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2  Chapter 1

Social unrest and even revolution, war, new foreign cults, exports and travel on a larger 
scale than ever before, prosperity in general and conspicuous wealth of a few—these de-
scribe Greece in the fourth century B.C., and they are, coincidentally, not unfamiliar char-
acteristics of the recent past of western European history. The appearance of a plethora of 
studies of Greece of the fourth century B.C. over the last few decades can only reflect our 
familiarity with and sympathy for the issues of that century, which not a hundred years 
ago, and sometimes still today, was considered to mark the beginning of the end of classi-
cal Greek civilization, which had reached its apogee with the completion of the Parthenon 
in 432 B.C. Although such a value judgment may seem insensitive, the contemporary 
sympathy for the fourth century and the recent past’s condemnation of it may actually 
not be mutually exclusive. In 1943, Gerhard Rodenwaldt had already identified one of the 
principal difficulties in dealing with the art of the fourth century: it appears ambiguous 
and open to too great a range of subjective responses to fit neatly into the structures of 
modern scholarship.1 Rodenwaldt chronicled briefly the great swings between apprecia-
tion and denigration of fourth-century sculpture from the late nineteenth century to his 
time. We can add that it is not only the art of the fourth century that has experienced such 
strong vicissitudes, but the fourth century in all its aspects—literature, politics, trade, 
war, even philosophy, for the word “sophistry” has become a modern term for erudite 
nonsense, and the fourth century B.C. is the century of the sophist. The negative cast of 
so much of modern interpretation is fostered by the Greeks of the fourth century them-
selves. One can hardly read a text of the period that does not contrast the greatness of the 
fifth century with the dismal present,2 and Plato and Aristotle have nothing but contempt 
for their contemporary colleagues.3 The impression these observations give is misleading 
because each writer, particularly the orators speaking before a jury, had a particular axe to 
grind.4 Even a casual reading of the speeches gives the impression that the orators use the 
fifth century in a manner similar to Pindar’s use of heroic mythology in his epinician odes, 
which makes one wary of accepting the pessimistic rhetoric at face value.5

1 G. Rodenwaldt, Θεοὶ ῥεῖα ζώοντες, AbhBerl 1943, no. 13 (Berlin 1943). L. Burn, The Meidias Painter (Oxford 
1987) 1–3, describes the vicissitudes of Attic vase painting, particularly the condemnation by J. D. Beazley and others 
in the first half of the twentieth century of the flamboyant style of the Meidias Painter and his associates. See gener-
ally J. de Romilly, La modernité d’Euripide (Paris 1986).

2 K. Jost, Das Beispiel und Vorbild der Vorfahren bei den attischen Rednern und Geschichtschreibern bis Demosthenes 
(Paderborn 1936); G. Schmitz-Kahlmann, Das Beispiel der Geschichte im politischen Denken des Isokrates, Philologus 
suppl. 31.4 (Leipzig 1939); M. Nouhaud, L’utilisation de l’histoire par les orateurs attiques (Paris 1982).

3 E.g., Plato, Politikos 299b: ἀδολέσχην τινὰ σοφιστὴν; Aristotle, Nikomachean Ethics 1.9.20. Plato, Gorgias 503b–c, 
516d–e, has Kallikles denigrate contemporary politicians in favor of those of the fifth century, but Sokrates rejects 
his assessment of the past.

4 S. Todd, “The Use and Abuse of Attic Orators,” GaR 37 (1990) 158–78.
5 Aischines, On the Embassy (II) 74, even remarks on this use of the past by “popular” speakers to sway the Athenian 

demos.
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Arnold von Salis, in his general study of Greek art, suggested that the Medusa Ron-
danini might serve as an appropriate head-of-chapter vignette for his treatment of the 
late fifth and fourth centuries.6 This is particularly the case for my own inquiry, since a 
reasonable interpretation of the Medusa Rondanini is that it is a Roman classicistic work 
based on the development of the beautiful Medusa in the second half of the fifth century. 
As a possible Roman work, the Medusa reflects the fact that so many of the statues of the 
fourth century are known only in Roman copies, which are increasingly considered less 
and less to be copies, and more and more to be Roman ideal sculpture. The very idea of the 
beautiful Medusa is also symptomatic of the period because it runs contrary to the normal 
interpretation of the figure as a horrible, death-bringing monster. The impassive face, the 
little wings, and the luxuriant hair convey the extraordinary ambivalence of the art and 
culture of what I shall loosely term the Late Classical period, from roughly 420 to 300 B.C.

There is, of course, definitely some truth to the impression of a crisis as the fourth 
century proceeds. After all, the conquest of Greece by Philip of Macedon and the eventual 
formation of the Hellenistic monarchies bring to an end the experiments with democ-
racy.7 Yet the structure of the Greek city-state can be considered vastly less important than 
the achievements of perspective it had fostered, which endured. Indeed, I shall argue, 
along with many recent historians, that the fourth century does not represent a period 
of decline or a sharp break with the hallowed golden age of the fifth century;8 rather, the 
century develops earlier patterns into new configurations of importance. It is for that rea-
son that the upper boundary of my study encompasses the last quarter of the fifth century 
and at times requires still earlier excursuses. It is also difficult to establish a terminal date; 
the patterns on which I focus led to a world defined by the eastern conquests of Alexander 
the Great and the Hellenistic monarchies. Yet it is worth reflecting at the outset on the 
longstanding and intimate relations of the Greeks with their eastern neighbors. Greek cul-
ture had developed out of the eastern cultures, and the two shared a basic matrix of values 
and perspectives in the Late Bronze Age and again from the ninth through the seventh 
century B.C. In the two hundred years between 600 and 400 B.C., the Greeks developed 
their own distinctive culture, which we generally call classical civilization. Contact with 
and fertilization from the East had, in fact, never ceased, neither in the Early Iron Age, 
from 1000 to 900 B.C., nor later in the Archaic and Classical periods, from 600 to 400. 
On initial view, what is most distinctive of the fourth century is the export to the east, and 
indeed throughout the Mediterranean, of a cultural perspective that is most clearly visible 
in the concrete representation of the human form in sculpture and painting, but is equally 
discernible in thought and politics. Although the city-state was the vehicle of this cultural 
revolution of the world, it could not have sustained it.

This book does not attempt to document the eastern adventure of the fourth century, 
nor to present studies of all aspects of Greek culture in the period, though both play a 

6 A. von Salis, Die Kunst der Griechen (Zurich 1953) 156–57. Munich, Glyptothek 252: B. Vierneisel-Schlörb, 
Glyptothek München, Katalog der Skulpturen, vol. 2, Klassische Skulpturen (Munich 1979) 62–67, no. 7, figs. 31–35; 
Boardman, GS-CP, fig. 241.

7 J. Peč írka, “The Crisis of the Athenian Polis in the Fourth Century B.C.,” Eirene 9 (1976) 5–29. A. W. Gomme, 
“The End of the City-State,” in Essays in Greek History and Literature (Oxford 1937) 204–27, points out that the Greek 
city-state really lasted until Roman dominion. But this begs the point that the city-state had become a bit player in 
the shadow of the monarchies. See also R. L. Fox, “Aeschines and Athenian Democracy,” in Ritual, Finance, Politics: 
Athenian Democratic Accounts Presented to David Lewis, ed. R. Osborne and S. Hornblower (Oxford 1994) 154–55.

8 Peč írka, Eirene 9 (1976) 5–29, is perhaps the most lucid on the subject; see also P. J. Rhodes, in CAH2, vol. 6 
(1994) 589–91; J. K. Davies, “The Fourth Century Crisis: What Crisis?” in Die athenische Demokratie im 4. Jahrhundert 
v. Chr.: Vollendung oder Verfall einer Verfassungsform? Akten eines Symposiums, 3.–7. August 1992, Bellagio, ed. W. Eder 
(Stuttgart 1995) 29–36.
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4  Chapter 1

role to varying degrees almost throughout the period. The center of my focus is plastic 
form and the general principles to be derived from the study of sculpture and painting. A 
central issue is that of aesthetics. The human form as depicted by Greek art has since the 
Renaissance been so thoroughly integrated into the modern western European sensibil-
ity that it has been considered a standard. The gradual broadening of western European 
knowledge of earlier Mediterranean and non-Mediterranean cultures has only recently 
begun to render the Greek standard precarious.

The word “aesthetics” was invented by a German, Alexander Gottlieb Baumgarten, in 
the early eighteenth century to isolate the formal qualities of an object from its content.9 It 
is a commonplace to assert that it was the Greeks who first discovered the aesthetic func-
tion of objects and thus invented “art,” and this occurred in the fourth century B.C. As with 
all commonplace observations, there is an element of truth in this proposition despite its 
obviously nonsensical general purport. Clearly, any plastic form has an aesthetic quality, 
through which in part the content is molded. What the Greeks appear to have done is to 
have recognized the role of form in expression and thereafter to have manipulated form to 
express ever more varied or subtle levels of content.10 That this first happened in the fourth 
century is debatable, but aesthetic manipulation is, I shall argue, a primary characteristic of 
the period, even if the principles were recognized and developed earlier, as seems probable.

The aesthetic function of a Greek sculpture or painting must not blind us to the fact 
that almost all preserved sculptures—as well as most painting, whether on walls or pots—
served a cultural-religious function not dissimilar to the role of “art” in earlier societies. 
Any reader of Pausanias, the author of a Greek guidebook of the later second century A.D., 
who tries to create a mental image of the great Greek sanctuaries he described must be 
impressed by the vast quantity, variety, and chaotic disposition of the votives Pausanias 
saw. Take, for example, the purportedly original statue of Prokne and Itys on the Acropolis 
of Athens, which Pausanias may have seen (1.24.3).11 To the best of my knowledge, the 
statue (group) is depicted in modern studies only as an isolated, single “work of art.”12 Yet 
it stood in a sanctuary crammed with other statues, record stelai, and varied votives of pot-
tery, metal, etc. The aesthetic isolation in which the modern viewer ideally contemplates 
the object was absent in antiquity.13 An inscription regulating activity in the Asklepieion 
of Rhodes in the third century B.C. gives a vivid picture of how a Greek sanctuary was 
experienced at the time: “No one is permitted to request that an image be raised or some 
other votive offering set up in the lower part of the sanctuary . . . or in any other spot 
where votive offerings prevent people walking past.”14

9 Meditationes Philosophicae de Nonnullis ad Poema Pertinentibus quas Amplissimi Philosophorum Ordinis (Halle 
1735), ed. and trans. K. Aschenbrenner and W. B. Holther as Reflections on Poetry (Berkeley 1954) § 116–17, with the 
explanatory observations of the editors on pp. 5–7, 30–31.

10 J. J. Pollitt, The Ancient View of Greek Art: Criticism, History, and Terminology (New Haven, CT, 1974) 28–31.
11 Athens, Acrop. 1358 + 2789: M. S. Brouskari, The Acropolis Museum: A Descriptive Catalog, trans. J. Binder (Ath-

ens 1974) 165–66, fig. 351; R. E. Wycherley, “Pausanias and Praxiteles,” in Studies in Athenian Architecture, Sculpture, 
and Topography Presented to Homer A. Thompson, Hesperia suppl. 20 (Princeton 1982) 190 and note 12.

