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Chapter 1: Introduction

In 441 B.C., just six years into the thirty years’ truce Athens and Sparta had
agreed to during the Peloponnesian War, war erupted between the cities of Miletos and
Samos, Although Athens and Sparta had ceased major hostilities, conflict still
periodically flared throughout the Greek world. The Samians, bearing the brunt of the
fighting, appealed to the Athenians for help. In response, the Athenians sent a fleet to
Samos after which they installed a democracy, took hostages as collateral, and
established a garrison. After the Athenians returned home, a few Samians left their city,
recruited a mercenary force, and then returned to Samos and overthrew the new
democratic government. They then recovered their hostages and resumed the attack on
Miletos.'

Hearing this news, the Athenians sent a fleet of sixty ships to Samos and promptly
defeated the Samian fleet in battle. Establishing position on the land, the Athenians
blockaded the city by building three walls.” The Athenian general Pericles then took the
majority of the fleet with him to see to problems in Caunus and Caria, which afforded the
Samian defenders an opportunity to launch a surprise attack on the depleted Athenian
camp and fleet. The Samians defeated the left-over ships and thus controlled their sea for
two weeks until Pericles and the Athenian fleet returned.” He immediately reinstituted
the blockade while more Athenian reinforcements arrived. The Samian defenders again
resisted, but they could only hold out for so long, as the siege depleted necessary

resources such as food and water. Samos eventually surrendered to Athens after a nine-

! Thuc. 1.115.
2 Thuc. 1.116.
3 Thue. 1.117.
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month siege, but at a cost. According to the terms of the surrender, Samos had to tear
down the city walls, give hostages to the Athenians, surrender its fleet, and make
monetary payments to Athens.! Such was the price of resistance to an imperial power.

The siege and defeat of Samos serves as a paradigm for how conflicts in the
Greek world usually progressed and ended. This of course pertains to wars on a city’s
territory, where the stakes are much greater than in the open field. In the open field an
army or fleet might be defeated, but the home city still survived. In addition, when in the
field, the norm for battles in classical antiquity was an open hoplite battle. When a city
itself became threatened, not only the soldiers, but the city itself and its residents became
vulnerable. The physical destruction of a city was a rather rare occurrence in the Ancient
World despite the ubiquity of warfare. Battles usually concluded with a truce and certain
penalties paid by the defeated city, which could range from tribute to hostages or even the
execution of certain citizens. The actual deliberate destruction of a city after being
defeated was fairly uncommon. These unique cases of city destruction, particularly why
they were destroyed, are the focus of this thesis.

In exploring the question of why certain cities were destroyed, but not others, I
have examined various instances of city destruction in the Greek world during the
Archaic and Classical Periods (Sixth to Fourth Centuries B.C.). Through a study of the
ancient sources I have found that the quest to extend the imperial powers of Persia,
Athens, Sparta, and Macedon often provided the motivation and justification for
destroying cities. As such, the destruction of cities usually occurred because an imperial

power wished to make an example of a revolting city or expand its territory. In either

* Thuc. 1.117.
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instance, the destruction of cities was inextricably linked with the practice of siege
warfare. When a city refused to surrender peacefully, an aggressor usually needed to
implement siege warfare to overcome the physical defenses of a city. Siege warfare
required much time and resources, usually leaving the aggressors feeling vengeful and
often leading to the destruction of the city in the event of a successful siege. Due to the
new siege technologies and strategies under Philip II and Alexander the Great, the
destruction of cities inevitably rose as they expanded their empire and city defenses
became easier to breach. The destruction of cities in Greece during the Classical Period,
especially the latter part under Philip and Alexander, became far more frequent than in
the Archaic Period due to the rise of imperial powers, such as Athens and Sparta in
Greece, which were able to procure the resources for undertaking siege warfare.

