected

Andocides 1 Mysteries 133-4 relates that in 402-401 the tax was auctioned for 30T and the
collectors (the chief one of whom was Agyrrhius, who later proposed the Grain-Tax Law
below) made a 3T profit; in 401-400 it was auctioned for 36T and the collectors made a
small profit. There are references to pentekostologoi (collectors of the one-fiftieth or 2%) in
Demosthenes 21 133 and 34 7. It has been suggested that, since the right to collect the tax
described by Andocides was bought at auction for as little as 30T — 36T, it may have been
a rather narrower tax and that the full yield of the pentekoste was larger.*” Demosthenes 59
27 gives an interesting gloss on the complications of farming the 2% tax : 'for when on the
advice of Callistratus you undertook to aid the Lacedaemonians' (in 369, when
Epaminondas invaded Laconia) 'he at that time opposed in the assembly the vote to do so,
because he had purchased the right to collect the 2% tax on grain during the peace, and was
obliged to deposit his collections in the bouleuterion during each prytany. For this he was
entitled to exemption under the laws and did not go out on that expedition;, but he was
indicted by this man, Stephanus, for avoidance of military duty and being slanderously
maligned in the latter's speech before the court, was convicted and deprived of his civil

rights'.

“*® Young 'The Customs-Officer at the Nabataean Port of Leuke Kome' ZPE 119 1997 pp 266-268.
* See p 336 et seq.
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Some epigraphical references to the tax

There are a number of epigraphical references to the tax. First, in /G i’ 133 25 on a stele
which seems to have been set up in the shrine sacred to the Dioscuri called the Anakeion.™
Second, in G ii* 1635 38 in the accounts of the Athenian Commissioners of the Delian
Temple funds (377-373), the so-called '‘Sandwich' marble, possibly erected in the sanctuary
of Apollo Pythios at Athens, the pentekoste was levied on exported cattle, even belonging
to the Athenian theoria.”’ Finally, a reference to the pentekoste appears in a decree
concerning the cities of Ceos of possibly 363-362.7 Line 16 refers to trials in disputes over
the pentekoste, which Dreher, rejecting Wilhelm's restoration of lines 16-19 in IG ii* 404,
interprets not as an Athenian harbour tax on imports and exports in Peiraeus but as a tax on
exports from the harbours of Ceos.”® Brun has recently supported this interpretation,**
praying in aid an inscription to which I refer later in this thesis which makes arrangements
for the export of Cean ruddle to Athens free of taxes.’® This latter inscription is very
fragmentary but could be invoked in support of an argument that the former inscription

refers to a tax on exports from Ceos, and I take this view.

%0 Compare Wycherley The Athenian Agora Vol 111 pp 61-65. Stroud in his publication of the Grain-Tax Law
has (probably successfully) identified the Anakeion.

*! Tod 125 = R&O 28,

2 IG ii* 404, SEG 39 73.

33 Symposion 1985 pp263-281.

34 ZPE 147 2004, pp 72-78.
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Revivals of the eikoste and dekate leading to Confederacy

I very briefly sketched in Chapter One something of the history of Athens after her defeat
in the Peloponnesian War in order to seek a possible explanation for the pentakosioste and
the tessarakoste.”® The events I described led to the reimposition of the eikoste and dekate

about 390.

Thrasybulus made a number of alliances in the northern Aegean about 390, and decrees of
two of these record the imposition of the eikoste. The first is IG ii* 24 (Harding 25) which
records Athens’ resumption of her alliance with Thasos some time between 389 and 386
and the imposition of the eikoste. The decree honours leaders of an embassy from Thasos.
The embassy must be dated after Thrasybulus' expedition to Thrace and the Hellespont
about 390 (because there is a reference back to that in line 6) and before the Great King’s
Peace in 386. On the evidence of line 6, however, it is clear that formal ties were resumed
between Athens and Thasos at the time of Thrasybulus' expedition (compare Demosthenés

20 59).

The second decree is IG ii* 28 (Tod 114 = R&O 18) which records Athens honouring
Clazomenae in 387-386, enacting that Clazomenae shall pay the 5% tax imposed in the
time of Thrasybulus. The assembly is at once to determine by vote whether to install a
governor and garrison at Clazomenae or to allow the Clazomenian demos plenary power to

decide whether it is or is not prepared to receive them. To this decree is appended a record

> Tod 162 line 123 = R&O 40 line 33; see pp 210-211 of this thesis.
%6 See pp 46-47.
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of the result of the vote. This exempts the Clazomenians from any other taxation except the

5% and from the obligation to admit a governor, and declares them free as the Athenians.

Thrasybulus made alliances with other states, possibly including payment of eikoste, but
the terms of these alliances are almost entirely unknown. At about the same time Xenophon
Hellenica 4 8 27 records the re-establishment of Chrysopolis by Thrasybulus, farming out

the dekate on vessels sailing out of the Pontus.

In 387-386, under the terms of the King's Peace, Athens lost what Thrasybulus had won for
her, but was allowed to keep Lemnos, Imbros and Skyros, which were to feature in the
Grain-Tax Law of 374-373 discussed below. Meanwhile in 378-377 a second Athenian
League (I generally refer to it in this thesis as a Confederacy) was founded. Under this
arrangement about 70 member states paid 'contributions' (synfaxeis) to Athens.’’ The
subsequent history of the Confederacy, very briefly, was that after the defeat of the
Spartans by the Thebans at the battle of Leuctra in 371, Athens supported Sparta against
Thebes and began pursuing her own ambitions in the Aegean; the League was weakened by
the Social War of 356-355(?); it finally ended when Philip enrolled Athens in his new

League of Corinth in 338-337.

%7 Tod 123 = R&O 22. Some take the view that the promise of no phoros at the foundation of the League was
so emphatic that the introduction of syntaxeis must have taken place at least a few years later.
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The Grain-Tax Law of 374-373 and the dodekate

The most recently discovered evidence for the pentekoste is the Grain-Tax Law of 374-
373% and the Law on the Little Panathenaea of 335,% and I now turn to these. The Grain-
Tax Law also introduces a new tax - the dodekate (twelfth), and this is the fifth maritime

tax.

Surely the most exciting discovery of inscriptions relating to Athenian taxation is that of
the inscription of the Grain-Tax Law of 374-373 by John Camp in 1986 covering the Great
Drain in the Agora. The inscription was published by Ronald Stroud in 1998.%° I attach a
new digital photograph of it by John Camp's staff at the end of the Chapter, and the text is
in the Epigraphical Dossier at the end of this thesis. Stated in simple terms, the Law lays
down that in order that the Athenian people can have grain publicly available, there should
be a twelfth tax (dodekate) of grain on the islands of Lemnos, Imbros and Skyros (Athenian
possessions) and a 2% tax (pentekoste) also in grain. The Law, however, poses so many
questions that it is more an indication of what we do not know about Athenian taxes than

an answer to the questions that existed before the discovery of the Law.

The grain problem

The background to the Law is that the Athenians, in the years immediately prior to the

enactment of the Law, had seen how precarious their supply of imported grain was. The

% R&O 26.
¥ R&O 81.
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Spartans effectively blocked for a time the advance of a large number of grain transports
heading for the Piraeus, and the strain of financing their naval operations was beginning to
take its toll on the Athenians. Athens had recovered Lemnos, Imbros and Skyros in the
390s, and the terms of the King's Peace in 387-386 confirmed her right to them. They were
not only strategically located on the route of the grain ships sailing from the Hellespont to
the Piraeus (see the satellite photograph at the end of this Chapter), but also produced

significant quantities of wheat and barley of their own.

Demosthenes 20 31 said 'for you are aware that we consume more imported corn than any
other nation'. Peter Garnsey has argued that it is not an issue that Athens was a regular
importer of foreign grain, and that these imports had to be substantial if the Athenians were
to maintain the level of population and standard of living appropriate for a great power, but
that there is debate on the extent of Athens' dependency on foreign grain and the date of
this dependency.®’ Whitby has responded to Garnsey, returning the emphasis to the
importance of the trade in grain, partly by pointing to doubts about Garnsey's calculations
and partly by stressing the psychology of the market.> We can, however, say that the
wheat surplus of territories in which the Athenians had a stake would have been especially
welcome, in view of the uncertainties and small scale of wheat-production in Attica. And

that Lemnos, as Garnsey says, was an obvious target for a special tax in a crisis.

% Hesperia Supplement 29 1998.
8! Famine and Food Supply in the Graeco-Roman World p 105.
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Some details of the Law

The Law was proposed by Agyrrhius, whom we have already met as the eminence grise of
tax-farmers in 402 in Andocides' Mysteries.*> The Law provided that tax-farmers were to
bid to collect portions of 500 medimnoi of grain, 100 medimnoi in wheat and 400 medimnoi
in barley, or bid in groups (symmories) of 6 to collect portions of 3000 medimnoi. They
were to bring the grain back to Athens where it was to be sold to the Athenian people at a
price fixed by the Assembly, the proceeds going to the military fund (stratiotikon). Stroud

estimated the yield of the tax at some 18 1/2T a year.

Now, a few tax points. I have already mentioned the twelfth tax (dodekate) and the
pentekoste (lines 3-8). The tax-farmer was not to make any down-payment (prokatabole),
as he had to do in what we have hitherto understood to be the tax-farming regulations (lines
27-29). But he was to pay the sales tax and auctioneer's fees (ETTcovia kai knpukeia) of 20
drachmas a portion. Eponia kai kerukeia is the formula hitherto used only in sales of
confiscated property which we saw in Chapter One, where I suggested that the use of the
formula in the Grain-Tax Law might indicate a more general sales tax than we have
hitherto contemplated, with the wider implications for the Athenian budget.®* The tax-
farmer also had to nominate guarantors. Towards the end of the Law (lines 55-59) we see
the apodektai allocating (merismos) the down-payment from the islands and as much of the
pentekoste as was brought in 'last year' from the two-tenths. How does this reconcile with

no down-payment from the tax-farmers mentioned earlier and the earlier reference to the

%2 In Trade, Traders and the Ancient City edd Parkins and Smith pp 102-128.
% See pp 97-98.
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pentekoste in terms of grain? And - most puzzling of all - there is no mention in the Law of
payments to the tax-farmers. They presumably would not have collected this tax if they

were not remunerated in some way. So where did they make their profit?

These tax points, then, raise a number of questions - who paid the taxes, the nature of the
twelfth tax (dodekate) and the pentekoste (and why there were two taxes), the apparent
levying of taxes in kind, rather than in cash, and how the tax-farmers made a profit. The
Law promulgates a whole new set of regulations governing the collection of the dodekate
and the disposition of its proceeds. But it is not clear whether they established the tax for
the first time or were making legislative changes in the collection of a tax already in
existence. Stroud was not clear on the nature of the dodekate or the pentekoste or the
relationship between the two. Nor was he clear about whether the taxes were taxes in kind.
Historians have commented variously about these issues.®’ I give my views on them below,
although I do not believe that we can be certain about any of them. There are no precedents
for the dodekate; it looks odd having two taxes - the dodekate and the pentekoste; and there
are no precedents for a tax in kind in Athens (apart from possibly the Pisistratid

eikoste/dekate).

The Law looks like the primary tax legislation that modern states enact, but we lack the
secondary tax legislation or regulations that modern states enact. Also, the Law breaks off
suddenly and leaves no instructions for publication, as it normally would have done. This

may indicate, as Stroud suggests, that the Law was part of a series of provisions published,

% See pp 43-44.
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set up at the same time and now lost, which might have answered all these questions. I
believe, however, that the Law gives us some clear hints on the answers to the questions,
which would surely have been in one or both of the pieces of secondary

legislation/regulations I have postulated.

Athenian cleruchies on the islands

A clue to these problems could be the existence of Athenian cleruchies on the islands.
There are several literary and epigraphical references to Athenian cleruchies in Lemnos,
Imbros and Skyros in the fourth century.® The main point of contention is whether there
was continuous settlement of cleruchs in the islands between the end of the Peloponnesian
War and the King's Peace - did they return to Athens until Athens recovered the islands or
did they stay there as an independent community and then accept the revival of the
Athenian connection? This is not a pressing issue for this thesis, but it seems to me that
there is no clear evidence either way. The main settlements in Lemnos were Myrina and
Hephaestia (which both paid tribute to Athens separately in the fifth century). It is
generally agreed that cleruchs retained the Athenian citizenship (for example, Demosthenes
4 34 refers to Athenian 'citizens' on Lemnos and Imbros) and fourth century inscriptions

often refer to 'Athenians' or 'the demos of the Athenians'.

Robert Parker has referred to the distinctive form of the cleruchy, 'a community with

limited local autonomy that remained, none the less, part of the Athenian state, of which its

SRhodes BMCR 99 3 13 pp 1-4; Harris ZPE 128 1999 pp 269-272; Osborne Classical Review NS 50 2000 pp
172-174; and R&O 26.
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residents continued to be citizens ... Lemnos underwent various vicissitudes, but whatever
their political status the colonists always regarded themselves as culturally Athenian'.*’
Parker is, of course, referring to the religious aspects of cleruchies, but the state and secular

aspects of cleruchies were likely to be inter-connected.

The dodekate

The Law begins with the statement Law concerning the one-twelfth of the grain of the
islands'. This sentence finishes in the middle of line 4 and there are no further words on that
line.%® So the Law is primarily about the dodekate, rather the dodekate and the pentekoste.
What is the dodekate? The tax rate looks high but not as high as the dekate at Chrysopolis
referred to above or indeed the grain tax on Delos (8ex&Tn ToU oiTou) in 279 and 250.% It
has been suggested that it was a produce tax, although no such tax is recorded elsewhere in
Athens. This answer looks an easy way out but a hazardous one, as Lewis found in calling
the pentekoste in the Law on the Little Panathenaea a produce tax (see below).” I would be
happier regarding the dodekate as a kind of levy or rent on the cleruchs that Athens had
settled on the three islands (and there are precedents for an 8% rent - see Stroud page 32).

Isager and Skydsgaard have suggested that the tax on the cleruchs could have been a

% See Cargill Athenian Settlements of the Fourth Century BC.

671 Athenian Religion Abroad' in Lewis Ritual, Finance, Politics pp 340-341 and 343.

% | am grateful to Professor Camp and Dr Jordan for the opportunity of studying the inscription (and the Law
on the Little Panathenaea and the Law on the Amphiaraia) at the Agora Museum in Athens in February 2002
and February 2003.

% Regionalism and Change in the Economy of Independent Delos p 254.

" Seep 117. .
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counterweight to the privilege of not being liable to the trierarchy (Demosthenes 14 16)”"

but this may be reading too much into the context.