12 E.g., most recently, J. M. Hurwit, The Athenian Acropolis (Cambridge 1999) fig. 178 on p. 207.
13 D. Harris, “Bronze Statues on the Athenian Acropolis: The Evidence of a Lycurgan Inventory,” AJA 96 (1992) 

637–52; see also N. Himmelmann, Utopische Vergangenheit: Archäologie und Moderne Kultur (Berlin 1976), selections 
of which were published in an English translation by D. Dietrich, “The Utopian Past: Archaeology and Modern 
Culture,” in N. Himmelmann, Reading Greek Art: Essays by Nikolaus Himmelmann, ed. W. A. P. Childs and H. Meyer 
(Princeton 1998) 237–98.

14 F. Sokolowski, Lois sacrées des cités grecques: Supplément (Paris 1962) 175–76, no. 107, lines 10–18; translation 
by F. T. van Straten in “Gifts for the Gods,” in Faith, Hope and Worship: Aspects of Religious Mentality in the Ancient 
World, ed. H. S. Versnel (Leiden 1981) 78.
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Introduction  5

One might compare the contemporary hordes of visitors to the old Acropolis Museum, 
should they be turned into bronze and marble, to the distracting chaos of the ancient 
sanctuary. An initial attempt to control the context of statues is evident in the fourth 
century, when enclosures for statue groups become frequent, but it is only in the Roman 
period that sculpture is arranged in great visual compositions in which the individual 
work becomes an aesthetic unit, though generally not in the pristine isolation of a modern 
photograph but as part of a conscious structure with a determined content.15 The appre-
ciation of Greek art in the modern world has definitely been skewed by the use to which it 
was put by the Romans because, more often than not, a work is preserved only in the form 
of a Roman copy in a Roman context. The problem has been compounded by the develop-
ment in the nineteenth century of the concept of “art for art’s sake.” The study of Greek 
art, particularly as seen through Roman commentaries and Roman contexts, was all too 
easily interpreted in this romantic manner. But “art for art’s sake” is not an ancient con-
cept, neither Greek nor Roman. The very ambivalence of fourth-century objects—which 
served the traditional religious-social function of all art until the nineteenth century, but 
now clothed in an aesthetic expressive form—easily beguiled the modern eye into seeing 
what it expected or desired.

The baby must not be thrown out with the bathwater. The Greeks, particularly in the 
fourth century, do recognize and try to understand the function of aesthetics in the plastic 
forms of art. The earliest evidence of the conscious expressive function of aesthetics is 
found in the Frogs of Aristophanes16 and the fragments of the sophist Gorgias.17 Then the 
works of Plato wrestle with aesthetics over and over again, though again the disparaging 
criticism of Plato’s apparent philistine attitude is an opinion of the early twentieth cen- 
tury.18 It is no surprise that proponents of “art for art’s sake” could not understand the 
effort Plato made to describe the function of aesthetics in art (plastic and literary) be-
cause they saw it as the sole function of art.19 Plato’s student, Aristotle, develops ideas 
first broached by Plato in a number of treatises that clearly define the importance given to 
expression in the fourth century. Here pride of place belongs to the Poetics and the Rheto-
ric, but also of great importance are the Aristotelian Physiognomika and Theophrastos’s 
Characters. It is no exaggeration to say that the principles of representation are a central 
intellectual concern of the fourth century, and they are accordingly the focus of this study.

In keeping with the general modern impression of the period as an unappealing amor-
phousness, it is frequently claimed that the lack of a well-defined chronology for the 
monuments of the fourth century thwarts closer analysis of the art of the period.20 Al-
though more precision in dating has been gained in recent years for some monuments, 

15 P. Zanker, “Zur Funktion und Bedeutung griechischer Skulptur in der Römerzeit,” in Le classicisme à Rome aux 
1ers siècles avant et après J.-C., Fondation Hardt, Entretiens sur l’antiquité classique 25, ed. H. Flashar (Geneva 1979) 
283–316; Zanker, “Nachahmen als kulturelles Schicksal,” in Probleme der Kopie von der Antike bis zum 19. Jahrhundert: 
Vier Vorträge (Munich 1992) 9–24; E. K. Gazda, “Roman Sculpture and the Ethos of Emulation: Reconsidering Rep-
etition,” HSCP 97 (1997) 131–33.

16 B. Snell, “Aristophanes und die Ästhetik,” chap. 7 of Die Entdeckung des Geistes, 3rd ed. (Hamburg 1955) 161–
83; G. M. A. Grube, The Greek and Roman Critics (Toronto 1965) 22–32; E. A. Havelock, The Literate Revolution in 
Greece and Its Cultural Consequences (Princeton 1982) 268–92; N. O’Sullivan, Alcidamas, Aristophanes, and the Begin-
nings of Greek Stylistic Theory (Stuttgart 1992).

17 Diels-Kranz, Vorsokr., no. 82, II, pp. 271–307.
18 R. Jenkyns, The Victorians and Ancient Greece (Cambridge, MA, 1980) 227–63.
19 O. Wilde, “Lecture to Art Students,” in Art and Decoration: Being Extracts from Reviews and Miscellanies (London 

1920) 39–52.
20 E.g., K. Fittschen, “Griechische Porträts: Zum Stand der Forschung,” in Griechische Porträts, ed. K. Fittschen 

(Darmstadt 1988) 21.
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6  Chapter 1

such as the sarcophagi from the royal cemetery of Sidon,21 very few significant changes 
have been made to earlier systems. Yet it is largely fallacious to claim that there is a 
greater lack of precision in the chronology of the fourth century than in earlier periods 
of Greek art. On the one hand, the number of securely dated works, contrary to common 
opinion, is quite large;22 on the other hand, the chronology of monuments of earlier pe-
riods is far less secure than consensus maintains. My study will not, however, address the 
issue of chronology in its finer details; I shall content myself with sketching dates with a  
broad brush.

While the lack of a precise chronology of fourth-century monuments is a spurious rea-
son for avoiding study of the period, there are some real problems that are largely, if not 
exclusively, new in the fourth century. For example, the role of the individual is conspicu-
ously greater in the production of sculpture. This is true both for the commissioner and the 
artist. From about 430 on, there is an explosion of private monuments in the form of grave 
stelai, votive reliefs, and choregic monuments. These represent both the greater prosper-
ity and the increasing importance of the individual as opposed to the community.23 This is 
perhaps illustrated most graphically by the new practice in Athens of decreeing honorific 
statues of living men for service to the state, and in the proliferation of naturalistic statues 
as private votives. The fact that the names of individual masters dominate the literature on 
Greek art of the fourth century B.C. reflects the greater role of the varied expressive function 
of the monuments, again a shift from a common, communal perspective to a fragmented, 
subjective one. Yet I shall argue that the emphasis on the individual artist may have been 
exaggerated both in the ancient sources and in modern scholarship. Indeed, the role of the 
individual, both as commissioner and artist, is nothing new: signatures of artists appear as 
early as the late eighth century, as do inscriptions proclaiming dedications by individuals; 
these increase greatly in the seventh century and become common thereafter.24 It is not 
even the range and quality of the fourth-century private monuments that distinguish them 
from their predecessors, since inexpensive dedications—pottery, small terracotta figurines, 
and miscellaneous minor items of daily life or trade—had always constituted the majority 
of dedications in sanctuaries. The principal change is the far greater use of stone in general 
and of bronze for portrait statues. This does reflect the greater value of even modest dedica-
tions in comparison to terracotta votives, but the difference in quality (and cost) between 
a small and poorly carved grave stele and a large and beautifully carved stele is probably no 
greater than the range that existed earlier. Part of the problem lies in the modern prejudice 
in favor of the material considered to be more noble (and expensive). But the modern 
prejudice appears also to have been shared by the people of the fourth century, as is amply 
documented by literary references to conspicuous private ostentation in the fourth century 
(e.g., Demosthenes, Against Meidias 158).

The role of the famous master is analogous to the role of the private commissioner. The 
number of master artists of the fourth century listed by Overbeck is more than double the 
number for the second half of the fifth century (86 sculptors versus 40, 58 painters versus 
10); the number of passages is also greater, although not by the same proportion, at least 

21 O. Hamdy Bey and T. Reinach, Une nécropole royale à Sidon: Fouilles de Hamdy Bey (Paris 1892); J. C. Assmann, 
“Zur Baugeschichte des Königsgruft von Sidon,” AA, 1963, cols. 690–716; H. Gabelmann, “Zur Chronologie der 
Königsnekropole von Sidon,” AA, 1979, 163–77.

22 See chap. 2, pp. 26–31 below.
23 M. M. Austin, in CAH2, vol. 6 (1994) 557–58.
24 M. L. Lang, “The Alphabetic Impact on Archaic Greece,” in New Perspectives in Early Greek Art, Studies in the 

History of Art 32, ed. D. Buitron-Oliver (Washington, DC, 1991) 65–79.
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Introduction  7

for sculptors (504 passages on sculptors versus 424, but 304 passages on painters versus 
95).25 There is also a greater amount of detail in the citations: lists of works and, on occa-
sion, some characterization of style. To be sure, part of the reason for this phenomenon 
lies in the fact that it was the Greek writers of the later fourth century, such as Xenokrates 
of Athens,26 who produced the first commentaries on art and devoted the lion’s share of 
their work to the artists of their time or of the immediately preceding period. Since hardly 
any of the original statues and none of the paintings are preserved, some scholars, such 
as Brunilde S. Ridgway, have argued quite reasonably against creating ephemeral corpora 
of works by named artists.27 Yet the tradition, begun in the nineteenth century, has been 
too strong and too central to the manner of viewing the fourth century to be resisted.28 It 
is also the oeuvres of named artists that have filled the void of chronological sequences in 
giving structure to the study of the fourth century.29

The ancient belief in the importance of individual masters in the art of the fourth cen-
tury is so strong that it cannot be ignored completely. Yet the preserved monuments of 
sculpture do not provide sufficient evidence to confirm this belief; for the painters the issue 
is moot, since nothing at all is preserved. Perhaps a slightly different approach may help 
us understand the ancient emphasis on the role of the individual artist. On the one hand, 
it appears highly likely that the Roman desire to collect works of Greek art inspired many 
false attributions to great, known artists to enhance the market value of the works.30 On the 
other hand, several of the central problems of the study of the fourth century mentioned 
above point to a more positive and constructive conclusion. The lack of an internally co-
hesive chronological framework for art in the fourth century points to the multiplicity of 
styles. From the Archaic period through the Rich Style, that is, from 600 to 380 B.C., style 
evolves in a Darwinian progression. Individual style is subordinate to period style, yet the 
identification of hands of sculptors in the Archaic period is usually accepted,31 just as it is 
in Corinthian and Attic vase painting. Already in the later fifth century this system appears 
to break down.32 The best explanation of the change is the increasing importance of style 
as a conscious expressive tool, as discussed above. Aesthetic quality is recognized as a tool 

25 J. Overbeck, Die antiken Schriftquellen zur Geschichte der bildenden Künste bei den Griechen (Leipzig 1868; repr. 
Hildesheim 1971) lists 40 sculptors, through Polykleitos the Younger, and 10 painters; 86 sculptors for the whole fourth 
century, through the followers of Lysippos, and 58 painters. The number of entries for each period is: classical sculptors: 
424 [618–1041]; classical painting: 95 [1042–1136]; Late Classical sculptors: 504 [1137–1640]; Late Classical painting: 
304 [1641–1980]. It is useful to note that Overbeck’s great collection is in many respects an abbreviation of Franciscus 
Junius’s seventeenth-century original: The Literature of Classical Art, vol. 1, The Painting of the Ancients: De Pictura Veterum 
Libri Tres, ed. K. Aldrich, P. Fehl, and R. Fehl (Berkeley 1991) lxxix–lxxx with note 129.

