“Those who live apart” were Mercenaries

ABSTRACT: Since antiquity, scholars have thought that the phrase to0¢ ywpic oikodvtag
(Dem. 4.36) indicated a special class of slaves, or freedmen, or (Kazakévich) an unspecified
form of free alien. The argument advanced in Dem. 4, this paper suggests, shows that the
individuals who lived apart, were mercenaries.

In the first Philippic Demosthenes laments Athens’ inability to mobilize quickly and efficiently
for naval expeditions. The city manages the complex and expensive task of administering the
Panathenaia and Dionysia, he observes, because law clearly establishes who is to do what and
when (4.35-36). But when it comes to preparing for war, Athens’ house is not in order (36-37):
Toryapodv G’ aknkdapév Tt Kol Tpmpapyovg kabictapey kol tovTolg aviddoels moovueda K(}i mepl YPNUATOV
wOPOV cKOTODEY, Kol petd TadT’ Eufaivey ToLG petoikovg E50&e Kol ToVG PG olkoDvVTag, €1T” ADTOVG TAALY,

1T’ avtepPiPalety, eit’ év o TodTo LEAAETAL, TPOUTOAWAEY TO &9 O v EKmALmUEY-

So, as soon as we have heard something, we appoint trierarchs and we hold antidoseis for them and we
investigate raising money, and after that it is resolved to embark the metics and those who live apart, and then in
turn ourselves, and then to embark another crew instead, and then in the time in which these delays take place
the purpose for which we were sailing out has been lost.

The identity of “those who live apart” has long provoked readers’ curiosity. Harpokration
explained (s.v. Todg xopic oikodvrag):'
AnpocBévng duurmikoic “koi peta todta EuPaivey Tog petoikovg £60&e Kol TOVG YMPIG 01IKODVTAG TAV
deomoT@V.” 00 UNv GALA Kol xopig ToD Tpockeichatl pavepov dv gin to dniovduevov, Tt ol dneievbepot Kb’

aDTOVG HKOVV, YWPIG TAOV AneAeLfepOGAVTOV, &V 6€ TG TEWS S0VAEHOVTEG £TL GLVAKOVV.

Demosthenes (says) in the Philippics: “and after that it is resolved to embark the metics and those who live
apart from their masters.” On the contrary, even without the addition the plain meaning would be obvious,
because freedmen used to live on their own, apart from those who freed them, but used to live with them while
they were still slaves.

To Harpokration it was “obvious” that these individuals were freedmen since freedmen lived
apart from their masters, while slaves lived with theirs. But some freedmen lived with their
former masters and some slaves lived apart.” This smells of conjecture and error—neither

especially odd.

! Photius and Suda have the same, under the same lemma, but with mpokeic6ou.

* For example, the speaker of Dem. 47 admitted to his oikos a former nurse whom his father had freed; she had
lived on her own and now returned to the family of her manumittor: Dem. 47.55-56: mpd¢ 8¢ tovTo1C, ® EVSpEC
dwaotai, ETuyEV 1] YOVI LOV HETA TAV Todiv dplotdoa €v Tf] aOAf], Kol HeT’” avTig TITON TIg £un Yevopévn
npeoPutépa, GvBpmmog eBvovs kol ToTh Kol Apepévn ElevBépa 7O Tod TaTpoOg ToD Ep0D. GUVAKNCEV BE AVdpL,
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What does stand out, though, is the rejection with which he begins the entry. This is the
only time Harpokration uses the phrase o0 unv dAida. To what does he object? To “the addition”
(tod mpookeioBar). Of what? The answer can only be the words “t@v deonotdv,” which are
absent from the manuscripts of Demosthenes,’ and which he must have encountered via some
form of insertion or other readerly intervention. He uses the verb proskeisthai nowhere else and
prostithemi but once, to indicate a lexical observation that Nikander seems to have ‘added’ to a
point made by Didymos.* He never uses the noun prostheke, but he will have known from Hyp.
3.10 that it could denote an insertion or appendage in a contract, an add-on—there, an allegedly
deceitful one. Someone before him wondered about the identity of those who lived apart,
concluded that they were slaves, and indicated this by ‘adding’ 1®v deomot@v. Finding this,
Harpokration rejects both the conclusion that those who lived apart were slaves and the addition
of the words that would tell us so. “On the contrary,” he says, it is obvious that they were
freedmen. A later lexicographer, finding 1®v deomot@v in Harpokration or else in a common
source, thought it not so obvious, defining those who lived apart as “freedmen, since they live