The term “destruction” is a tricky one because the ways in which cities suffered
destruction varied significantly. Obviously one could not destroy physical structures in
ways possible today, such as by using TNT and other explosives. However, destruction
could be wrought through other means. Siege engines played a great role in allowing for
the easier physical destruction of a city. For instance, catapults could be used to launch
rocks at a fortification wall. Fire served as another simple way to destroy certain
structures and land quickly. For the purposes of this paper, I will consider the destruction
of a city to entail the physical destruction of at least a major part of a city. Of course the
degree of destruction often differed and such a difference in the extent of destruction
could help communicate the motives of the aggressors who destroyed the city. For
example, the Persians burned the Athenian acropolis and destroyed physical structures,

including the sanctuaries. In rebuilding, the Athenians used the broken remains as parts



of their new structures in order to keep a constant reminder of the events rendered during
the war. Such damage to physical structures qualifies as destruction under the liberal
definition. As the degree and manner of destruction differs greatly from city to city, one
finds great difficulty in attempting to quantify how many cities were actually destroyed.
However, Morgan Hansen quantified the frequency of destruction of cities
occurring in the Archaic and Classical Periods. Based on his analysis, he believes that
there existed “113 cases of andrapodismos [enslavement of a population] or expulsion of
the population of a polis and/or destruction of its urban centre.”> Of these instances
involving any of these three outcomes, he argues that only “about a score” of the cities
suffered annihilation. He believes that the cases of city destruction described by the
ancient authors “must have been less effective and disastrous than appears in the
accounts.”® Nevertheless, Hansen’s count is influenced by what he considers destruction.
He even acknowledges that many of these cases of enslavement and destruction are
speculative, relying on the implications of the authors. The cases with extensive literary
and/or archaeological evidence are indeed minimal. Even so, the frequency of city

destruction which Hansen proposes helps quantify the rather rare event.

1.2: The Scholarly Conversation

My project approaches the historical and archaeological sources from a new

perspective. While scholars have studied the same sources and case studies, they have

done so within different contexts and with different aims in mind. For instance, in

® Hansen and Nielsen (2004) 121.
¢ Hansen and Nielsen (2004) 122.
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Ancient Siege Warfare, Paul Kern mentions some examples of city destruction, but he
does not give them any special significance distinguishing them from the other examples
of besieged cities.” My research demonstrates a strong link between siege warfare and
the destruction of cities in that siege warfare almost always proved necessary to breach a
city’s defenses and thus allowed for the destruction of the city itself. The physical toll
and drain of resources associated with siege warfare made it much more likely that the
aggressors would destroy the city. Although Kern does not approach the topic of siege
warfare with the same end in mind, his work has nevertheless proven to be of the utmost
importance because it traces the development of siege technology and techniques and
addresses the treatment of captured cities and their populations, which are both themes of
my project. My research attempts to make broader connections across time that relate to
the destruction of cities, including how changes in the nature of Greek political entities
with respect to their power, resources, and influence as well as developments in siege
warfare tactics and technology fueled the rise in the number of city destructions as time
progressed from the Archaic to Classical Period and beyond.

My research is also informed by the work of Nancy Demand in Urban Relocation
in Archaic and Classical Greece: Flight and Consolidation. Demand attempts to answer
the question “Why did the Greeks move cities?”® Previous scholars had assumed that
environmental, economic, and social factors caused urban relocations, but Demand
argues that “Greeks moved cities not for any of the assumed reasons but only in the face

of an overwhelming external threat to their continued existence as autonomous political

7 Kern (1999).
8 Demand (1990) 6.
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entities.” Thus, she argues that the relocation of cities in the Greek world came about
due to defensive and survival needs. My project examines what happened to the
populations of destroyed cities. In the case of the Persian destruction of Miletos in 494
B.C., the Persians actually relocated those Milesians whom they captured.m In a sense,
one could argue that the Persians actually moved the city itself because the city is not
only its physical setting and structures, but also the people that make up the city.
Demand’s work helps me to contextualize the specific instance of relocation in Miletos
within the broader movement of urban relocation as a whole.