26 B. Schweitzer, Xenokrates von Athen: Beiträge zur Geschichte der antiken Kunstforschung und Kunstanschauung 
(Halle 1932); repr. in Schweitzer, Zur Kunst der Antike: Ausgewählte Schriften, ed. U. Hausmann and H.-V. Herrmann 
(Tübingen 1963) vol. 1, 105–64.

27 See principally B. S. Ridgway, Roman Copies of Greek Sculpture: The Problem of the Originals (Ann Arbor 1984), 
but her other books stress the same theme.

28 O. Palagia and J. J. Pollitt, eds., Personal Styles in Greek Sculpture (Cambridge 1996). See the excellent assess-
ment of the issues by M. D. Fullerton in his review in BMCR 97.9.22.

29 Cf. comments by B. Schmaltz, Griechische Grabreliefs, 2nd ed. (Darmstadt 1993) 192–93, on critiques of the 
chronology of H. Diepolder, Die attischen Grabreliefs des 5. und 4. Jahrhunderts v. Chr. (Berlin 1931; repr. Darmstadt 
1965).

30 Bergmann, HSCP 97 (1995) 90–92; Ridgway, Roman Copies, 22–23; B. S. Ridgway, Fourth-Century Styles in Greek 
Sculpture (Madison, WI, 1997); E. Perry, “Forgery in the Early Roman Empire,” AJA 99 (1995) 346 (paper abstract).

31 For example, the groupings by H. Payne, Archaic Marble Sculpture from the Acropolis (London 1936; repr. New 
York 1950); C. Tsirivaku-Neumann, “Zum Meister der Peploskore,” AM 79 (1964) 114–26; and W. Deyhle, “Meister-
fragen der archaischen Plastik Attikas,” AM 84 (1969) 1–64.

32 A. Leibundgut, Künstlerische Form und konservative Tendenzen nach Perikles: Ein Stilpluralismus im 5. Jahrhundert 
v. Chr.? (Mainz 1989); B. S. Ridgway, Fifth Century Styles in Greek Sculpture (Princeton 1981).
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8  Chapter 1

of expression that allows a whole new range of subtle interpretations of a subject. This is 
made amply clear by Aristotle (Rhetoric 3.7.1–2):

Propriety of style will be obtained by the expression of emotion and character, and by 
proportion to the subject matter. Style is proportionate to the subject matter when 
neither weighty matters are treated offhand, nor trifling matters with dignity, and no 
embellishment is attached to an ordinary word. (Trans. J. H. Freese, Loeb edition)

It is precisely the interpretive element of contemporary art that informs Plato’s examina-
tion of poetry and the plastic arts—the triumph of the subjective over the communal vision, to 
exaggerate slightly. This is the essential phenomenon that altered the structure of the city-state, 
as Jan Peč írka proposed many years ago,33 and the effect of reading written texts as opposed to 
public performances, as presented by Eric Havelock.34 In the realm of sculpture, I shall argue 
that the role of the individual master lies in the choice of one of a number of possible expres-
sive styles as the preponderant personal mode of interpreting and therefore rendering.35 A style 
may accordingly become a characteristic of the oeuvre of an artist, but one shared with numer-
ous other artists. When the Romans and probably even the later Hellenistic collectors built 
their collections, the market forces found it expedient to attribute any work in a given style to 
an artist who actually favored or excelled in the use of the style in question.

The fact that style was imbued with content is clearly illustrated by the use of archaistic 
motifs from the late fifth century on. Indeed, the vast influence of the style of the Par-
thenon sculptures on almost all works, large and small, during and after its construction 
demonstrates beyond a shadow of a doubt that the Greeks of the late fifth century and 
thereafter were, as Oscar Wilde pointed out, nascent art critics with an excellent sense 
of taste.36 The aesthetic appeal of a work and the importance of an artist’s commissions 
clearly guided the production of contemporary imitations. This has been recognized since 
the early work by Adolf Furtwängler on copies of Greek sculpture.37 Though much of 
Kopienkritik has focused on the Roman propensity to vary known types to suit a variety 
of tastes and functions, it is clear that the Greeks of the later fifth and fourth centuries 
already reproduced famous works and styles with gay abandon.38 The recognition of this 
is implicit in the numerous modern attributions of works to the schools of the great artists 
on no other basis than a general resemblance of a more or less “securely attributed” work 
to others that are unencumbered by any possible mention in the ancient sources, and it 
is explicit in the identification of more or less contemporary famous statues in the record 
reliefs and on vases, particularly the Panathenaic amphoras.39

33 Note 7 above.
34 Havelock, Literate Revolution (note 16 above) 266–67.
35 W. A. P. Childs, “Stil als Inhalt statt als Künstlersignatur,” in Meisterwerke: Internationales Symposion anläßlich 

des 150. Geburtstages von Adolf Furtwängler, Freiburg im Breisgau, 30. Juni–3. Juli 2003, ed. V. M. Strocka (Munich 2005) 
235–41.

36 O. Wilde, “The Critic as Artist: Part One,” in The Complete Works of Oscar Wilde (London 1966; repr. London 
1989) 1015ff.

37 A. Furtwängler, Meisterwerke der griechischen Plastik (Leipzig 1893) (= A. Furtwängler, Masterpieces of Greek 
Sculpture: A Series of Essays on the History of Art, trans. E. Sellers [New York 1895]).

38 F. Brommer, “Vorhellenistische Kopien und Wiederholungen von Statuen,” in Studies Presented to David Moore 
Robinson on His Seventieth Birthday, ed. G. E. Mylonas (St. Louis, MO, 1951) vol. 1, 674–82; V. M. Strocka, “Variante, 
Wiederholung und Serie in der griechischen Bildhauerei,” JdI 94 (1979) 143–73; S. Schmidt, “Über den Umgang 
mit Vorbildern: Bildhauerarbeit im 4. Jahrhundert v. Chr.,” AM 111 (1997) 191–223; M. Gaifman, “Statue, Cult and 
Reproduction,” ArtH 29 (2006) 258–79.

39 N. Eschbach, Statuen auf panathenäischen Preisamphoren des 4. Jhs. v. Chr. (Mainz 1986); L. E. Baumer, Vorbilder 
und Vorlagen: Studien zu klassischen Frauenstatuen und ihrer Verwendung für Reliefs und Statuetten des 5. und 4. Jahrhun-
derts vor Christus (Bern 1997).
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Introduction  9

So much of our knowledge of the sculpture of the fourth century is, as just discussed, 
due to the great appreciation of the period in the Late Hellenistic and Roman periods. As 
has become evident in the preceding remarks, the Hellenistic and Roman copies must be 
treated as faithful reflections of the purported originals with some caution.40 Yet this cau-
tion should not be taken to suggest a rejection of such copies as valuable evidence for my 
study. It is an undeniable fact that the Romans commissioned copies and adaptations prin-
cipally of the sculpture produced between 480 and 300 B.C., the range of the works repre-
sented in the fragments of plaster casts found at Baiae.41 The strong classical and classicistic 
revival of the Late Hellenistic period is boldly underscored by the Hellenistic Greek source 
for Pliny’s comment (NH 34.19.51–52) that after Olympiad 121 (295–292 B.C.) “cessavit 
deinde ars ac rursus olympiade CLVI [156–153 B.C.] revixit.”42 The modern perception of a 
major change between High Classic and Late Classic does not appear to have been part of 
the Roman or even the Greek experience: Aristotle’s Poetics makes no sharp break between 
the fifth and fourth centuries. Indeed, Plato’s sole ideal is Egyptian art (Laws 2.656c–657a), 
which may be considered commensurate with the archaic style of Greek art.

Perhaps an important insight lies in the tacit Greek and Roman assessment of classical 
Greek sculpture as a continuous phenomenon worthy of being copied and adapted from 
beginning to end, without obvious predilection. The modern historian of classical art dis-
tinguishes not just two major stylistic phases between 450 and 300 B.C., but three and 
even four: High Classical, Rich Style, Late Classical, and often the beginning of the Hel-
lenistic. The Rich Style is generally considered an aberrant phenomenon and sometimes 
as a psychological reaction to the horrors of the Peloponnesian War.43 This is not the case, 
as I shall argue in detail. Rather, if we view Greek classical art as a continuous phenom-
enon, as it seems the Greeks themselves and the Romans did, the art of the fourth century 
becomes an integral part of a single expressive vocabulary.

In the sense proposed here, the word “classic” bears the meaning “worthy of admira-
tion.” It is an altogether different issue whether the content of the style remains constant 
or explores different views of human experience. The late commentaries on the classical 
masters give us some valuable information on the subjects they represented. In addition, 
the waning art of vase painting, at least on the Greek mainland and at Athens in particu-
lar, is invaluable in delineating both changing subject matter and new interpretations of 
old themes. Most noticeable and, I shall argue, characteristic of the fourth century is the 
clear movement away from depicting heroic myths, and particularly heroic battles, in 
favor of domestic scenes or at least apparently domestic scenes. This shift also affects the 
representation of the mythical heroes and gods in sculpture: Herakles stands pensively 
(Fig. 176), Aphrodite bathes (Figs. 147–49), Apollo kills a lizard (Fig. 181), satyrs rest 
(Fig. 180) or pour wine (Fig. 68) to no obvious end. As Rodenwaldt observed, we are 
more often than not in a quandary when confronting these statues and their ambiguous 
content. In the official public sphere, we can only speculate (and shall) on why an Ama-
zon, evidently triumphant, occupies the center of the west pediment of the Temple of 

40 My position is essentially that of C. H. Hallett, “Kopienkritik and the Works of Polykleitos,” in Polykleitos, the 
Doryphoros, and Tradition, ed. W. G. Moon (Madison, WI, 1995) 121–27.

41 C. Landwehr, Die antiken Gipsabgüsse aus Baiae: Griechische Bronzestatuen in Abgüssen römischer Zeit, AF 14 
(Berlin 1985). Cf. Ridgway, Roman Copies, 32–33.

42 Cf. Pollitt, Ancient View, 27–28; A. A. Donohue, “Winckelmann’s History of Art and Polyclitus,” in Moon, Poly-
kleitos (note 40 above) 343–44.

43 J. J. Pollitt, Art and Experience in Classical Greece (Cambridge 1972) 111–14; A. F. Stewart, Greek Sculpture: An 
Exploration (New Haven, CT, 1990) chap. 14, “The Peloponnesian War and Its Legacy” (p. 114).
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10  Chapter 1

Asklepios at Epidauros (Fig. 28) or why the grave relief of Dexileos at Athens depicts the 
triumphant (but dead) Dexileos fully clothed on his horse rearing over a fallen and naked 
enemy (Fig. 4). In the earlier fifth century, Amazons were the stand-ins for the Persians 
and thus the implacable and barbarian enemy to be conquered; the epithets “triumphant” 
and “heroic” seem inappropriate. Male nudity had usually been reserved for the athlete 
and hero, whether in myth or contemporary life; again, it seems inappropriate to repre-
sent a fallen enemy nude.