apart from those who set them free, or slaves living apart from their masters.”

The only thing
that is “obvious” in the sentence of Demosthenes is that those who lived apart were neither
metics nor citizens.

Who, then, were they? Thanks to Kamen, we now have a fully translated and helpfully
updated version of Kazakévich’s 1960 article on the subject.” Most scholars have followed the

tradition that Harpokration thought so obviously wrong, concluding that those who lived apart

Eme1dn apein ElevBipa- b 8& ovTog dméBavey kol adTy ypadc fv koi odk Jv adTiv 6 Bpdyav, Enaviikey OC us.
dvarykoiov ovv fv ) Tepudelv £veeic dvrag pfte TiTONV yevopéviy uite moudaywyov. The naukleros Lampis is said
to be a slave, residing at Athens with his own family: Dem. 34.5: pooiv 8’ dmodedmrévatl 10 ypvoiov AGumidl @
Aiwvog oikétn &v Boomop®; 34.10: kai adtog pév anecmdn v @ Aéupo petd T@v dAhov 1aidov Td@v Aiovog,
andrecey 8¢ mAéov 7| TpLdkovTo cmpata ELedBepa xwpic TV dAlmV; 34.37: kai tadt’ Empatev, ® dvdpeg dikacTod,
olk@v pev Afnvnot, obong 8’ adtd yovaukog £vBdde Kol Taidwv, TdV 68 vOpmv Ta Eoyata émttipia Tpotednkdtmv,
&l T1g oik®V ABMvnowy GALocE Totl crnynoetey 1 €ig 10 ATTikov Epndplov.

10 Keaney, Harpocration, Lexeis of the Ten Orators (Amsterdam 1991) ad loc., p.251, notes, “t@v
deondtmv om. codd. Dem.” Perhaps clearer to say that Harpocration includes those words than that the manuscripts
of Demosthenes omit them.

* Harp. s.v. Enparowpeiv: Aioyivig kotd Tiudpyov. Enporotgeiv Eheyov 10 yopic Aovtpdv dreipecdat, ¢
Aidvpog év kn' Tpayikiic AéEemg kail Nikavopog &v i’ Attikiic Stodéktov, Tpootifeic §tt unmote Kol to Vo TV
arewmt®dv Agyopevov EnpotpiPeicOat ovtmg ElEyeTo.

5 e . PSR 3 > ~ ~ r »n ~ N s ~
Bekker, Anec. 1316.11: ot dnelebBepot el yopic 0ikoDoL TOV AneAeLOEP®GAVT®V 1| d0DAOL XWPIg 01KOTVTEG
TV deoTOTOV.