But could the islanders have already been under an obligation to give this amount of grain
under a previous decree, like the decree in /G ii’ 30 as supplemented and re-edited by
Stroud?’* A photograph of the inscription is at the end of this Chapter and the text of the
inscription is in the Epigraphical Dossier at the end of the thesis. Athens regained Lemnos,
Imbros and Skyros by 392-391 and the King's Peace in 387-386 confirmed its possession of
them as an exception to the autonomy rule. The Athenian boule and Assembly then passed
and had inscribed on a stele on the Acropolis a lengthy and detailed decree regulating land
tenure, residency, and probably other requirements for the inhabitants and klerouchoi on
Lemnos. Similar regulations may have been published for Skyros and Imbros at the same
time. Stroud says that line 10 of that decree (which relates only to Lemnos) seems to
mention a tax (restoring the words kaTa Tc S[UodekaTew] by reference to a much later
decree concerning Lemnos)’> and Salomon suggests that that the grain tax may have been

introduced in Lemnos shortly after 387-386.7*

The Decree (/G ii* 30) is very fragmentary but one can pick out a number of words, in
addition to those Stroud picked out, that might suggest that it is relevant to the taxes in the

Grain-Tax Law. Line 6 has apographe - a register of the pentekostologoi (collectors of the

"' Ancient Greek Agriculture pp 140-141.

72 Hesperia 40 1971 pp 162-173 and reprinted by Walbank in Agora XIX L3 and by Woodhead in Agora XVI
no 41.

73 Hesperia Supplement 29, p 84 n 197 - IG ii? 1951 fr ¢ line 1, although to be consistent with my agreement
with Harris on down-payments (see below on pentekoste), this could be referring to the two-tenths in cash of
the pentekoste.
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pentekoste) in Demosthenes 34 7. In line 8 we read ékTeiocoow émi Tfis évans (compare
Andocides 1 Mysteries 73 - 'all these had to make their payment in the ninth prytany',
including those who bought tax collection rights but did not pay the money due). In lines
19 and 31 there are references to piofwots (a rent). (Harris objected to Stroud's suggestion
that the dodekate in the Grain-Tax Law could be a rent, saying that the word misthosis vel
sim does not appear in the Grain-Tax Law.) In line 23 there is a reference to &upioPntdov
Tfis yfis (disputes over land). Finally, in line 34 there is a reference to those in Salamis and
with this one can compare IG i 1 which also has references to o864 and possibly refers
to Athenian cleruchs paying rent (compare ML 14 and Matthaiou Horos 8-9 1990-1991 pp

9-14).

My view is that the absence of any other produce tax in Athens, the fact that an 8% rent has
precedents and the above references in this Decree dating from 387-386 all point in the
direction of the dodekate being a rent paid by Athenian cleruchs on Lemnos, Imbros and

Skyros.

The pentekoste

After the dodekate the Grain-Tax Law refers to the tax of one-fiftieth in grain (pentekoste).
This could have been an export duty payable on the grain leaving the islands. However, it
seems to me most likely to be the ordinary pentekoste payable as an import tax in Athens

but this time (unusually) in grain. As I have said above, it looks odd to have two taxes but

7 Le cleruchie di Atene : Carratteri e funzione p 183.
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the Athenians had both the eponion and the hekatoste as separate taxes when the whole
proceeds of the relevant transactions were going to the state (or in that case, as I have
argued, to the state and Athena). Line 27 says that the tax-farmer was not to make a down-
payment and this is consistent with the tax being a tax in kind. Line 55 refers to 'the down-
payment from the islands' and line 57 refers again to the pentekoste but this time not in
grain. Here Harris is surely right in arguing that this is referring to the previous year when
the pentekoste was paid in cash, not in kind (the Law talks about 'in future' in line 59 for the

new regime).

Tax-farming

The Law refers to one twelfth of the grain, suggesting that the tax was a tax in kind, rather
than, as usual, in cash. The sentence also makes clear that we are talking about the grain of
the islands, not grain coming from the Black Sea via the islands (as Harris suggests).”” The
next sentence - lines 5-8 - refers to the dodekate at Lemnos, Imbros and Skyros, again
indicating that we are talking about grain from Lemnos, Imbros and Skyros, not the Black
Sea. Stroud was puzzled at what the tax-farmers were to get out of the whole operation. I
look at tax-farming generally in Chapter Four’® but the tax-farming regulations (the nomoi

telonikoi referred to by Demosthenes 24, 96-98, 101 and 122) or the stelai accompanying

7> Harris has argued that the dodekate was a transit tax (like the dekate in the Hellespont), and that the Grain-
Tax Law encouraged merchants to sell their (Black Sea) grain in the islands for the local market by charging
a lower rate for imports (the 2% pentekoste) and discouraging them from re-exporting their cargoes to other
ports by charging a higher rate (the dodekate) for trans-shipment. But Stroud's figures based on the Eleusinian
aparchai inscription of 329-328 showed that these islands produced a substantial amount of grain, Further,
the purpose of the Law was to provide Athens with cheap grain, and as Rhodes and Osborne have pointed out
a transit tax at any point west of the Hellespont would be likely to be counter-productive, encouraging
merchants to seck markets in Asia Minor or take longer routes across the Aegean, possibly never reaching
southern Greece at all.
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the Grain-Tax Law might have given us the answer to this question. We assume that
normally a tax-farmer (and Agyrrhius of all people would have known) would work out the
likely yield of a tax, bid a little less than this and his profit would be the difference. Here
the Law makes no reference to what the tax-farmer would get out of the transaction except
that line 27 says that he has to pay sales tax and auctioneer's fees at the rate of 20 drachmas

per portion.

So what hints can we get from the Law itself? The first sentence (line 3) makes clear to the
grain farmers on Lemnos, Imbros and Skyros that they have to give a twelfth of their grain
to Athens and they presumably had no appeal against this. The Law then goes on to say
that tax-farmers may buy a contract to collect this tax (line 6) by reference to portions of
500 medimnoi (line 8). This suggests to me that the tax-farmer will demand a twelfth from
each grain farmer to which he is assigned, he will then produce his portion or portions of
500 medimnoi in Athens and his profit will come from selling on the open market what he
brings back to Athens in excess of his portion or portions of S00 medimnoi less what he
paid for the contract, the fees he had to pay and his other expenses. (Presumably the tax-
farmer would bid for the contract, just as he would do in the situation where the tax was in
cash, not in kind, as described in the previous paragraph). The tax-farmer may also have
been in a position to buy from the grain farmers other grain at favourable prices and sell
that at a profit on the open market. And, as Stroud says, the tax-farmer may have had other

incidental profits, like fees from passengers on the boats which carried the grain.

76 See pp 146-150.
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One possibility is that the tax-farmers used measures on the islands different from those
used in Athens, that the measures used on the islands produced more grain than those used
in Athens and that this is how the tax-farmers made a profit. Ste. Croix argued in a recently
published essay that both Greeks and Romans used different measures in this way.77 His
essay was on Aristotle Eth Nic 1134b35-1135a3 (‘wine and corn measures are not
everywhere equal, but are larger where they buy, and smaller where they sell') and he
looked at evidence which included a modius-measure of the reign of Domitian found in
1915 now in Chesters Museum which bore an official inscription on its capacity which was
almost 10% above the proper capacity of the modius, and also at a number of Athenian
measures found by the American School of Classical Studies in Athens which showed
irregularities. Richard Duncan-Jones looked at an alternative explanation for the Chesters
evidence but has said, in relation to the price of wheat in Roman Egypt under the
Principate, that the state seems to have habitually used an artaba measure for tax purposes
which was larger than the commonest one in domestic use.”® A conclusion from all this is
that in a world where precise measures were difficult to achieve, people took care to err on
the safe side and that this is the way the tax farmers on Lemnos, Imbros and Scyros made

their profit.

A 're-interpretation’ of the Grain-Tax Law

I have set out my views on the Grain-Tax Law and referred to the views of others. I am

perhaps more sceptical than others of some of the main explanations of the Law and I

77 Athenian Democratic Origins pp 334-336
"8 Chiron 6 1976 pp 257-260
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would perhaps put more emphasis than others on the possible relationship of the Law to
what I think may be its predecessor - JG ii? 30. In particular, as I have made clear, I think
that the dodekate could have been rent paid by Athenian cleruchs on the islands. That said,
there is, I think, a general agreement on where we are on the Law at present and on the fact
that we need further evidence before we can approach any degree of certainty. Alfonso
Moreno has, however, recently published an article 're-interpreting' the Law in a very

radical and confident way,79 and I now comment on this reinterpretation.

Moreno begins his article by setting out a number of propositions which he says are
'generally agreed'. These include that the dodekate was a previously existing tax in cash,
that the pentekoste was a tax which originated on Lemnos, Imbros and Skyros, that these
islands lacked native populations and that the Athenian cleruchs on these islands were
directly responsible from 374-373 for supplying a considerable quantity of public grain to
Athens. There is no such general agreement on the first two propositions, there is
considerable debate on the make-up of the populations of the islands in the light of their
recent history, not least the King's Peace in the previous decade, and while the islands
doubtless did supply Athens with grain in the fourth century, as in the fifth century, there is
no evidence that this Law was the setting for this (the Law may never have taken effect or
it may have been repealed shortly after - compare Demosthenes 59 27 where a 2%
pentekoste on grain was collected in cash). The Law is certainly not referred to again in the

existing sources.

7 ZPE 145 2003 pp 97-106.
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The main argument of Moreno is that Stroud, in saying that the dodekate was 'our first and
only evidence for an Athenian tax at the rate of 8 1/3%', crucially overlooks the fact that
the yearly income defining the taxable capital of the first Solonian class, the
pentakosiomedimnoi, was also a dodekate. The Solonian value of five hundred medimnoi
was one-twelfth of one talent (6000 drachmas) and one talent according to Pollux 8 129-
131 was how much a member of the first Solonian class 'expended on the state'. It is true
that pentakosiomedimnoi appears in line 12 of IG ii* 30. Nevertheless Moreno's approach is
similar to Thomsen's approach to the eisphora we will see in Chapter Eight,*® including -
but not only - the fact that he uses the same sentence from Pollux writing seven centuries
later as one of his main arguments. And the same counter-arguments by Ste. Croix and
others are valid in this case. That is, that there is no evidence of Athenian direct income
taxation before the tyranny or of any connection between the four Solonian classes and
fifth and fourth century Athenian taxation. Rhodes made the additional point in Comm Ath
Pol that Pollux's figures, expressed in terms of the talent and the mina, can hardly be

authentic for the Solonian period.®'

The arguments on the sale and collection of the tax are no more convincing. Moreno says
that 'it is safe to assume that the Athenian state would have a record of how many
pentakosiomedimnoi held land in its cleruchies. It would thus be known in advance (even in
anticipation of the harvest) exactly how much grain was to be collected'. I think that to
claim the former assumes a degree of sophistication of Athenian record-keeping which is

not justified. To claim the latter assumes a touching faith that all harvests will be good

%0 See pp 246-248.
81 Comm Ath Pol p 140.
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harvests and produce the same amount of grain, which we know from works of, for
example, Garnsey is also not justified. Moreno believes that the tax collection was done by
a single man, and that each pentakosiomedimnos would pay the equivalent of 500 drachmas
a year (paying 500 medimnoi in kind). He argues this by reference to Plutarch Solon 23
which says that one medimnos (and a sheep) is equal to one drachma. However the tax is
computed, 500 drachmas a year is an unprecedented amount of annual tax for an Athenian
to pay. It is the sort of figure that one would expect to hear about in the speeches of the
orators. (Moreno also takes the view that the symmories were not tax collectors but

taxpayers together with the pentakosiomedimnoi.)

Moreno concludes by saying that the dodekate was in effect an eisphora. He quotes IG i°
41 38 (dating from either the 440s (Lewis) or the 420s (Mattingly)) where there is a
reference to Athenian cleruchs at Hestiaea paying an eisphora) but as I said in Chapter One
this eisphora is linked with chrematon and does not look like the eisphora we know of
(quite aside from the arguments on its date).** Moreno also quotes the annual eisphora of
10 talents a year dating from 347-346 (IG i’ 244 19 and 505 15) but as I also say in
Chapter One this does not look like the eisphora we know of either.*> Moreno is right to
say that the Grain-Tax Law is enigmatic. I think that he is also right to suggest that the
dodekate may be some kind of rent paid by cleruchs on the islands and that there may be
some link to /G ii* 30. But I believe that the greater part of his reinterpretation is most

unlikely.

52 See p 34.
8 See p 32.
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The significance of the Law

The Grain-Tax Law is a hugely exciting discovery for all the reasons I have given. The
main problem with the Law is the questions it leaves unanswered. But these unanswered
questions are, in my view, the main significance of the Law. They make clear, by the Law's
silence on a whole range of issues, that there must have been a corpus of other tax
provisions, which if we knew them would probably not only answer the questions I have
discussed, but also give insights into other aspects of Athenian taxes and their
administration. In short, the Law shows, in a way that no other ancient Athenian tax
provision does, that there must have been a not inconsiderable body of Athenian tax law
that we know nothing about - reinforcing the main argument of this thesis that Athenian

taxes could have been a substantial part of the Athenian economy.

The Law on the Little Panathenaez of ¢ 335

The Law on the Little Panathenaea discovered in 1938 and published by Lewis in 1959%
has been identified as the top of an inscription which included the Decree on the Little
Panathenaea (/G ii* 334) discovered in 1846.% The Law lays down that land called the Nea
should be rented out and that the (contract for collecting the) pentekoste on the land of the
Nea should be sold in order to finance the Festival of the Little Panathenaea.®® The date of

the Law would fall, on Tracy's criteria (the letter-cutter of IG ii* 334) between ¢ 345 and ¢

% Hesperia 28 1959 pp 239-247.
8 R&O 81.
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% Hesperia 28 1959 pp 239-247.
8 R&O 81.
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320 and the archons' names in the mid-330s would fit the space in line 2. Rhodes and
Osborne have dated the Law to about 335, which would fit well with Athens' acquisition of
Oropus.*” The Law was ﬁroposed by Aristonicus of Marathon, a well-known politician of
the period and supporter of the Lycurgan programme. I attach a new digital photograph of
the Law by John Camp's staff at the end of this Chapter. The text of the Law is in the

Epigraphical Dossier at the end of this thesis.

The interest of the Law for the purpose of his thesis is the identification of the Nea, because
on this depends the identification of the pentekoste. Lewis thought that it was land that had
been fallow (neios) and that the pentekoste was therefore a produce tax. Robert suggested
that it was the new land that Athens had acquired through Philip of Macedon at Oropus (as
part of Philip's post-Chaeronea settlement).®® More specifically, that it was the coastal area:
Hypereides Defence of Euxenippos 16 said that the territory of Oropus was divided
between the Athenian tribes, and Robert believed the coastal area was retained_ by the state,
which is a not insubstantial area as I saw on a visit to Oropus in February 2003 (see my
photograph at the end of this Chapter). This would enable the pentekoste to be levied at the
port of Oropus. Others have suggested alternative sites. Langdon believes that Nea was an
island near Lemnos, which has since disappeared,® and Ove Hansen has argued that it was

Halonnesus, also near Lemnos.”® Historians have generally preferred Robert's suggestion

% 1t is now generally thought that the Little Panathenaea took place every year, even in Great Panathenaea
years. It would not be very plausible in this case anyway that the revenue from the Nea (see below) was to be
drawn only three years in four. See Lambert 'State Laws and Decrees IT' p 146,
¥ R&O 81.