These few examples give a tiny glimpse of the novelty of art in the fourth century. But 
there is also a change in the very types of monuments or, rather, a signal shift or develop-
ment of earlier forms, such as the explosion of grave monuments in grand displays of fam-
ily pride and wealth (Figs. 86–89). Marble votive reliefs also multiply from the last third 
of the fifth century and are sometimes mounted on high and massive pillars to enhance 
their display (Figs. 91, 92); the iconography more often than not is bewildering. Despite 
the grandeur of both the grave reliefs and the marble votive reliefs, the scenes depicted 
are of a thoroughly private, even domestic, character, contrasting the very public display 
with the intimate world of the family. These contrast with the semiprivate dedications of 
large and at times complex choregic monuments, that is, monuments to celebrate victory 
in one of the public dithyrambic contests, a tremendous vogue that gave its name to the 
Street of the Tripods in Athens. These again contrast with a new emphasis on the elabora-
tion of what we traditionally call the minor arts: metal vessels and terracotta figurines, 
which become exquisite works of art (Figs. 105, 107–11). In short, there is much that is 
new, much that is a radical development of the old, and a general transformation of the 
patterns and nature of everything. It is, of course, no coincidence that political and social 
historians have come to a very similar evaluation of the fourth century, and it is greatly to 
our advantage to review ever so briefly their views.

THE BACKGROUND

In the simplest terms, our period begins with the completion of the Parthenon (432 B.C.) 
and the beginning of the Peloponnesian War (431 B.C.) between Athens and Sparta that 
ends in 404 with the ignominious defeat of Athens and the dismemberment of her em-
pire. The salient character of the next one hundred years is more of the same: war, shift-
ing alliances, ephemeral hegemonies, and inadequate treaties. At first Sparta exercised 
a general hegemony over Greece. Several peace treaties were concocted with the active 
participation of Persia; the first, indeed, formally recognized Persia’s role in its name, 
the King’s Peace of 387/6, which was periodically renewed on slightly different terms.44 
Thebes finally ended Sparta’s dominance at the battle of Leuktra in 371 and was herself 
defeated nine years later at the battle of Mantineia in 362. Athens remained largely on the 
sidelines until the creation of her second league or federation in 378/7; this only faintly 
resembled the Delian League which had become her empire in the fifth century, since the 
relationship of the participating states was explicitly formulated to prevent the domina-
tion of Athens, as had occurred in the earlier league.45 Nonetheless, the new league led in-

44 R. Urban, Der Königsfrieden von 387/86 v. Chr.: Vorgeschichte, Zustandekommen, Ergebnis und politische Umset-
zung, Historia Einzelschriften 68 (Stuttgart 1991); M. Jehne, Koine Eirene: Untersuchungen zu den Befriedungs- und 
Stabilisierungsbemühungen in der griechischen Poliswelt des 4. Jahrhunderts v. Chr., Hermes Einzelschriften 63 (Stuttgart 
1994).

45 M. Dreher, Hegemon und Symmachoi: Untersuchungen zum zweiten athenischen Seebund (Berlin 1995).
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Introduction  11

evitably to an assertive hegemony, which came to an end with the Social War of 357–355, 
a most confusing Latinized name for the “War of the Allies.”

After the battle of Mantineia there was something of a brief respite: Thebes had not 
been crippled, the Peloponnesos was settled for the most part, and Athens had not yet 
lost her second league. The Sacred War (356–346), which was fought in fits and starts to 
dislodge the Phokaians from Delphi, around which they had created an ephemeral hege-
mony over central Greece, ended bloodlessly with the general Peace of Philokrates under 
the aegis of Philip II of Macedon.46 Thessaly had briefly succeeded in establishing itself 
as a power in north-central Greece, but Philip also brought this to an end. Indeed, all at-
tempts to create a local or a general hegemony were in the end nullified by internecine 
bickering and finally by Philip, who came to power in 360. It is worth noting that Mace-
don was not quite the barbarian backwater that Demosthenes describes in his speeches, 
though it is true that she had never before played an important role in the political events 
of the Greek heartland. In the late fifth century, Euripides had left war-torn Athens for the 
new royal court of Archelaos at Pella, where he died in 407/6, and Aristotle’s connection 
with the royal Macedonian family went back to his father, Nichomachos, who had been 
physician to Amyntas II.

The Persian Empire hardly enjoyed a better situation than Greece in the fourth cen-
tury, at least in its western provinces of Asia Minor. Cyrus the Younger revolted against 
his brother, who had become Artaxerxes II, in 401 with the use of Greek mercenaries (the 
“Ten Thousand”) but was defeated and killed. Evagoras of Cyprus was in revolt in the 390s 
at the same time that the Spartan king Agesilaos tried unsuccessfully to free the Greek 
cities of western Asia Minor from Persian rule. There was then peace for twenty years 
until the Satrap’s Revolt in the 360s.47 Finally, Macedon entered the picture in 334 under 
Alexander, Philip’s son, who inherited his father’s project of invading the Persian Empire.

Although the last decades of the fourth century are usually included in the Hellenistic 
period—because the battle of Chaironeia ended the independence of the Greek city-states 
and subjected them first to the monarchy of Macedon and later to the monarchies of the 
Diadochoi, the followers of Alexander—the distinction seems to me inconsequential in 
the area of art, and I shall aim at the totally arbitrary date of 300 B.C. to end my inquiry.48

The details of the political-military course of events are rarely of direct importance to 
the study of the art of the fourth century, with several notable exceptions. My purpose here 
is, however, to describe the atmosphere in which the art was produced by singling out de-
velopments that give the human context understandable contours. Rather than paraphrase 
the ancient sources or modern commentaries on the principal issues of the fourth century, 
I shall allow the contemporary texts to speak for themselves as much as possible.

As already indicated, the main occupation of the fourth century was war and political 
strife, whereas a balance of power between Sparta and Athens had existed from after the 
Persian Wars (479) to the end of the Peloponnesian War (404). Isokrates states the case 
bluntly through the mouth of the Spartan king Archidamos (Archidamos 64–67):

46 J. Buckler, Philip II and the Sacred War, Mnemosyne suppl. 109 (Leiden 1989).
47 M. Weiskopf, The So-called “Great Satraps’ Revolt”, 366–360 B.C.: Concerning Local Instability in the Achaemenid 

Far West, Historia Einzelschriften 63 (Stuttgart 1989).
48 Gomme, “End of the City-State” (note 7 above) 204, notes that both Grote and the first edition of the Cambridge 

Ancient History, volume 6 (1927), took the position that I follow here. He notes that 338 or 323 B.C. was a more popu-
lar point to end discussion of the century. The second edition of the Cambridge Ancient History (1994) has chosen 322 
as the end of its historical account, but 300 for the art (table on pp. 900–1), as has A. H. Borbein, “Die griechische 
Statue des 4. Jahrhunderts v. Chr.,” JdI 88 (1973) 46.
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12  Chapter 1

I believe that the whole population of the Peloponnese, and even the common people, 
whom we imagine to be most hostile to us, are now regretting the days of our over-
lordship. For since their revolt, none of their expectations has been realized: instead 
of freedom they have found the opposite; they have lost their best citizens and fallen 
at the mercy of the worst. Instead of autonomy, they have been plunged into lawless-
ness of many terrible kinds. Previously they were used to march with us against other 
peoples, but now they see others campaigning against them, and the civil dissensions 
which formerly they knew of only from hearsay and abroad, are now an almost daily 
occurrence with them. They have been so leveled by disasters that no one can say who 
is the worst off among them. None of their cities has remained intact, none is free 
from enemies on its borders; hence the land has been ravaged, cities sacked, private 
dwellings destroyed, constitutions subverted and laws abolished, which used to make 
them the best governed and the happiest of the Greeks. Their mutual relations are 
based on such distrust and hostility, that they are more afraid of their fellow-citizens 
than of the enemies. In place of the harmony which prevailed in our time and the 
abundance they enjoyed among each other, they have reached such a peak of mutual 
hatred that those who own property would prefer to throw their possessions into the 
sea than to give help to the needy, while those in poorer circumstances would rather 
seize by force the wealth of the rich than merely come across it fortuitously. (Trans. 
M. M. Austin49)

Over the course of the fourth century this situation was familiar in all parts of Greece. 
An immediate and pressing problem was paying for the incessant wars.50 Our information 
is, as always, best for Athens. In the fifth century she was enriched by the tribute of her 
empire to the point that Thucydides has Perikles list the vast sums available on the eve of 
the Peloponnesian War (Thuc. 2.13.3–5). In the fourth century she had to rely on a com-
plex system of direct and indirect taxation, which Xenophon has Sokrates review for his 
interlocutor, Kritoboulos, around 360 B.C. (Oeconomicus 2.5–6):

In the first place I see you are compelled to offer many lavish sacrifices, otherwise you 
would be on bad terms with gods and men. Then it is your duty to entertain many 
strangers, and to do this in grand style. Then you must invite your fellow-citizens to 
dinner and shower benefits on them, or you would be destitute of allies. Furthermore 
I notice that the city is already laying heavy expenses on you, for keeping horses, act-
ing as choregos, gymnasiarch or undertaking some important function, and should war 
break out, I know that they will impose on you the trierarchy, the soldiers’ pay and 
contributions, so great that you will not find it easy to bear them. And if ever you are 
thought to have fallen short in the performance of these duties, I know that the Athe-
nians will punish you just as much as if they had caught you stealing their own prop-
erty. (Trans. M. M. Austin51)

49 M. M. Austin and P. Vidal-Naquet, Economic and Social History of Ancient Greece: An Introduction (Berkeley 
1977) 340, text no. 109.

50 On the known costs of war, see M. L. Cook, “Timokrates’ 50 Talents and the Cost of Ancient Warfare,” Eranos 
88 (1990) 69–97; V. Gabrielsen, Financing the Athenian Fleet (Baltimore 1994).