% E. G. Kazakévich, “Were the yopig oikodvteg Slaves?” ed. by D. Kamen, partly transl. by O. Levaniouk,
GRBS 48 (2008) 343-380; originally, VDI 73.3 (1960) 23-42.
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were slaves; some urge that the classification could apply to slaves or to freedmen; others are
simply unsure; and Kamen has now argued that Harpokration was right all along.” But
Kazakévich alone, it seems, broke new ground, arguing that the lexicographers were mistaken,
that those who lived apart were neither privileged slaves (too small a cohort to offer much
manpower at the oar) nor freedmen (“who would probably be classed as metics anyway”); rather,
“Demosthenes could have been referring to any or all of the various free populations groups in
Attica and nearby areas, namely those groups who were neither Athenians nor metoikoi—either
because they had not yet acquired the status of metoikoi or because their relationship with the
Athenians was determined by some other, more or less permanent, ties.”® “Then why did he not
simply say to0¢ petoikovg kai Tovg (dAAovg) Eévoug? Possibly because he had in mind not every
stranger (for example, he certainly did not mean travelers), and not only the mercenaries, but
precisely all the “excluded” inhabitant foreigners, a group that could include more than just the
professional sailors.” But who were these non-metic, non-transient, non-mercenary, non-
Athenians, who were present in sufficient number to help man the fleet?

Despite its characterization in modern scholarship, there is no reason to think that ot
Yopic oikodvteg was a technical term. It appears nowhere else. For all of the Athenians’ talk
about status and participation in the polity, no other reference to this group as such exists. In
three places in the orators ywpic modifies oikelv, never indicating a class of person, as
Kazakévich recognized.'® Bouselos had five sons, who, upon his death, divided his property and
started five families. Each lived apart (yopig &€kactog dret) from the rest and from his paternal

oikos, maintaining his own home.'' Theophemos lived apart (ywpic oikoin) from his father’s

" D. Kamen, “Reconsidering the status of khéris oikountes,” Dike 14 (2011) 43—53; see esp. 44—45 for a review
of scholarship. Freedmen and born-free metics enjoyed slightly different rights: Kamen Dike 14 (2011) 47-48; A.
Dimopoulou-Piliouni, “Apeleutheroi: Metics or Foreigners?” Dike 11 (2008) 27-50. But that does not mean that
Athens would draft “metics and freedmen.” If a freedmen registered as a metic he was required to name his former
owner as prostates or else face dike apostasiou (see Harp. s.v. dnoctociov) by the same. But so far as we know he
registered as a metic, not as a freedman. If Athens wanted to draft metics and freedmen all it had to do was summon
metics.

¥ GRBS 48 (2008) 374-375.
° GRBS 48 (2008) 376-377.
1" Kazakévich, GRBS 48 (2008) 362-366.

1 N ~ 5 1 5 ~_ o N r ~ Yoo I3 Y. 5 ~
"' Dem. 43.19: kol moideg £yévovto adToig Gmacty kai Toidmv Toideg, Kai éyévovto mévte olkot £k ToD
Bovcélov oikov £vog GvTog, Kol ympig EKaoTog HKEL TOV £0VTOD XMV Kol £yYOVOUG £0VTOD TOLOVUEVOG.
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oikos while his brother was living there still.'> One man’s former nurse had been set free by his
father and was no longer living in his oikos, but apart, with her husband." In all of these cases
the collocation indicates not simply independence, but outsider status with regard to another’s
oikos."* All of these individuals lived apart from some other place or thing. A metic’s home was
Athens. An alien, by contrast, was someone whose home was not, someone who lived apart from
Athens. This, I urge, was the distinction that Demosthenes sought to make by collocating tovg
petoikovg and ToVG YWPig 0ikODVTOG.

His specific proposals bear this out. Athens, he urged, should create two military forces,
first, fifty triremes, which Athenians must resolve to man themselves (mAgvotéov €ig TavTOC
owToig éupdotv), along with horse transport and supply ships.'> The other contingent was to be a
small raiding force, not ten or twenty thousand mercenaries (évouc), but a force that would
belong to the city (fj Tiic TOAewg Eotan),'® and also include mercenaries (&évoug, 4.20). In all, he
proposes a total infantry strength of two thousand, five hundred of them Athenians (A6nvaiovg)
and the rest mercenaries (§€vovg), plus two hundred cavalry, at least fifty of them Athenians
(Abnvaiovg), the rest presumably mercenaries.'” It is essential, he stressed, that citizens (moitag)
be included. In the past, when Athens maintained a mercenary force (Eevikov) with participation

by Athenians themselves (adtovg OuAG), mercenaries with Athenians and Athenians with

2 Dem. 47.35: amokpvapévou 84 pot Evépyov &1t vevepmuévog el kai yopig oikoin 6 Ocoonpog, adtdg 88
napd @ moTpi, TLOSHEVOC 0D (el 6 OedPNuOC, AaPdv Topd THC apyFg VmpEV RABoV &ni TV oikiav Tod
BOgopnpov.