% Hellenica 11-12 1960 pp 189-203. Rhodes and Osborne follow Knoepfler in making Oropus independent in
338-335 and returned to Athens in 335. So, if Nea is in Oropus, 335-334 is the best date for the Law.

8 Hesperia 56 1987 pp 47-58.

* Eranos 87 1989 pp 70-72.
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(rejecting the islands suggested by Langdon and Hansen as being too insignificant) but

have continued to look for confirmation of Oropus as the site of Nea or other alternatives.

I might mention in passing two other points relevant to this thesis. First, the poletai 'sell
the pentekoste' (subject to the Council) (line 12), that is they sell the confract for collecting
the pentekoste, wording which features in the Grain-Tax Law discussed above. Second, the
reference to the apodektai allocating (merismos) the proceeds to the hieropoioi (see Part

Two).”!

The subsequent Decree describes how the income from the Nea was to be used. The text
between the Law and the Decree has been lost but what survives of the Decree is
formulated as an amendment to a probouleuma of the Council. The Decree presupposes
information as to the specific amount of money apportioned which cannot have been in the

Law.

The identification of Nea

As I have said, the identification of Nea is important for the identification of the pentekoste.
One approach is that the Law is, with IG ii* 334, part of the series of measures taken by

Lycurgus to regulate the religious festivals and put them on a sound financial footing. The

general proposals of Lycurgus deal with religious reforms, that is /G ii* 333 and associated

! See p 152.



119

inscriptions in Schwenk 21.%% Tracy takes the view that IG ii* 333 and JG ii* 334 are by the
same hand.”® As Tracy says, in addition to the Law on the Little Panathenaea, there were
regulations dating roughly around 330 for the Dipoleia (1 6421 - SEG 25 82) and two other
festivals that included athletic competitions (I 7063, possibly relating to the Amphiaraon

and EM 12896 - SEG 16 55 possibly relating to the Eleusinion).

Michael Walbank has published 1 7063 (Hesperia Supplement 19 1982 pp 173-182) which
Tracy believes is by the hand of the cutter of IG ii* 244, although Walbank thinks that it
could be by the hand of the cutter of /G ii* 334. I examined the inscription in the Agora
Museum in Athens in some detail in February 2003 and attach a new digital colour
photograph of it by John Camp's staff at the end of this Chapter. The text is in the
Epigraphical Dossier at the end of this thesis. Photographs of the stone give the impression
that much of the stone is easy to read, but this impression is false. The surface has been
much damaged and it appears that the mason has corrected errors without erasing the
original text. The interesting thing about the inscription in the context of the Law on the
Little Panathenaea is that line 34 has some letters which could be referring to Nea. Michael

Walbank's published reading is

INNEAN[JNEENEIW[

I found this line particularly difficult to read, although I spent some hours looking at it in

various lights and taking various squeezes. Stephen Lambert has recently argued that

92 Athens in the Age of Alexander pp 81-94.
> Athenian Democracy in Transition, p 84.
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whereas Walbank printed ]NNEAN[ and Stroud suggested [Tnjv Néav (SEG 32 86) -
which I had not realised when I first wrote the above - he could be fairly confident only of
INL.IN*T accept that this stone cannot be taken by itself as respectable evidence of Nea,

but I would argue that it could be Nea.

If it was Nea and Michael Walbank is correct in thinking that these regulations relate to the
Amphiaraia, this could support Robert's view that Nea related to nearby Oropus. One
dissenting voice to identifying the festival as the Amphiaraia is that of Ove Hansen, who
took the view in Mnemosyne 38 1985 389-390 that the festival in question is the Bendidia,
on the basis of a stele in Copenhagen and reading Ev at the end of line 35, rather than 'EA
(Walbank's reading). I am not sure about the Copenhagen analogy but after study of the

stone itself I do not think that there are any grounds for reading Eu.

I cannot, then, respectably argue for Robert's suggestion on the basis of I 7063. The most 1
can say is that a connection is on the very edges of probability. But my more general
conclusion is that we should stick with Robert, in the absence of anything else, in
preference to the suggestions of Langdon or Hansen. Further, I would argue that it remains
worthwhile to take as one approach the possibility that the identification of Nea could be
related to Lycurgus' programme of regulating festivals and putting them on a sound

financial basis.

% 1Athenian State Laws and Decrees II' p 148.
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Two other final thoughts. First, we know that the polis was regarded as 'proprietor in chief
of all land in its territory and land might have hitherto remained unclaimed and unused.”
This suggests that Lycurgus might have made a concerted effort to claim some of this land
near the border with Boeotia both to get some revenue and to make the religious festivals
self-supporting. In this sense he might have called this land Nea, newly taken over or newly
consecrated, not necessarily newly taken over after Chaeronea. A second thought is that
Walbank's inscription refers not to the Festival of Amphiaraia but to the Panathenaea,
which Walbank included among what he called ‘the strongest candidates' in identifying his
festival before coming down in favour of the Amphiaraia, and that a reference to fen nean
in his inscription neatly ties up with the reference to Nea in the Law on the Little

Panathenaea.

An endowment?

Joshua Sosin has recently argued that lines 15-16 of the Law suggest an endowment, which
was not to be spent until the revenue from the pentekoste and the rent on the properties in
the Nea reached 2T.°® Sosin says that in this way the finances of the Festival of the Little
Panathenaea were put on such a strong footing that there would be no need of debates in
the future as to how the festival was to be financed. This is an interesting observation and it

could be right.

% See Burford Land and Labor in the Greek World pp 16-33.
% "Two Attic Endowments' ZPE 138 2002 pp 123-128.
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The importance of maritime taxation

We shall see in Part Three how widespread maritime taxation is likely to have been in the
ancient Greek world generally, not so much from the number of extant references in which
it arises but from the casualness of those references to maritime taxation that we see in
those cases (as if maritime taxes were fairly common). The early references to maritime
taxation, that is before the late fifth century references to Athenian maritime taxes, tempts
one to think that maritime taxes may have been prevalent in Athens before then. We have
seen in this Chapter how tribute and maritime taxes collided with each ot_her in Athens in
413. But, whenever maritime taxation started in Athens, I shall be seeking to show later in
this thesis what I believe was the central role that maritime taxes played in the Athenian
economy by the time of Lycurgus. For the moment, however, I would argue - again from
casualness - for the prevalence of maritime taxes in fourth century Athens, looking at what
the Grain-Tax Law does not tell us about maritime taxes but assumes that we know

already.
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TABLE OF ATHENIAN TAXES

TAX DATES MAIN FEATURES OTHER ASPECTS MAIN REFERENCES
EIKOSTE/DEKATE ¢ 546-527 5% or 10% tax on agricultural 1. Share in crops of poor Herodotus 1 64
produce. farmers Pisistratus had Thucydides 6 54
settled, continuing the Aristotle Ath Pol 16 4
policy of landlords of
hektemoroi (Sancisi-
Weerdenburg)
2. Tax financed loan-fund for
poor farmers (Millett):ch 8
3. Tax in return for protection
(Harris):ch 8
EISPHORA 428 Property tax levied sporadically | 1. Liability of non-residents Thucydides 3 19
by the Assembly on the well- (Figueira) Demosthenes 3 4; 14 19;42
off. Tax a percentage of total 2. Whether flat rate or 25;509
taxable capital of 5750T or progressive (Thomsen):ch 8 | Polybius 2 62 7
6000T fixed by the Assembly 3. Whether connected with Pollux 6 129
(these are fourth century figures diadikasia documents
: we have no earlier figures). (Davies)
From 378 taxpayers divided into | 4. Whether connected with
100 symmories and later tax accounts of Naval
collected by 300 advance Commissioners (Davies)
payers
EPONION 414 2% tax on sales of confiscated | Sliding scale (Pritchett) or full | IG i° 421-430
property, later reduced to 1% 1% (Hallof) Agora XIX P2
Possibly a tax on all sales Agora XIX P5
(Strond)
Who paid to? (Lambert)
PENTAKOSIOSTE 392 1/500 and 1/40 taxes Possibly proposed to meet Aristophanes Ecclesiazusae
TESSARAKOSTE money shortage, but when this 1006-7 and 823-825
' failed Thrasybulus went on
Asian expedition, reimposing

eikoste and dekate (Seager)




HEKATOSTE 343-325 1% tax on land sales in Athens | Not sales but leases (Rosivach, | Rationes Centesimarum
by corporate groups to Osborne)
individuals Paid to Athena, rather than polis
(Lambert)
SILVER TAXES 1. 5 drachmatax 2% Other dues on those mining Herodotus 7 144
(pentedrachmia) silver at Laurium Agora XIX P26 475
2. 1724 silver tax (eikoste Suda A 345.
tetarte)
PORNIKON Tax on prostitutes Aeschines 1 119
METOIKION Tax of 12 drachmas for men, 6 | Evidence for the metoikion Tod 34
{ drachmas for independent generally (Whitehead) Aristophanes of Byzantium fr
women who lived in Athens for | Metics liable to perform 38
more than a short period but liturgies and pay the eisphora Lysias 12 20
were not cCitizens of Athens Demosthenes 22 61
XENIKA A market tax on metics? Demosthenes 57 34
RELIGIOUS TAXES 1. Tax on ships anchoring at Evidence for sacred and secular | /Gi 8
Sunium in Athenian society and finance | /G i* 130
2. 1 drachma tax on every (Samons IT):ch 8 IGi$133
boat for Apollo Deliosat | Offering of First-fruits at IGi*138
Phaleron Eleusis IG{ 136
3. tax on Dioscuri (maritime Agora XIX P26 479-480, 487
gods)
4. taxto Apollo
5. 2 drachma tax for Bendis
6. 5 drachma tax for Theseus
7. 1 drachma tax for Asclepios
ENKTETIKON Tax on landed property in a Evidence for the enktetikon IGii 1214
deme generally (Whitehead) IG ii*1185-1188
Not clear whether levied on all
7 property (Whitehead)
HEKATOSTE 420-406 1% harbour tax The first known Athenian {Xenophon] Ath Pol 117
harbour tax Aristophanes Wasps 658

IG1182




EIKOSTE 413 5% tax on imports and exports Significance of change (Kallet) Thuczydides 728
instead of the Athenian tribute Whether tribute was ever IG ii® 24 (Thasos)
About 390 Revived by Thrasybulus revived (Meiggs/Mattingly) IG ii* 28 (Clazomenae)
DEKATE 410 10% tax on goods passing Whether this is the same tax Xenophon, Hellenica 1 1 22
through the Bosporus referred to in the first Financial | Polybius 4 44 3
About 390 Revived by Thrasybulus Decree of Callias dated 434-433 | Xenophon, Hellenica 4 8 27
(Homblower/Osborne)
PENTEKOSTE 402-401 2% on imports and exports The Law on the Little Andocides 1 Mysteries 133-134
Panathenaea : where was nea Demosthenes 14 27, 34 7; 35
and whether import/export tax 29-30
or produce tax Hesperia Supplement 29 1998
(Lewis/Robert/Langdon) Hesperia 28 1959
The Grain-Tax Law (Stroud)
DODEEATE 374-373 8 1/3% tax on farming the grain | What was the two-tenths? Hesperia Supplement 29 1998
from Lemnos, Imbros and (Harris)
Skyros What exactly was the dodekate?
(Stroud and R&0)
Whether paid in cash or kind
(Stroud)
Tax-farming (Stroud and R&O)
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APPENDIX

VOLUNTARINESS - LITURGIES AND EPIDOSIS

There was a strong element of voluntariness in Athenian life, that is, citizens
supporting the Athenian state other than by way of taxes. This Appendix gives some
brief background to the main manifestations of this voluntariness, which were

liturgies and epidosis.

Liturgies

There was an obligation on those who were rich enough to perform liturgies when
called upon to do so, but competition among the elite led many men to perform more
liturgies, and to spend more money on them, than the minimum that could be required
of them. The main liturgies were the trierarchy (which involved responsibility for a
ship in the navy for a year) and the choregia (which involved the production of a
chorus at music and dramatic festivals) — see the photograph at the end of this
Appendix of a choregic monument found in 1941. The full text of the monument is in
the Epigraphical Dossier at the end of this thesis. Other liturgies in connection with
festivals included the gymnasiarchy (responsibility for a team competing in an
athletic festival); hestiasis (feasting : the provision of a banquet); architheoria (the

leadership of a public delegation to a foreign festival) and eutaxia (see below).' At

! Some regard the proeisphora, which I discussed in Chapter One (see pp 31-32) as a liturgy. I am not
however, classifying it as such in this thesis, because it was an advance payment of the eisphora
which, in theory if not always in practice, the payer could recover from those liable to the eisphora.
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state level there were at least 97 liturgies in a normal year and at least 118 in a year of

the Great Panathenaea.’

Liturgies were a kind of tax substitute or, as Peter Jones has recently called them, a
kind of hypothecated tax:’® men spent their money directly instead of having it
collected from them and spent by others, and it was in the interests of the liturgists to
stack up socio-political credit by performing some duties. Modem states certainly
have voluntariness in, for example, promoting charities, the arts and sport, but there
is no obligation, although in certain circumstances tax relief is given for
contributions. There are, of course, periodical calls for hypothecated taxes, so that

people could choose which items of Government expenditure to support.*

The trierarchy

It has been argued that the trierarchy - the most important of the liturgies - was
instituted by Themistocles in 483-2 to succeed its precursor institution, the naukrariai
(many still believe that naukrariai were connected with ships, but alternative theories

have been canvassed in recent years). By the time of the fourth century the burden of

% J K Davies JHS 77 1967 pp 33-40.
3 Ancient and Modern p 107.