51 Austin and Vidal-Naquet, Economic and Social History (note 49 above) 320, text no. 97. On liturgies and taxes 
in general, see M. Hakkarainen, “Private Wealth in the Athenian Public Sphere during the Late Classical and Early 
Hellenistic Period,” in Early Hellenistic Athens: Symptoms of a Change, Papers and Monographs of the Finnish Institute 
at Athens 6, ed. J. Frösén (Helsinki 1997) 1–32; J. Ober, Mass and Elite in Democratic Athens: Rhetoric, Ideology, and the 
Power of the People (Princeton 1989) 199–202; Austin, in CAH2, vol. 6 (1994) 541–51.
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Introduction  13

The burdens of the liturgies and taxes were great even with restructuring to ease the 
pain; J. K. Davies has estimated that there were ninety-seven annual or festival liturgies 
in the fourth century, which were hardly as oppressive as the military liturgies.52 Demos-
thenes records how unpopular the latter had become in 341, when Philip complained to 
Athens about the disturbances caused by the Athenian general Diopeithes in the Cher-
sonesos not long before Chaironeia (On the Chersonese 21–23):

We refuse to pay war-taxes or to serve in person; we cannot keep our hands off the 
public funds; we will not pay Diopithes the allowances agreed upon, nor sanction the 
sums that he raises for himself; but we grumble and criticize his methods, and ask what 
he intends to do, and all that sort of thing; and yet, while maintaining that attitude, 
we refuse to perform our own tasks; with our lips we praise those whose speeches are 
worthy of our city, but our actions serve only to encourage their opponents. Now, you 
have a habit of asking a speaker on every occasion, “What then must be done?”; but I 
prefer to ask you, “What then must be said?” Because, if you are not going to pay your 
contributions, nor serve in person, nor keep your hands off the public funds, nor grant 
Diopithes his allowances, nor sanction the sums that he raises for himself, nor consent 
to perform your own tasks, I have nothing to say. (Trans. J. H. Vince, Loeb edition)

In this vein pseudo-Aristotle relates three anecdotes about the cash-starved Athenian 
general Timotheos, the most famous of which was a ruse he used to forestall his men’s 
demands for pay, which he could not meet during the campaign off Kerkyra in 375 B.C. 
(Oikonomika 2.1350a–b):

Timotheus was reduced to sore straits. His men demanded their pay, refused to obey 
his orders, and declared they would desert to the enemy. Accordingly he summoned a 
meeting and told them that the stormy weather was delaying the arrival of the silver 
he expected; meanwhile, as he had on hand such abundance of provisions, he would 
charge them nothing for the three months’ ration of grain already advanced. The men, 
unable to believe that Timotheus would have sacrificed so large a sum to them unless 
he was in truth expecting the money, made no further claim for pay until he had com-
pleted his dispositions. (Trans. G. C. Armstrong, Loeb edition)

Warfare itself had changed since the fifth century, as Demosthenes relates (Third Philip- 
pic 47–50):

But for my own part, while practically all the arts have made a great advance and we 
are living today in a very different world from the old one, I consider that nothing has 
been more revolutionized and improved than the art of war. For in the first place I 
am informed that in those days the Lacedaemonians, like everyone else, would spend 
the four or five months of the summer “season” in invading and laying waste the en-
emy’s territory with heavy infantry and levies of citizens, and would then retire home 
again; and they were so old-fashioned, or rather such good citizens, that they never 
used money to buy an advantage from anyone, but their fighting was of the fair and 
open kind. But now you must surely see that most disasters are due to traitors, and 
none are the result of a regular pitched battle. On the other hand you hear of Philip 

52 J. K. Davies, “Demosthenes on Liturgies: A Note,” JHS 87 (1967) 33–40; Davies, APF, xx–xxiii; Davies, Wealth 
and the Power of Wealth in Classical Athens (New York 1981) 27–37.
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14  Chapter 1

marching unchecked, not because he leads a phalanx of heavy infantry, but because 
he is accompanied by skirmishers, cavalry, archers, mercenaries, and similar troops. 
When, relying on this force, he attacks some people that is at variance with itself, and 
when through distrust no one goes forth to fight for his country, then he brings up 
his artillery and lays siege. I need hardly tell you that he makes no difference between 
summer and winter and has no season set apart for inaction. (Trans. J. H. Vince, 
Loeb edition)

Not only was continuous war in itself expensive, but the increasing use of mercenaries 
made it even more so.53 A secondary problem in the use of mercenaries was that they be-
came an uncontrollable horde when not managed strictly and paid well. Isokrates decries 
the situation thus (On the Peace 44–46):

Although we seek to rule over all men, we are not willing to take the field ourselves, and 
although we undertake to wage war upon, one might almost say, the whole world, we do 
not train ourselves for war but employ instead vagabonds, deserters, and fugitives who 
have thronged together here in consequence of other misdemeanors, who, whenever 
others offer them higher pay, will follow their leadership against us. But, for all that, 
we are so enamored of these mercenaries that while we would not willingly assume the 
responsibility for the acts of our own children if they offended against anyone, yet for 
the brigandage, the violence, and the lawlessness of these men, the blame for which 
is bound to be laid at our door, not only do we feel no regret, but we actually rejoice 
whenever we hear that they have perpetrated any such atrocity. (Trans. G. Norlin, 
Loeb edition54)

To war and the consequent financial and social strains was added another serious 
problem: the need to import significant amounts of grain just to survive.55 This had al-
ways been the case but became more acute in the fourth century. Athens was particularly 
dependent and thus cultivated foreign rulers to ensure the supply, on many occasions 
awarding them honors to cement relations or to recognize particular acts of generosity. 
The main source was the Black Sea, but Cyprus, Libya, and Egypt were also important.56 
Maintaining the supply of grain thus required far-flung diplomatic relations, making it 
clear that there was a heightened cosmopolitanism in fourth-century Greece. In the fifth 
century, Greece had prided itself not only on the defeat of the Persian invasions but on 
a continuing and successful hostility to Persia. This remains a major motif in the fourth 
century, but tempered by an ambiguity typical of the century. Already in the last years 
of the Peloponnesian War, the Spartan victory over Athens was funded by Persia (Xeno-
phon, Hellenika 1.4.1–7, 5.1–9; 2.1.10–32). And Athens’s recovery in the first decade of 
the fourth century was marked by her premier general, Konon, serving in the Persian 
fleet and defeating Sparta at the battle of Knidos in 394 (Xenophon, Hellenika 4.3.10–12). 
Xenophon is quick to point out how complex and absurd some of these relationships be-
came, since at that same time Athens was sending ships to support Evagoras of Salamis 

53 L. P. Marinovich, Le mercenariat grec au IVe siècle avant notre ère et la crise de la polis, Centre de recherches 
d’histoire ancienne 80 (Paris 1988); D. Whitehead, “Who Equipped Mercenary Troops in Classical Greece?” Historia 
40 (1991) 105–13; P. McKechnie, Outsiders in the Greek Cities of the Fourth Century B.C. (London 1989) 79–93.

54 Austin and Vidal-Naquet, Economic and Social History (note 49 above) 338–39, text no. 108B (excerpt).
55 Austin, in CAH2, vol. 6 (1994) 558–62; cf. Xenophon, Oikonomikos 20.27–28.
56 J. McK. Camp II, “Drought and Famine in the 4th Century B.C.,” in Studies in Athenian Architecture, Sculpture, 

and Topography Presented to Homer A. Thompson, Hesperia suppl. 20 (Princeton 1982) 14–15.
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in Cyprus against Persia (Hellenika 4.8.24). In the 370s or 360s, special honors and eco-
nomic rewards were given to Strato, king of Sidon, for assistance with an embassy to the 
Great King.57 Later, in 343 B.C., Demosthenes had read in court an inscription of the fifth 
century that cited Arthmios of Zelea for treason because he conveyed “gold from barbar-
ians to Greeks” (De falsa legatione 271), which he repeats in 341 (Third Philippic 41–44), 
yet he himself appears to suggest at the end of the latter speech (§ 71) that the Athenians 
should approach the Persian king for support against Philip.58

Persian gold seems to have been accepted by any Greek or any Greek state that was of-
fered it, yet Persia remained the barbarian enemy.59 The inconsistency is both glaring and 
yet typical of the extreme volatility of all Greek interstate relations in the fourth century. 
The conquest of Persia by Alexander is seen by many modern commentators as the cul-
minating event of the century which brings the Classical period to an end, but on closer 
examination it seems to be a minor footnote in an age of so many conflicts. The idea of 
founding a Greek state in Asia Minor had even flickered across the mind of Xenophon 
when he brought the “Ten Thousand” down to the Black Sea in the spring of 400 B.C. 
(Anabasis 5.6.15–33). In 408, Gorgias of Leontinoi had addressed the Olympic games with 
the proposal of establishing harmony among the Greeks by attacking Persia,60 and Lysias 
apparently brought up the same idea in his address to the same body in 388 or 384.61 
Isokrates was a student of Gorgias, and it may have been from him that Isokrates devel-
oped his theme, first propounded in the Panegyrikos around 380 B.C. The reality is that 
Greece had become so intertwined with Persia at all levels of public and private life that 
the unification of East and West was not a deeply dramatic turn of events but almost the 
recognition of a pre-existing situation.

The cosmopolitanism of fourth-century Greece is everywhere evident, but it is a natu-
ral continuation of trends in the fifth century, particularly in Athens, which was the un-
disputed center of Aegean and even Mediterranean trade. Cults from other Greek areas 
were introduced into Athens, for example, the cult of Asklepios that took up its home on 
the south slope of the Acropolis in 420/19.62 One of the earliest truly foreign gods in At-
tica was Bendis, whose cult took place in the Bendideion in the Piraeus and was officially 
organized as a state cult as early as 429.63 Other foreign cults, such as those of Adonis and 

57 Rhodes and Osborne, Greek Historical Inscriptions, 86–87, no. 21; Austin and Vidal-Naquet, Economic and Social 
History (note 49 above) text no. 71.

58 The passage is included only in the margins of the best manuscript. J. R. Ellis, in CAH2, vol. 6 (1994) 774, 
clearly accepts the genuineness of the tradition, which is elaborated in the Fourth Philippic [10] 31–34, sometimes 
considered spurious.

59 Lysias, Olympiakos 5: “. . . you are aware that empire is for those who command the sea, that the King has control 
of the money, that the Greeks are in thrall to those who are able to spend it. . . .” (trans. W. R. M. Lamb, Loeb edition).

60 Philostratos, Lives of the Philosophers 493. On the date, see Diels-Kranz, Vorsokr., 287, with reference to U. 
von Wilamowitz-Moellendorf, Aristoteles und Athen (Berlin 1893; repr. Berlin 1966) vol. 1, n. 75 on pp. 172–73. 
The passage from Philostratos is given in full by Diels-Kranz, p. 272 (A1). See generally M. Flower, “Alexander the 
Great and Panhellenism,” in Alexander the Great in Fact and Fiction, ed. A. B. Bosworth and E. J. Baynham (Oxford 
2000) 96–135.

61 W. R. M. Lamb, in Lysias (Cambridge, MA, 1930) 681 (Loeb edition).
62 R. Garland, Introducing New Gods: The Politics of Athenian Religion (London 1992) 116–35; R. Parker, Athenian 

Religion: A History (Oxford 1996) 175–87; H. Knell, Athen im 4. Jahrhundert v. Chr., eine Stadt verändert ihr Gesicht: 
Archäologisch-kulturgeschichtliche Betrachtungen (Darmstadt 2000) 15–25.