B Dem. 47.72: ageito yap vmd 10d matpdg 10D £pod EAevEpa kail xopic dret kai Gvdpa Eoyev. She later
returned; see Dem. 47.55-56 at n.2 above.

' See also e.g. Pl. Rep. 460c, where the offspring of the good will be brought to nurses who lived apart, i.e.
from the rest of the population: ta pév o1 t@v dyab@v, dok®d, Aafodcat €ig TOV GNKOV 0IGOVGLY TAPE TIVOG TPOPOVG
Y®pig oikovoag &v Tvi uépet Tiig Torewg; Pl. Crit. 110c refers to a military class that lived apart from the rest of the
populace: "Quket 6¢ 01 10T’ &v Tfid€ TH] YDPQ TG peEV dAla £Bvn TV TOATAV TTEPL TOG dNpovpyiag dvta kol TV €k Thg
Y1ig TPOPNV, TO &€ pdyipov T AvopdV Beimv kat’ apydg dpoplebev drel yopis.

15 ~ Y r e b ~ , , ) N ~
Dem. 4.16: mp@dTov p&v totvov, & 8vSpeg ABnvoiot, TppEl TEVTHKOVTA TopacKeVacuchol enui Seiv, &it’
YTodE O TE T8 p " b, 6y T1 56n, TAEVOTEOY Sic TalT Jtoic fuBGGLY.
a0ToVG 0UT® TOG YVOHAG EXEV MG, AV TL 6£1), TAELOTEOV £lg TaVTOG 0OTOlG EUPacY

' Dem. 4.19: 1pod 8¢ TovTeV SOvapiv Tv’, & 8vdpec Adnvaiot, enui TpoyelpicacOon Seiv UG, §i cuvexdS
TOAEUNGEL KO KOK®G EKEIVOV TOMGEL. [N Lot popiovg Unde diopupiovg EEvous, Unde T0G EMGTOAUAIONS TAVTAG
duvapelg, GAA’ §j thg mOAems Eotat, KAV DUELG Eva KAV TAglovg KAV TOV deiva KAV OVIIvoDV XEPOTOVIIONTE GTPATNYOV,
TOVT@ TeiogTol Kol AKOAOVONGEL.

" Dem. 4.21: Méym 81 Tod¢ mhvag otpatidrag dioyikiove, Tovtav 8 Abnvaiovg enui Seiv elvar Teviakosiong,
€ g &v Tvog Dpiv NAtkiog Koddg Exstv SO, YPOVOV TAKTOV GTPATEVOUEVOVG, LT LOKPOV TODTOV, GAL’ G0V dv
Soxi kakdc Exetv, &k radoyfic GAAGAOIC TOVE & HAAOVE Eévoug etvat kededm. Kol Letd ToVTmV inméag Stakociovg,
kol To0ToV Tevtikovt’ ABnvaiovg TodAGyIoTOV, BoTep TOVG TELOVG, TOV ADTOV TPOTOV GTPATEVOUEVOLS: KOl
ITmoyyovg ToVToLs.
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mercenaries (TapatoTTopEVOL LeD’ VUMV Evikmv ovTol oi EEvol kail DUEIS pet’ éxeivav) victory
was hers; on the other hand, outcomes have not been nearly so favorable since Athens started
having mercenary forces (t& Egvikdr) fight for her on their own.'® And so, he asks, nearing the
conclusion of the speech, shouldn’t Athenians themselves (avtoi) go forth among their own
troops (oTpaTiOTdV oikeiwv), even if in the past they have not?'” It harms Athenian interests to
dispatch generals at the head of a contingent of wretched mercenaries for hire (401iwv
amopicOwv Eévav), i.e. without robust citizen participation.