* Both Boeckh (book 3 chapter 1) and Andreades p 130 claimed that liturgies were common in the
ancient Greek world generally. Boeckh found ‘traces’ of liturgies in Byzantium, Siphnos, Keos, Aegina,
Mytilene and Thebes etc. I agree that ‘traces’ of liturgies is a good description of the examples he quotes,
and I would not go as far as Andreades in describing liturgies as a 'pan-Hellenic institution ... found
nearly everywhere'. Wilson in The Athenian Institution of the Khoregia pp 113-114 and pp 279-302
looks at choregiai outside Athens. He certainly produces some evidence of liturgical choregiai in
Siphnos (Isocrates 19 36). He argues for liturgical choregiai in other places, including Aegina, Keos and
Mytilene, but.the evidence is far less than Andreades' claim. However, given the sparseness of evidence
generally for states other than Athens, it could be that hturgles were fairly w1despread
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frequent trierarchies became such that pairs of trierarchs shared the responsibility for
a trireme in some cases (Demosthenes 21 154), while the actual command or element
of personal service could be deputed to a paid captain (Demosthenes 21 80; 51 7-8;
21 163). In earlier times a trierarchy well performed brought not only personal
satisfaction but also honour and the recognition of services performed in the interests
of the polis (Demosthenes 51 7: Lysias 25 12-13).> Reforms first of Periandros in
358-357 (Demosthenes 14 16-17; 21 155; 47 21) and then Demosthenes in 340-339
(Aeschines 3 222; Demosthenes 18 103-104) transformed the trierarchy into little
more than an institution for collecting finance for the fleet, and virtually left the
trierarch with the anonymity associated with the payment of tax. Trierarchs may still
have paid some of the costs direcfly, while the members of the symmories contributed
to other costs.® The last extant document referring to trierarchies is the naval record of
323-2, and the trierarchy system was abolished between 317-6 and 307-6 by

Demetrius of Phalerum.
The choregia

The choregia was central to the organisation and funding of the literary/musical
festivals in Athens and its demes. The actors were appointed and remunerated
separately by the polis, but the chorus involved the main part of the expense in these
productions. The date of the introduction of the choregia is uncertain, but its history

corresponds roughly with the period of Athenian democracy. For tragedy at the Great

> Sinclair Democracy and Participation in Athens p 62.
® Gabrielsen Financing the Athenian Fleet p 194 et seq.
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Dionysia it probably began about 501 (although some prefer a date under the
tyranny), and about 486 for comedy, which may have been produced by volunteers
before then (Aristotle Poetics 1449 b 1).” Throughout the 4™ century, social and
economic strains put pressure on the system. Doubts were raised about the value of
the enormous expenditure on choregiai in view of the competing needs of military
funding and in the absence of imperial wealth (Lycurg. Leoc. 139; Demosthenes 20
26; Isocrates 7 54). In 405 at least, choregiai at the Great Dionysia were shared
between two men (called synchoregoi : schol. Aristophanes Frogs 404), and about

310 Demetrius of Phalerum abolished the system of competitive choregiai as such.

Exemption from liturgies

Aristotle Ath Pol 56 3 lists three grounds of exemption from performing liturgies -
having performed that public service before; or having performed another service and
the period of exemption not having expired; or of not being of the right age (a man
serving as Chorus-leader for the boys must be over forty). Rhodes mentions that, in
addition, hereditary exemption was conferred on various distinguished Athenians
until Leptines proposed that except for the descendants of Harmodius and
Aristogeiton this exemption should be revoked and none should in future be
conferred.® Demosthenes, in the event, thought that it would be better to spread the

costs by using the symmory system (compare Demosthenes 20 127, 160). Further,

7 Peter Wilson OCD’ p 323. Peter Wilson's book The Athenian Institution of the Khoregia is the first
major study of the means by which the classical Athenians organised and funded their many festival
choruses. Andronike Makris wrote an Oxford D Phil thesis on liturgies in 1994. This has not been
published but I have benefitted from discussing it briefly with her.
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Rhodes argues that it was probable that men with less than a stated amount of
property were exempt (compare Demosthenes 20 19) and that it was possible that at

the time of the Ath Pol the ephebi were exempt from festival liturgies.

Antidosis

People could appeal against having to incur the cost of a liturgy (antidosis). A man
who was called upon to perform a liturgy and claimed that another richer man had
been passed over could challenge the other man either to perform the liturgy or to
exchange property with him; if the man challenged would do neither, the case went to
court as a diadikasia, and the man found to be richer was required to perform the
liturgy. Some have denied that in the 4™ century an actual exchange of property was a
serious possibility,” but it probably remained theoretically available, even if most
Athenians would have thought it too inconvenient to be worth resorting to.'® We do
not know of any exchanges that were definitely completed, although some were
definitely initiated. Lysias 3 20 gives an example of someone who failed in a private

suit on a challenge to exchange of property.

& Comm Ath Pol p 625
? For example, L Gernet Budé edition of Demosthenes' Plaidoyers civils i 1957 pp 72-75; and C
Mossé La Fin de la démocratie athénienne 1962 p 153 16.
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Who performed liturgies and was the liturgical class the same as the eisphora

class?
Who performed liturgies?

It is generally thought that the ‘upper class’ in 4™ century Athens was a group of
some 1000-1200 rich citizens with, at their core, a smaller group of the 300 very rich.
Under a law of 357 the richest 1200 of the citizens, about 4% of the whole, were
made liable to the trierarchy.’' Studies that have been made of individual fortunes
suggest that to be one of the very rich citizens who performed liturgies men would
have to have had property to the value of at least 3 or 4T."* To give an idea of
comparative wealth, Aristotle Ath Pol 49 4 says that invalids are entitled to a
maintenance grant if their property is valued at less than 300 drachmas, which means
that the 1200 liturgists would have 60-75 times the property of the invalids.”> Metics
were also liable to perform liturgies — certainly the choregia (compare Lysias 12 20)

and possibly more but there is some argument on how much more.'*
Was the liturgical class the same as the eisphora class?

We do not know for certain whether the group of liturgy-performers was identical

with the group of eisphora-payers. Demosthenes 20 28 takes for granted that there

1% Compare Rhodes Comm Ath Pol pp 624-625.

' Rhodes Athenian Boule pp 5-6. Gabrielsen would distinguish between liability for the trierarchy
and liability for membership of the symmorigs.

2 Davies Athenian Propertied Families pp xxiii-xxiv.
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were more citizens liable to the eisphora than to trierarchies, and historians have
ranged the numbers liable to the eisphora from 1200 via 2000 to 6000. But only a
couple of years after Demosthenes’ statement Isocrates 15 145 refers to 'the 1200 who
pay eisphora and perform liturgies'. I am attracted to the suggestion that Demosthenes
focused on eisphora-payers as against trierarchs only, to the exclusion of other
liturgists whereas Isocrates was talking about the eisphora plus all the liturgies
(comprising both the trierarchy and the festival liturgies). Since the trierarchy fell on
the wealthiest citizens, who were thereby exempted from festival liturgies
(Demosthenes 20 19), the number of trierarchs was smaller than the total number of
citizens performing liturgies (and paying the eisphora). Alternatively, as Rhodes has
argued, what Isocrates said does not prove that the two obligations were coextensive :
there could have been a class of not quite so rich Athenians who pay the eisphora but

do not perform liturgies.

It is normally believed that the symmories used after 358-357 for the trierarchy were
different from the symmories used since 378-377 for the collection of the eisphora
(as well as that the class of men liable for the eisphora was wider than the class of
men liable for the trierarchy and other liturgies). Ruschenbusch and Mossé have
argued that there was a single class of men liable both for the eisphora and for the

trierarchy, and that after 358-357 the same symmories were used for both purposes’’

'* Compare Rhodes Comm Ath Pol p 570.

M Compare Whitehead The Ideology of the Athenian Metic pp 80-83.

'* Ruschenbusch ZPE 31 1978 pp 275-284; C Mossé Points de vue sur la fiscalité antique 1979 pp
31-42
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but I agree with Rhodes that the normal view is to be preferred.'¢ They argued, inter
alia, that there is no suggestion that there were two kinds of symmory, but there is no
reason to suppose that this was not the case. Most languages use words that have
different meanings or nuances, and the references they quote are not, in my view,
sufficiently compelling to displace the assumption that both the figures and the

arrangements for eisphora-payers and litigants were different.

A new edition of IG ii* 417 has recently been published by Stephen Lambert.!” This is
a list of dedications by liturgists in two columns (possibly preceded by a Law). There
is a reference to the little-known eutaxia liturgy, signifying good order, often though
not invariably in a military context. The inscription seems likely to date from the
Lycurgan period (333-332 or 332-331). A photograph of the inscription is at the end
of this Appendix and the text is in the Epigraphical Dossier at the end of this thesis.
Lambert cautiously believes that there is a good possibility that the list has something
to do with the panel(s?) of 300 who were liable to the proeisphora and the trierarchy
(the number of men seems too high for festival liturgies to be in question). Lambert,
however, refers to Gabrielsen's view that 1200 men were officially liable for
trierarchies at this period (but see footnote 11 above). Notwithstanding Gabrielsen, I
am inclined to follow Demosthenes 48 102-108 who suggests that from 340 the
richest 300 were required to take full responsibility for the trierarchy and bear the

major part of the burden themselves.

1% American Journal of Ancient History 7 1982 pp 1-19.
17 "Ten Notes on Attic Inscriptions' ZPE 135 2001 pp 52-60, and 'Afterwords' ZPE 141 2002 pp 122-
123,
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Epidosis

The liturgy held a position in the grey area between compulsory taxes and citizens
voluntarily paying amounts to state funds in times of emergency, called epidosis. The
procedure for epidosis at Athens can be pieced together from several passages in the
ancient literary sources : Isaeus 5 37-38; Plutarch Alcibiades 10; Plutarch Phocion 9,
Theophrastus Characters 22 3; Athenaeus 4 168f, and Demosthenes 18 312 and 21

161.

An epidosis was invited by a decree of the assembly (which had to go through the
same procedure of probouleusis as any other decree). Those who were willing to
contribute then rose and stated what they would give; while those who were unwilling
to give anything remained silent or retired from the assembly (Theophrastus' 'mean
man' gets up and quietly slips out when the matter is raised . Characters 22 3). The
crowd clapped their hands as pledges were made. The names of those who had
promised to contribute, together with the amount of their contributions, were written
on tablets, which were placed before the statues of the Eponymoi, where they
remained until the amount was paid. It is assumed that few would have failed to |
contribute (at any rate few among the rich and politically active), not to mention the
matter of patriotism. The public pressure must have been great. Those who
volunteered epidoseis were not, however, spared public humiliation if they defaulted.

For example in Isaeus 5 38 : 'This sum he promised but did not pay, and his name was
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posted on a list of defaulters in front of the statues of the Eponymous Heroes, which
was headed : These are they who voluntarily promised the people to contribute

money for the salvation of the city and failed to pay the amounts promised'.

The epidosis is attested at Athens from the time of the Archidamian War (Plutarch
Alcibiades 10), then quite commonly in the 4™ century and later. The most abundant
evidence is found in the post-classical period. An early reference to the concept of
voluntary activity in the Persian Wars is in Herodotus 8 17 where Cleinias, son of
Alcibiades, 'brought to the war two hundred men and a ship of his own, all at his
private charge'. The best-preserved epigraphical evidence of epidosis is a third
century decree in the archonship of Diomedon (see the Epilogue to this thesis).18
Examples of epidoseis are gifts of triremes, money and weapons. W K Pritchett'® and,

more recently, V Gabrielsen? have set out the evidence for epidoseis. -

The cost of liturgies and epidosis

We have some evidence of the cost of liturgies, particularly from Lysias 21. Davies
calculated in 1981 that the figures covered a wide range, a choregic liturgy costing
from 1200 drachmas to 3000 drachmas and a sole trierarchy between 4000 drachmas
and 6000 drachmas. Compared with the minimum liturgical census of 3-4T, these

figures could well have taken up a large part of a man's property (and this was in

'* See pp 359-360.
' The Greek State at War Part V p 473 et seq.
*® Financing the Athenian Fleet p 199 et seq.: compare IG ii* 1632.
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addition to the eisphora)®' One could compare a man who just qualified for liability
to the eisphora and liturgies and was subject to the full rigour of that liability and
those expenses with an UK individual who just qualifies for liability to the higher rate
of tax (40%). In both cases someone who just qualifies arguably pays a
disproportionate amount of tax etc as compared with someone just below the
qualification line and someone who is comfortably above the qualification line.
Gabrielsen has calculated that with an annual number of 60 trierarchies, the total
private cash spent on the Athenian fleet was of the order of 60-70T a year. And then,
when the expenditure of 100 festival liturgies, each averaging at least 1000 drachmas,
is added (compare Lysias 21 1-5), the total contributions of the whole liturgical class
rise to roughly 77-87T a year.”? Peter Wilson has estimated a cost of some 18T for
five days' choral performance, not including substantial contributions from the polis
towards the actors' needs, the pay of poets, the cost of sacrificial beasts, the upkeep of
the theatre and, from some point in the classical period, large-scale theoric

distributions.?®

What sort of figures did epidosis involve? There are a number of references in the
ancient sources to examples of epidosis. The largest epidosis recorded is a gift of 40
triremes (Plutarch Moralia 849F : 'when Philip was preparing to sail against Euboea,
and the Athenians were afraid, he (Hypereides) assembled forty triremes by private

contributions, and in his own name and his sons', he gave two triremes, the first

! Wealth and the Power of Wealth in Classical Athens p 82.
%2 Financing the Athenian Fleet p 216.
3 The Athenian Institution of the Khoregia p 95.
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made'). Assuming that the cost of a trireme was about 1T (compare Aristotle Ath Pol

22 7), this would yield the equivalent of 40T from 40 individuals.

These figures - 77-87T a year from liturgies and certainly we know of 40T in one
year for epidosis - are not insubstantial by any standards but should be set alongside

the figures for taxes set out in Chapter Twelve.?*

%4 See p 336 et seq.
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PART TWO THE ADMINISTRATION OF THE TAXES

Part Two examines the administration of the taxes. There was not a Department of
Taxes in Athens, like the Departments of Taxes in modern states, but it is
convenient to refer generally to the administration of taxes when I discuss how
taxes were enacted, how they were collected and to what extent they were complied
with. Taxes in Athens began by being temporary (compare the eisphora in 428) but
this temporariness should not make us underestimate the functions which were

performed in the administration of Athenian taxes.

In Chapter Four I describe how taxes were normally proposed by individuals in the
Assembly, rather than by a 'Government', although towards the end of the 225 year
period of the thesis there was more central direction. Most taxes were collected by
tax-farmers, who bid for the collection of taxes annually, but there wés a more
permanent procedure for collection of the eisphora with a system of advance
payments. I discuss the archaeological remains in the Agora of the offices of tax
administration. Tax was administered largely on self-assessment lines with some

checks and balances.

Chapter Five looks at the extent to which the tax law was complied with, in terms of

tax evasion and the invisible economy. We have quite a lot of evidence on attitudes
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to tax-paying in the 160 or so speeches of the orators in the fourth century, and on

the invisible economy and bank secrecy.
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FOUR

HOW TAXES WERE ADMINISTERED

How taxes were enacted

In most modern states taxes originate from the political programme of the
Government of the day or in some cases the Opposition of the day, and permanent
civil servants normally advise and assist in the enactment of the legislation. In
Athens taxes were usually proposed by individuals in the Assembly, but there was
more central direction by the time of Lycurgus. And there was very much less of a
permanent civil service in Athens. Aristotle Ath Pol mentions three secretaries of
the Athenian State, and others (in the fourth century) are known from inscriptions.
At a low level public slaves worked for the administration - see for example Ath Pol

475.