63 R. R. Simms, “The Cult of the Thracian Goddess Bendis in Athens and Attica,” AncW 1 (1988) 59–76; Garland, 
Introducing New Gods (note 62 above) 111–14; Parker, Athenian Religion (note 62 above) 160–61, 170–75. See also D. 
Tsiafakis, “The Allure and Repulsion of Thracians in the Art of Classical Athens,” in Not the Classical Ideal: Athens and 
the Construction of the Other in Greek Art, ed. B. Cohen (Leiden 2000) 386–88.
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16  Chapter 1

Sebazios, appear to have existed without official recognition and to have flourished in the 
fourth century.64 A cult of Ammon was recognized at an unknown time, at least by the 
370s,65 and in the second half of the fourth century followers of Isis were allowed to buy 
land for a sanctuary sometime before 333, when the same permission was granted to the 
merchants of Kition for their cult of Aphrodite.66 These foreign cults certainly reflect and 
probably officially served the widespread economic and political interests of Athens.67 
Xenophon points out that Athens had a large and very mixed population of non-Greek 
foreigners, as all major Greek cities presumably had; he cites Lydians, Phrygians, and 
Syrians (Ways and Means 2.3).68 In the accounts of the completion of the Erechtheion on 
the Athenian Acropolis in the last decade of the fifth century, the lists reveal a greater 
number of metics (resident foreigners) at work than Athenian citizens,69 and around the 
middle of the fourth century Xenophon advocates a concerted effort on the part of Ath-
ens to increase the metic population to improve government finances (Ways and Means 
2.3).70 Although these resident foreigners had some security under the law, it was not 
great, and the burden of taxes and obligations was not small.71

There has been much debate about the relative roles of metics and citizens in all as-
pects of Athenian trade; certainly metics were very important, but current scholarly 
opinion appears to allow greater citizen involvement than was formerly thought.72 The 
debate tends to obscure the point that metics followed many callings. The Erechtheion 
inscriptions underscore what is otherwise never questioned: many prominent sculptors 
and painters who worked in Athens in the fifth and fourth centuries were not Athenians. 
Some may have been simply visiting foreigners, but others were certainly metics.73 But 
it always comes as a surprise to recall that Aristotle was a metic;74 so were the orators 
Lysias, Isaeus, and Dinarchos. Admittedly, all of these men were Greeks and not from 
far-off, exotic, or barbarian lands, yet they were just as much metics as a Syrian or a Phry-
gian. Although the reckoning of the number of inhabitants of Attica at any given time 
must of necessity be very imprecise, a recent suggestion proposed that in 360 B.C. there 

64 Parker, Athenian Religion (note 62 above) 160, 194, 198. See also L. E. Roller, “Foreign Cults in Greek Vase 
Painting,” in Proceedings of the 3rd Symposium on Ancient Greek and Related Pottery, Copenhagen, August 31–September 
4, 1987, ed. J. Christiansen and T. Melander (Copenhagen 1988) 506–13.

65 Parker, Athenian Religion (note 62 above) 195–96.
66 IG II2 337: Rhodes and Osborne, Greek Historical Inscriptions, 462–66, no. 91, lines 42–45; Austin and Vidal-

Naquet, Economic and Social History (note 49 above) 274–75, no. 72; R. R. Simms, “Isis in Classical Athens,” CJ 84 
(1989) 216–21.

67 Simms, CJ 84 (1989) 219–21; Parker, Athenian Religion (note 62 above) 174–75, 197, 198, 243.
68 McKechnie, Outsiders in the Greek Cities (note 53 above) 178–88, gives a sketchy picture of the actual traders 

who carried cargo from port to port. E. Erxleben, “Das Verhältnis des Handels zum Produktionsaufkommen in Attika 
im 5. und 4. Jahrhundert v. u. Z.,” Klio 57 (1975) 365–98, gives a lively account of Attic imports and exports in the 
Classical period.

69 R. H. Randall, “The Erechtheion Workmen,” AJA 57 (1953) 199–210, partially reproduced in Austin and Vidal-
Naquet, Economic and Social History (note 49 above) 276–82, text no. 73.

70 Austin and Vidal-Naquet, Economic and Social History (note 49 above) 362–68, text no. 122.
71 D. Whitehead, The Ideology of the Athenian Metic, Proceedings of the Cambridge Philological Society, Supple-

mentary Volume 4 (Cambridge 1977).
72 S. C. Humphreys, “Economy and Society in Classical Athens,” AnnPisa 39 (1970) 1–26; E. E. Cohen, Athenian 

Economy and Society: A Banking Perspective (Princeton 1992); and particularly I. Morris’s review of the latter, in CP 89 
(1994) 351–66, which strikes a balanced view similar to that of Humphreys.

73 McKechnie, Outsiders in the Greek Cities (note 53 above) 142–60, reviews the situation of the “mobile skilled 
workers.” However, these became metics not only in Athens but elsewhere after a very brief stay, usually of a month, 
except under special circumstances: Whitehead, Athenian Metic (note 71 above) 7–11.

74 D. Whitehead, “Aristotle the Metic,” PCPS 21 (1975) 94–99.
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Introduction  17

were 29,000 male citizens and 35,000 metics.75 If this is even vaguely correct, whatever 
the disadvantages of being a metic in Athens (or elsewhere) were, it clearly had its ad-
vantages, too. It is equally clear that metics did not simply occupy the middle ground 
between citizen and slave, though there are enough slighting comments preserved in the 
texts to indicate that they could easily be a subject of criticism and/or derision.76 The fact 
that a number of Attic terracotta figurines and vases depict travelers suggests that the 
cosmopolitan tenor of the age even crept into the domestic world.77

A third and particularly modern aspect of the fourth century is the development of 
professionalism in almost all walks of life and endeavor. One important aspect of this 
trend is the writing of treatises on “How to Do” something or “The History of” some-
thing. This is not an invention of the fourth century, since we hear of various works of 
this type in the second half of the fifth century, such as Polykleitos’s work on the canon 
(Galen, De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis 5),78 writings on perspective by Demokritos 
(Vitruvius 7 praef. 11), the beginning of the Corpus Hippocraticum,79 and the earliest 
treatises on rhetoric by Gorgias and perhaps his teacher, Teisias.80 But many new types 
appear in the fourth century, ranging from the various “Constitution of . . .” by Aristo-
tle and others to Xenophon’s many works (such as his Ways and Means, Oikonomikos, 
On the Art of Horsemanship, and On Hunting), Aeneas Tacticus’s manual On the Defense 
of Fortified Positions, Theophrastos’s Characters, and, not least important for the pres-
ent study, Xenokrates of Athens’s On Bronze Working and On Painting.81 These manuals 
and treatises are, of course, all written in prose, which was certainly not a new inven-
tion but one coupled with the habit of writing rather than with oral composition, and 
this arguably led to a major change in patterns of thought.82 “Athens was becoming 
more ‘document-minded,’ and the state was in fact demanding more written documen-
tation,” as Rosalind Thomas has put it.83 The laws of Athens were completely reviewed 
between 410 and 399 to provide a recognized basic platform for the structure of the 
state after the oligarchic upheavals.84 As the fourth century progressed, the develop-
ment of an increasingly rigorous and professional administration of the government be-
came a simple necessity as society became more complex and financial needs had to be  

75 P. J. Rhodes, in CAH2, vol. 6 (1994) 567. M. H. Hansen, Demography and Democracy: The Number of Athenian 
Citizens in the Fourth Century B.C. (Herning, Denmark, 1985), proposes a figure of ca. 30,000 in the second half of the 
fourth century; A. W. Gomme, The Population of Athens in the Fifth and Fourth Centuries B.C. (Oxford 1933) 47, pro-
posed that in 430 there were 60,000 citizens, 25,000 metics, and 70,000 slaves; in 330 there may have been 50,000 
citizens, 36,000 metics, and 82,000 slaves. Cf. Whitehead, Athenian Metic (note 71 above) 97–98.

76 Whitehead, Athenian Metic (note 71 above) 34–61. Whitehead tries to make a case for a general disparage-
ment of metics in Athens but is unable to come up with texts that really confirm this. The two that come closest 
(Demosthenes 22.54 and 52.3; pp. 47–48, 49–50) do not carry much conviction beyond a moderate antipathy for 
noncitizens.

77 W. R. Biers and J. R. Green, “Carrying Baggage,” AntK 41 (1998) 87–93.
78 Overbeck, Schriftquellen, no. 959; J. J. Pollitt, The Art of Greece, 1400–31 B.C. (Englewood Cliffs, NJ, 1965) 89.
79 A. Krug, Heilkunst und Heilkult: Medizin in der Antike (Munich 1985) 43–44.
80 W. K. C. Guthrie, A History of Greek Philosophy, vol. 3, The Fifth-Century Enlightenment (Cambridge 1969) 192.
81 See note 26 above. Aristotle, Politics 1.7.7, comments on the usefulness of such manuals.
82 Havelock, Literate Revolution (note 16 above) 261–312.
83 Literacy and Orality in Ancient Greece (Cambridge 1992) 148. C. W. Hedrick, “Writing, Reading, and Democ-

racy,” in Osborne and Hornblower, Ritual, Finance, Politics (note 7 above) 157–74, draws attention to the ambiguous 
function of writing, especially epigraphy, in classical Athens.

84 M. Ostwald, From Popular Sovereignty to the Sovereignty of Law: Law, Society, and Politics in Fifth-Century Athens 
(Berkeley 1986) 369–72, 409–11, 414–20, 509–24; P. J. Rhodes, in CAH2, vol. 6 (1994) 567–68; J. P. Sickinger, Public 
Records and Archives in Classical Athens (Chapel Hill, NC, 1999) 94–105.
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18  Chapter 1

met.85 In the public sector, the name of Euboulos stands out, and, after him, that of Lyk-
ourgos.86 Although the evidence is not absolutely clear, the tendency in fourth-century 
Athens was to create boards or magistracies, such as the theorikon, that were neither 
chosen by lot nor served only one year, providing both expertise and continuity of ad-
ministration.87 These developments represent a slight movement away from the radical 
democratic selection by lot and a term limit of just one year.88 Perhaps unrelated is the 
fact that the Athenian citizens most engaged in the government were not, as one might 
suppose, purely or even largely from the general dēmos but were often men of wealth 
and from reputed families.89 The most visible sign of all these changes to a professional 
government was the construction or reconstruction of buildings in the Agora90 and the 
massive expansion of the public meeting place, the Pnyx.91

The new professionalism became all pervasive and extended to the great festival games, 
though the wholly negative assessment of this development fostered by E. Norman Gar-
diner at the beginning of the twentieth century has little basis in fact.92 In the fifth cen-
tury, probably early in the century, the trend to special diet and single-purpose training 
had begun, which led to contemporary criticism.93 But the evidence for the repute of 
athletes and the games is ambiguous. Hans-Volkmar Herrmann states that in the fourth 
century Olympia experienced a building boom as never before or after,94 and Pausanias 
records more statues of athletic victors of that century than for any other period.95 Yet 
the games appear to have suffered something of an eclipse, too: the West Greeks no lon-
ger participated, and the fame of athletic victors appears to have been not as great in the 
fourth century.96 At Delphi the surviving gymnasium was built in the fourth century,97 

85  P. J. Rhodes, in CAH2, vol. 6 (1994) 565–72; Rhodes, “Athenian Democracy after 403 B.C.,” CJ 75 (1979/80) 
309–15.

86 B. Hintzen-Bohlen, Die Kulturpolitik des Eubulos und des Lykurg: Die Denkmäler- und Bauprojekte in Athen 
zwischen 355 und 322 v. Chr. (Berlin 1997); Austin, in CAH2, vol. 6 (1994) 541–51; G. Cawkwell, “Eubulus,” JHS 83 
(1963) 47–67; F. W. Mitchel, “Lykourgan Athens: 338–322,” in Lectures in Memory of Louise Taft Semple, Second Se-
ries, 1966–1970, ed. C. G. Boulter et al. (Norman, OK, 1973) 190–214; S. C. Humphreys, “Lycurgos of Butadae: An 
Athenian Aristocrat,” in The Craft of the Ancient Historian: Essays in Honor of Chester G. Starr, ed. J. W. Eadie and J. Ober 
(Lanham, MD, 1985) 199–252. The life and deeds of Lykourgos are largely based on pseudo-Plutarch, Lives of the Ten 
Orators, in Moralia 841a–844a.