Demosthenes stresses that the ideal force should be composed of both Athenians and
mercenaries; that joint forces, such as the city once fielded, have succeeded, while the
mercenary-only forces, which have become more common in recent years, fail. Athens, he urges,
must have skin in the game, must field citizens (moAitag), its very selves (adtoig, ovTOVS VUAG,
vueig), must produce a force that belonged to the city (tfjg moOAewc). Now, metics were not
citizens, were not the “you” and “selves” to whom Demosthenes spoke. But they were in a
crucial sense “the city’s,” subject to military conscription like their citizen betters.

The speech, though, has nothing to say about slaves or freedmen. Demosthenes’ specific
proposal is to reject the prior practice of mounting mainly mercenary forces and to field joint
forces instead. Thus, it would be a bizarre and inexplicable intrusion for Demosthenes to lament
at 3637 Athens’ reliance on slaves/freedmen in its naval campaigns, rather than its own citizens.
He is chastising Athenians’ prior decisions “to embark those who live with (tob¢ petoikovg) and
those who live apart (tovg yopig oikodvtag), and only then their very selves (git” avtovg

’92

név).”?! Metics too play no part in the argument that he constructs in the rest of the speech, but

' Dem. 4.24: moAitag 8¢ mapeivar kol copmAeiv S8 TodTo Kehebm, 6Tl kai TPOTEPOHV TOT” dKOV® EEVIKOV
Tpépety év Kopivoe tiv moAv, od IToddotpatoc fysito kai Toupdtng koi Xappiog kai Aot TvES, koi adTodg DUeC
cvotpatedesar: kol 01d’ dxodmv 6Tt Aakedarpoviovg Tapatattopevol ued’ Hudv Evikov ovtot oi E&vot kai DEig
uet’ ékeivov. 8€ 00 8 anté kad’ avTd T Egvid DUV oTpaTeETAL, TOVS GIAOVE VIKE Kol TOVS GLUHAXOVG, o1 &
€xOpol peifovg 100 déovtog yeydvaoty. Kol Topakdyavt’ €ml Tov Tiig mohems tohepov, tpog Aptapalov kol TovToyol
paAlov oiyetor mAéovta, O 8¢ oTPATNYOG AKOAOVOET, eikdTmG 00 Yap EoTv dpyewv ur d1d6vTa cehov.

19 5 5 r s 5 v . ~ s r ~ > Vs ’
Dem. 4.44: o0k £ufnoopeda; ook E&pev avtol pépet Y€ TVt oTPaTIOT®V oikeimv VDV, €l Kol un tpdtepov;

* Dem. 4.46: étav yop fyfitan pév 6 otpatnydg dOAimv dropicfov Eévev, ol 8 vmép dv v Ekeivog TPAEN TPOC
DUEC YeLdOpEVOL Padime £vOES’ dotv, Dusic 8 &€ dv v dicodond’ & Tu dv TOYNTE YNeilncbe, Ti Kai yp1| TPocdoKdv;

*! Clear ancient statements on the etymology of uetowkeiv are lacking. A metic both /ived with and, as
Whitehead suggested, changed home. He was “characterised by a past act no less than a present and continuing
state.” Moreover, “the fact that not only genuine immigrants but manumitted slaves became metoikoi...constitutes
clear evidence that the technical term, once adopted, took on a fossilised life of its own independent of historical
circumstances.” Thus, Whitehead prefers “immigrant” to “resident alien.” See D. Whitehead, The Ideology of the
Athenian Metic (Cambridge 1977) 6-7. Either way, the Athenian ear was primed to hear the root -oik-. Isocrates
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the juxtaposition of tovg petoikovg and tovg ywpig oikodvtag is rhetorically opportune, a
convenient vehicle for the speaker’s proposition: Athenians have relied almost entirely on those
who don’t even live there at all (Tob¢ ympig oikodvrag); the time has come to be part of their own
force (otpatiwtdv oikeiwv). It is hard to capture this wordplay in English, but the point is clear
enough, and it is one that Demosthenes develops throughout the course of the speech, and not
just in the one isolated sentence to which scholars have been drawn.**