Archaeological evidence also informs my study of city destruction. I have
examined both field reports and the secondary sources that comment on and compile the
archaeological evidence. Fortifications played a vital role as the last physical means of
defense separating the defending city from the aggressors. In examining this
archaeological evidence and the overall context within which the scholarly discussion
exists, [ have relied on works concerning Greek fortifications, such as A.-W. McNicoll’s
Hellenistic Fortifications From the Aegean to the Euphrates. McNicoll argues that
changes in siege warfare tactics and technology in the late fourth century B.C. influenced
the innovations and developments of defensive fortifications. He also argues that the
invention of the catapult in 400 B.C. and the torsion engine by the Macedonians in 350
B.C. constituted the two most influential technological developments in siege warfare
because they “gave the impulse to many of the innovations in fortification-building

during the Hellenistic period, although walls still had to be built to resist the ancient

? Demand (1990) 5.
1% Har. 6.22.
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methods of rams, probe, sap, and escalade.”'! These new technologies made necessary
new defensive adaptations, such as gateways, towers, battlements, and ditches. McNicoll
describes in detail the salient characteristics of the fortifications, comparing and
contrasting the features of sites through a chronological progression. Using mostly
archaeological evidence, McNicoll’s work is especially relevant to my research because it
contextualizes the physical defenses and archaeological evidence relevant to city
destruction, something that cannot be obtained from the ancient sources.

The secondary sources have helped me flesh out the key questions and issues
addressed by scholars within limited contexts, such as siege warfare and urban relocation.
On the other hand, my project deals with city destruction and its causes in a broader

framework, which has not been attempted in a similar way by scholars.

1.3: Sources

While taking the secondary literature into account, I have focused my research on
the texts of the Ancient Historians. The various authors I have included in my study are
Arrian, Diodorus Siculus, Herodotus, Plutarch, and Thucydides among others. Within
their various accounts of wars, campaigns, and famous lives, I have focused on the main
examples of city destruction along with the commentary of the authors. The style and
level of detail differ from author to author as well as city to city. Some cities such as
Olynthus receive limited coverage and not much detail while others such as Thebes

receive extensive coverage from multiple authors. Through the study of these examples

"' McNicoll (1997) 4.
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of city destruction I have arrived at my conclusions regarding why certain cities were
destroyed.

The paucity of examples of city destruction relative to the overall instances of
battles in classical antiquity helped determine the evidence I used to draw general
conclusions. [ have focused on the cases of city destruction which are most extensively
covered in the works of the Ancient Historians as well as the archaeological evidence.
Thus, I repeatedly come back to the examples of Athens, Miletos, Olynthus, Samos, and
Thebes. I have also chosen to focus on these cities because they allow me to work with
different Ancient Historians, as this select group of cities draws from the authors
mentioned above. In terms of archaeology, I have chosen Olynthus and Paphos because I
have access to the extensive excavation reports from these sites as well as the literary
sources. Being able to compare and contrast the literary and archaeological evidence
creates a much more compelling picture of city destruction. Words cannot always be
trusted and so archaeology can be used to interpret and contextualize the finds at a site.
On the other hand, archaeology plays a vital role in providing evidence that the Ancient
Historians often either fail to mention, including the minutiae of city destruction.
However, archaeology’s drawback is that it does not provide a narrative voice to events,
making it difficult to ascertain the perceptions and motives of those in the distant past,
which literary sources make more feasible.

One potential drawback of the literary sources is their inherent bias. Each author
has his own goal in writing, an intended audience, as well as his own personal biases
against specific people, groups, and places. On a general level, the Greek authors clearly

have a bias against the Persians and other non-Greeks, though they usually attempt to

11
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maintain the appearance of or claim obj ectivity. Modern historians especially question
the use and authenticity of speeches in the works of the ancient historians, especially by
Herodotus and Thucydides. Some argue that these speeches, especially pre-battle
exhortations, are simply used as rhetorical devices and embellishments. On the other
hand, historians such as Simon Hornblower argue that “every speech must be examined
on its own merits.”'?> He argues that a paradox exists with respect to ancient literature in
that war is so prominent in them, but that the ancients did not regard war as a “natural
state of affairs.” His ultimate solution to the paradox is “to accept it,” for “we can read
behind, and between the lines of, the literary records, and we do have copious
documentary (mainly inscriptional) evidence with which to supplement and correct
them.”!?