Between Solon and the end of the fifth century there was no separate procedure for
enacting nomoi and laws were embodied in psephismata. In the fourth century there
were two main kinds of legislation - nomoi and psephismata. The distinction
between nomos and psephisma was introduced in 403-402 in connection with the
recodification of the laws of Dracon and Solon.! A nomos was a general enactment,

intended to be valid for all time, and in the 4™ century passed by the nomothetai (a

! Compare Rhodes The Athenian Boule p 49 et seq.
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legislative commission selected by lot from citizens).> A psephisma, by contrast,
was an enactment passed by the Assembly, specific in scope and/or applied for a
limited period only.> We have séen examples of nomoi in the Grain-Tax Law and
the Law on the Little Panathenaea, proposed by Agyrrhius and Aristonicus
respectively. An example of a psephisma is the Financial Decrees of Callias. We
also saw in the latter the reference to adeia, which the Assembly voted itself to
protect it when it changed the law. Decree-making went first to the boule and then
to the Assembly. Law-making went to the nomothetai after the Assembly in

response to a probouleuma of some kind had set the machinery in motion.
Tax administration

The management of Athens' finances was carried out by a number of boards who
worked with the boule. As Rhodes has said, 'each of (the) boards was involved only
at one point in the state's finances : the boule was involved at every point and it
alone could see the whole picture. Only the boule had access to all the information,
which would show whether extra taxation was needed ... and this must be the
reason for the boule's financial predominance'.* The board which dealt with taxes

was the poletai who had responsibility for selling tax collection contracts.

* Compare Rhodes 'Sessions of Nomothetai in Fourth-Century Athens' in Classical Quarterly 53
2003, pp 124-129 in which he seeks to hold a balance between their similarity to jurors (in looking at
the pros and cons of changing the law) and Piérart's view that they were similar to assemblies.
Nomothetai were, in Rhodes' view, a ‘thoroughly hybrid body'.

> Compare Hansen The Athenian Democracy in the Age of Demosthenes p 399.

“The Athenian Boule p 105,
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The poletai had their own office, the Poleterion, which is likely to have been in the
Agora. It is not known precisely where, but since the poletai worked closely with
the boule it is likely to have been near the offices of the boule. The majority of
inscriptions relating to the poletai have been found in the south-west corner of the
Agora, the concentration being thickest around the Tholos, and one could say that if
taxes were administered anywhere in Athens it was around here.’ This is shown in
my photograph and in Shear's plan at the end of this Chapter, although my

photograph includes later additions whereas Shear's plan is as about 400,

Sickinger has argued that since many of the boule's documents were kept in the
Metroon in the fourth century, it seems safe to assume that the poletai documents
were also deposited there.® He believes that, whether or not the poletai kept their
own documents, the keeping of records relating to state contracts suited the boule's
overall concern for state finances and that it would have been natural for the boule
to keep its own records of these transactions. There is no clear evidence of where
the records were kept in the Tholos/Bouleuterion/Metroon complex, but Sickinger's

view seems likely.

The main exception to the procedure for the collection of taxes through the poletai
was the collection of the eisphora, which from 378-377 was carried out through
symmories, and later the proeisphora. Taxpayers were divided into 100 symmories

(‘tax-sharing groups') in 378-377 and later the richest 300 (3 per symmory) were

5 Compare Shear's article "Bouleuterion, Metroon and the Archives at Athens' Studies in the
Ancient Greek Polis, Historia Einzelschriften 95 1995 pp 157-190.
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required to act as advance-payers (proeispherontes) for their symmories. When an
eisphora was imposed, registrars (epigrapheis) were appointed, who checked the

worth of self-assessed property.

The poletai

The main literary source for the poletai is Aristotle Ath Pol 47 2-3 which informs us
that 'there are the ten poletai, one appointed by lot from each phyle.” They let out all
public contracts, and along with the treasurer of the stratiotic fund and those elected
to manage the theoric fund they lease the mines and taxes in the presence of the
boule, and to whomever the boule should choose by vote, they ratify the leased
mines, both those that are in working condition, which are leased for three years,
and those that have been conceded, which are leased for [seven] years. And in the
presence of the boule they sell the property of those men exiled by the Areopagus
and of other exiles, and the nine archons ratify the sales. And they record on
whitened tablets the taxes leased for the current year, and the purchaser and for how
much he bought it, and they hand these tablets over to the boule. They record
separately on ten tablets those who have to pay instalments every prytany and those
who have to pay three times a year, making a separate list for each instalment, and
those who have to pay in the ninth prytany. They also record the lands and houses

confiscated and sold by judgement of the lawcourt. For they sell these too. The

6 Public Records and Archives in Classical Athens p 128.
7 1 quoted pait of this source in Chapter Two in relation to the silver tax (see p 62), but I am
quoting the whole paragraph here for convenience (translation in Agora XiX p 57).
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price of houses must be paid within five years, the price of the land within ten

years. They pay these instalments in the ninth prytany'.

The involvement of the poletai in the farming out of taxes is attested in a number of
inscriptions, but actual poletai records of these matters seem never to have been
inscribed on stone, possibly because the farming out of taxes was re-leased
annually.® The leasing of mines by the poletai was recorded on stone possibly
because the leases were for longer periods. The records of tax contracts were
written on the whitened tablets (lewkomata) referred to by Aristotle above and
cancelled when the obligation was discharged. So it is not surprising that nothing
survives. The sale by the poletai of the privilege of collecting state taxes is found in
three inscriptions. In /G i* 130 6, they sell the right to collect a one-drachma levy on
shipowners on Peiraeus. In the fragment of /G ii* 334 (the Law on the Little
Panathenaea in Chapter Three) the poletai are believed to be correctly restored as
selling the right to collect the pentekoste.” Finally, in IG i 136, they are believed to
be responsible for the collection of the two-drachma tax of Bendis. The boule

supervised the poletai making contracts for the collection of tax.

Aristotle says that the poletai were responsible for recording the sales of
confiscated property. In distinction to the practice of not recording on stone actual
details of taxes which had been farmed out, the sales of confiscated property, like

the leasing of mines, were recorded on stone as we saw in Part One, or at least those

# Compare R&O 36, p 178.
®See p 117.
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of 415-414 and 402-401 and those from about 370 onwards.'® John Davies has
suggested that the confiscations and sales of 415-414 and 402-401 were major
affairs in highly tense and politicised contexts and that the stelai had as much a
symbolic as a practical purpose, that of making an example of state villains.'' This
seems a likely explanation, and the practice of recording sales of confiscated

property on stone continued in the fourth century, at least from about 370.

The poletai existed in the time of Solon according to Aristotle Ath Pol 7 3 and are
epigraphically attested in the middle of the 5™ century.'? There seems no reason to
doubt that the boule's supervision of the poletai goes back to the reforms of

Ephialtes. '

There has been some discussion as to whether the poletai let rights to collect tax (or
indeed sell state property or lease mines) by auction or in some other way. Hallof
argued that the poletai did not arrive at the amounts in quéstion through a public
auction, but that what evidence there is pointed to the exact opposite procedure, that
is sales to pre-selected individuals.'* However, Langdon pronounced in favour of
auction in Agora XIX p 58 and reaffirmed that view in Ritual, Finance, Politics pp
253-265. He countered Hallof, having found nothing in the lines he quoted (118-

153 and 153-185 of IG ii* 1582) incompatible with a public auction conducted by

10
See p 39.
' 'Accounts and Accountability in Classical Athens' in Lewis Ritual, Finance, Politics pp 210-
211,
'2 ML 85 34-35 and 86 8-9.
'3 Rhodes The Athenian Boule p 96.
' Klio 72 1990 pp 403-426.
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the poletai. He argued on the basis of the Attic Stelai, mining leases, and literary
evidence for other activities of the poletai, including tax-farming contracts, that
their normal method of disposing of such items was to the highest bidder in a public
auction. The state wanted to get good prices from the leases and concessions it
offered, but a free and open auction was regarded as the most fair and normally

generated the desired revenue. I agree with Langdon on this.
Tax-farmers

The political constitution of Athens made no provision for a govemmeht bureau of
tax-collection. There are references to the pentekostologoi, for example in
Demosthenes 21 133, who confiscated goods as customs officers (Loeb translation)
and they may indeed have been customs officials, as distinct from tax-farmers. But
see MacDowell Demosthenes against Meidias p 353 OUP 1990, who seems to
believe that these pentekostologoi were Athenian tax collectors and Liddle and
Scott translate the verb in question as 'seized goods in default of payment'.
MacDowell refers to Knoepfler BCH 105 1981 pp 328-329 who suggested that the
tax collectors were rather those of Chalcis taxing imports at Argoura but, as
MacDowell says, there is no other evidence that Chalcis had a pentekoste or
pentekostologoi. The Athenian state, then, used private individuals for tax
collection, and tax-farming regulations (nomoi telonikoi) ordered how the tax-
collection system was to work, except for the separate tax-collection arrangement

for the eisphora.
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I have argued that all indirect taxes were sold at auction to the highest bidders."
Taxes were sold for one year only in the hope of stimulating competition among
bidders, but in fact there was a tendency for tax-farmers to establish control of
bidding. Tax-collection required the maintenance of a large force, which could not
be assembled and disbanded without considerable financial loss. Tax-farmers were
able to consult the records of tax proceeds in the office of the poletai, and so
determine the maximum bid that would allow a profit. They bid a little less than the
taxes they expected to receive and kept the profit, but if they collected less than
they bid, they had to make up the shortfall. (Compare in Chapter Three the
collectors of the 2% pentekoste making a profit of 3T in 402-401, and a small profit
the next year from outlays of 30T and 36T respectively.)'® When the tax-collection
contract was purchased, the purchaser had to provide sureties who guaranteed to
pay the money due to the treasury if the purchaser failed to do so, and as we shall
see in Chapter Five there were sanctions against guarantors not meeting their
obligations (4gora XIX P 26)."” The system of tax-farming in this way passed the
uncertainty from the state to individuals : the state knew that it would get 36T from
the 2% tax in 401-400; the tax-farmers' incentive to collect as much as possible was

that they made up the shortfall or pocketed the surplus.

Aristotle 47 3 said that the amount of the successful bid might be paid in

instalments every prytany or three times a year or in the ninth prytany. Rhodes in

13 °Aiid compare Youtie 'Publicans and Sinners' ZPE 1 1967 pp 8-9.
16 See pp 97-98.
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his Commentary says that we do not know how it was decided how the sum on a
contract should be paid.'"® Demosthenes 24 97 refers to 'what we call the
supplementary payments' and complains that Timocrates' law would worsen the
state's finances by allowing certain payments to be deferred until the ninth prytany.
The problem is further complicated by the Suda which states categorically that
when taxes are sold, there are two payments - the down-payment (prokatabole) and
the supplementary payment (proskatabolema). ' 1 therefore agree with Rhodes that
we do not know what the procedure was. All we can say in the context of this thesis
is that there was no down-payment in the case of the Grain-Tax Law - presumably
because the tax was paid in kind, but, as Rhodes and Osborne - accepting Harris'
interpretation, as I do (see page 110 and footnote 65 on page 106 above) - the
down-payment referred to in lines 55-57 of the Law is presumably one already
promised under the old arrangements in which bids were in money; and that in the
cases of the metoikion, the tax on the mines and some religious taxes at least the
taxes seem to have been paid in ten instalments (see Agora XIX P26 in Chapter

Five below and Hopper BSA 48 1953 pp 224-239).%

The new evidence of the Grain-Tax Law suggests that tax-farmers may also have
bid for tax-farming contracts where the tax was in kind. The tax-farmer would bid

for and fulfil the contract, as when the tax was in cash, but with the important

17 See pp 170-171.

'8 Comm Ath Pol p 555.

19 s.v. mpokaTaBoAn kai TpoakaTaBéAnua : ‘when the taxes were sold, they used to grant
two instalments to the purchasers through which the money had to be paid in. Accordingly, that
portion of the money they paid into the public treasury before embarking on the project is called
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difference that he would sell on the open market what he brought back to Athens in
excess of the contract and his profit would come from the receipts of this sale, less
the fees he had incurred and other expenses. We do not know whether the Grain-
Tax Law was repeated. It may have heralded an innovatory type of tax-farming
devised by the veteran tax-farmer Agyrrhius, which appeared later in Egypt and the
Roman Empire.”! There may also have been other kinds of tax-farming of which we

are unaware.

Literary references to tax-farmers are scarcely more flattering to tax officials than
they are in any society, ancient or modern. Aristophanes refers to the extortionate
methods of tax-farmers in Knights 247-250. Theophrastus Characters 6 gives tax-
farming as an example of what the shameless man may do. Tax-farmers were faced
with the maximum of temptation, and the grounds for the bad reputation that they
earned were clear. Even Andocides in the passage referred to above is a bit
ambivalent on what profit tax-farmers should make. After saying that he outwitted
his rivals in bidding for a tax-farming contract, he said that he prevented his
opponents from distributing among themselves six talents of your (my emphasis)

money.

the down-payment. That which is paid by means of a second payment is called the supplementary
gayment'.

% See p 171.
2! Tax-farming, both in money and in kind, seems to have been common in Ptolemaic Egypt (see,
for example, Land and Power in Ptolemaic Fgypt pp 53 and 145) and the Roman Empire but I
have not seen a case without specific payment. See the case study on tax-farming in Asia Minor at
the end of this Part of the thesis.
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The tax-farmer most known to us is perhaps Agyrrhius, who proposed the Grain-
Tax Law. We have seen how Agyrrhius was the leader of a group who farmed the
2% tax at Athens (Andocides 1 Mysteries 133-134).%* Andocides refers to him as
'kalos k'agathos' with some irony. He was a veteran politician at the time of the
Grain-Tax Law, having, among other things, been a member of the boule in the first
year of restored democracy (403-402),% served as a general in about 389 and been
imprisoned for illegal possession of public money, perhaps between 388 and 374
(Demosthenes 24 134-135). Stroud lists many other details of Agyrrhius' career. He
was clearly prominent and very active in political life, openly engaging in business
as a tax-collector with enough success to make him very rich. He obviously moved
easily in what we would today call the corridors of power, in the boule, the ekklesia,
the nomothetai, and the Athenian military establishment, and was well-placed to
propose the Grain-Tax Law. But this was not the end of the Agyrrhius family in tax
matters : John Davies has drawn attention to his nephew Callistratus, in exile after
361, helping Macedon to increase its revenues from harbour dues, and Callistratus'
associate Chabrias recommending to his Egyptian employer Tachos in 360
ingenious and far-reaching taxation measures for the sake of paying his mercenaries

(see Chapter Six).**

%2 See pp 97-98.
B See IG ii* 1.
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The apodektai

Records of contracts were kept by a demosios on behalf of the boule and it was his
duty to give the lists of the sums currently due to the apodektai, the official
receivers of public revenue (Aristotle Ath Pol 47 S). The apodektai deleted the
records of those who did pay, and noted the defaulters. It then became the
responsibility of the bowle to take action against defaulters. When I say that the
apodektai deleted the records of those who did pay, it is not clear whether Ath Pol
47 2-3 refers to one series of documents or two and, if it refers to two, it may be that
only the notes of payments due were destroyed and the separate records of the

contracts were not.?