“Those who lived apart” were neither slaves nor freedmen; on this point Kazakévich—
apparently alone—was right. But they were not, I urge, some sort of unidentified class of persons
who had no share in the Athenian state but were present and eligible for service. The (unique)
phrase was not even a technical term for any group at all. Rather, it was an artful reference to the
largest known category of non-metic, non-Athenians, who lived apart from Athens and were
nevertheless called by her to serve: mercenaries, the same ones whom Demosthenes mentions
repeatedly elsewhere in the speech. The only evidentiary cause to think otherwise is an error of

Harpokration and the later lexicographer who used him.
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notes that it is far more miserable to oikein among one’s own citizens than to metoikein among others (16.47): oAV
Yop aBAdTEPOV TOPA TOIG ADTOD TOAITALG TIL®UEVOV OIKETV T} Top” Etépoic peTowkelv. He is discussing exile and
so contemplates both a change of residence and residence with others. Xen. Por. 2.6-7 neatly evokes both nuances:
gito, £metdn kol ToAAY oikidY Epnud 0Tty Evidg TdV TEy®V Kai oikdmeda, £l 1} TOMC 15011 oikodouncopévorg
gykextiicBot ol dv aitovpevol &0l Sokdoty ivat, moAd dv ofopar kod S1& Tadta mAeiovg Te kai Pektiove dpéyecBon
Tilg ABfvney 0ikfGEmGS. Kol €1 LETOKOPVAAKAG Y€ AOTEP OPPOVOPOAOKOS ApyNV KAOIGTATIUEY, KOl TOVTOIG TYLY TIG
énein oitveg mhelotovg petoikovg amodei&elay, Kol ToDTo £HVOVOTEPOVS GV TOVG LETOTKOVS TTo10iN Kai, MG TO €1KdG,
mavteg Av ol AmoOAdes Tijg ABvn oL petokiag dpéyorvto Kol tag Tpocddovg v ad&olev. Aspasia’s funeral oration
distinguishes the authochthonous from those whose metic ancestors came from elsewhere: Pl. Menex. 237b-c: ti|g 8’
gvyeveiog Tp@dTov VfpEe T0168E 1) TAY TPOYOHVOV YEVEGIC 0DK ETNAVS 0060, 0VSE TOVS EKYOVOVC TOVTOVG
ATOPNVOUEVT] HETOLKODVTAG &V Tf] XOPpQ BAA0OEY GOV NKOVT®V, AAL avTtdybovag kal T@ dvtl &v TaTpidt
oikoDvTog Kol {dVTac, Kol TPEPOUEVOLC 0Dy VIO INTPVLIEC OC ol AL, AL’ DO unTpdC Thig YMpoag &v 1 drovy, Kai
viv kelchat televtioavtag év oikeiolg TOmOLS TG TeKoVoNG Kol Bpeydong kai vmode&apévng; cf. Thuc. 1.2.5-6. Thus,
even after the technical term had matured as such, Attic authors continued to play oikein and metoikein against each
other for rhetorical effect.

* Dem. 4 makes no reference to Athenians who had taken up residence elsewhere; such citizens might be said
to live apart from Athens, rather like the sons who left their father’s oikos and established their own (Dem. 43.19,
47.35), or the freed slave who acted similarly (47.72). But again, they are not mentioned elsewhere in the speech, so
that reference to them in what is very nearly a culminating sentiment would be out of place.
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