Some such as Herodotus and Thucydides were strictly observers and he recorded
the accounts given to them by others, whereas others such as Arrian and Xenophon
served as military commanders and thus either recorded personal experience in their
narratives or had experiences which would give them the ability to speak from personal
experience in similar situations. Even Thucydides himself admitted the problem with
speeches, stating that of the things he himself heard or heard from others “it was in all
cases difficult to carry them word for word in one’s memory, so my habit has been to
make the speakers say what was in my opinion demanded of them by the various
occasions, of course adhering as closely as possible to the general sense of what they

really said.”"* Concerning the reliability of information gathered from sources, he

12 Hornblower (2007) 39.
13 Hornblower (2007) 53.
14 Thuc. 1.22.
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laments the “coincidence between accounts of the same occurrences by different
eyewitnesses, arising sometimes from imperfect memory, sometimes from undue
partiality for one side or the other.”'® While the literary sources are far from perfect, we
must do as Hornblower suggests and read between the lines, filling in the gaps with

archaeological, especially inscriptional evidence.

5 Thuc. 1.22.
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Chapter 2: Background

Warfare incessantly flared up in the Greek world between the various cities in the
Greek world. The Greek polis, or city-state, first formed during the archaic period and
continued to develop into the Classical period. After the Classical period, the number
and power of poleis declined, but they still remained active players in the Greek world.
Hansen identifies four different senses of the word polis, as a “stronghold,” “nucleated
settlement,” “territory,” and “political community.”16 In a single, encompassing term,
polis is generally translated as city-state. Once more poleis became established, they
fought over land, which led to armed conflicts and warfare. Such warfare became
especially intense between the rising powers, such as Athens, Sparta, Corinth, and
Thebes. However, such powers did make alliances and peace treaties with each other,
especially when presented with a common foe, such as the Persian Empire.

The Greek-Persian Wars during the first of half of the 5™ Century B.C. constituted
one of the first major conflicts in the Classical Greek world. Persia presented a common
enemy against which the Greek poleis could unite. The Persians differed from the
Greeks in all manners of life, including politics, religion, and customs. Whereas Greek
poleis could be politically managed by aristocracies, democracies, and dictators, the
Persian King sat as the single ruler over his whole Empire, managing it by placing satraps
to rule over the various satrapies (provinces). The Greek mocked the dress and customs
of the Persians, tending to portray the Persians as effeminate. Such renditions of the

Persians as effeminate are portrayed in the writing of Herodotus and through depiction on

pottery.

'® Hansen and Nielsen (2004) 39.
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The Ionian revolt from 499 until 493 B.C. initially sparked the tensions between
the Greek poleis and the Persian Empire. The Greeks in Ionia revolted against the
Persian Empire due to rising taxes and the “puppet” tyrants which the Persians had placed
on the Greek cities. Aristagoras, the tyrants of Miletos, incited the revolt by riling up the
Greek cities in the region against Persia by citing these transgressions.'” The Greek cities
burned down the Persian city Sardis, which would serve as the Persian “pretext for
burning diving sanctuaries in Hellas” when it later invaded Greece. The Persian force
defeated the Ionian Greeks holed up in Miletos and destroyed the city. Darius, the King
of Persia, then invaded Greece in 492 B.C followed by Xerxes in the late 480s. After the
Persians defeated the Spartans at Thermopylae, the Greeks ended the war victorious at
Salamis, Plataea, and Mycale. Athens’ navy played a vital role in defeating the Persians,

especially at the Battle of Salamis. Thus victorious, the Greeks lost their common enemy

and fell back to fighting amongst themselves.

After the Greek-Persian Wars ended with the Peace of Callias in 494 B.C., Athens
and Sparta turned against each other when they no longer had a common foreign enemy.
The Athenians established the Delian League after the Persian Wars, consisting of many
of the other Greek poleis, which ostensibly meant to protect against further Persian threat
as well as to take vengeance. However, this League turned into a treasury for the
Athenians as they required each of these poleis to contribute resources for the upkeep of
the League — for which the Athenians took the most responsibility. Further, the
Athenians used the funds which they haggled from their allies in the League to fund and

expand their Empire. These financial resources played a key role in allowing Athens to
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