The apodektai paid the revenue into the central state treasury in the 5™ century.
Payments were made from it by the kolakretai. There were other treasuries in the
fifth century, including the Treasury of Athena and, after the decrees of Callias, the
Treasury of the Other Gods; at some times these two were amalgamated. (W S
Ferguson has set out the history of the Treasuries of Athena and the Other Gods.?
The Other Gods were referred to in the Decrees of Callias of 434-433, Athena and
the Other Gods were amalgamated about 407, they were separated in the 380s and
amalgamated by the 340s). And there was the Delian League treasury, whose

administration remained independent of the state treasury until about 411.

24 Classics in Progress p 242. See pp 198-199.

» See Rhodes ‘Public Documents in the Greek States : Archives and Inscriptions' Part Il Greece
and Rome 48 2001 p 148 notc 18; Thomas Oral Tradition pp 53-54 with note 28; and Sickinger
Public Records pp 68-70.
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The apodektai continued to receive the revenue in the fourth century. They
apportioned (merismos) the money among the various spending authorities, like the
theoric (for civil expenditure) and the stratiotic (for military expenditure) funds.
The first extant reference for the merismos is a decree of 386 (Tod 116 = R&O 19).
John Davies has suggested that the Law's correlate was presumably the nomoi
telonikoi The merismos has rightly been cited as evidence that Athens was
running a budget, working out how it could afford various amounts of expenditure,
rather than just living from hand to mouth. We saw examples of the procedure in
the two laws we looked at in some detail in Chapter Three - the Grain-Tax Law?®

and the Law on the Little Panathenaea.”

The naukrariai and the kolakretai

There were two other institutions in the tax administration field, which dated from
the period before the time of this thesis but which were abolished in the 5™ century.

They are the naukrariai and the kolakretai.

Aristotle Ath Pol 8 3 says that 'naukraroi had been set in charge of the naukraries,

with responsibility for revenue and expenditure accruing; that is why it is written at

% The Treasurers of Athena.

#'Accounts and Accountability in Classical Athens' in Lewis Ritual, Finance, Politics p 205 and
nl1s.

% See p 104.

# Seep 118.
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many places in the laws of Solon no longer in use "the naukraroi to collect” and "to
pay from the naukraric fund" . Naukrariai were early divisions of the population of
Attica. It is generally thought that the name implied a connection with the Athenian
navy but alternatives have been suggested, such as a connection with temples.
There are said to have been twelve naukrariai in each of the four old tribes, phylai
(Aristotle Ath Pol 8 3). According to Cleidemus FGrH 323 F8 Cleisthenes raised
their number to 50, to fit his new tribes, but according to Aristotle Ath Pol 21 S they
were replaced by Cleisthenes' demes. There is no evidence of their existence after
500, and if they did survive Cleisthenes' reforms, and were concerned with ships,
they presumably disappeared in the wake of the enlargement of the fleet by
Themistocles in the late 480s.>® What their full duties were is speculative, but it has
been argued that in the 7™ century the naukraroi were the chief revenue collectors
of Athens,*' and that under the Pisistratids they collected taxes due to the state (such

as the 5% or 10% tax I have referred in Chapter One).*

The kolakretai were Athenian officials in charge of spending public money in the
fifth century. The date of their institution is not known, but they existed at least as
early as the time of Solon (Aristotle Ath Pol 7 3). References in inscriptions and in
Aristophanes show that they still had charge of spending public money in the 5™
century, including the pay of jurors. They are not heard of after 411 and were

probably abolished in that year, and an enlarged board of Hellenotamiai

3% Rhodes OCD? p 1029.

3! Compare Wallinga ‘The Athenian Naukraroi' in Peisistratos and the Tyranny ed Heleen Sancisi-
Weerdenburg p 143. '

32 See pp 20-24.
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administered both the city's funds and the funds of the Delian League (compare

Aristotle on the future constitution of Athens, Atk Pol 30 2).

Dioikesis

Dioikesis has usually been taken to mean the state's financial administration as a
whole (compare Andocides 3 25, the formal title of Lycurgus 6 émi Tij di0ikrjoet
and IG ii? 463, 36 referring to Habron, son of Lycurgus in 307-306). A recent new
reading of ¢ + e and £ 9 of JG ii* 333 (provision of cult equipment etc) - ¢k Tfis
Bioikni[oecos - has, however, prompted me to reconsider the meaning of the word. >
In this case something (possibly redemptions of advance loans) was being paid out
of the dioikesis and the presence of pepifecB[an in the previous line makes this
more likely. Stephen Lambert quoted examples of éx Tiis Sioikrioecws in IG ii’
1202 (decree of Aixone) 10-12 and Hyp. Fr 118. There are also some references to
the phrase in Ionian cities. See / Magnesis (on-the-Maeander) 53, 70-71 (decree of
Clazomenae); 97, 25-27 (decree of Teos); and SEG 41 1003 1I 20-21 (Teos again).**
These latter references are all cases where the source for costs of

publication/hospitality/expenses is being specified.

This reconsideration led me to a more general question as to whether dioikesis as
fund was separate from other funds, like the stratiotika and theorika, or whether it

comprehended them. On the face of it dioikesis was separate from both (compare
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the Grain-Tax Law where money from the sale of grain goes to the stratiotika in
lines 54-55 but downpayment from the islands and the penfekoste goes to the
dioikesis in line 59 (which may be a fund or the state's general revenue) and
Aeschines 3 25 where the superintendents of the Theoric Fund are distinguished
from almost the whole administration of the state (oxedov Thv SAnv doiknow ...

THS TOAEWS).

I am, of course, trying to answer a large question (of separateness) on the basis of a
small proportion (presumably) of the references to dioikesis that originally existed
and it is possible that there may have been different answers to the question at
different times in the fourth century (compare Aeschines 3 25 again 'in earlier
times, the city used to ..."). I have come to the conclusion that dioikesis was
possibly like the modern English word 'revenue' which seems to expand or contract
in common parlance, sometimes meaning the office to which one sends a cheque
for payment of tax, sometimes the account or fund into which the tax authority puts
the cheque, sometimes the general administration of taxes as a whole and
sometimes the fund out of which the Government pays for, for example, education

or defence. And this is quite aside from all its non-tax connotations.

My view, then, is that dioikesis certainly had a very wide meaning, like the state's
financial administration as a whole; that, by concrete application of that, it could

denote the totality of the state's regular turnover, the moneys received through the

3 Lambert 'Athenian State Laws and Decrees II' ZPE 154 2005 p 142. 1 am grateful to Stephen
Lambert for making me rethink dioikesis.
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apodektai and spent by the various authorities to whom the apodektai distributed
them,; that there is some evidence - certainly line 9 in this case - that it may have a
more specific meaning like a particular fund but some will be reluctant to believe
without good evidence to the contrary that there was a particular fund, either the
'float' of the apodektai or any other, which was called the dioikesis, that there is
some evidence to suggest that some funds like the theorika and stratiotika were
separate funds that were not comprehended by the dioikesis, but that there are not
enough references to dioikesis for us to be absolutely sure of its meaning and that in

any event its meaning may have changed several times in the fourth century.

Income and expenditure flows

Two charts from Jochen Bleicken's Die athenische Democratie, 2™ edition,
attached to the end of this Chapter, bring together the flows of state income and
expenditure. The first of the two charts shows the flow of income and expenditure
in the fifth century. The income excludes liturgies and the eisphora and shows, on
the left side, purely Athenian income and, on the right side, the income from
Empire. All the income passes through the hands of the apodektai and then to the
kolakretai. The second chart shows the flow of income and expenditure in the
fourth century. The income excludes liturgies and distinguishes between the

eisphora on the right side and other income on the left side. The other income

34 1 am grateful to Charles Crowther for drawing these Ionian references to my attention.
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passes through the hands of the apodektai and then is subject to the merismos where

it is divided between civil and military expenditure.

Taxpayers' records

The surviving sources give little information about any records that may have been
kept of taxpayers' transactions in relation to indirect taxes. Presumably taxes were
paid as transactions took place. As far as direct taxes are concerned, it is generally
thought that the state did little to assess property accurately or even to record who
owned what; and that direct taxation was based on self-assessment.>® But there is

rather more information available here, based on citizenship.

To be an Athenian citizen it was necessary to register in a deme, and a list of
citizens was presumably held in each of the demes. Historians have discussed at
some length how this list was translated into the lists of those liable for the eisphora
and the liturgies. It is believed that demarchs had some responsibility for telling the
polis who on these lists was liable for the eisphora and the liturgies,>® whether you
believe with Davies’’ and Rhodes®® that there were lists of those liable for the

trierarchy (in Rhodes' case from 357 : before this the responsibility laid with the

35 Davidson Courtesans and Fishcakes p 242, Finley Land and Credit in Ancient Athens 500 - 200
BC; Osborne Demos p 76; Gabrielsen 'Phanera and Aphanes Ousia in Classical Athens' Class et
Med 37 1986 p 99.

36 Compare Faraguna Athenaeum 1997 pp 7-33

%7 Wealth and the Power of Wealth pp 24-25; and p 141 where Davies believed that the eisphora
was admiristered by the demarchs until the introduction of symmories in 378-377.

3 'Problems in Athenian Eisphora and Liturgies' 4J4H 7 1982 p 3.
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generals) or whether you believe with Gabrielsen that there were no registers.>” One
instance of reporting occurs in [Demosthenes] 50 8-9 : 'for when you had voted that
the members of the boule on behalf of the demesmen should report the names of
those who were members of the deme and those who owned property in them, my

name was reported for three demes, as my property was in land'.

What happened after the eisphora-payers and liturgists were identified? Isocrates 17
41 makes clear that when an eisphora was imposed, registrars (epigrapheis) were
appointed, but presumably this did not amount to a land registry. It seems that the
worth of the property was self-assessed for the eisphora, though checked by the
epigrapheis. We do not, however, know where and by whom the assessments were
stored, or how often they were revised. A Fuks compares the situation in Athens
with the situation in the Bellum Achaicum in Polybius 38 15 11 where taxpayers
were forced to pay contrary to their self-assessment (auTév Tpoaipeois), that is,

contrary to what they professed to have.*

There are a number of literary references relating to a declaration of assets for tax
and related matters as follows. First, Isocrates 17 49 : 'Yet he is the man who,
though he alleged that the slave whom he himself had spirited away had been
enslaved by us, yet listed this same person in his property-schedule (¢€v Toig
TigAuao) as a slave along with his other servants, and then when Menexenus

demanded that his slave give testimony under torture, Pasion brought about his

* Financing the Athenian Fleet pp 68-83.
“ JHS 90 1970 p 83 n 35.
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release on the ground that he was a freedman'. Second, Demosthenes 27 7 : '...in
the tax-company (symmory) they agreed on my behalf to a tax of 500 drachmas on
every 25 minas... However, I had better inform you in detail what portions of
the property were producing a profit and what were unproductive, and what
were their respective values'. Third, Demosthenes 42 18 : 'But you know the law,
men of the jury, for you enacted it, that which expressly makes this provision, that
those offering to exchange fortunes (antidosis) with one another, when they under
oath report their inventories, shall swear also the following oath : I will give you a
true and honest inventory of my property except that in the silver mines, all of

which the laws have made exempt from taxes'.

These three references suggest that the timema of a man's property was
comprehensive, certainly slaves in the case of the first reference and very likely
other movable property and land. The sources generally, then, give evidence of
reporting but rather less of record-keeping. Millett has suggested that the antidosis
procedure (in the case of liturgies) in theory at any rate enabled the state to have
public services performed by wealthy people without the need for a cumbersome
and inaccurate registration of property.' However, the reference in Isocrates to
epigrapheis may indicate that there could have been, as with modern UK practice,

some kind of self-assessment and at least some checking by reference to records.

! Classical Greece ed Robin Osborne p 28.
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A tax office on the outposts of Empire

I have referred above to the offices of tax administration in the Agora.* I now refer
- at the end of this Chapter on how taxes were administered - to a tax office on the
outposts of Empire. In Chapter Three (page 93 et seq) I discussed the dekate, the
10% tax on goods passing through the Bosporus. Xenophon Hellenica 1 1 22
records the fortification and establishment of a tax office (dekateuterion) at
Chrysopolis - the modern Uskiidar in the suburbs of Istanbul - in 410 to collect this

tax 'from vessels sailing out of the Pontus'. See the map at the end of this Chapter.

2 See pp 141-143.
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FIVE
ATTITUDES TO TAX COMPLIANCE : TAX EVASION AND THE

INVISIBLE ECONOMY

This Chapter looks at attitudes to tax compliance in ancient Athens and the extent to
which tax compliance was achieved. Modern discussions of tax compliance
normally distinguish between tax evasion (where people evade tax by breaking the
law) and tax avoidance (where people avoid paying tax while still keeping within
the law). Non-compliance in ancient Athens generally involved evasion rather than
avoidance, but this evasion often involved, as modern tax evasion does, the

invisible economy.

Tax compliance

I first look at six literary references to people paying their tax liabilities and

discharging their obligations to perform liturgies.

First, Aristophanes in Lysias 19 42-43;

‘Now, Aristophanes had acquired a house with land for more
than five talents, had produced dramas on his own account
and on his father’s at a cost of five thousand drachmas,

and had spent eighty minas on equipping warships; on account
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of the two, no less than forty minas have been contributed

to eisphorai; for the Sicilian expedition he spent a hundred
minas, and for commissioning the warships, when the Cypriots
came and you gave them the ten vessels, he supplied thirty
thousand drachmas to pay the light infantry and purchase

their arms. The total of all these sums amounts to little short

of fifteen talents'.

Second, an anonymous defendant in Lysias 21 1-5:

'...appointed to produce tragic drama, I spent thirty minas

and two months later, at the Thargelia, two thousand drachmas,
when I won a victory with a male chorus; and in the
archonship of Glaucippus, at the Great Panathenaea, eight
hundred drachmas on pyrrhic dancers. Besides, I won a victory
with a male chorus at the Dionysia under the same archon,

and spent on it, including the dedication of the tripod,

five thousand drachmas; then, in the time of Diocles, three
hundred on a cyclic chorus at the Little Panathenaea.