87 H. Leppin, “Zur Entwicklung der Verwaltung öffentlicher Gelder im Athen des 4. Jahrhunderts v. Chr.,” in Eder, 
Athenische Demokratie (note 8 above) 557–71.

88 P. J. Rhodes, in CAH2, vol. 6 (1994) 572.
89 Peč írka, Eirene 9 (1976) 9–10; Davies, APF, xxv–xxxi; C. Mossé, “La classe politique à Athènes au IVème siècle,” 

in Eder, Athenische Demokratie (note 8 above) 67–77.
90 H. A. Thompson and R. E. Wycherley, The Athenian Agora, vol. 14, The Agora of Athens: The History, Shape and 

Uses of an Ancient City Center (Princeton 1972) 21 and passim; Knell, Athen im 4. Jahrhundert, 63–114; J. Travlos, Picto-
rial Dictionary of Ancient Athens (London 1971) 1–27.

91 Thompson and Wycherley, Athenian Agora 14 (note 90 above) 48–52; Knell, Athen im 4. Jahrhundert, 55–62; 
Travlos, Pictorial Dictionary, 466–76.

92 E. N. Gardiner, Greek Athletic Sports and Festivals (London 1910); cf. F. Rausa, L’immagine del vincitore: L’atleta 
nella statuaria greca dall’età arcaica all’ellenismo (Treviso and Rome 1994) 111–12; D. C. Young, “How the Amateurs 
Won the Olympics,” in The Archaeology of the Olympic Games: The Olympics and Other Festivals in Antiquity, ed. W. J. 
Raschke (Madison, WI, 1988) 69–71; S. G. Miller, Ancient Greek Athletics (New Haven, CT, 2004) 207–15 (“Profes-
sionals and Amateurs”).

93 N. Serwint, “Greek Athletic Sculpture from the Fifth and Fourth Centuries B.C.: An Iconographic Study” 
(Ph.D. diss., Princeton University, 1987) 24–38; cf. Aristotle, Politics 7.16.12; 8.4.7–9.

94 H.-V. Herrmann, Olympia: Heiligtum und Wettkampfstätte (Munich 1972); 161; A. Mallwitz, Olympia und seine 
Bauten (Darmstadt 1972) 96–100.

95 Rausa, Vincitore, 113–14.
96 Herrmann, Olympia (note 94 above) 161.
97 J.-F. Bommelaer and D. Laroche, Guide de Delphes: Le site (Paris 1991) 73–79. Aupert, FdD 2.C.3, 45–54, 164–

65, dates the current stadium above the sanctuary to the early third century B.C.
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Introduction  19

and a stadium and palaestra were built at Athens under Lykourgos.98 The great Temple of 
Zeus at Nemea was built in the second half of the fourth century,99 and rebuilding at Isth-
mia is also known.100 It seems clear, therefore, that whatever status the Panhellenic games 
may have enjoyed in the fourth century, their physical setting was greatly enhanced with 
major stone buildings and facilities, and major dedications of sculpture, both of victors 
and others, continued to fill the sanctuaries associated with the games.

To balance the prominence of instability and change in the fourth century there is the 
constant sense of the past and the desire to live up to it.101 The increased concern with 
documentation and recordkeeping has already been mentioned. Two significant and re-
lated aspects of this trend were the regular restaging of fifth-century tragedies beginning 
in 387/6 (IG II2 2318, lines 201–3) and of comedies from 340/39 on (IG II2 2318, lines 316–
18).102 Under Lykourgos the texts of the tragedies were standardized,103 and the Theater of 
Dionysos was rebuilt in stone and decorated with statues of the great fifth-century tragedi-
ans.104 Lykourgos is thus of interest not only as a great administrator but also as a promoter 
not just of the political and military glories of earlier times but the poetry, too. His sole 
surviving speech, Against Leokrates, contains a long quotation from Euripides’ otherwise 
largely lost play Erechtheus (§ 100),105 as well as quotations from the Iliad (§ 103), Tyrtaios 
(§ 107), the epigram of the Spartans at Thermopylai (§ 109), the ephebic oath (§ 77), the 
oath of Plataia (§ 81), unattributable verses (§ 92, 132), and a string of earlier decrees, 
including a Spartan law (§ 129). The first lines invoke justice and reverence for the gods 
that recall the invocations of Pindaric odes and Aischylos’s tragedies (Against Leokrates § 1):

Justice towards you, Athenians, and reverence for the gods, shall mark the opening of 
my speech against Leokrates, now here on trial; so may Athena and those other gods 
and heroes whose statues are erected in our city and the country round receive this 
prayer. (Trans. J. O. Burt, Loeb edition)

The religious tone, which recurs in the speech, probably derives from the fact that 
Lykourgos was a member of the Eteobutadai, a family to which the ancient and important 
priesthoods of Athena Polias and Erechtheus belonged.106 But the theme of reverence 

98 Knell, Athen im 4. Jahrhundert, 167–95; Hintzen-Bohlen, Kulturpolitik des Eubulos (note 86 above) 38–39; Trav-
los, Pictorial Dictionary, 498; Mitchel, “Lykourgan Athens” (note 86 above) 199–201; R. E. Wycherley, The Stones of 
Athens (Princeton 1978) 222–26; pseudo-Plutarch, Lives of the Ten Orators, in Moralia 841C–D.

99 B. H. Hill, L. T. Lands, and C. K. Williams, The Temple of Zeus at Nemea (Princeton 1966) 44–46; D. Birge, in 
Nemea: A Guide to the Site and Museum, ed. S. G. Miller (Berkeley 1990) 130–48; Miller, Ancient Greek Athletics (note 
92 above) 106–10.

100 O. Broneer, Isthmia: Excavations by the University of Chicago under the Auspices of the American School of Classical 
Studies at Athens, vol. 2, Topography and Architecture (Princeton 1973) 46–66. The “earlier” stadium was apparently 
rebuilt around 390 B.C., and the “later” stadium may have been built in the last third of the fourth century.

101 See note 2 above.
102 P. Wilson, The Athenian Institution of the Khoregia: The Chorus, the City and the Stage (Cambridge 2000) 22–23.
103 Pseudo-Plutarch, Lives of the Ten Orators, in Moralia 841F; Mitchel, “Lykourgan Athens” (note 86 above) 209; 

A. Lesky, A History of Greek Literature, trans. J. Willis and C. de Heer (New York 1966) 267–68.
104 Knell, Athen im 4. Jahrhundert, 126–47; Hintzen-Bohlen, Kulturpolitik des Eubulos (note 86 above) 21–31; Trav-

los, Pictorial Dictionary, 537–52; P. Zanker, Die Maske des Sokrates: Das Bild des Intellektuellen in der antiken Kunst 
(Munich 1995) 49–61.

105 Euripides, Selected Fragmentary Plays, 2nd ed., vol. 1, ed. C. Collard, M. J. Cropp, and K. H. Lee (Warminster 
2009) 158, no. 360.

106 Parker, Athenian Religion (note 62 above) 290–93. H. Montgomery, “Piety and Persuasion: Mythology and 
Religion in Fourth-Century Athenian Oratory,” in Religion and Power in the Ancient Greek World: Proceedings of the 
Uppsala Symposium 1993, Acta Universitatis Upsaliensis, Boreas 24, ed. P. Hellström and B. Alroth (Uppsala 1996) 
125–32, remarks on the infrequent use of religion and mythology in forensic speeches and little use even in epideictic 
works.
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20  Chapter 1

for the gods as a patriotic quality is sufficiently frequent in speeches by other orators 
to indicate that it was expected by the jury as one of the qualities that defined the good 
citizen,107 and my assumption is that religious reverence is undiminished in the fourth 
century outside of small groups of intellectuals who had already begun to question the 
inherited beliefs in the sixth century.108 It should be remembered that the vast majority 
of the liturgies in Athens were for the sacred festivals, and these numbered some ninety-
seven, apart from the special quadrennial Panathenaics.109 Equally, in times of constant 
war, the pressing need of many states for money might have led many Greek states to 
despoil the enormous treasure stored in the sanctuaries to fund their armies, but most 
states rejected this tactic (Xenophon, Hellenika 7.4.33–34), with the notable exception of 
the Phokaians during their brief control of the sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi during the 
Third Sacred War (Diodorus 16.56–57).110 Athens had used the sacred treasures in the 
waning years of the Peloponnesian War, and suggestions were made to do this again in 
the fourth century, though they were apparently not carried out.111 This restraint before 
the gods does not mean there were not ugly incidents, such as the pitched battle that took 
place in the sanctuary of Zeus at Olympia in the 104th Olympiad (364 B.C.) (Xenophon, 
Hellenika 7.4.28–32). But this was the exception, not the rule, and we can in general agree 
with A. W. Gomme that the fourth century does not represent a spiritual decline from the 
fifth century.112

It must be clear at this point that Greece in the fourth century manifests undiluted am-
biguities as a political, social, and economic entity. It was, after all, a period of change. For 
the most part this was gradual and not as wrenching as might first appear to be the case. 
For example, the social opposition of oligarch and democrat that played a major role in the 
turmoil of the fourth century did not play itself out in violence in Athens after the tyranny 
of 404–403. That there were oligarchic sympathizers cannot be doubted; both Plato and 
Aristotle are clearly such.113 Yet in the political, rather than the philosophic, arena the 
acceptance of the democracy in Athens appears to have been broad and profound.114 This 
does not mean that there was not a wealthy elite that functioned as a class and asserted 
its status, but the assertiveness was integrated into the balanced functioning of the city-
state through the system of liturgies, which the wealthy themselves viewed as a means 

107 K. J. Dover, Greek Popular Morality in the Time of Plato and Aristotle, 2nd ed. (Indianapolis, IN, 1994) 246–54, 
cites many relevant passages; W. R. Connor, “‘Sacred’ and ‘Secular’: Ἱερὰ καὶ ὅσια and the Classical Athenian Concept 
of the State,” Ancient Society 19 (1988) 161–88.

108 Cf. B. Snell, “Der Glaube an die Olympischen Götter,” in Das neue Bild der Antike, ed. H. Berve (Leipzig 
1942) vol. 1, 124–26, who says (p. 125): “Die olympischen Götter sind gestorben an der Philosophie.” Cf. C. Auf-
farth, “Aufnahme und Zurückweisung ‘Neuer Götter’ im spätklassischen Athen: Religion gegen die Krise, Religion 
in der Krise?” in Eder, Athenische Demokratie (note 8 above) 337–65. See further chap. 6, pp. 259–60, and chap. 8, 
pp. 317–18 below.