In the meantime, for seven years I equipped warships,

at a cost of six talents. Although I have borne all these
expenses, and have faced daily peril in your service

abroad, I have nevertheless paid the eisphora — one of thirty



minas and another of four thousand drachmas. As soon as
I returned to these shores, in the archonship of Alexias,

I was producing games for the Promethea, and won

a victory after spending twelve minas. Then, later, I

was appointed to produce a chorus of children, and

spent more than fifteen minas. In the archonship

of Eucleides I produced comic drama for Cephisodorus
and won a victory, spending on it, with the dedication of the
equipment, sixteen minas; and at the Little Panathenaea

I produced a chorus of beardless pyrrhic dancers, and spent
seven minas. I have won a victory with a warship in the
race at Sunium, spending fifteen minas; and besides I had
the conduct of sacred missions and ceremonial processions
and other duties of the sort, for which my expenses have
come to more than thirty minas. Of these sums that I have
enumerated, had I chosen to limit my liturgies to the

letter of the law, I should have spent not one quarter'.

Third, Thrasippus in Isaeus 4 27:

'Thrasippus, the father of Hagnon and Hagnotheus, has

before now undertaken liturgies and paid the eisphora

and otherwise proved himself a worthy citizen'.
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Fourth, Phanostratus and Chaerestratus in Isaeus 6 60-61;

"Phanostratus. ..(and) Chaerestratus... have paid all the
eisphorai, being numbered among the

proeispherontes'.

Fifth, an unknown pleader in Demosthenes 47 54:

'They thought to get, not only so much, but far more,

for they expected to find the stock of household furniture
which I formerly had; but because of my liturgies and eisphora
payments and my liberality toward you, some of the furniture

is lying in pawn, and some has been sold'.

Finally, Apollodorus in [Demosthenes] 50 9:

'T was the first to pay the proeisphora, and I did not seek to get
myself excused either on the ground that I was serving as a
trierarch and could not defray the costs of two liturgies at
once, or that the laws did not permit such a thing. And I

have never recovered the money which I advanced, because

at the time I was abroad in your service as trierarch, and

164
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afterwards, when I returned, I found that the money from
those who had resources had already been gathered in by

others, and that those who were left had nothing'.

These examples illustrate that eisphora-payers were often the very people who had
to finance liturgies as well. All liturgists were also payers of the eisphora ; what is
disputed is whether, and if so how many, non-liturgists were payers of the eisphora

too.

I now look at sanctions on both taxpayers and officials for not paying over taxes to

the state.
Sanctions on taxpayers
First, two examples relating to the eisphora.

First, Demosthenes 22 53 suggests that defaulting eisphora-payers escaped the
official collector by clambering over roofs and hiding under beds (‘what if a poor
man, or a rich man for that matter who has spent much money and is naturally
perhaps rather short of cash, should have to climb over the roof to a neighbour’s
house or creep under the bed to avoid being caught and dragged off to gaol').! It

appears, therefore, that gaol may have been a punishment for defaulting eisphora-

! Compare Millett Lending and Borrowing in Ancient Athens p 69.
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payers: although it is disputed whether gaol was ever a punishment, it was certainly

available as a precautionary measure against public debtors.

The second example relating to the eisphora is not a sanction on not paying the
eisphora as such but the suggestion that difficulties in collecting the eisphora may
have led to the institution of the proeisphora.* The earliest certain mention of the
proeisphora is dated 364-363 (Isaeus 6 60). But a little earlier in 369 Athens made
an alliance with her erstwhile foe, Sparta, in the face of the threat of Thebes. The
Athenians decided, in Demosthenes' words (16 12), 'to pay the eisphora and to risk
their lives for the safety of the Spartans'. Sinclair believes that the situation
demanded the urgent raising of money and was one in which the richest Athenians,
many of them well-known for their pro-Spartan sympathies, would have found the
prepayment of property tax more acceptable. This is, however, an uncertain
generalisation : Sparta had made itself pretty widely unpopular since the end of the

Peloponnesian War.

Then there was a sanction on metics not paying their taxes. Ancient sources
mention the poletai in association with the metoikion (Demosthenes 25 57; Pollux 8
99), not as lessors of the tax, which they surely were, but as sellers into slavery of
metics who defaulted in paying it. Demosthenes says 'when she persisted....he

seized her with his own hands and dragged her off to the auction-room at the aliens'

? See Rhodes 'Athenian Democracy after 403 BC' Classical Journal 75 p 311. As Rhodes pithily put
it, 'in the light of the fact that the Athenians clearly had difficulties in collecting the eisphora, it was
decided that, whoever was out of pocket over the eisphora, the state ought not to be'; and Sinclair
Democracy and Participation in Athens p 63.
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registry (poleterion metoikiou), and if her tax had not happened to be duly paid, she

would have been put up for sale, thanks to this man who owed his safety to her'.

In the field of indirect taxes, we have the reference in Demosthenes 35 28 to a
'thieves' harbour' (phoron limen) where Athenian indirect dues could be avoided,
but it is unlikely that much revenue was lost by such smuggling, since otherwise we
should expect it to have been suppressed.” We do not know precisely how the
maritime tax was operated in Athens, but we have two inscriptions from other parts
of Greece, perhaps a hundred years later, which indicate how the tax was operated
in those states at that time. It is not unlikely that provisions of this kind were
operated by Athens and other Greek states during the period of this thesis, and I
therefore believe that it is worth looking at them in a little detail. And I look at a
third inscription from Caunus probably from the first century AD, mainly because it

is such a comprehensive set of customs regulations.

The first of the two inscriptions from other parts of Greece is a Decree of
Cyparissia, dating from the 4™ or 3™ century, laying down sanctions for not paying
the import and export tax at Cyparissia in Messenia, which at that time was an
independent polis in the southern Peloponnese.* The Decree provided that anyone
~ importing or exporting goods had to make a declaration to the tax collector
(pentekostologos). The penalty fo; not doing this was ten times the value of the

goods, and if the importer/exporter undervalued the goods in his declaration, the tax

3 Compare Stockton The Classical Athenian Democracy p 13.
‘IGv11421.
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collector imposed a surcharge. A photograph of the inscription is at the end of this

Chapter. The text is in the Epigraphical Dossier at the end of this thesis.

The second inscription is a law passed by 220 in Delos to regulate the trade in wood
and wood products, which forbade sellers to offer their wares for a higher or lower
price than they had declared on import to the Delian harbour officials
(pentekostologoi) (lines 9-10).° Some historians have suggested that the purpose of
this provision was consumer protection. This does not seem likely to me - how
would consumers benefit from a law which forbade them from buying from
importers at a lower price? I think that it is likely that the law was intended to
ensure that the full amount of the pentekoste was paid. The law required importers
to use the public wood scales to prevent under- or over-weighing (lines 1-2). Sales
direct from the ship were also prohibited (lines 3-4). A photograph of the
inscription is at the end of the Chapter. The text of the inscription is in the

Epigraphical Dossier at the end of this thesis.

The third inscription, customs regulations from possibly the first century AD from
Caunus, is on several large blocks of stone. The provision sets out the taxing
measures,® for example, that the tax on slaves and salt shall continue to be paid in
accordance with the existing regulations, but offers tax incentives to attract shipping

into the harbour at Caunus, which had suffered from silting of the sea. (In this

5 ID 509. 9-10 (=SIG® 975; Epigraphica vol 1 ed Pleket 1 10. 9-10); Reger Regionalism and
Change in the Economy of Independent Delos p 11.
® I am quoting from the account of the results of 35 years of research by Ogiin and Isik published in
2003. For the text see Bean 'Notes and Inscriptions from Caunus' JHS 74 1954 pp 97-105.
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context compare the tax incentives offered by some countries today.) It lays down
regulations for goods in transit in three categories : first, cargoes brought into
Caunus and immediately taken out again pay no duty and are not even registered,
second, cargoes which stay at Caunus for longer than the second day but do not
leave the ship must be registered but pay no import duty; and third, goods put on
shore for conveyance to another destination must be registered but do not pay any
import duty. In the last two cases - and this is the relevance of the inscription for
this Chapter - goods that failed to be registered would be liable to confiscation, and
the confiscated goods went to the tax collectors, not to the state. A photograph of

the inscription is at the end of this Chapter.”

I think that these inscriptions are very significant, showing precise rules for
collection of the maritime taxes in Cyparissia, Delos and Caunus. The first, more
general, provision makes clear that Cyparissia was very anxious to prevent any tax
evasion on imported goods. The second is rather more sophisticated and
superficially has resonances with modern transfer pricing legislation (which seeks
to counter prices of goods passing normally between related parties being
manipulated to avoid tax). The third shows customs regulations in detail (and tax

being used as an incentive) and the sanctions for non-compliance.

7 1 have referred to these regulations in the context of ellimenion in Chapter Three (pages 86-89).
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Sanctions on officials

There were considerable checks on officials in Athens generally. There was a
dokimasia, a vetting to check fitness for office. Prospective archons were asked
about their ancestry and family shrines, their treatment of their parents, their
payment of taxes (do you pay your taxes?), and their military service.® Accusations
might be brought, and the candidates were given the opportunity to reply. Interim
financial accounts had to be produced each prytany and at the end of the year
financial accounts had to be produced (logos) with a general examination
(euthynai)’® Examples of people who fell foul of these procedures were Cimon,
Pericles and Callistratus (although Callistratus was not necessarily condemned as an
office-holder : possibly an eisangelia for being a rhetor and not speaking in Athens'
best interests - compare Hansen Eisangelia where this is case no 87).'° The
Hellenotamiae some time in the 450s or 440s were condemned for embezzlement
but the truth was discovered when nine had been executed and the Thesmothetae of

344-343 were deposed but reinstated."!

Tax-farmers had an obligation to the state and could be treated as public debtors if
they defaulted. We saw a reference to guarantors in the Grain-Tax Law (line 29),

and Demosthenes 24 97 declares that if holders of sacred or civil moneys fail to pay

8 Aristotle Ath Pol 55 3.

® Aristotle Ath Pol 48 3-5.

PAristotle Ath Pol 27 1 (Cimon); Thucydides 2 59 (Pericles); [Aristotle] Oec II 1350 a 16-23
(Callistratus). I owe this survey to Professor P J Rhodes' Valedictory Lecture Euthynai (Accounting)
on 9 May 2005.
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the appropriate money to the Council-house, the Council shall recover the money

by enforcing the statutes applicable to tax-farmers.

We do not know precisely what these statutes provided for but Euthycles, son of
Euthymenides, of the deme of Myrrhinous, denounced for confiscation a tenement
house belonging to Meixidemus of Myrrhinous, who was in debt to the public
treasury of the Athenians. Meixidemus' debt had arisen from his going surety for
various individuals who were undertaking public contracts : for Philistides, son of
Philistides, of Aixone, who had contracted to collect the metoikion tax of 343-342
but had failed to produce his 6™, 7%, 8" and 9™ payments of 100 drachmas, and had
also undertaken to raise the 5 drachma tax in the mines but had not produced the 6",
7" and 8" payments for this, of 125 drachmas each; for Telemachus, son of
Hermolochus, a metic living in the Piraeus who had taken a share in the raising of
the 5 drachma tax for Theseus but had failed to pay the 4 5“‘, 6 7"‘, g% ot and
10" instalments of 100 drachmas ... for Callicrates, son of Callicrates, a metic
living in the mining deme of Besa, who had taken a share in the raising of the
drachma tax for Asclepius but had not produced the 7%, 8" 9" and 10" payments of
36 drachmas 4 obols. The tenement house was in the event bought by Telemachus,
son of Theangelus, of Acharnai for 3705 drachmas 2 obols. Since this met the sum
of the outstanding debts, Meixidemus was presumably thus released from his

obligations. "

! Antiphon V Herodes 69 (Hellenotamiae); [Demosthenes] 58 27-28 (Thesmothetae).
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Andocides 1 On the Mysteries 73 lists the categories of disenfranchisement for
those that suffered atimia. Those who bought contracts for collecting tax and failed
to pay for them, and those who gave security for the payment of the purchase-
money for contracts for collecting tax, had to make their payments in the ninth
prytany. Otherwise they had to pay double and their properties were sold.” Todd
says that atimia was hereditary but that full payment (of the doubled debt) by the

debtor or his heirs automatically restored his or their status as epitimoi.*

The invisible economy

I look now at what has generally been referred to as the invisible economy (that is,

where people evade tax by putting their property out of sight)."’

Lysias 20 23 links 'invisible' assets and tax evasion : 'That he was a friend of the
people, I will prove to you. First of all, how many were the campaigns in which he
served without once shirking his duty, can be told, from personal knowledge, by his
fellow-demesmen. Then, when he might well have put his fortune away out of sight
and refused to help you, he preferred that you should know of it, in order that, even
if he chose to do wrong, he could have no chance, but must contribute to the

eisphora and perform his liturgies'. Demosthenes 45 66 explains how men like

12 Agora XIX P26 and compare Robin Osborne Demos p 1 et seq.

13 See Andocides 1 On the Mysteries ed MacDowell pp 106-107.

' The Shape of Athenian Law p 143,

' | have drawn on the work done by Cohen Athenian Economy and Society pp 194-201.
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Stephanus, who wished to avoid liturgies and the eisphora, might use their banks to

hide their property :

'This course of action, involving so great disgrace, he has adopted,
men of Athens, with a view to evading his duties to the state

and to conceal his wealth, that he might make secret profits by
means of the bank, and never serve as choregus or trierarch,

or perform any other of the public duties which befit his station'.

Demosthenes was himself 'heir to a long tradition of tax avoidance', as Cohen puts
it. His father’s estate, as set out in the litigation described in Demosthenes 27-31,
would have made the elder Demosthenes liable for performing liturgies, but he
seems to have kept his property 'invisible' and avoided performing any liturgies. His
son, the statesman, was said by Dinarchus 1 111 to be the 'wealthiest Athenian' but
never to have acquired anything that could be attributed to him (phaneron)
(Dinarchus 1 70). John Davies says that 'even with all the allowance for the
prejudice and caricaturing of Dinarchus, he gives the impression (1 69-71) that
Demosthenes had little or no phanera ousia except his house in Peiraeus; and if
Dinarchus' statement (1 69) can be trusted that this house had yielded only 50
drachmas in an eisphora, the unlikelihood that the eisphora was at a lower rate than
one per cent puts the maximum value of the house at 5000 drachmas (and it may
have been considerably less) ... The truth presumably was that by the 330s his

personal fortune had become so inextricably mixed with his political moneys, of
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which he himself was in some sense the bursar, that he could not make any

declaration of it without committing political suicide'.'®

Cohen argues that since the eisphora, liturgies etc 'were imposed only on those who
appeared to own the largest amounts of property, the system provided direct
motivation for the masking of assets and the growth of the "invisible economy"...
But skill at hiding assets could have no adverse effect on state revenue : one
person's success (in avoiding taxes) was attained at another's cost (in paying those
taxes)'.'” Cohen contrasts this with modern systems of taxation and says that where
a change in the value of a resident's total property or income results in a difference
in overall taxes due, the Athenian state received the same revenues or services
without reference to overall economic conditions and without regard to the identity
of the particular taxpayers ultimately liable. Cohen's assembly of the evidence of
the invisible economy is convincing but I think that he exaggerates the difference
between ancient Athenian and modern systems of taxation. Modern states, like
ancient states, decide how much money they want to raise, and the more the yield of

some taxes is reduced by avoidance/evasion, the more they have to try to raise by

other means.