109 See note 52 above.
110 See also Rhodes and Osborne, Greek Historical Inscriptions, 336–42, no. 67, on the repayment of the stolen 

treasure, which helped to pay for the completion of the Temple of Apollo damaged or destroyed in 373: G. Roux, 
L’amphictionie, Delphes et le temple d’Apollon au IVe siècle (Lyon and Paris 1979) 164–72.

111 On the whole topic, see Austin, in CAH2, vol. 6 (1994) 555–56; Demosthenes, Against Androtion (22) 48, and 
Dinarchos, Against Demosthenes (1) 69, criticize such proposals.

112 “End of the City-State” (note 7 above) 233–48. Gomme compares the inefficiency and corruption of British 
administration and military in the seventeenth to nineteenth centuries with the situation in Athens of the fourth 
century. The same comparison could doubtless be made with the contemporary United States of America.

113 J. Ober, “How to Criticize Democracy in Late Fifth-Century and Fourth-Century Athens,” in The Athenian Revo-
lution: Essays on Ancient Greek Democracy and Political Theory (Princeton 1996) 142–60; C. Mossé, Athens in Decline, 
404–86 B.C., trans. J. Stewart (London 1973) 60–67.

114 Ober, Mass and Elite (note 51 above).
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Introduction  21

to curry favor (charis) with the demos.115 Such sublimation in the polity of elitist feelings 
can be concretely experienced in the building of grand choregic monuments, a notable 
public-private demonstration of wealth, since the chorēgos performed a public liturgy.116 
Equally, Nikolaus Himmelmann has convincingly pointed to nondemocratic overtones 
in the iconography of Attic funerary reliefs.117 But if one needs evidence of the stability 
of the Athenian democracy, the fact that it did not disappear after Chaironeia nor suffer 
greatly or long under Demetrios of Phaleron (317–307) should suffice.118 In fact, the oli-
garchy made hardly any particular difference to the daily life of Athenians; Aristotle had 
remarked earlier that there were democracies that were run like oligarchies and vice versa 
(Politics 4.5.3).

Despite the ravages of the Peloponnesian War, Athens managed to assuage the horrors 
of political strife, to engage in foreign ventures, and especially to rebuild her economy.119 
The Piraeus again became the major center of trade in the Aegean, as it had been under 
the Athenian empire of the fifth century.120 Admittedly, trade was not a highly regarded 
activity for the old landed families; Aristotle contrasts the wealth of agricultural self-
sufficiency with pure money-making, which he deplores (Politics 1.8–11). But the father 
of Demosthenes, one of the richest men in Athens at the beginning of the fourth cen-
tury, had no land and made his money from factories and lending money (Demosthenes, 
Against Aphobos I 9–11).121 Although metics may have been a major force in the promotion 
and success of Athens’s trade, citizens clearly participated and profited well.122 General 
assessments point to a broad prosperity of the Athenian population, in contrast to the 
almost constant woes of the city’s finances.123 The latter were, however, largely a result 
of the costs of war and abated or disappeared under Euboulos’s administration, during 
which war was largely avoided. The new professionalism in government administration, 
based on some restraints on the principles of radical democracy coupled with the growth 
of a wealthy class of citizens who did not hold land, suggests that Athenian and almost 
certainly Greek society as a whole was moving toward a new configuration in which cos-
mopolitanism and urbanism were displacing aristocratic clan and landed ideals.

An important gauge of the situation is the notable wealth amassed by sculptors and 
painters during the fourth century. We know close to nothing about artists and crafts-
men prior to the late fifth century, though a general social antipathy toward them is  

115 Ober, Mass and Elite (note 51 above) 192–269; F. Vannier, Finances publiques et richesses privées dans le discours 
athénien aux Ve et IVe siècles, Centre de Recherches d’Histoire Ancienne, Université de Besançon 75 (Paris 1988). 
The word charis deserves special attention: Ober, Mass and Elite, 226–33; see further chap. 6, p. 236, and chap. 7, 
pp. 281–82 below.

116 See chap. 2, pp. 41–42, chap. 5A, pp. 196–97, and chap. 5B, pp. 211–212 below.
117 N. Himmelmann, Attische Grabreliefs (Opladen 1999) 82–94.
118 Ober, Mass and Elite (note 51 above) 334. On this period, see Mossé, Athens in Decline (note 113 above) 102–8.
119 B. S. Strauss, Athens after the Peloponnesian War: Class, Faction, and Policy, 403–386 B.C. (Ithaca, NY, 1986).
120 Austin, in CAH2, vol. 6 (1994) 543–44.
121 His total assets came to about 14 talents: Austin and Vidal-Naquet, Economic and Social History (note 49 above) 

358–59, no. 120; Davies, Power of Wealth (note 52 above) 71.
122 Cf. C. Mossé, “The ‘World of the Emporium’ in the Private Speeches of Demosthenes,” in Trade in the Ancient 

Economy, ed. P. Garnsey, K. Hopkins, and C. R. Whittaker (Berkeley 1983) 53–63, who emphasizes that the actual 
traders, that is, those who travelled on the ships, were generally poor and not part of the “political class”; but those 
who loaned the money and controlled the merchandise did do well (p. 54). W. R. Connor, The New Politicians of Fifth-
Century Athens (Princeton 1971) 151–68, shows that the new moneyed politicians of late-fifth-century Athens were 
already from families that owned no land or at least made their money from manufacturing, etc.

123 Peč írka, Eirene 9 (1976) 13–15; A. French, “Economic Conditions in Fourth-Century Athens,” GaR 38 (1991) 
24–40. A. Fuks, “Isokrates and the Social-Economic Situation in Greece,” Ancient Society 3 (1972) 17–44, dwells on 
the undeniable negatives as emphasized by Isokrates.
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22  Chapter 1

clear.124 In the late fifth century, the painters Zeuxis and Parrhasios were both particularly 
noted for their conspicuous display of wealth,125 and Lysippos is said by Pliny to have made 
1,500 statues (NH 34.17.37). Although wages did rise during the fourth century, it has been 
difficult to understand how artists could become wealthy, since the recorded rates of pay 
are so small: one drachma a day in the late fifth and early fourth century and, later, only 
two drachmas a day.126 A logical assumption must be that successful artists followed the 
trend toward developing workshops that at times employed sizeable numbers of slaves,127 
who may have made up about 35 percent of the total Athenian population of 210,000 in 
360 B.C.128 Slaves were apparently paid the same wage as free workmen, but the owner 
must have received the wage and been able to retain a portion as profit.129 The artists 
could thus have multiplied their productivity and earning power, and the profit could 
have been invested for further profit, in accordance with general practice. J. K. Davies 
has proposed that the family that produced Kephisodotos and Praxiteles was immensely 
wealthy in the fourth century,130 though this proposal must be treated with some caution, 
since it assumes that the names in the ancient sources are the same as those of the famous 
sculptors of the fourth century and a blood relationship that is so far only hypothesis.131 
Whatever the case, artists belonged to the swelling crowd of people making money with 
notable success from sources other than land.

The world of the fourth century looked back consciously to the glories of the fifth 
century in social, political, and artistic terms. Given the significant changes in all these 
areas, this is not difficult to understand. To clarify Rodenwaldt’s remark on the ambiguous 
nature of the art of the century,132 we can see that the fourth century in all respects looked 
both backward and forward; every sword has two edges, and in the fourth century both 
were particularly sharp. The sophists might be attacked for their professional, immoral, 
or amoral attitudes to the task of persuasion, yet Sokrates, Plato, Aristotle, and many oth-
ers struggled to organize and understand the elements of the ever more complex worlds 

124 See most recently N. Himmelmann, Realistische Themen in der griechischen Kunst der archaischen und klas-
sischen Zeit, JdI-EH 28 (Berlin 1994) 23–48 (“Banausen”).

125 K. Gschwantler, Zeuxis und Parrhasios: Ein Beitrag zur antiken Künstlerbiographie (Vienna 1975) 119–20. For 
Parrhasios, Gschwantler cites Athenaeus 12.543c–f and Aelian, VH 9.11; for Zeuxis, Pliny, NH 35.62.

126 Cook, Eranos 88 (1990) 83–87; A. Burford, Craftsmen in Greek and Roman Society (Ithaca, NY, 1972) 138–44. 
Both stress that the evidence is difficult to interpret precisely, but, given that we know the sums paid to Athenians 
for military service, jury duty, and for attending the assembly, these figures seem accurate. E. E. Cohen, “‘Whoring 
under Contract’: The Legal Context of Prostitutes in Fourth-Century Athens,” in Law and Social Status in Classical 
Athens, ed. V. Hunter and J. E. Edmondson (Oxford 2000) 125, points to evidence that salaries could and did in fact 
vary with the nature of the work.

127 Cohen, Banking Perspective (note 72 above) 92–93. The negative effect of slavery on the social and economic 
fabric of ancient Greece appears to have been mitigated by the lack of a massive use of slaves in any area except min-
ing: Humphreys, AnnPisa 39 (1970) 14–16, 21; Mossé, Athens in Decline (note 113 above) 43–46. Although Aristotle 
indicates that there were some who opposed the institution (Politics 1.3.4), he did not, nor did ancient society to its 
end: the sacking and total destruction of cities was followed by the selling of their populations into slavery as a mat-
ter of course.

128 Note 75 above.
129 Randall, AJA 57 (1953) 203–4 (Erechtheion accounts). As W. T. Loomis, Wages, Welfare Costs, and Inflation in 

Classical Athens (Ann Arbor 1998) 232–39, points out, however, the Erechtheion accounts are unusual in specifying 
a single wage for all participants in the building.

130 Davies, APF, 286–90, no. 8334; H. Lauter, “Zur wirtschaftlichen Position der Praxiteles-Familie im spätklas-
sichen Athen,” AA, 1980, 525–31; A. Corso, The Art of Praxiteles, vol. 1, The Development of Praxiteles’ Workshop and Its 
Cultural Tradition until the Sculptor’s Acme (364–1 BC), Studia Archaeologica 133 (Rome 2004) 111–14.

131 V. C. Goodlett, Collaboration in Greek Sculpture: The Literary and Epigraphical Evidence (New York 1989) 170–76.
132 Note 1 above.
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of politics, society, and art. Indeed, we can say without hesitation that the old, small, 
and clannish world of the sixth and fifth centuries was gradually turning into an urbane 
and cosmopolitan world in which the Greeks were becoming the leaders and no longer 
the followers. To bemoan this development is as curious as it is to bemoan the creation 
of the centralized states of Egypt and Mesopotamia in the early third millennium. The 
Greek world was growing up and flexing its muscles. To be sure, the initial impression is 
one of relative chaos and decline, yet the subsequent domination of Greek culture—that 
is, political, social, intellectual, and artistic criteria for judging anything and everything 
down to the present day—belies such a simple impression. Greece was headed toward a 
new and important role as leader of the eastern Mediterranean. Even when the Romans 
came on the scene with such vigor a mere century later, the defeat of Philip V of Macedon 
at Kynokephale in 197 paralleled the defeat of Athens and her allies at Chaironeia (338); 
Flamininus’s announcement of the liberation of Greece at the Isthmian games of 196 par-
alleled the spirit of the Corinthian League and merely marked a new change, not a totally 
new dispensation.
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