Cohen has recently gone further and argued that in fourth century Athens tax laws
and administration effectively encouraged the growth of a clandestine (aphanes)

economy which provided much of the capital investment required for maritime

'S Davies Athenian Propertied Families 600 - 300 BC p 138.
Y7 Athenian Economy and Society pp 197-198.
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commerce, although there is no indication in surviving sources that such an effect
was intended. This flourishing commerce in turn created new wealth that, because
of Athens' taxation policies, tended to remain within the clandestine economy,
providing yet more potential capital for sea trade - thus fuelling the growth of
Athens as the dominant entrepdt in the eastern Mediterranan, and fostering the

' 1 find Cohen's analysis on the

private banks which expedited this trade.
progressiveness of the Athenian tax system and the resulting clandestine economy
convincing, if a little overstated. The financing of maritime trade is, however,
beyond the scope of this thesis but if what Cohen says about it is true, a flatter tax
system might well have resulted in less clandestine activity ending up in the

financing of maritime trade. I suspect that critics of Cohen's conclusion on maritime

trade will focus on the nature of the evidence on which he relies.

Coin hoards

James Davidson has suggested that another way to hide your property was to bury
it, and that this ancient tax-dodger’s conjuring trick of coin hoards has been the very
foundation of the modern discipline of numismatics.'” In this connection
Gabrielsen draws attention to the coin hoards at Thoricus in southern Attica in 296-

294 and in Piraeus in 400-380.%° Millett refers to Lysias (12 10-11), who had a

'® "Unintended Consequences? The Economic Effect of Athenian Tax Laws' Symposion 2001.
' Courtesans and Fishcakes p 244.
% 'Phanera and aphanes ousia in Classical Athens' Class et Med 37 1986 p 109.
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strongbox comprising 3 talents of silver, 400 Cyzicene staters, 100 Persian darics

and 4 silver cups.?!

In October 1969 the Belgian Archaeological Mission in Greece discovered a pot
containing 283 silver tetradrachms, 4 triobols and 5 gold staters, carefully buried
beneath the floor of a house in the city area of Thoricus (see the photographs at the
end of this Chapter). It is very likely that for some reason unknown to us the owner
of this treasure thought it safer to convert his money into aphanes at some date after
296-294. Gabrielsen cites a modern parallel in which the Danish tax authorities
made unsuccessful attempts to identify the owners of a modern Danish coin hoard.
Could the Thoricus hoard be an example of Athenian tax evasion? Numismatists I
have spoken to about this are sceptical. Their reading of coin hoards is that they are
bank deposits by any other name where, for whatever reason, people have not
deposited the money in a bank. I accept that there is no literary evidence for people
burying coin hoards to evade tax as there is for people putting money in banks to
evade taxes. However, I suggest that any modern taxman would be surprised if the
evasion of taxes was not at least one motive for burying a hoard of coins. Even if
tax evasion was not the only motive in troubled times, a bag of coins under the

floorboards is a form of wealth which probably would not be declared.

The tax system thus offered wealthy residents of Attica considerable incentive to

place or keep their property in the ‘invisible’ economy, there, financial assets —

2! Lending and Borrowing in Ancient Athens p 170 and n 13.
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deposits and loans — constituted the least traceable form of unseen property.
Athenians who kept their wealth concealed in this way were often able to avoid
undertaking liturgies and paying taxes generally. In the appeals procedure against
having to perform liturgies (antidosis), losers were almost certainly to be those who
had maintained their assets in more visible form and so could be shown to have

larger estates.

How compliant were the Athenians?

Estimates of modern tax compliance usually put countries in a league for the 'tax
gap' (between tax that is due under the law and tax that is paid in practice) from
about 5% to about 25%+, with 10% being fairly common. It is impossible to tell
what the figure for ancient Athens would have been but, in relation to the invisible
economy, the state did not, so far as we are aware, have any legislation at all about
banks. In Demosthenes 45 66 (quoted above) Stephanus is seeking secrecy from the
state. Only through placing funds with bankers in confidence and obtaining a yield
thereon would Stephanus have been able both to 'conceal his wealth' and to obtain
'secret returns', and thereby avoid costly liturgies. Most modern states have
legislation enabling their tax administrations to receive certain types of information
about a bank’s customers in order to protect their tax take. And they are anxious for
other states to have similar legislation so that people cannot move money abroad
tax-free as in the recent debate in the European Union about having a common

regime for withholding tax from interest paid throughout the Union.
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From the evidence we have of sanctions there seems to have been some effective
deterrent from evading the eisphora and certainly some mechanism with the
proeisphora to shift any loss of tax from the state to the 300 wealthiest individuals
of the state. An Athenian tax evader was more likely to be challenged by a jealous
fellow-citizen, whereas a modern one is more likely to be found out by official
checks. And there seem to have been sanctions against metoikion non-payers. If the
Cyparissian inscription is anything to go by and its provisions were replicated in
Athens, there may have been on the spot financial penalties in the case of the
import/export tax computed by reference to the value of the imported/exported
goods. It is possible that the eponion, hekatoste and silver tax were collected at the
same time as the transactions themselves took place (as under the modern deduction
of tax at source). Beyond this we can only guess at what sanctions there were for
other taxes, except that clearly potential dekate-defaulters would have had to have
run the gauntlet of the garrison stationed at Chrysopolis, and 4™ century eikoste-
defaulters would have had to contend with the Athenian fleet. On the other hand,
there seems to have been a fairly well-developed system of sanctions for public

officials and tax-farmers.

It seems that the ancient Athenian state knew roughly what each tax should yield —
compare Demosthenes 14 27 (an eisphora of 1% yields 60T, a tax of 2% yields
120T) - and tax-farmers must have had a pretty good idea of what to bid for the

right to collect various taxes. (You knew what last year's contract was sold for, you
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knew whether the contractors paid up, and you probably heard over the grapevine if
the contractors did particularly well or particularly badly for themselves.) We may
therefore presume that there was a reasonably effective system of sanctions for
Athenian taxation but that the invisible economy could have resulted in a rather

bigger ‘tax gap' than in some modern tax systems.
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ENDNOTE
SECOND CASE STUDY : THIRD CENTURY TAX-FARMERS IN

COLOPHON

This second case study looks at third century tax-farmers at Colophon in Asia
Minor. Chapters Four and Five summarised how tax-farmers operated in Athens
and what sanctions there were for maladministration during the period of this
thesis.'" The discovery of the Grain-Tax Law of 374-373 advanced our
knowledge of these matters but what further developments ensued? An
inscription from the mid-third century published in 1998 (the same year as
publication of the Grain-Tax Law) discovered at Claros gives us an indication of
such further developments. A photograph of the inscription is at the end of this
Endnote. The text of the inscription is in the Epigraphical Dossier at the end of

this thesis.

The inscription was discovered in the ruins of the sanctuary of Apollo at Claros
where (according to the inscription) it was set up. It was published by Etienne
and Migeotte in BCH 122 1998 and was reported in SEG 48 1404. The
inscription records two decrees about a scandal involving tax-farmers at

Colophon and Colophon-by-the-Sea (the second decree appears first).

Both Coldphon and Notion on the coast not far away paid tribute to Athens in
the fifth century. The inhabitants of Colophon were expelled from their city by
Lysimachus in 294 to set up a new Ephesus but were allowed to return in 289.2
Excavations at Notion have apparently shown that many inhabitants of

Colophon resettled there, the name being changed to Colophon-by-the-Sea.
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Claros was in the territory of Colophon and contained the famous temple and
oracle of Apollo. Tt was excavated before the First World War and after the

Second World War, and finally from 1987,

Translation

I have found it easier to read the second, earlier, decree first, that is, lines 33-46

of the inscription, then the first, later, decree.

(First, later, decree, lines 1-32)

"Under Konnion, on the 23 (or 28) Poseidon, it was decided by the Council and
the people, Poses, son of Apollonius, put a proposal of the epimenioi to the vote;
since, in the past, certain citizens, farming taxes, not of the city, but from
elsewhere, put pressure contrary to justice on those who have received the right
to hold property in the territory, be it decided by the Council and people that it
should not be allowed for any citizen nor inhabitant of the territory of Colophon
to farm taxes from elsewhere except from Colophon-by-the-Sea; that whoever
farms or takes a part in farming or receives some of the revenues of the taxes in
kind in their courtyard is to be liable for a thousand drachmas which will be
consecrated to Apollo; that anyone who wishes may denounce him to the
nomophylakes, receiving half the sum; if an individual suffers an injustice from
one of the tax-farmers or the tax-farmer from the individuals there shall be
summonses in accordance with the law, and the trials shall be held at the same
time as the proceedings relative to contracts and to tax farming in accordance

with the ordinance of the king; that this decree should be inscribed on a stone

! See pp 146-150 and 170-172.
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stele and erected in the sanctuary of Apollo; also the decree voted under Sittas
on the proposal of the epimenioi so that no citizen pays taxes contrary to justice;
that the poletai should award the contract for the work and that the oikonomos

should pay the money for the work'.

(Second, earlier, decree, lines 33-46)

'Under Sittas, the 24 (or 27) Metageitnion, it was decided by the Council and the
people, Xoutos put a proposal of the epimenioi to the vote; so that no citizen
should pay taxes contrary to justice, be it decided by the Council and the people:
if anyone brings lawsuits arising out of tax farming against one of the
Colophonians living at Notion or at Colophon or in the phrouria of Colophon -
except those registered at Notion or at Colophon® - that he should be liable to
half as much again of the money if he is convicted; that the recovery shall be
made against him as afier a judgement for extortion against the law; that he
should besides be liable for a thousand drachmas to the god; that anyone who

wishes may denounce him receiving half of the sum'.

Notes
e Line 7. Gauthier would have expected nvcoxAouv rather than évéx[Aou]v
and comments that the photograph does not allow any verification. On TTap&

Tiis dAecos &GAN' &AAoBev : Etienne and Migeotte think that tax collectors

2 L and J Robert Claros I pp 83-85.

31 am grateful for the comments made by members of Professor Robert Parker's Greek
Epigraphy Workshop in Oxford when I led a discussion on this inscription in October 2005. 1
am particularly grateful to Peter Thonemann who suggested that the exception in line 40
qualified Tis in line 37, not the taxpayers in line 39. I discuss this in the summing up of the
inscription below.
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have (lawfully) contracted to collect taxes for, for example, Ephesus, and
have been trying to collect these taxes from people with land in the xcopa of
Colophon, and that the decree forbids such collection; Gauthier thinks that the
tax collectors have unjustly (as Colophonians) contracted, and that the decree
forbids them to take such contracts. Gauthier seems right, because there
would otherwise be no point in lines 10-13 if applied to people who lawfully
take an Ephesian contract.
Line 8. ToUs évekTnuévous Tous év Tijt Xcopal. According to Etienne and
Migeotte these were non-citizen farmers living inside the urban centres who
were apparently ignorant of the tax laws. The fraud may have been detected
when the regular taxes were due, and the farmers refused to pay twice.
Gauthier translates 'proprietors of our land'.
Line 12. KoAogwvicov. Compare I Magnesia 53 lines 75-77 KoAogwovior
ol TNv dpxaiav MOAIv oikoUvTes.
Line 13. KoAogcovos Tiis émi 8aAi&ttm. Compare i Magnesia 53 lines 78-
79.
Line 14. petdoxm. Implies a syndicate of tax-farmers (ueTéxewv),
distinguished from sole tax-farmers (apxcovns) - compare Andocides 1
Mysteries 133. This would confirm the existence of syndicates of tax-
farmers outside Athens.
avAit. Refers to tax-farmers who stored their products in their courtyard,
and suggests that at least some taxes were paid in kind. See Hellmann Topoi
4 1994 p 135, who says in relation to Delos that such a courtyard was an
essential element in a rural property and that in certain cases it was the

whole farm.
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e Line 15. TouTwov TwA. Refers to TéAn, 'some of these' indicates the
revenues of the taxes in kind. The context is against meaning 'some of these
(tax-farmers)’, Tiva being masculine singular.

e Line 18. Tous vopopuAakas. Before this inscription they were known by
reference to only one text (see BCH 39 1915 p 45).

e Line 23. kaTt& 16 Sidypappa Tou PaciAéws. This occurs only in the
later decree and probably refers to the farming of royal taxes. The king could
be Lysimachus (before 281) or a Seleucid (Antiochus I 281-261 or
Antiochus II 261-246) or someone after the middle of the third century. It is
clear that both cities were subject cities at least at the time of the later
decree, and the fact that the king is not named may suggest that the cities
had been subject cities for some time.

o Line 30. Tous mreoAnTds. That is, those who sold the tax-farming contracts
- compare, in Athens, the poletai records in The Athenian Agora Vol XIX.

e Line 40. ypagwvTal 'Registered' to be preferred to 'accused. The
inhabitants of ppoupia registered in Notion and Colophon were probably
members of civic militiae stationed at those sites, and were clearly liable to
the taxes like everyone else.

e Lines 45-46. The verb paivéTe reflects paois in Athens and other cities

where the informer was rewarded by half the fine.

Summing up of what the inscription says and dating of the inscription

The earlier decree provides that no citizen should pay taxes contrary to what is

just. The penalty payable by a guilty tax-farmer is the tax that has been wrongly
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paid plus half that amount and 1000 drachmas to Apollo. The inscription lists
three categories of citizens - those living at Notion, those living at Colophon

and those living in the phrouria.

The later decree is concerned with a particular category of foreigner, that is,
those who have received the right to own property in the territory or, as Gauthier
puts it, land-owners in our territory. The decree provides that neither a citizen
nor a foreign resident tax-farmer may levy tax on these people except that of
Colophon-by-the-Sea on the footing that these foreign landowners dated from
294-290 when the Colophonians were expelled from Colophon. The penalty
arrangements are similar to those of the earlier decree, and the taxes have to be

in conformity with the royal ordinance.

Etienne and Migeotte define the guilty tax-farmer in the earlier decree as anyone
who brings lawsuits arising out of tax-farming against one of the Colophonians
living at Notion or at Colophon or in the phrouria of Colophon, except those
registered at Notion or Colophon. It was suggested at the Oxford Workshop
which discussed this inscription (see footnote 3) that this exception qualifies the
tax farmer, not the taxpayers. I wrote to Migeotte with this interpretation,
observing that the concept of a Colophonian citizen resident in the phrouria but
not registered in Notion or Colophon seemed self-contradictory - if he was not
registered, how could he be a citizen? If our interpretation were right, there
would then be a symmetry between the two decrees, in that both d